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This study investigates collaboration among missionaries, evangeQuakers,
Cherokee, Choctaw, and Seneca that developed in opposition to Indian removal. In 1829,
a vigorous national antiremoval movement arose dedicated to the prevention of Cherokee
removal. Nearly a decade later, a coalition of Seneca, Quakers, and Newti¥erisc
lobbied to prevent Seneca dispossession. Anglo antiremovalists worried removal would
interrupt Indian evangelism; while Natives feared forced emigratgem their ancestral

homelands and erosion of tribal sovereignty. Why did these varied groups join forces



against removal? Despite their divergent motivations, Native and Anglo antirksteva
shared a belief that Indian incorporation of Anglo cultural practices wwirld Natives
rights. They hoped Native adoption of formal education, family farming, &andt@nity
would yield social and political rights that could be leveraged to prevent renvbyal

story develops through examinations of Native-Anglo political alliancesiom Indian
schools, black slavery in the Cherokee and Choctaw Nations, and Native cultugd chan
in the post-Removal era.

Scholars have created an increasingly sophisticated narrative in which the
Native-Anglo military and trade alliances of the colonial era gavyeiwhe late
eighteenth century to brutal, coerced dispossession. However, the story of Natixe hi
is not only about force and power. | describe how a complex process of cooperation
helped to foster American empire, yet also enabled Natives to maintaindebaty and

sovereignty.

Xi



Introduction

In 1820 the Choctaw signed the Treaty of Doak’s Stand, an agreement in which
the Indians ceded land in Mississippi to the United States in exchangedon kahat is
today Oklahoma. Five years later, the Choctaw and the United Statesl emti@i@ new
agreement. For an annuity of $6000, the Indians returned about a fourth of their western
lands to the United States. The money was earmarked for the education of @mttiren
the “improvement” of the Choctaw people. David Folsom, a Choctaw chief, was one of
the signatories to the 1825 treaty. Shortly after the agreement was rdaabked) wrote
to Jeremiah Evarts, the Corresponding Secretary of the American Board of
Commissioners for Foreign Missions, a Boston based evangelical organizatisn. I
encouraging to me that this treaty has taken place,” wrote Folsom. “I| .ly bieheve
that after few years, god will bless the labours of the Christian people hAnddian
will become... enlightened and be like their white Brethren....l hope the good and wise
people of the US will go hand and hand and promote the great good for the Indian
people.? Folsom'’s letter raises a host of questions. What “labours” did the “Christian
people” perform? What did Folsom mean by “enlightened” and “great gdodfivhat
did he envision when he said that Indians would be “like their white Brethren?” If the
letter leaves us with questions that invoke the subjects of assimilationpsatoitt, and
interracial relations, it also provides us with the important insight that skenedlsom
saw benefit in nurturing a relationship with Anglo Americans. Why? What didrfee

others who shared his view, hope to gain?

! David Folsom to Jeremiah Evarts, January 19, 1BaBier 6, #15, Cyrus Kingsbury Collection,
Western History Collection, University of Oklahoma.



The Native-Anglo collaboration Folsom lauded would soon intensify and become
more deeply politicized as the United States became embroiled in the modt heate
national political debate of the late 1820s — the contest over Indian removal. Removal
was a policy that called for the migration of virtually all eastern Natieples to the
west of the Mississippi River. When President Andrew Jackson took office in 1829, he
planned to center his Indian policy on removal. That same year Congress begamdeba
the Indian Removal bill, which would give the President the power to negotiate land
exchanges in order to induce Natives to move westward. The invigorated support for
removal generated a storm of protest from Natives, evangelicals, Quahkers
missionaries living among the Cherokee, Choctaw, and Seneca. Anglo antiremovalist
believed that removal would disrupt Indian evangelism, while Natives feepagdasion
from their ancestral homelands. In the fall of 1828, Jeremiah Evarts and Cherokee
Principal Chief John Ross developed a strategy for a national antiremovalg@ampa
which Natives and Anglos would work collaboratively. Their plan was to publish a host
of antiremoval articles in the nation’s leading newspapers, and to flood Congtess wi
antiremoval memorials. The documents that subsequently filled the papersciratirea
the halls of Congress laid out legal and moral arguments against dispossdssigh T
focused on the prevention of Cherokee removal, the antiremoval campaign wes aime
broadly at persuading the United States government and the American people that
removal was a misguided policy.

By the winter of 1829 the antiremoval movement had gained considerable steam.
The vast majority of Cherokee, Choctaw, Chickasaw, Creek, and Seminole opposed

removal. In addition, thousands of Anglo Americans, represented through meraodals



petitions drafted by numerous Quaker Yearly Meetings, Protestant chunotevem
New England towns, came out against dispossession. Other than temperance, the
antiremoval movement was the earliest of the antebellum social reform museared
was the first to prominently feature an interracial cast of leaders.

This dissertationCultural Colonizers: Persistence and Empire in the Indian
Antiremoval Movement, 1815-18%X%amines an important and relatively neglected
story: the collaboration of evangelicals, Quakers, missionaries, Sé&femakee, and
Choctaw which developed in opposition to Indian removal. | argue that a complex
process of cooperation helped to foster American empire, yet also enablexs at
maintain tribal identity and sovereignty. Collaboration among these groups oestiee
shared belief that Indian adoption of certain Anglo practices would entitieel &b
legal and political rights that could be mobilized against removal. Such hope induced
both Natives and Anglos to cooperate in extending religious and educational orsfituti
into Native societies. | refer to this process of cultural adaptationaass-tulturation” to
emphasize that Anglo hope for acculturation was blunted by Natives who sejectivel
choose what cultural practices they would adofrians-culturation was a double-edged
sword. It facilitated the development of empire by funneling Anglo-Araaraultural
institutions into some Native communities; yet it also provided Nativdssaitial and
political leverage. They used that leverage to maintain core cultuiefsbend to

preserve a degree of tribal sovereignty. Natives were complicit veithegits of Anglo

2| borrow this term from Fernando Ortiz, the Culfarihropologist. For a discussion of Ortiz and
his scholarly contributions see Enrico Mario Saréirnando Ortiz: contrapunteo y transculturacion
(Editorial Colibri, 2001).



efforts to alter Indian cultures precisely because it gave them powertéathe
integrity of their communities and ethnic identities.

Despite the failure of the national antiremoval movement to achieve itsrprima
goal — the prevention of Cherokee removal - it has considerable historical sigrefidt
opens a window on an important alternative element of U.S. imperialism: the spread of
Anglo-American cultural practices and institutions. Usually, when we thimkneteenth
century U.S. imperialism, we envision geographic expansion, and picture the United
States as a juggernaut, whose power swept Natives aside. While violencey foilde,
and Manifest Destiny were all vital to the geographical expansion of thed Biiates,
the antiremoval movement shows that complicated and enduring Native-Angloeslianc
were vital to the spread of American practices. Moreover, it reveals thailtheal
adaptations that arose in Native societies resulted from the intersettirggts of Native
and Anglo-Americans.

The antiremoval movement is also significant for scholars. Rather thanrgcusi
on Native defeat, it points to the history of Native struggle and agency. The nmdveme
offered a real alternative to forced migration, and Indians were whabgeal in it. By
illuminating how Natives pressed their interests, the antiremoval movempatusel
better understand their struggle against U.S. imperialism, and how that struggle

benefited Indialrommunities even after the United States became dominant.

Over the last few decades scholars have shown the multiple ways Native
Americans shaped the trajectory of American history. We have learneddraatd were

instrumental in abetting European colonization of the Americas, key playés in t



Atlantic world trade system, important allies or antagonists in the varnpesial

conflicts amondzuropean nations, and sophisticated strategists in their efforts to to
contend with the continental expansion of the United States. However, much of the
current historiography on nineteenth century Native America sharesmtgcedent
histories a common endpoint to the story. Natives ultimately succumbed to Euro-
American power and were defeated. From defeat, they suffered both econdmic a
cultural impoverishment. With the triumph of American military power and expansion of
the United States in the nineteenth century, older social and economic systems,
predicated on Native and Euro-American partnerships, collapsed. Natireegetevith

the dismal choice of reliance on government handouts and confinement within
reservations, or futile resistance and devastating loss of life. At tim plaitive

societies experienced severe cultural degradation as older economic ahgragtices

fell by the wayside in the face of dispossession, confinement to reservatidrisea
socio-political dominance of the United States. On-going changes in Nativeesutiad
obviously been occurring since the early colonial era, but the pace and scope of change
accelerated during the late nineteenth century as Indians becamé et ines vicious

cycle of poverty, social marginalization, despair, and deepening decattentieer

words, the United States’ rise to a clear position of military superiorityledwere

cultural disruptions within Native societigs.

% See Ned Blackhawk/iolence over the Land: Indians and empires indhdy American West
(Cambridge, MA, 2006); Elliott WesThe Last Indian War: The Nez Perce St@xford, 2009); Daniel
Richter,Facing East from Indian Country: a Native HistorfyEarly America(Cambridge, 2001); and
Richard White,The Middle Ground: Indians, Empires, and Republicthe Great Lakes Region, 1650-
1815(Cambridge, 1991).



For all the insights afforded by this narrative, the historical lieeatioo often
reads late nineteenth century transformations backward into the histaylof
nineteenth century Native Americans. The Indians’ ultimate defetst @asura of
weakness over early historical subjects. It is understandable that histaien®cused
on Native suffering, the violent seizure of land, and the overwhelming militaytyt rof
the United States government. Yet this narrative obscures important afpdatse
American history. Indians were not just defeated victims doomed to sufferatialtug
economic poverty. In the long and bloody contest over land and socio-economic power,
they lost. But they did not know they were going to lose. Their struggle desetwes t
understood on its own terms as Natives worked, with great ingenuity, to protect
themselves and their communitfes.

More specifically, Natives incorporated American cultural institutioogably
Christianity and formal education, into their societies. They did so in orderk® tima
case for sovereignty and rights to land. Unlike Anglos who had viewed Indian adoption
of American institutions as coterminous with eventual abandonment of tribatydenti
Natives saw this phenomenon from the opposite perspective. They believed they could
selectively incorporate Anglo-American practices without forfeitimgjr tribal identity.
They created dual identities — one tribal and the other American — that alloeveda
maintain distinct ethnic communities even as they created culturalcablénd

economic ties to the United States.

* See Stuart Bannerlow the Indians Lost Their Land: Law and Power loa Erontier
(Cambridge, MA, 2007), Ned BlackhawKiolence over the Landrian W Dippie,The Vanishing
American : White Attitudes And U.S. Indian Pol{sjiddletown, CT, 1982), Laurence M Hauptman,
Conspiracy Of Interests : Iroquois Dispossessiod Ahe Rise Of New York Stdtéew York, 1999), and
Mark Rifkin, Manifesting American: the Imperial Constructionlas. National Spacg@xford, 2009).



Some scholars see this strategy as lamentable — as a representatiumaidf cul
apostasy and a sign of the profound depths of Native defeat. For example, Elizabeth
Cook-Lynn inNew Indians, Old Warkas argued that Native “accommodationists,” or
those Natives who cooperated with Euro-Americans, contributed to cultural deyci
aiding Anglo assimilation efforts. And ianti-Indianism in Modern Americ&ook-Lynn
concluded that colonialism and oppression of Native peoples has been supported by
ideologies of multiculturalism and assimilatidfthe problem with this approach is that it
elides Indian motivations for cooperation. It also presumes that Anglos hadlityet@bi
force cultural change upon the Indians. | take a different view. | semigeladoption of
American practices as a resourceful strategy that yielded sogibl¢éaresults. In many
instances, Natives took control over cultural change in ways that allowed them to
preserve limited sovereignty, central tenets of indigenous culture, and ettmtityi¥itn
addition, | see Indian openness to American practices as in keeping wifenods
practices. Willingness to participate in another group’s socio-culitwalg, either to
acquire new sources of power or to facilitate relations, was and is an indig@hoeis
For Natives, unlike for Anglos and some modern scholars, the adoption of new cultural
practices did not mean that indigenous ones had to be abandoned. By failing to recognize

this point, we lose sight of an important indigenous perspective that pervaded early

® See Elizabeth Cook-Lynénti-Indianism in Modern America: a voice from Tketga’s Earth
(Urbana, IL, 2001), and Elizabeth Cook-LyMNew Indians, Old War8Jrbana, IL, 2007). See also
Taiaiake AlfredPeace, Power, Righteousness: an Indigenous Maaif@stford, 2009), and Patrick
Minges,Slavery In The Cherokee Nation: The Keetoowah Sogied The Defining Of A People, 1855-
1867 (New York, 2003)

® Recent scholars who see cultural adaptationsflestiee of Native attempts to serve Indian
interests include Izumi IshiBad Fruits of the Civilized Tree: Alcohol & the $ogignty of the Cherokee
Nation(Lincoln, NE, 2008), Introduction; and Joel Pfistéhe Yale Indian: The Education of Henry Roe
Cloud (Durham, NC, 2009), Introduction. Ishii examines\hiodian attitudes towards alcohol, particularly
temperance, reflect an attempt by the Cheroketatm ¢hat they were a “civilized” people. Pfister’s
analysis includes discussion of how Roe Cloud paddndian education into service of tribal intéses



nineteenth century Native-Anglo relations.

Other scholars have engaged in a larger project to explain how Nativesezkpl
cross-cultural relations to their own advantage. For instandi&gtive GroundKathleen
Duval argued that Indian socio-cultural mores, more than those of Euraeamser
shaped Native and Euro-American relations in the Arkansas River V@lidy this
advantage, Natives profited from trade that moved through the Arkansas arsidssi
rivers” Similarly, Brett Rushforth has described how Natives of the Ohio Valley used
indigenous notions of slavery to force the French to accommodate Indian cultural and
political demand&.Most recently, Pekka Hemalainain in his bobke Comanche
Empire® pointed out that the Comanche’s development of a trade and military empire
during the later nineteenth century posed a formidable challenge to the expansde Uni
States. | see my work as part of this historiographical project which simphatrategies
Natives employed to counter Euro-American imperialism without overngdhde tragic
ending into the process itself.

This study makes several other historiographical interventions. | chatleage
contention that Native-Anglo cooperation east of the Mississippi dissipa¢edheftclose
of the War of 1812. Scholars such as Richard White and Daniel Richter see the War of
1812 as a watershed moment because it marked a decisive realignment of the milita
balance of power between eastern Native nations and the United States. With clea

military superiority, Anglos found it unnecessary to cooperate with or accommodate

" Kathleen DuvalThe Native Ground: Indians and Colonists in the He#the Continent
(Philadelphia, 2006).

& Brett Rushforth, “’A Little Flesh We Offer You:’ fle Origins of Indian Slavery in New France”
in The William and Mary Quarterlg0:4 (Oct, 2003), p. 777-808.

° Pekka Hamalainefhe Comanche Empif&lew Haven, CT, 2009).



Indians'® However, the relationships between Natives and Anglo missionaries show that
cooperation and mutual accommodation persisted as defining charactefigtngo
relations with large and strategically important Native nations, notablZherokee and
Senecd! This study also contributes to Amy Kaplan’s argument that “domestic
ideology” abetted American continental expansioaplan explained that domestic
discourse provided a justification for United States expansion and Anglo American
subordination of Natives and African Americans, yet also created an idedlbgrder
against subaltern cultural influences on whites. My study explores how subeddinat
populations contributed to American expansion through selective adoption of particular
American cultural practices central to domestic ideology.

Cultural Colonizers is the first book length study of the antiremoval movement.
The little existing work on antiremoval has either used the movement iasl@wonto
white women'’s political activism, or focused on the movement’s connection to abolition.
Alisse Portnoy’sTheir Right to Spea&laimed that antiremoval gave Anglo women a
legitimate public forum in which to articulate their beliefs and concernslditien,
Portnoy argued - that scholars should see the debates over removal and slavery a
connected. The only other significant work on antiremoval comes from Mary

Hershberger. Her article “Mobilizing Women, Anticipating Abolition” @ged that the

19 See Daniel RichteFacing East from Indian Country: a Native HistorfyEarly America
(Cambridge, 2001); and Richard WhiTdye Middle Ground: Indians, Empires, and Repulilicthe Great
Lakes Region, 1650-1816ambridge, 1991).

" Those scholars who have investigated Native-Aoglperative relations in the period after
1815 have tended to assert that it was detrimémtdhtive Americans. For example, John W. Hallig h
study of the Black Hawk War argued that the Uniialtes’ defeat of Black Hawk was greatly facilithte
by the cooperation of Dakota allies. However, it of the American victory negatively impactdid a
Natives because after its victory, the U.S. sotghid the state of Illinois of all Indians. SeenddN. Hall,
Uncommon Defense: Indian Allies in the Black Havae YWCambridge, MA, 2009).

12 Amy Kaplan,The Anarchy of Empire in the Making of U.S. Cultf@ambridge, MA, 2002).
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antiremoval movement directly contributed to the emergence of aboliticgating
antislavery advocates to see colonization of freed slaves back to &draraother form of
coercive “removal.*® Hershberger also found that many Anglo women, who would go on
to support abolition, cut their political teeth on the fight against removal. Building on
their insights but moving in new directions, | focus on how participation in the
antiremoval movement empowered Natives.

Five chapters comprise this study. The first chapter explores antiremova
arguments articulated by Natives and Anglos between 1815 and 1828. It argues that
antiremovalists envisioned a future in which Natives and Anglos intermixedetioad
focuses on the national political debate that erupted over removal between 1829 and
1830. It explores the arguments voiced against removal and points out that a multiracial
coalition criticized removal as an immoral policy that violated Native sight
American conceptions of justice. In fact, the movement’s focus on Nativs right
encouraged Indians to pursue selective adoption of American culture as a stfateg
collective defense against coerced dispossession. Chapter three analgaésdacation
in the Cherokee and the Choctaw Nations through an analysis of the mission schools
established by the American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Msssiargue that
many Indians believed that by embracing education, they could claitihéyatad
become civilized, earn recognition of their rights, and then use those rigtdap to s

removal and preserve tribal sovereignty. Chapter four explores how slavepjicated

13 See Alisse Portnoyheir Right to Speak: Women’s Activism in the Indiad Slave Debates
(Cambridge, MA, 2005) ; and Mary Hershberger, “Mizimig Women, Anticipating Abolition: The
Struggle against Indian Removal in the 1830sTle Journal of American Histoiol. 86, Issue 1 (1999),
p. 15-40.
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relations between American Board missionaries and the Cherokee and Chioatgues
that the missionaries and Native slaveholders used slavetaardy to promote their
distinctive interests. The final chapter explores the antiremoval coah@brléveloped
between the Seneca and the Philadelphia Orthodox Quakers. It looks at the protracted
fight over the 1838 Treaty of Buffalo Creek which was designed to prompt Iroquois
emigration to what is today the state of Kansas. The chapter chronicles thegfgoistof

the Seneca and Quakers to stop ratification of the treaty. The chapterthegiug=neca-
Quaker antiremoval collaboration contributed to cultural adaptations thatdnfuse
American practices into Seneca society, and also helped the Seneca tospraiesgnty
and central values. In sum, this is a story of cross-cultural relations andhkult
adaptations that chronicles how Natives both contributed to, and survived, the expansion

of the United States.



Chapter One

Merging the Tribes of Men: Early Antiremoval, 1815-1828

A Different Vision of American Democracy

In the first two decades of the nineteenth century Anglo Americans showed littl
opposition to Native American removal. Those involved with Indian affairs ggnera
sought ways to speed up the acquisition of Native lands. Ohio Valley settlers, for
example, believed that the liberty promised by the American Revolution énhiden to
Indian lands* And in New York, Native lands came under pressure with the
development of transportation networks. Historian Laurence Hauptman bas ¢éngt a
coalition of private interests and state government conspired to weaken Iroquers pow
The Ogden Land Company, United States Indian Commissioner Ransom H. Gillet, and
New York State officials sought to remove the Indians, pave the way fds @ath
roads, and grow the economy of the empire state. Similar efforts to dispbxtiass
were underway in the South. Georgians, for example, vociferously agitatethfmrale
and the fulfillment of the Compact of 1802 — an agreement in which Georgia relinquished
claims to western lands in return for a pledge by the federal governmeningueskt
Indian claims to lands within the newly agreed upon state lines. Many @Ges@gserted
that the Compact granted a legal justification for Indian removal. More brdhdly

cotton boom energized removal efforts among southern farmers and ptanters.

14 See Eric HinderakeElusive Empires: constructing colonialism in thei©Walley, 1763-1800
(Cambridge University Press, New York, 1997), idtrction

15 See Adam Rothmaflave Country: American expansion and the originthe Deep South
(Cambridge, MA, 2005).
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The 1820s produced another model of Native-Anglo relations. Many Indians,
along with Quakers, evangelicals, and the missionaries they sent to the ardizes
that Natives should adopt the practices of American “civilization.” They sougintrto t
Natives to Christianity, small scale agriculture, formal education, andlghef statute
law. Anglo supporters of this plan were deeply concerned with Indian evangadém
believed that “civilizing” the Indians was a vital concomitant to Christian asiore
They saw in acculturation the potential to foster values such as thrift, deditatabor,
church attendance, and family farming by individual male heads of household, that woul
facilitate the social order and communal stability needed to hasten &hastiversion.

Indians, for their part, exploited these schemes to their own advantage. They
viewed “civilization” projects as their best opportunity to prevent removal. bekgved
that adoption of American cultural institutions would bring legal rights and pbaer t
could be leveraged to prevent forced dispossession. Many Natives consequently
supported Anglo acculturation and Christianization efforts. However, they never
envisioned a wholesale abandonment of their cultures, but rather believed that selective
adoption of Christianity, formal schooling, and family farming would yieldaqmwer.
Unlike Anglos, Natives did not see the incorporation of new practices as mutually
exclusive with the preservation of distinct Natives cultures. Though they hackiffer
motivations, Natives and Anglos allied in efforts to alter certain Nativaralippractices,
or to encourage Indians to adopt new ones. This development was extraordinarily
important. As the momentum to remove Indians strengthened, it was met by growing

efforts to promote Native cultural adaptation as an alternative.
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The Native-Anglo partnerships that developed around cultural change were
tremendously significant to debates about race and society in Antebell@mcAnMost
notably, they offered an alternative to the notion that the races were sepgrated b
permanent biological differences, and they rejected a social order that sodpiace
Natives for the benefit of Anglos. In this chapter, | argue that missionaviasgelicals,
Quakers, and Natives were articulating a vision of American democradyathabt been
fully recognized by historians. Eric Foner has argued that Reconstruction, and in
particular the passage of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of thee Unite
States, witnessed the nation’s first serious attempt at “interracialatacy.® Yet the
debate over Indian removal in the early 1820s reveals an antecedent attempeta defi
path through which non-whites would eventually vacate subordinate roles in American
society. More precisely, early antiremovalists envisioned Native adoptiomefi¢an
cultural institutions as a way for Indians to shed the status of socially merggha
peoples. They defined the races as equally capable of intellectual, sodiatoral
development. In addition, they argued that the supposedly underdeveloped stateeof Nati
societies resulted from lack of instruction in the religious, educationaluytgrad, and
social practices of “civilized” life. They sought to promateermixture in schools,
churches, and marriage; and they asserted that Natives should become fakmegrs, w
husbands, laborers, preachers, congregants, and students. In sum, early antstesmovali
delineated a vision of American society in which Natives and Anglos would ixtermdi

occupy the same fundamental social roles.

18 Eric FonerReconstruction Revolution, 1863-18Farper & Row, New York, 1988).
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Race, Land Conflicts, and the Path to Antiremoval

Historians have argued that the Early National period represented a watershe
moment in racial ideology — a shift from environmental explanations of humareddter
that allowed, at least in theory, for subaltern transformation and improvementgotosnoti
of immutable, biologically distinct races. Influenced by the Enlightennnesuy
eighteenth century missionaries and educators, such as Samuel Kirkland aed Elea
Wheelock, had concluded that Indians were capable of knowing and acquiring universal
laws. Such men believed that differences between Anglos and Nativeshereesult of
environmental variations, and they hoped that once Natives learned “civilized” behavior
they could attain the same level of social development as Anglos. However, beginning
during the Seven Years’ War, Anglos increasingly argued that the ddtsdetween
themselves and Natives were rooted in biology. Consequently, no degree of tawifiza
or acculturation would ever change the “natural” inferiority of Indian peoBleshe
1820s many whites justified dispossession by citing the immutable raceakdites
between themselves and Indidhs.

Daniel Richter has argued that Indians also embraced notions of raciakisepar
during the early nineteenth century. Whereas during the early eighteentty demglos
and Indians had attempted to share the continent and live near or among each other, the

nineteenth century witnessed sustained efforts to create various typeisiof ra

" See Reginald Horsmd®ace and Manifest Destiny: the origins of Americagial anglo-
saxonismCambridge, MA, 1981), Daniel Richtdfacing East From Indian Country: A Native Historfy o
Early America(Cambridge, MA, 2001), and Richard Whifghe Middle Ground: Indians, Empires, and
Republics in the Great Lakes Region, 1650-1&l&mbridge, 1991).
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boundaries? Eric Hinderaker and Richard White have noted that a hardened racial
ideology, which highlighted the immutable differences between red and white,
accompanied escalating efforts Agglos to push Natives off their landfs.

Though the belief in permanent racial differences certainly gainechcyrnrethe
early nineteenth century, the earlier environmental conception of race nevertebmple
faded away. It persisted among evangelicals and Quakers. While thbgldtéh racist
view that targeted Native cultures as “savage” and therefore infeegrditi not believe
that Natives were biologically less capable than whites. In other wordsyéneycultural
chauvinists and thought that Natives should adopt Protestant practices and values, but
believed Indians were capable of the task. Other incarnations of this bebetfespr
during this time. Abolitionists like William Lloyd Garrison for instanceljdeed that
slavery had degraded blacks and that once emancipated they would improve through
participation in wage labor.

A similar rejection of immutable racial difference occurred among IndNatve
antiremovalists cast the races as basically equal, even though they adgealvle
distinctions such as skin color that distinguished one race from another. Native
antiremovalists often referred to “red” and “white” people, however theytadgbat the
races were entitled to equitable standards of treatment. For example, wéygn Jos
McMinn was appointed U.S. Agent to the Cherokee Nation, a group of Cherokee
including Pathkiller and John Ross, urged McMinn to treat the Indians as he would

whites. “We hope that your acceptance to that appointment will influence yokttheee

18 See Daniel RichteFacing East From Indian Country: A Native HistorfyEarly America
(Cambridge, MA, 2001). Richter develops the arguntiest Anglos and Natives came to see themselves as
racially different in Chapter 6, which is entitlé8leparate Creations.”

19 See WhiteThe Middle Groundand HinderakerElusive Empires.
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true interest Welfare & happines$theCherokee Peoplas atrue friend & Brotherso
thatequal justicemay be extended to thed maras well as thevhiteman.™°

As with Anglos, there was disagreement among Natives about race relations.
Though Native antiremovalists advocated for equitable treatment, maay imafivists
rejected the view that Natives and whites shared more similarities ffererces, and
that they could peacefully coexist. Rather, they argued that the differeetveeen
whites and Natives made it impossible for Anglos and Indians to cooperatetidnlpgr
they rallied against the idea that Indians could or should adopt Anglo culturatgsacti
They repeatedly asserted that white practices worked for Anglos, Mdtilee ones
suited Indians. They also justified policies, such as voluntary removal, that sought
create physical separation between Natives and Anglos by noting the iohematzaal
differences between Indians and whites.

The brewing controversy over Indian removal brought debates about race into the
forefront. Both pro and antiremoval forces used race to validate their respecttiapos
Proponents of removal argued that race explained why Natives and whites could not
peacefully coexist on the same lands. They rejected Jeffersonian agsmaital the idea
that Natives could be incorporated into American society. Because Indians &esl whi
were so different, Natives would never be capable of living within a “civilizediesy.
Attempts to integrate Natives into American society would result in violamitict.
Antiremovalists, on the other hand, supported a strategy based on cultural adaptation.

Native and Anglo antiremovalists shared the belief that racial diffesdreteveen

2 pathkiller, John Ross, and twenty two other Cheedlo Joseph McMinn, April 26, 1823 in
Moulton, The Papers of Chief John Rops47-8.
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Indians and whites were cultural and mutable, rather than biological and permanent.
Antiremovalists hoped culture would link Indian communities to the United States.
Anglos saw this move as a preliminary step on the waytioght assimilation of Indians
into American civilization, while Natives viewed it as a path to political anlsoc
power.

These ideas about race developed within the context of a political historgedente
on land conflict. From the founding of the nation to the antebellum period, the United
States pursued a variety of polices designed to transfer land from Nativese®. vhit
the end of the Revolutionary War, the national government attempted to acquire land
through treaties, or through declarations that Indians were “conquered peoplest gubj
the will of the United States. Many of the War’s Native combatants wemysiaft out
of the negotiations surrounding the Treaty of Paris. When informed of their status,
however, they refused to submit to American authority. In response, the new United
States turned to force. In the 1790s, the national government sent military expéditions
subdue Indians living on the western frontier. However, the Indians were not subdued,
and remained on lands that farmers desperately wahted.

Though Natives held still held much land, many Anglos believed this would

change in the near future. Indian would cede large tracts of land to the Uaites] S

2L For an overview of federal Indian policy during thost Revolutionary War period, see David
Andrew NicholsRed Gentlemen & White Savages: Indians, Federalistd the Search for Order on the
American Frontief(Charlottesville, VA, 2009). See the same worktfa failed American military
expeditions of the 1790s. Barbara Alice Mann Has gecently argued that President Washington sough
Native lands immediately following the close of RRevolution. See Barbara Alice MarBeorge
Washington’s War on Native Ameriflancoln, NE, 2009). For the defeat of General dbdilarmar see p.
116-118. For an overview of U.S.-Indian war in i®0s, see Chapter 6, “War and Appeasement, 1790-
1793,” p. 128-159. On the absence of a Native pieEsat the Treaty of Paris, see Colin G. Callovinst
Peoples: A Documentary Survey of American Indiastdty, third edition(Bedford/St. Martin’s, Boston,
MA, 2008), p. 179. On the declaration of Nativexasquered people s€@st Peoplesp. 221.
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paving the way for white farmers to “improve” them through cultivation.iteass
Washington and Jefferson both believed that Indians possessed “excess” or “surplus”
lands that they did not needfatly exploit. They also believed that if the Indians were to
adopt Anglo-American agriculture, they could support themselves on far fergsr ac
When he took office, President Jefferson clarified the Indian policy begun under
Washington. He pursued a course of “benevolent assimilation,” according to which
Indians would become yeomen farmers, who would eventually merge into American
society. As Indians adopted semi-subsistence family farmingwhbeld free up land for
Anglo yeomen, create peaceful relations between Natives and whites, rajéhdran

lands into what Anglos considered productive Hse.

The development of a Native yeomanry would be accompanied by government
efforts to acquire “surplus” Indians lands. From Washington to Jackson, Unitesl State
presidents, along with the Congress, envisioned the treaty as the main instaument
obtain these lands. In a change from what had been expressed at the end of the
Revolution, United States presidents of the early nineteenth century arguddtiliat
nations were sovereign powers. As such, they held the legal authority to enter into
treaties. Bydefining Native nations as sovereign entities imbued with many of the powers
and authority the term denoted, Anglos created a legal mechanism for the appropria

of Native lands. The huge land cessions that the United States squeezed from many

22 Bernard W. SheehaBgeds of Extinction: Jeffersonian Philanthropy #melAmerican Indian
(Chapel Hill, NC, 1973). See Chapter V “Incorpavati’ p. 119-147.
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Native peoples assumed the character of a legal contract that was enteteugh
mutual consent. The end result was Native landbss.

Meanwhile, up and down the western frontier land husgtifers put pressure on
Natives. They shared the government’s desire to alienate land; however, thdgsse
concerned with Indian assimilation into American civilization. Indeed, nfearored
removal as the only solution to the “Indian problem.” For some, life on the frontier had
lead to Indian hatred as a history of violent land disputes had left many believing that
Anglos and Indians could not peacefully coeXist.

Despite their differences over the proper place of Indians in American
civilization, the United Statggovernment and frontier settlers formed a two pronged
attack on Native lands. Settlers would squat on lands and then simply wait and see if the
national government would forcibly remove them. More often than not, the government
would be too weak or simply too unwilling to do so. As Eric Hinderaker has explained,
settlers argued that it was the government’s duty to protect settlatylibg ensuring
they had access to resources that would help them become or remain economically
solvent. As free men, settlers argued that they were entitled to improve buuiiksn &nd

that the government’s role was to aid them in these ende@vitnsrefore, settler efforts

2 For the use of treaties to acquire land see Hexm¥ipla, Thomas L. McKenney: Architect of
America’s Early Indian Policy: 1816-183%age Books, Chicago, IL, 1974), p. 116-7. Forlt®. attempt
to secure legal framework for land acquisition, Sagart Banneitiow the Indians Lost Their Land: law
and power on the FrontigHarvard, 2005), especially chapter 3 “From CorittacTreaty.”

4 See Erik HinderakeElusive Empires, Constructing Colonialism in thei®¥alley, 1673-1800
(Cambridge, UK, 1997), introduction, and David AedirNichols,Red Gentlemen & White Savages:
Indians, Federalists, and the Search for Orderloem American Frontie(Charlottesville, VA, 2009),
introduction.

% HinderakerElusive Empires: Constructing Colonialism in thei©¥alley, 1673-1800
(Cambridge, UK, 1997), p. xiv.
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to seize land, often worked in concert with those of the United States. As settlers
squatted, the United States relentlessly sought land cession treaties.

Many Natives acquiesced to the pressure for land and alienated their holdings.
Often, theysold land to the United States, hoping that by so doing they would prevent
further demands. Sometimes chiefs or headmen soldMdindut getting the consent of
tribal members or authorities. On other occasions, Natives sold because thdlehad fa
into debt to Anglo traders. Indians also parted with land simply because thdyhooul
keep squatters off of it. They consequently viewed the sale of lands alreagieddoy
whites as a sort of Pyrrhic victory. They would acquire money, goods, and guarantees
that remaining Native lands would remain in theinds?®

Natives pursued a variety of other means to contend with pressure from settlers
and the government. Many saw voluntary removal as the best, or perhaps the only option
available to them. For example, many Iroquois groups moved instead of attempting to
share land with Anglos. A group of Mohawks emigrated northward to Canada, while
many Oneida left their lands in Western New York and headed to Wis¢4i@snthern
Indians adopted a similar course of action. A contingent of Cherokee decided tatemigr
to the Arkansas valley in 1810. As Kathleen Duval has explained, they did so in order to

preserve their sovereignty and way of life. The migrating Cherokee set upve “na

% See Reginald HorsmaBxpansion and American Indian Policy, 1783-184@rman, OK,
1992).

27 See Laurence Hauptmarhe Oneida Journey: from New York to WisconsiB417860
(Madison, WI, 1999).
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ground” in the Arkansas valley. They warred on and ultimately defeated tgemodis
Osage, which allowed them to pursue a mixed hunting and horticultural ecéhomy.
Natives also used various forms of accommodation to deal with American
demands for land. As Claudio Saunt has explained, a powerful faction of the Creek
Nation transformed thegociety by enforcing new understandings of property in the hope
of protecting both individual and tribal land. Others, such as the Cherokee, formed
alliances with the United States against other Indians. The important Chizadteg
Major Ridge, acquired his English name through his participation in Andrew Jackson’s
military campaign against the Creeks in 1814. Driving these alliancethevaslief that
they would provide leverage in the struggle to protect Native lands.
Finally, many Natives attempted to define and enforce the physical borders
between themselves and the United States. They staked claim to distinepgeogr
areas, and then attempted to persuade Americans to recognize Nativeyabyeréhin
those areas. The Mohawks under the leadership of Joseph Brant pursued this policy
during the early Republic. Brant hoped to maintain Mohawk sovereignty and land
holdings by delineating the geographic boundaries between the Mohawk nation and the
state of New York? The Shawnee leader Tecumseh pursued a similar strategy by trying
to define the Shawnee and the Americans as distinct groups who interacteachith e
other as equals. According to Richard White, Tecumseh attempted to req@rect t
“middle ground” in his efforts to protect Indian lands in the Ohio Valley. In tHg ear

nineteenth century, Tecumseh cast Native relations with the United Ssate

28 See Kathleen Duvalhe Native Ground: Indians and colonists in therhefithe continent
(Philadelphia, PA, 2006).

# See Alan TaylorThe Divided Ground: Indians, settlers, and the herh borderland of the
American RevolutiofAlfred A. Knopf, New York, NY, 2006).
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relationship between two sovereign powers. He hoped to compel the United States to use
its power as a sovereign to protect Natives from increasing numbers of sqUatters

Ultimately, these strategies did not prevent conflict, and Native-Anglostente
erupted into violence. Despite Indian efforts to negotiate American demameésicAns
relentlessly pushed for more land. Squatting was a persistent source of ednféct
private land companies, state governments, and the United States governmeuaédonti
to seek additional land cessions. These tensions came to a head during the War of 1812.
Many Creeks, for instance, parted from the accomodationist policies of tmréeand
followed those who advocated armed conflict. The so-called Red Sticks offerealus fur
resistance to American encroachment on Native lands through their proloriged fig
against the U.S. army in Alabama and Georgia. Similarly, in the Ohio valleymBeh
and his brother Tenskwatawa led several northern tribes in militaryaresesagainst
settlers and American soldiers during the War.

The War of 1812 proved central to Native-Anglo relations because its outcome
demonstrated that Indians in the trans-Appalachian west could no longer rely ory milita
power to contend with American expansion. By the War’s end, Indians from North to
South had experienced military defeat. Tecumseh fled to Canada and his foll@nesrs
dispersed. In the South, Andrew Jackson defeated the Red Sticks, and additional land
cessions followed in the wake of Native surrenders. The Treaty of Forbdaoks814

moved a huge swath of Creek land to the United States, and compelled the cession of

% See Richard Whitghe Middle Ground: Indians, empires, and repubiicthe Great Lakes
region, 1650-181%Cambridge University Press, New York, NY, 1991).

31 See Gregory Dowdh Spirited Resistance: the North American Indiani@ile for Unity, 1745-
1815(Baltimore, 1992), R. David EdmundBecumseh and the Quest for Indian Leader§Baston,
1984).
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some Cherokee land despite the fact that the Cherokee had been instrumental in helping
Jackson defeat the Red Sticks. For many Natives, experiences during thel&/k2 of
demonstrated two troubling realities; the United States military hadngnoove

powerful, and white settlers on the western borders of the United States had gn@vn m

numerous and more voracious in their appetite for land.

Cultural Change, Power, and Antiremoval

After the War of 1812, the United States increased pressure on Natives to cede
more lands, or to remove to the West. While the United States was successful in
acquiring more land, officials failed to convince most Indians to remove. Ranags
Joseph Mcminn, the former governor of Tennessee who was appointed Agent for
Removal of the Cherokee, met with some success as the Cherokee signed cessgn trea
in 1817, 1818, and 1819. However, McMinn’s efforts did not realize the goal of removal.
The Choctaw also signed land cession treaties in the post war years. The BE320fTre
Doak’s Stand ceded a substantial area of land to the United States. Howetke, like
Cherokee, the Choctaw did not agree to wholesale removal to the West. In the North the
Iroquois tribes faced continual presstoenigrate westward. Land speculators, the state
of New York, and Secretary of State John C. Calhoun all worked towards removal, yet
many Iroquois remained on their ancestral homeldhds.

By the late 1810s Natives were fearfingthe economic and social integrity of
their communities. Even leaders who had previously been willing to sell had, by the

middle of the decade, decided against any further cessions. For example, in 1816, a

32 Laurence Hauptmaigonspiracy of Interests: Iroquois Dispossession #redRise of New York
State(Syracuse, NY, 2001).
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Cherokee Deputation wrote to George Graham, the American land commissiongr sta
“We candidly & frankly say to you that we the Deputation cannot make a cession of the
lands to your Government®Similar language was used repeatedly in the early 1820s.
Charles Hicks, the influential Cherokee leader, spoke in clear terms to GovéariooiC
Georgia when he observed, “l wish you Sir to understand definitely that we arenmwilli
to sell one more foot of our much circumscribed couritty.”

Unwilling to cede more lands and unable to use military force to keep them, some
Indiansemployed another strategy to protect their country. They believed thatawmept
of Christianity, formal education, the use of English, and family farmingdvorovide
rights and power that they could wield in defense of their interests. The Semesa Ja
Robinson explained that he and others “were afraid to oppose the views of the President
& have nothing to do with improvements because they believed their situation would be
very critical & dangerous if they should do so: for to the President they lookeddty, saf
respecting the holding of their land3By “improvements” Robinson was referring to
Christianization, education, and farming. During the 1810s and 1820s, many Indians
came to the same conclusion, namely; that adaptation to new cultural demands provided
the best chance to remain on ancestral lands. As Robinson’s words show, many Indians
assumed that selective adoption of American culture would lead powerfus whiteh as
the President, other politicians, religious group, and missionaries, to come to the’India

aid. In one typical instance, the Seneca, in requesting a political favor, renfieded t

33 John Lowry, John Walker, The Ridge, Richard Tay@tieucunsenee, and John Ross to George
Graham, March 4, 1816, in Moultofihe Papers of Chief John Ross, vop 25.

34 Charles Hicks to John Clark, January 29, 1822, RB(18.3.1 v.3, American Board of
Commisioners for Foreign Missions Records, Houglhtitnary, Harvard University.

% JE to PYMIC, September 16, 1821, AA 41 Box 2, Eol8, #128, PYMIC Correspondence,
Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special Cdileas, Haverford College.
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Quakers that they had promised assistance if the Indians embraced acoulturati
“Brothers” wrote the Seneca, “... you have often told us if we would live soberly, be
industrious and learn the good ways of the white people, it would be a lasting benefit to
our Nation, and also encourage you in assistingus.”
In addition to compelling whites to come to their aid, many Natives thought that
the adoption of American practices would yield or secure rights. In partihwégrhoped
to gain protection of land rights. For example, the Cherokee repeatedly trieduadeer
the President to secure their lands by citing progress in “civilizatiori824, Cherokee
leaders wrote to President Monroe and asked him to intercede on their behalhgegardi
land disputes with the state of Georgia. Their request began with a status repart on the
cultural acquisitions. “Your magnanimous and benevolent exertions have not been in
vain, as respects the Cherokees; education, agriculture, manufacture, and thecmechani
arts have been introduced among them, and are now progressing.” They followed this
account of theifprogress” with a request for the President to protect their land rights:
The Cherokee Nation have now come to a decisive and unalterable
conclusion not to cede away any more lands...therefore it is an incumbent
duty on the nation to preserve unimpairedrtgbts (my emphasis) of posterity
to the lands of their Ancestors.... Father. We would now beg your interposition
with Congress in behalf of your red children the Cherokees, so that provision
may be made by Law to authorize an adjustment between the United States and
the State of Georgia, so that the former may be released from the existing
compact [of 18027’

From the Cherokee perspective, adoption of American culture had entitled theimto cla

the President’s aid, and to call on him to guard their land rights.

% Seneca Deputation to Philadelphia Yearly Meetimdjdn Committee, Dec 12, 1819, AA41 Box
1, #83, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, SpkCiallections, Haverford College.

37 John Ross, George Lowrey, Major Ridge, Elijah Witk President James Monroe, January 19,
1824, in Moulton,The Papers of Chief John Ross, voh.159-61.
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One reason Indians made direct and explicit connections between cultural
adaption and rights was because many Anglos drew the same link. As their documents
reveal, some Quakers saw Indian cultural change as the most powerfol\Mayives to
secure their rights. In 1819, the Indian Committee of the New York Yeartyiiie
reported “It was concluded that it would be proper to recommend the committee to
memorialize our legislature to adopt some general and liberal plan, thiat effactually
secure the protection of those rights to which they [the Indians] are justlgeraind to
instruct them in school learning, the useful arts and agricultfitadians were well
aware that Anglos made these connections. Indeed, while in Council wilu#ker
missionary, Joseph Elkinton in 1821, the Seneca explained that they had decided to
continue with the schooling of their children because the U.S. Indian Agent had told them
that to do so would help protect their lands. “We enquired of our Agent what we were to
do in our present trying situation & he after some pause recommended us to use our
endeavours to progress in improvements & have our children edutatedtim, the
hope and promise that adoption of American culture would bring power and rights was
enormously influential in persuading Natives to alter some of their cufitaefices, and
cooperate with Anglo acculturation schemes. The Seneca made these oasreegilicit
when they informed their “Brother Quakers” that “we persevere in having ddreshi

instructed under your care & we wish you to know that we are determined to remain upon

38 New York Yearly Meeting Indian Committee to the N¥wrk Yearly Meeting, Jan 1, 1819,
AA41 Box 3 #56, Letters of NYMIC, PYMIC Correspormie, Quaker Collection, Special Collections,
Haverford College.

®JEto PYMIC, July 6, 1821, paraphrase of Blue Eyasjes Robinson, Long John, John Peirce,
George Silverheels to Joseph Elkinton, AA 41 Bokd@der 3, #127, PYMIC Correspondence, Records of
PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special Collections, Hdwed College.
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our present possessions at Allegany & not remove thereftdithis strategy of linking
cultural change to rights and the prevention of removal did not stand on its own. Rather,
Natives also developed and articulated a host of antiremoval arguments.

One oft-repeated idea was that removal would disrupt the progress Indians had
made in “civilized life.” The Cherokee often met demands for land cessions by
explaining that further alienations of land would impede their “progress.” Inas®e ¢
they responded to a demand for land by stating that they were “proud to acknowledge
that their people are improving fast in agricultural pursuits” and that “[tJine it
would be impolitic in the Nation to bind themselves in a smaller compass of country than
they now occupy™ Less land would imperil Cherokee adoption of “civilized life” by
making it harder for families to farm. The Seneca offered the sameangsiment. In
1818, a Seneca Council “talk” addressed to the President argued “Father, We have
confidence in you; you cannot see your red children with their little bones driven off of
their land...leaving the sepulchers of their fathers, their farms, tmirfg tools and
cattle, dying by families on the road through hardship and privation. Exchanigingisal
advances in civilization, and all its comforts, for the hardship of the chases, without
house or friend* Their words painted a picture of civilized Seneca being driven from
their homesteads into the wilderness to exist by the precarious hunt.

Natives also claimed that cultural adaptation was far more humane than removal.

For example, John Ross, writing to fellow Cherokee David Brown, averred that

“0Blue Eyes, James Robinson, Long John, John Peife¥MIC, March 13, 1825, AA41 Box 2,
Folder 3 # 159, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collectipecial Collections, Haverford College.

“I Hicks to Clark, January 29, 1822, ABCFM 18.3.1v.3

“2«Seneca Indians No. 1” in tiéew York Daily Advertiser, Vol. II, Issue 48@vember 4, 1818.
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Americans’ natural sympathy would certainly lead them to see cuttiuaaige as
preferable to removal.

Surely there are motives and feelings daily engendering, in the minds arsd heart

of the citizens of the U. States, which have never been heretofore pursued, or even

felt, by them towards the Aborigines of this vast continent. The small expgrime
made by the exertions of benevolent societies, through their faithful misemnar

has awakened the American people to a sense of what might be done to better the

condition of the Indian race....l cannot believe that the united States Government
will still continue to pursue the luke-warm system of policy, in her relations with

the Indians...to effect the purpose of removing nation after nation from the lands

of their fathers.*?

Ross believed that Americans would not knowingly persist in a destructive Indiay poli
when another more benevolent option was available.

The Cherokee suggested that settlers who illegally occupied lands bred secial vic
that would derail the Indians’ moral growth. In a letter to John Calhoun they explaine
“Our lands on the frontier are thickly settled by Intruders....those intrudeigeaerally
of the lowest grade in society; such as introduces all varieties of mtoesur
country....We cannot but believe it would mortify the feelings of our Father & Braghe
see our children sinking into those bad practices and laying aside the excellgiesqual
which they are receiving from a moral & religious educati8nr this case, the
Cherokee cleverly played on social tensions present among white Ameribagsised
the desire of religious reformers, who sought to reduce social vices like drimkireg a
lack of adherence to religious moral principles, to protect their lands. They hopbd tha

painting squatters as irreligious and unethical, reformers would makts effdrave them

removed so that immoral practices would not contaminate Native communities.

“3 John Ross to David Brown, July 13, 1822 , in MonJiThe Papers of Chief John Ross, vol. 1,
p. 42-3.

4 John Ross and sixty two other Cherokee to JohhoDal October 24, 1822 in Moultofihe
Papers of Chief John Ross, volpl 44-5.
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Natives also characterized removal as an unjust policy. Indeed, thalydissh
a history of painting land conflicts as matters of justice, rather thgiesemonomic
disputes. In 1816, when the Cherokee protested an attempt by the U.S. government to use
the 1814 Fort Jackson Treaty to acquire a tract of land, they explained “We can only
observe, that we confide in the justice of the Government, and hope such justice as our
nation are entitled to, will not be withheld from us, by the Governiftehfew days
later the authors of the previous missive explained that the governmentiptaite
acquire their lands was not “agreeable to justice,” and that it contravenelddiok€xs’
“legal right.”*® When in the early 1820s, the state of Georgia began to push for the
fulfillment of the Compact of 180%,the Cherokee resisted by asking “Will the [United
States] trample justice under foot, and compel us to yield what we have pgacehbl
respectfully refused to let the United States have, for the benefit of the State of
Georgia?®® In 1824 the Cherokee again explained that “we have no hesitation in saying,
that the true interest, prosperity and happiness of our nation demands their peymanenc
where they are,...we cannot see in the spirit of liberality, honor, magnaniquity &
justice, how they can be exposed to the discontent of Georgia or the pressure of her

citizens.™®

4> John Lowry, John Walker, The Ridge, Richard Taylmhn Ross, and Cheucunsenee to George
Graham, March 4, 1816, in MoultohhePapers of Chief John Rogs,25.

¢ John Lowry, Jon Walker, The Ridge, Richard Tayllmhn Ross, and Cheucunsenee to William
Crawford, March 12, 1816, in MoultomhePapers of Chief John Rogs,26-7.

*" The Compact of 1802 was an agreement betweenrihed States and Georgia in which
Georgia gave up claims to its western lands irrnefior a promise that the United States would regnov
Indians living within Georgia’s state boundariessasn as such a measure could be reasonably
accomplished.

“8 path Killer, Major Ridge, John Ross, and A. Mc@oyuncan G. Campbell and James
Meriwether, October 27, 1823, in MoultofhePapers of Chief John Rogs,55.

9 John Ross, George Lowrey, Major Ridge, and Eljatks to John C. Calhoun, February 11,
1824, in Moulton,ThePapers of Chief John Rogs, 66.
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The Cherokee also pointed out that removal would bring untold suffering to the
Indians. In 1817, the missionary Cyrus Kingsbury reported that many Cherokee women
were worried about the consequences for their children if the Nation opted toralem
He wrote thatthe women in these parts are about to draw up a memorial to the National
Council against an exchange of country. This is done in cognizance of the hardships &
suffering to which it is apprehended the woman (sic) & children will be exposad by

0 They also argued that removal would not solve land disputes between

removal.

Natives and whites. “We have ever been opposed to Emigration to the west of the

Mississippi knowing that we could not get out of the way of the white people by going

there™™ wrote the Cherokee. By the 1820s the Cherokee also claimed that if they went

west, only violence and suffering would await them. They claimed that thaemqes of

the Old Settler Cherokee, a group of about one thousand Cherokee who in 1809 had

emigrated to the Arkansas Territory, proved the point. John Ross wrote
encroachments on the hunting grounds of other Tribes has been attended with the
unhappy consequences of quarrels, wars, and bloodshed. Has not this been the
result of the removal of our own nation to the Arkansaw? Yes! The uplifted
tomahawk is now wielding, and the scalping knife is unsheathed, between the
Arkansaws, Cherokees and the Osages, for the horrid destruction of each other.
Let the American people look to the prominent causes which have led to these
unhappy consequences, and they will not fail to see it in the system of policy
pursued by their government towards those wretched and oppressed people, in
removing them from the lands of their inheritancg...

By arguing that removal would result in endemic warfare, Ross was playing on

Americans’ sense of ethics. He believed that if he could persuade Ansatheamemoval

* Brainerd Mission Journal, entry by Cyrus Kingshufgbruary 13, 1817 in Joyce B. Phillips and
Paul Gary PhillipsThe Brainerd Journal: A Mission to the Cherokee 1-8823(Lincoln, 1998) p. 29.

*L path Killer, Charles Hicks, and John Ross to Javi@sroe, November 2, 1819 in MoultoRhe
Papers of Chief John Rogs,39.

*2 John Ross to David Brown, July 13, 1822, in MoufbhePapers of Chief John Rogs43.
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would end with violence, then he could undercut a central pillar of the pro-removal
argument. Proponents of removal repeatedly asserted that emigration walsbettause
it would quell perennial Native-Anglo violence by putting an end to land conflicts.

Finally the Cherokee argued that the United States had a fiduciary duty to abide
by its treaty obligations, and to recognize Cherokee title to their landsovRerthey
claimed, was an abrogation of the United States’ legal obligations. As theytarote
Secretary Calhoun, “Confiding in the good faith of the United States to respect thei
treaty stipulations, with the Cherokee Nation, we have no hesitation in saying, that the
true interest, prosperity and happiness of our nation demands their permanency where
they are, and to retain their present title to their lafts.”

In the first decades of the nineteenth century, Northern Indians, like theirsouthe
counterparts, also formulated arguments against removal. The Senecad &satthey
had a divine right to their lands. “We declare to you...that it is our fixed and detdrmine
purpose to live and die on our present seats [land]....It is the heritage of the Alrhighty
gave it us.” By invoking the Christian God, the Seneca were appealing to a white
audience. The infusion of Christianity into their plea was designed to persuglds £n
support the Indians’ position. Just as God had given Israel to the Jews, the Seneca hoped
to convince whites that he had also given the Seneca their lands. If whitds weareve
the Indians, it would be a subversion of God’s will. The Seneca also pointed out that their
land and culture were inextricably tied together. “It is sealed to us by the tiomas

fathers.,” they observed in 1818. “They obtain it by their blood-our bones shall lies

%3 John Ross, George Lowrey, Major Ridge, and Eljatks to John C. Calhoun, February 11,
1824, in Moulton,ThePapers of Chief John Rogs, 66.
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besides theirs.” Finally, the Seneca asserted that the move west would bfiicg) wah
other Natives. “Where father would our white brothers have us go? The Indian claim to
land is put out for more than a thousand miles to the weést.”

The Seneca did not present as detailed a case against removal as the Cherokee
because their response was complicated by political division within their oks @ne
group of Seneca, who called themselves the “Pagan Party,” wished to presenae Senec
culture as much as possible. Its members were far less willing thanah®&hristian
Party” to compromise with Quakers and missionaries on matters relatemgniog and
religion. When in 1821 the Philadelphia Quakers proposed a new school at Tunessasah,
chiefs from the Pagan Party felt so strongly against any institution desayoezhte
cultural change that they offered voluntary removal as an alternative. Tpleynexl that
Seneca residing on the Allegheny reservation should move to the Buffalo or Tonawanda
reservations in lieu of building a new school. As the Quaker Joseph Elkinton explained in
1821, “those of the nation in favour of former customs intend using their endeavours to
have all those of their people removed to another reservation who will not unite with
them in discarding school$>The Seneca’s internal political disputes, however, did not
stop the Christian Party from pursuing an alliance with Quaker missionaresn the
Seneca in 1838 were faced with the possibility of forced removal from the Bufiedd Cr
Reservation, they would build upon antiremoval arguments that had roots in the history

of cooperative Seneca-Quaker efforts to create cultural change.

**“Seneca Indians No. 1” ithe New York Daily Advertiser, Vol. II, Issue 48®vember 4, 1818,
available online through the Archive of Americandblished by Readex, America’s Historical
Newspapers, http//infoweb.newsbank.com.

> Joseph Elkinton to Thomas Wistar, Aug 20, 18214ABox 2, Folder 3 #126, Records of
PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special Collections, Hdwed College.
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Through the 1820s, Natives in both the northern and southern sections of the
United States characterized cultural adaptation as a better, more humayehpal
removal, and developed carefully craflaguments against the policy. From the end of
the War of 1812 through the late 1820s, Natives placed their hopes of remaining on their
lands in a strategy that replaced coerced dispossession with selectiveradbpti
American culture, and alliance with religious groups whose interesiis Gnverting
Indians, rather than removing them to the West.
Though Indians made up the majority of those opposed to removal, a small
minority of whites, comprised mostly of Protestant missionaries and Quakegean to
grow uneasy during the early and mid-1820s with forced dispossession. UnlikesNati
who feared the social, cultural, spiritual, and economic dislocation associdted w
removal, Anglo antiremovalists were most concerned about the impact of remokal on t
related processes of Christianization and acculturation. They were cahaaore
specifically, that removal, or even continued land loss, would create a large population of
dislocated Natives who would be overwhelmed by the strugglarvive. If survival
consumed Native energy there would be little room left for religious development
Missionary Cephas Washburn’s articulated these concerns as he expressed
apprehension about a 1827 removal treaty between the western Cherokee and the United
States. In a letter to the American Board of Commissioners for Foreggmolls, the
organization that supported him, Washburn presented his reasons for opposing the treaty.
“The plan appears chimerical and unwise,” he wrote. Washburn’s first worrthatahe
land could not support the Cherokee because the “water is insufficient in quantity” and

because the country could “never be settled” due to its poor quality. The Indians would
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face “poverty” and “starvation unto death” in the West. He also made the point that
emigrating Natives would conflict with those already living in the wedt@&driginal
Indian title is not extinguished,” by which he meant that the United States government
had not yet purchased the land from its original inhabitants. Neither had thoseaimisabit
vacated the land. Washburn also asserted that the Indians could not be convinced to
remove voluntarily and he feared that even if the Indians were to move, whéeessett
would eventually agitate for the Indians’ western lands. As he put it “[a] numdesss c
of whites depend wholly for a subsistence upon the lands...& if the Indians were
removed to the shores of the Pacific, these would follow them.” Finally, and most
importantly, Washburn believed that removal would have detrimental effects on
conversion and acculturation. “[S]urely,” he wrote, “it must be vain to hope they will be
able to accomplish anything when the Indians shall be removed into the wildekhess.”
added that “it may be confidently predicted that the removal would at once undo all that
has been begun towards their civilization.” From Washburn’s point of view, removal
would do nothing but create a litany of challenges that would quickly eradicate the
advances the Cherokee had made in adopting the secular and spiritual components of
“civilized life.” He therefore concluded his letter by stating “my heakens when |
think of this subject

Like Washburn, the Philadelphia Quakers worried about the effects of land loss
on Natives. They feared that if the Seneca were either removed or continued todose la

to white settlers, that they too would be unable to survive. As the white population

%% Cephas Washburn to Jeremiah Evarts, May 28, X828FM 18.3.1 v. 6, ABCFM Records,
Houghton Library.
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became more numerous on the borders of the Seneca reservations, the Quakers becam
increasingly anxious to speed up the process of cultural change. In partleeyar

wanted the Seneca to become economically viable and self-reliant as quicklgibepos

In a speech to the Seneca council Joseph Elkinton exclaimed

Brothers, you are few in number surrounded by many white people and it is

probable you will become more closely so. How do you expect to get your living

in years to come? Do you calculate to continue where you now are? .... If you
calculate to continue where you now are, is it not high time that you looked
around you and endeavored to understand how you are getting along? You have
enlarged your fields some, you have better houses, and some of you have better
barns, but brothers we think you are yet very deficient in these things; you might
generally have better houses, you might have more barns, and you might have
larger fields>’

Elkinton’s call for redoubled acculturation efforts were not motivated solehyddesire

to see the Indians remain on their land. Like other missionaries, he belietvedltinal

change would enable the Indians to survive in a world dominated by whites. For

Elkinton, Indian economic solvency was vital to their eventual conversion to Chtistiani

as only when their worldly needs were met could they concentrate on théuadmines.

It is important to point out that, during the early 1820s, some Anglo missionaries
still saw removal as consistent with Christianization and acculturationctirtfiay saw
potential benefits in the policy. For example, Cyrus Kingsbury, who in #@80d decry
Choctaw dispossession, perceived Cherokee removal in the late 1810s as advantageous.

He considered removal as “rather a favorable circumstance, as itwgilhgim longer

time to become civilized, before their toes are trod upon, as they say, by thé whites

" Journal entry on April 21, 1827, AB 39, Journalloseph Elkinton, Records of PYMIC, Quaker
Collection, Special Collections, Haverford College.
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wrote Kingsbury® He believed by moving west, Natives would gain valuable time,
which could be exploited to become “civilized” without molestation from white settle
For reasons that will be explicated in the following chapter, Anglo ardwahsts
would not take a unified and staunch opposition to removal until 1829. However, as the
removal debate intensified during the 1820s, antiremovalists argued, more jerfeersl
vision of an interracial American society. Moreover, they began to lay the found@ations

such a society through arguments in favor of equal capabilities betweendse rac

Anglo Antiremovalists, Racial Equality, and a Vision for Social Democracy

While northerners and northern missionaries formed the majority of
antiremovalists who wished to see Natives incorporated into American solces/ was
at least one prominent southerner who publicly shared important elements of their
position. William Gilmore Simms. Simms was born in Charleston, South Carolina in
1806. During the mid 1820s he took four trips through the southeast and observed Native
peoples. Simms claimed that contact with Indians had developed within him “an early
and strong sympathy with the Red MénFrom the mid 1820s until his death in 1870,
Simms wrote a number of stories and poems about Indians, many of which revealed
sympathy for Native American suffering. Though his writings weredlagéh a
racialized perspective that cast Indians as culturally inferior tdo&n§imms’ work is
important for what it reveals about the intersections of race and antiremovaitthoug

More specifically, Simms’ desire to prevent dispossession led him to develop awision i

*8Cyrus Kingsbury to Samuel Worcester, October 15613BCFM 18.3.1 v. 3, ABCFM
Records, Houghton Library.

*9William Gilmore Simms to Henry Rowe SchoolcraftaMh 18, 1851, in John Caldwell Guilds
and Charles Hudson, edan Early and Strong Sympathy: The Indian Writinfguilliam Gilmore Simms
(Columbia, SC, 2003) p. 114.
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which a non-white race would be incorporated into southern society, without its nsembe
remaining permanent vassals to whites.

Simms envisioned Native assimilation into American society as anatiier to
dispossession. Two reasons led him to reject removal. First, he believed rentbeal of
“five civilized tribes” of the South was an ineffective policy that would |@asutfering.
He worried that in the west Native migrants would be killed by Indians alreaaly the
area. “It may be well to observe,” wrote Simms in 1828, “that in the coursshaira
time it is but likely we shall hear of their final extermination by the maadike and
numerous tribes of Indians already occupying that district of coutftAnt even if
Indians were able to establish themselves anew in the West, he fearedwehitts
eventually desire their lands and create new conflicts. Simms’ 1825 poem “Broken
Arrow” captured this concern:

Farther West? farther West? Where the buffalo roves

And the red deer is found in the valley he loves;
Our hearts shall be glad, in the hunt once again,
‘Till the white man shall seek for the lands that remiin.
The second and more important reason for Simms’ discomfort with removal was his

belief that Indians could be a source of labor forSbath’s econom§? In particular, he

thought that poor whites who could not afford to buy slaves, should hire Indians as wage

0 william Gilmore Simms, review of James Buchanasg .E“Sketches of the History, Manners
and Customs of the North American Indians, witHamPFor Their Melioration,” in John Caldwell Guilds
and Charles Hudson, edan Early and Strong Sympathy: The Indian Writinfguilliam Gilmore Simms
(Columbia, SC, 2003) Simms’s Note p. 16.

L William Gilmore Simms, “Broken Arrow,” in John Gakvell Guilds and Charles Hudson, eds.,
An Early and Strong Sympathy: The Indian Writinf®\illiam Gilmore SimmgColumbia, SC, 2003) p.
438.

%2 Simms was not the first to see Natives as an itapbtabor force. Historian Alan Gallay has
explained that in the early seventeenth centurytestin the American South, the West Indies, and/Ne
England bought Indian slaves in greater numbees #ie price of African slaves rose sharply. SeanAl
Gallay, The Indian Slave Trade: The rise of the English iEnp the American South, 1670-17(New
Haven, CT, 2002), p. 301.
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laborers. If instituted broadly, Natives would provide the manpower needed to carve out
new farms for the southern yeomanry. Simms detailed this idea in an 1828 review of
James Buchanan’s opus on Indian history. He wrote “our sister state of Gestegal

of ridding themselves of this people as is their evident desire ...would have been far
better to have brought them more closely into contact with themséfids. explained

that “the adventurers upon this new country, like all other pioneers in the wilderness must
be generally very poor. Without any assistance from the possession of negroes, an
admirable and cheap substitute is presented in the class of people [Indians] they so
injudiciously desire to be rid of* Removal undercut white access to an important labor
source and therefore was not the most prudent strategy with which to contend with the
South’s Indian nations. In lieu of removal, Simms believed white settlers shoulteuse t
very people whose lands they were occupying as the labor force that would cemlent A
presence on the frontier.

Simms believed Indians would benefit from his scheme. They would receive
wages, and would be afforded opportunities to observe the examples set by their white
employers. By watching whites, Indians would see how to build permanent homes, to
grow foodstuffs, and to sell their surplus on the market. Simms wrote that when whites
“employ them...the Indians [become]...the architects who frame his log house, Isuild hi
outhouses, erect his fence, fell his trees, roll and burn his timber, and clear hisHand.”
then explained that an Indian’s experience working for whites “teaches naimteof

labor” which he soon emulates. “He now builds for himself a more commodious and

83 William Gilmore Simms, “Sketches of the Historyakhers, and Customs of the North
American Indians,” in John Caldwell Guilds and GeaHudson, edsAn Early and Strong Sympathy: The
Indian Writings of William Gilmore Simnf€olumbia, SC, 2003) p. 17.

64 i

Ibid.
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more decent hut;...corn and then a ground nut patch appears.” Indians also learn to sell
what they have grown. They discover “that the white man sells corn for money to the
traveler, and that this money buys power, shide.also discovers that it is not necessary
that he should be always huntirfg.”

Simms believed that Native imitation of Anglos would eventually prepare them
for assimilation into American society. “[l]f generally incorporatecdamus they would
by sensible and by rapid degrees adopt our rules of life, diet and language,@and lmec
time valuable portions of our communif§f’In sum, Simms envisioned a South in which
whites temporarily commanded Indian labor so that Natives would gain the knowdedge
merge into southern society.

Simms rejected the widely held racist view that Natives were tinmagteavages
who were beyond redemption. Though he held to a vision of white cultural superiority, he
rejected elements of common racial stereotypes. He characteriiadd as “savages”
and explained that the Indian was “a rude, uninformed, and unpolished, but still, highly
intellectual being.” But, Simms left room for “improvement.” If he believes Ihdian
was uninformed and unpolished, he also believed Indian intelligence made it pfussible
him to become educated, instead of ignorant, and civil instead of rude. Indians could be
“improved” because they did not possess permanent racial qualities that precluded them
from advancement.

Simms’ belief that Indians were capable of social and intellectual eewaant is

clear from the arguments he anticipated would be cast against his plaay ‘tenurged

% |bid, 13.
% Ibid, p. 17.
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that this [Simms’ Indian plan] is impracticable from the nature of the Indiaracter,”

wrote Simms. He countered by writing “We say again that this charagenerally
unknown, and where it has been treated of, is mistaken.” In other words, Anglos did not
fully know Native capabilities. Moreover, many beliefs that purported to exfldian

racial abilities were, according to Simms, incorrect. In fact, hetadsthat Native racial
characteristics actually predisposed Indians for assimilation. They‘irghly

imitative... and closely observant.” From this, suggested Simms, “we mayveercéhe
feasibility of that plan which would give them employment among ourselves and by
degrees, from our example convey to them our customs and puf$uridians may

have been lesser than whites, but they were nonetheless, assimilable.

We can better glimpse why Simms’ view of Natives was exceptional if we
compare it to his attitudes towards Africans. Simms believed in the inferadiacks,
supported the South’s racial hierarchy, and adhered to the racist beliefs wfehastl
his class. Yet, his biographer, John Caldwell Guilds has written that “Simmectrai
himself to judge individuals-black, red, or white...on his personal experience with them,
his knowledge of their ability, performance, and charaée@uilds contends that, for
Simms, non-whites who could demonstrate their talents were exceptions, and revealed
that the rules of southern white racial thought were not absolute. While thisenaay b
overly generous view of Simms, what is clear is that Simms gave more latthid¢ives
than to blacks. Indians-who whites generally viewed as less degraded than bthtties-ha

capacity to imitate and adopt Anglo cultural practices in preparation foretreitual

7 Ibid, p. 16-17.

% John Caldwell Guilds, “William Gilmore Simms arftetPortrayal of the American Indian,” in
John Caldwell Guilds and Charles Hudson, efls.Early and Strong Sympathy: The Indian Writinfs o
William Gilmore Simmg§Columbia, SC, 2003) p. Xii-xiv.
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assimilation into American society. Though he would not have abandoned the notion that
Natives were an inferior race, Simms envisioned that Natives could carvepaakears
southern society without the need for whites to contain, control, and subordinate them in
the same fashion as blacks.

Like Simms, northern Anglo antiremovalists espoused a racial ideology that
deviated in important ways from other strains of thought. For example, theyeaffam
belief in an Enlightenment inspired form of racial equality, which viewed akras
inherently capable of learning universal laws. For evangelicals, wed fike ranks of
those opposed to removal, this meant that Natives had the ability to understand the
message Protestants peddled. Many Christian antiremovalists believégyhatte
God's instruments whom he used to lead “lost” populations of Indians to eternalosalvati
by bringing them into the brotherhood of Christian believers. “Go among the Indians, t
build up Christ’'s Kingdom and to instruct and save the souls of these inhabitants of the
wilderness....The object of the missionary...is to save the heathen...” thundered
Jeremiah Evart® Such a vision of Native regeneration affected through the
instrumentality of Anglo missionaries was predicated on Indians’ abolityarn and
apply new religious knowledge. Racial ideology that cast Indians as periydaeking
the intellectual capacity to comprehend the mysteries of Christian dostige
antithetical to the evangelical aims of many Anglo antiremovaligtsemain viable, the
evangelical vision for Indian salvation required Natives to be equally caaBiegéos

of religious contemplation and advancement.

% Jeremiah Evarts to Reverend Jess Miner, Feb.82¥. 1ABC 1.01 v. 6, ABCFM Records,
Houghton Library.
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In addition, evangelism led many Anglos to argue for Native spiritual egualit
much the same way that southern planters viewed their slaves, evangelintdseha
sense of their social superiority even as they perceived Natives as pdssabe same
inherent worth as others. Though whites had obtained a higher plane of social
development through Christianity and “civilization,” they nonetheless believed tha
Indians were “men” whose souls were just as valuable to God as those of Whtes.
belief in spiritual equality wasvident in the letters written by applicants for missionary
work. For example, Isaac Fisk explained that “since the establishment ofsgiermi
among the Cherokee | have thought...l would most cheerfully spend my life to instruct
those perishing and long neglected creatures, whose souls were as \(ahigibkd
emphasis) as my owrl”Prospective missionaries not only asserted the equal worth of
Native and Anglo souls, but also claimed that both groups were members of the same
“human family.” As Judith Chase observed “...I have been reflecting that midlipnm
of my fellow creatures of the human family were perishing for lack of visidh
Scholars have noted that such beliefs in spiritual equality did not mean that there was
earthly equality among the rac&Despite acknowledging spiritual equality, many
evangelicals certainly continued to cast themselves above Indians, blatksaa

whites.

0 Missionary application testimonial of Isaac Fidanuary 4, 1819, ABCFM 6, ABCFM Records,
Houghton Library.

" Missionary application testimonial of Judith Chagpril 21, 1818 ABCFM 6, ABCFM
Records, Houghton Library.

2 See Stephanie McCurrylasters of Small Worlds: yeoman households, geradetions, and
the political culture of the Antebellum South Carallowcountry (Oxford, 1995); and Rachel Klein,
Unification of a Slave State: The Rise of the Rlafilass in the South Carolina Backcountry, 17608.8
(Chapel Hill, NC, 1990), p. 269-70.
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However, some Anglo antiremovalists asserted that spiritual equalitgdret
Natives and whites had ramifications on eavtbre specifically, evangelical
antiremovalists often asserted that Indians had equal capabilities as.\Whgsionaries
argued that Indians and whites displayed equal prowess with regard to academi
performance. After a missionary at the Brainerd school hosted visitor$\footn
Carolina, he recalled that the men expressed “surprise at the appeariecehdtiren.”

He observed “that the sentiment very generally prevails among the wbijike pear the
southern tribes (and perhaps with some farther to the north) that the Indian is by natur
radically different from all other men, and that this difference presentsamountable
barrier to his civilization.” The missionary countered this racial logicdsgiing an
environmental explanation for Indian difference. He explained that those who held such
views “might be reminded that the Indians are men, and their children, education above
excepted, are like the children of other men [and] considering the advantages of the
children under our care, we think they are as bright and promising as any children of
equal number we ever saw collected.” Indians could develop and excel intefectuall
when put in the right environment, and as such, were no different than white cfildren.

Not only did schooling reveal equal capacity for intellectual prowess, &lsbit
showed that Anglos and Natives were capable of the same degree of social dewelopm
In 1824 the missionary William Chamberlin paid a visit to a mission school whose
teacher was the Cherokee Elias Boudinot. Chamberlin was “highly gratifigdimvat
he saw, and believed that the school was excelling just as well as any othersbleool t

found in the United States. “The scholars,” he observed, “appeared to be under excellent

3 Phillips and PhillipsThe Brainerd Mission Journdlune 24, 1818, p. 65-6.
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discipline and are learning fast. | think there are but very few common sahddéw

England that appear better.” Chamberlin marveled at the transformatioctdoé Isad
engendered among those Cherokee involved with it. “To witness the order and docility of
the children, the manly appearance of the teacher, the attentive and aprolmting [s
countenances of the parents, and then to reflect that they were all Cherokees, and but a
few years ago were heathen and have been brought to their present stat®eément

by means of the gospel, was truly encouraging.” For Chamberlin, “Indiasmhota
coterminous with “heathen” as Natives could progress beyond “heathenism™fthare
chance. In the case of the Cherokee, education not only provided children with
knowledge, but also imbued them with desirable traits (order, docility, manliness, and
attentiveness) that denoted an impressive degree of social evéfution.

As the above examples illustrate, those who believed in Indian “improvement”
thought that Natives needed the guidance of Anglos. This aid was crucial because
proponents of Native acculturation believed that the more readily Indians adapted
American cultural practices, the greater their ability to convertekample, missionary
Alfred Finney asserted that Indians needed to be literate so that theye=mlikthe Bible.

He further explained that teachers, ministers, farmers, and mechanics shoatddivg
Indians to support their progress as they learned to live as “enlightened memitees” of
community’® Finney’s argument explicitly connected cultural change to religious

conversion. In addition, it highlights an important assumption about American society:

" William Chamberlin to Jeremiah Evarts, Septemheirg®4, ABCFM 18.3.1 v. 4,
ABCFM Records, Houghton Library.

> Alfred Finney to Jeremiah Evarts, July 11, 182BCA18.3.1 v. 6, ABCFM Records, Houghton
Library.



46

Anglos and Natives were to intermix as whites disseminated those cplactites that
would reinforce Indian conversion.

The assumption that social integration would hasten Native conversion was the
most powerful causal factor leading Anglo antiremovalists to develop a more rd¢imoc
vision of American society. Though Anglo antiremovalists assumed an arrogardrposit
in which they were obligated to teach Natives to be “civilized,” they alsevselithat
Natives eventually would occupy the same social roles as Anglos. Indiemsowe
become Christians, farmers, students, husbands, and wives, similar to their white
counterparts.

Those who shared this vision attempted to bring it to reality through a variety of
means, not least of which was formal education. Through schools, missionaries and
teachers provided Indians with training that would allow them to reproduce American
work patterns, indoctrinate them with American gender relationships, and proveds acc
to church. Part of the school day was devoted to teaching Natives how to farm using
Anglo American practices. Students did field labor for a few hours each day, both to
produce the school’s food supply, and also to allow for direct instruction in agricultural
technique<? In addition, Natives received vocational training in a variety of trades
including blacksmithing, carpentry, and medicine. Missionaries at the Bitasnkool

recorded that one Cherokee was an “apprentice to the blacksmith” and that arsbther ha

"% This practice of using students as field labocassed conflict between the missionaries and
Natives. Many Indians felt that students were beakgn advantage of and worked without remuneration
will discuss this issue in depth in Chapter 3.
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“‘commenced the study of medicine” and “promised to make a useful man in that
profession.*’

The schools also worked to inculcate anglicized gender roles. In partodisr
were taught how to sew and cook, and instructed to become “good wives.” Missionaries
and teachers believed that Indian women would assume care of husband and home. By so
doing, they would contribute to family stability by raising children, and by doing
household chores that would free then to work family farms.

Finally, mission schools funneled Indians directly into church. Once they
demonstrated “promise” or “interest” in religion, many Native pupils wergead to join
the mission church as congregants. For example, the Cherokee Samuel Worcester
“became serious” and consequently was “baptized & became a member bfitoh.?

In short, missionaries designed the schools to enable Natives to assume sscial rol
associated with Christian farming communities.

During a period when concerns about “amalgamation” and miscegenation were
on the rise, it is significant that antiremovalists supported marriages Ipelwgans and
Anglos as a means to Christianizatibfissionaries produced many reports that
demonstrated a connection between marriage and conversion. For example, Cephas
Washburn’s 1825 report on alumni of the Dwight mission school cites many cases in
which intermarriage either hampered or supported conversion. A “mixed blood”

Cherokee girl named Cynthia Rodgers had “made good improvement” until she married a

“most worthless and abandoned white man.” As a result of her union, Rodgers led a

" Cephas Washburn to Jeremiah Evarts February 3, 28CFM 18.3.1. v. 6, ABCFM Records,
Houghton Library.
8 lbid.
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“wicked and miserable life.” In another case, the missionaries ichiiieg an Indian-
Anglo marriage had contributed to the continuing “progress” of a former student.
Washburn explained that Susannah Rogers was “studious and attentive” as well as
“amiable” while at school. Shortly after she left the school, she mdaig/hite man of
considerable enterprise and intelligence.” Washburn’s hope was that her whaadus
would continue to mold his new Indian wife into a “civilized” and pious individtal.
That Washburn saw marriage as part of the process of Christianization wasitpare
yet another case he reporté&tie “full blood” Betsey Young was unable to speak English
when she entered the mission school. However, after a couple of years of mssheti
had “made valuable improvements” in reading and writing, had “acquired a practic
knowledge of most of the domestic arts,” and had given “evidence of piety.” Washburn’s
report of Young concludes with an optimistic hope that her subsequent marriage would
reinforce her “improvements.” He observed that “she was married... to a young pious
man lately from the Old Nation and a member of the Pres[byterian] ch[uréh]is
Town. The prospect now is very flattering in relation to this couple. May it not be
blighted.”®°

These cases reveal that marriage could be integral to successful @nversi
because a spouse had the power to abet or thwart a partner’s turn to Christianity.
Consequently, the race of one’s spouse was less important than whether or not that

spouse was supportive of conversion. In cases in which an interracial marriage would

” Ibid.
% Ibid.
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support Christian conversion, the mixing of the races was not just tolerated, it faes i
encouraged.

Supporters of unions between Anglos and Indians faced considerable opposition.
Marriages between Anglo women and two prominent Cherokee illustrate the point. Both
John Ridge (son of Major Ridge) and Elias Boudinot married women from Connecticut.
Ridge and Boudinot were students at the American Board’s Foreign Mission School in
Cornwall, Connecticut. The school was dedicated to teaching promising Natiwesdo li
“civilized” life, and to hastening their Christi@monversion. The ultimate hope was that
graduates of the school might someday work as missionaries to other Indiafisstdie
these unions involvedohn Ridge. While at Cornwall, John Ridge became ill and went to
recuperate in the home of John Northrop who, as superintendent of the Foreign Mission
School, took in the ailing Cherokee boy. Ridge spent two years with the family and wa
nursed by Sarah, John Northrup’s daughter. The two fell in love. Ridge was educated and
smart, had converted to Christianity, and had accepted the cultural practicedinét]”’
life. Ridge may well have assumed, perhaps naively, that New Englanders werdtetol
if not entirely accept, his union with Sarah. Ridge and Northrop married in 1824, but
news of their engagement was met with attacks itoited newspaper, and charges
against the school. Disillusioned by this response, Ridge and his bride moved to the
Cherokee Natiofi*

The announcement in 1825 of the engagement betigleenBoudinot and

Harriett Gold set off another storm of protest, not only in the town of Cornwall, but

8. For a short description of the Ridge-Northrop ria@e see Theresa Strouth Gaul, . Marry
an Indian: The marriage of Harriett Gold & Elias Bdinot in Letters, 1823-183€hapel Hill, NC, 2005),
Introduction, pages 8-10.
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within Harriet’s family. Harriet explained how the “respectable yppaople,” among
whom was her brother Stephen, burned her in effigy. “Payne carried the corpses &
Brother Stephen set fire to the barrel of Tar or rather the funeral pifeathes rose high
& the smoke ascendef*'Other members of Harriet’s family also openly opposed her
marriage. Her brother-in-law, Daniel Brinsmade, declared “I have oatsato express
my indignation at the whole proceeding-the whole family are to be sacrificedtiy ¢f

| may so express it the animal feeling of one-of its members-arfd lo!”

While Brinsmade worried that Harriet’'s transgressions might bring opprobrium
upon the family, others of the Gold family argued that the marriage would injure
missionary work. Brother-in-law Herman Vaill counseled Harriet te€gip all present
intentions, & all thoughts, of becoming united in marriage with an Indian.” He arplai
that the uniorwould “greatly injure the cause of Christ, both in its relation to the Mission
School, & to the interests of missions from our churches to the he&fr@ecause
Harriet’'s marriage would only confirm fears that the missionaries arfeotteegn
Mission school were promoting interracial marriage, the Christian comynuaiild
withdraw its support for missionary work. “[I]f confidence...be so withdrawn by
Christians...it will naturally follow that their confidence...will be diminishedta
respects other branches of missionary operatiths.”

Vaill's letter linked missionary work to a social vision of racial segiegatather

than integration. He explained that missions were designed not to assindiates into

8 Harriett Gold to Herman and Flora Gold Vaill, 2@ 1825, in Gaullo Marry an Indian, p.
84.
8 Daniel Brinsmade to Herman and Flora Gold Va#ll,J2ine 1825, in Gaul,o Marry an Indian,
p. 89.
8 Herman Vaill to Harriet Gold, 29 June 1825, in Gdw Marry an Indian,p. 92-3.
85 i
Ibid.
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American society, but rather to create separate communities of Indiewebgl “The

object of it [the mission] was to civilize, & to Christianize the heathen; jgapeethem to
become...the sober, chaste, kind husbands of wivesdramg their own peopl@eny
emphasis); & to qualify them to become the enlightened, converted, & obedient subjects
of the kingdom of Christ®

As Susan Ryan points out, benevolence flowing from one racialized group to
another implies and maintains hierarchy. The group that bestows benevoledoesca
only because it occupies a superior social position. Actions that demonstrate some for
of racial equality dissipate the social superiority of the benevolent gralfhareby
create discomfort within it. Hence, antebellum reformers strove to maih&in t
superiority even while they tried to improve conditions for subaltern groups'sVaill
vision of a separate Native Christian community fits this pattern; it nia@atahe racial
superiority of Anglos, but also supported Native conver&ion.

Nonetheless, if the Ridge-Northrop and Boudinot-Gold marriages caused some
like Vaill to argue for racial segregation, they caused others to céaviifsion of racial
integration. Those who were most direatlyolved in the church’s acculturation and
Christianization project were also the strongest supporters of intdmaairiage and
social equality. Missionary Daniel Butrick, for example, was dismaydddwy

England’s reaction to Boudinot’'s marriage to Gold, and asserted that Boudinot had rise

to an equal level of social and civil development as whites. He wrote ti¢aBtate Rise

against him?...What! against our dear broBeudinot?...whom, by their prayers, and

86 [|h;
Ibid.
87 Susan RyarThe Grammar of Good Intentions: Race and the atitebeculture of benevolence
(Ithaca, NY, 2003).
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tears, and pains, they have brought forth into immortal glory...and raised to anyequalit
with the polished sons of Europe? Whose learning, wisdom, virtue, & honour, deservedly
place him in the first circles of civilized life?...Even the heatherld blushesand
humanity sickens at the thougtif From Butrick’s perspective, Boudinot's conversion
and acculturation had raised him to a level of “equality” with whites. The opposition
voiced to his marriage was not only an attack on the couple, but also on larger@fforts t
convert and “civilize” Natives.

An exchange between Major Ridge andtissionary William Chamberlin
reveals that these men likewise supported intermarriage. Recalling areintesith
Ridge relative to the marriages in Connecticut, Chamberlin wrote “he wanted tafknow
my northern friends had any grounds from scripture or any thing else to justifyrthe
their violent opposition to intermarriages with the Cherokees. | told him | knew nothing
in the Bible that would justify their violent opposition. | told him | could not answer for
the northern people, for my own part | was willing that the young people of theedtffe
nations should marry where they pleased.” Chamberlin then asked Ridge about Cherokee
opposition to intermarriage. “What is the reason that the Cherokee are so much opposed
to having white people marry among them,” he asked. Ridge responded that it was due to
ignorance on the part of the Cherokee, which caused them to be “prejudiced against white

people.” However, Ridge claimed that “he had no such prejudices.” Chamberlin summed

8 Daniel Sabin Butrick to Jeremiah Evarts, March@82Gaul,To Marry an Indianp. 18. The
emphasis is in the original.
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up the exchange by concluding that “the ignorant people on both sides were opposed to
intermarriages, but he was in favour of it and so was President Mdfiroe.”

Ridge’s question reveals an intersection between religion and interracrége.
Missionaries and their Indian allies well understood that a scriptural irgareggainst
intermarriage could potentially disrupt their alliance and thwart each grobpectives.
Leaders like Ridge had hoped that Indian conversion would bring them social power and
rights by showing that they had become “civilized.” Ridge feared a pnaimlmh
interracial marriage would discredit that belief thereby leading theok&erto abandon
efforts at cultural adaptation. Missionaries worried that injunctions dagatesmarriage
would weaken Indian motivation to convert. Prohibiting intermarriage would reveal to
the Indians that Anglos would never accept them as equals. The specter ofngmaini
permanent inferior people would undermine both the promise of Christian brotherhood
and the Indian hope that cultural change would bring them social power. Such a
conclusion would lead Natives to abandon their efforts to convert.

Two letters written by Jeremiah Evarts bespoke similar fears. BBgartshese
letters to officials at the Foreign Mission School following a controverdyetiated
over the Boudinot-Gold engagement. When the couple announced their plans, the
directors of the Foreign Mission School publicly denounced the lovers asriatanii
Evarts was both dismayed by the school’s actions and concerned by the town’s fervent

opposition to the marriage. He wrote “I am extremely distressed to ledra wblent

8 Brainerd Mission Journal, August 24, 1825, ABCF813L1 v. 4, ABCFM Records, Houghton
Library.
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opposition made at Cornwall to the marriage of Boudinot and Col. Gould’s dautthter.”

Primarily, he worried about the effects such opposition would generate on Indian

evangelism. In scolding both school officials and the townspeople, he explaindeihat t

rejection of Boudinot’s right to marry Harriett Gold endangered the ebhiezokee

mission. “I do not know of any event which has so threatening an aspect upon the

Cherokee mission ...as that this promising young man should be treated with harshness

and cruelty by his Christian father and brethren of the néttA.tnonth later he provided

a clearer explanation of why opposition to Boudinot’s marriage threatened India

evangelism.
Is it not to be feared that the publication by the agents [of the Foreign Mission
School] will affect the Cherokee mission injuriously? Does it not tend strongly to
irritate the young men, who have been educated at Cornwall, not only in the
Cherokee nation, but wherever else they live? Will it not strike their minds as
equivalent to a declaration that they and their people are doomed to perpetual
inferiority? And that every attempt to rise to an equality with the wistes
imprudent and criminaf?

Evarts drew a clear link between Indian social mobility and evangelisneadteed that

Indians, at least in large part, were motivated to convert because they belisgattli

obviate the inferior social status with which whites branded them. If it washsiaiy

they would be relegated to “perpetual inferiority” their motivation to convert would be

removed, and the missionaries’ project to save the Indian would be doomed. Acceptance

of some form racial and social equality, in this case the right to interrbacgme a vital

component of the success of Native evangelism.

% Jeremiah Evarts to Rev. Dr. Chapin, July 5, 188CFM 1.01 v. 5, ABCFM Records,
Houghton Library.

L bid.

92 Jeremiah Evarts to Rev. Timothy Stone, Augustl3@5, ABCFM 1.01. v. 5, ABCFM Records,
Houghton Library.
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Evarts explicitly argued that race was not a valid reason to oppose intagaar
“How does it appear to be the will of God that individuals of different tribes and nations
should not intermarry: Is there anything in the Bible that asserts oestpt man and
wife should be precisely of the same complexion, or members of the same clan...?”
Evarts and other Anglo antiremovalists conception of “race” hinged on cultural
differences and skin color. While they often used biological terms, such Eisl¢d,”
and “half-breed” and “complexion,” when referring to race, the terms could not be
disentangled from culture. By determining if one was a “half breed,” orxadrilative-
Anglo descent, one could more readily predict the cultural practices and valbhes of t
person in question. This kind of environmental conception of race opened space for
adaptation and change. Consequently, Evarts explained that God had never asserted that
the races could not intermarry. Members of different races could form “coom&cti
because each was capable of adapting to new practices. Early antirststedieved
such an attitude represented an enlightened view of social relations. This iasore re
why Evarts claimed that opposition to racial intermixing was backward arideditial to
the progress. “Can it be pretended at this age of the world that a small variance of
complexion is to present an insuperable barrier to matrimonial connexions threthat
different tribes of men are to be kept forever and entirely distitfcte trajectory of
modern history, according to Evarts, was moving towards racial intermixpmpgion
to intermarriage represented an outmoded, less developed, and less enlightened world

vision.

93 H
Ibid.
% Jeremiah Evarts to Rev. Dr. Chapin, July 5, 188CFM 1.01 v. 5, ABCFM Records,
Houghton Library.



56

Evarts also used the Boudinot-Gold marriage to address the question of whether
or not interracial marriage was a moral practice. “If the parties have deddumnorably
in this matter and a firm engagement of marriage has been entered into, | dohwt see
the contract can be proved to be morally wrongd’ The behavior of those entering the
marriage contract, not their race, was what determined whether a marasgeoval or
not. Evarts reiterated his point “How does it appear in itself immoral for arpefsone
tribe to marry a person of another trib&?”

The proclamations in defense of interracial marriage, the assertioriaf |
students’ intellectual capabilities, and efforts to persuade Natives to adepicAm
labor patterns and gender ideology all derived from an important relationship between
evangelism and racial ideology. Missionaries and their supporters held dsrémmiost
goal the successful conversion and the consequent spiritual salvation of Indiane. Since
and genuine conversion required a rational and intelligent mind that was willbigljoa
give itself to God. A racial ideology that cast Natives as permanefdlyanand
somehow deficient in these traits ran against the tide of evangelical goatedqDently,
those who supported Indian evangelism often espoused a racial ideology that
characterized Indians as possessing the same inherent worth as wiaitkstion, it
painted them as equally capable as whites of intellectual and social develojpnsent,
these beliefs laid the foundation for a vision of American democracy, which inciaghora

rather than dispossessed, Native Americans.

*kkkkkkkkkkkkk
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Ibid.
% Jeremiah Evarts to Rev. Timothy Stone, Augustl8@5, ABCFM 1.01. v. 5, ABCFM Records,
Houghton Library.
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Between the close of the War of 1812 and the late 1820s, Natives and Anglos
engaged in a mutual project to foster Indian cultural change and Christian conversion.
Assertions that Natives possessed equal capabilities for intellectual, somial, and
religious development laid the ideological foundatitorshis project. Anglo
antiremovalists believed that Natives would eventually be assimilated iméoidan
society as they continued to convert to Christianity and adopt American psadtic
rejecting notions of immutable racial difference, Anglo antiremovalists\pted
cooperation from Natives who hoped that cultural adaptation would prevent removal by
enhancing their social and political powdihe evangelical interests of Anglos, coupled
with the desire of Natives to stop forced dispossession, led to cooperative and ongoing
efforts to alter Native cultures. Finally, the gestures toward an incfarateof racial
equality made by early antiremovalists would be expanded in 1829 as a nationall politica
debate erupted around the removal question. Beginning in 1829, Native and Anglo
antiremovalists formed political alliances. In the process they extehdiedtguments
on behalf of the Indians’ natural and legal rights to land and sovereignty. They also

pursued their vision of equality based on Christianity and culture.



Chapter Two

The National Antiremoval Movement, 1829-1830

The National Mood on the Eve of the Removal Debate

The end of the 1820s withessed an important shift in Anglo opposition to
removal. Those northern evangelicals, Quakers, and missionaries who in trepaatli
of the decade had seen removal as potentially threatening, by early 1829 saw it as
downright ominous. They consequently assumed a stronger, more sustained, and more
organized stance against removal. Their voices joined those of Natives who had voiced
antiremoval sentiment since the beginning of the century. In 1829, various Anglo and
Native constituencies would form a coalition whose efforts to stop forced segsicn
would coalesce into a vigorous national antiremoval movement.

The removal question became the nation’s central political controversy ofehe lat
1820s. Andrew Jackson, who had, to a considerable extent, predicated a large portion of
his presidential campaign on the promise that he would enforce removal, thrust the debate
more clearly onto the national scene. After Jackson assumed office, politicaitcmmt
over removal filled the halls of Congress, as members debated the Indian Retthoval bi
Simultaneous with these internal government debates, were the direct amtieconce
efforts by antiremovalists to persuade Congressmen to vote against thelimll |&aders
sent both houses of Congress detailed antiremoval petitions which explicated their
reasons for opposing the bill. Northern churches likewise drafted antiremovalriaem
which were signed by congregants and other local citizens before they tosentte

Washington. Over 1400 memorials from Natives and Anglos eventually reached

58
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Congress. The removal debate also led to a flurry of argument in the printasedia
antiremoval forces organized a focused campaign through published newspajgs: articl
Finally, the political tension over the Indian question percolated through th&judic
branch, as two landmark cases, Cherokee v. Georgia, and Worchester v. Georgi@, reache
the Supreme Court in the early 1830s.

While Natives displayed visceral opposition to emigration because they did not
want to be forced from their homes, it is not so clear why removal proved so troubling to
a number of white Americans. On one level, Anglo opposition to removal derived from
the same fear expressed earlier in the decade; that removal posed alse@b s t
evangelical efforts among Native Americans. Religious leadersjanaries, and
common churchgoers worried that removal would deprive Indians of the means to
support themselves and that it would be emotionally distressing. This combination would
inevitably lead Natives to lose focus on conversion to Christianity. Removafotiggre
disrupted what many Anglos perceived as a divine directive to spread thea@Hagh
to those who had not yet heard “the good news.”

Anglo antiremovalists, however, were also profoundly troubled by the secular
ramifications of removal. They worried particularly about removal’s chpa
America’s national character. During the Jacksonian period the United Stetessilin
the process of determining its collective identity, and antiremovalisevbdlithat if
enacted removal would define America as an avaricious and inhumane society. The
policy would give official sanction to the greed of individual settlers clamdang
Indians lands, and brook a conscious decision by the nation’s political leaders to turn

away from what antiremovalists saw as a paternalistic duty to protecinapibve” the
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Indians. Indians would be subjected to a cruel fate in which they were simultgneousl|
exploited and abandoned. The fear of what removal would do to the nation’s character,
along with the threat that it would thwart Indian evangelism, drove particular Atoglos
unite with Natives in fervent opposition to removal. They argued that removahwas a

immoral and illegal policy.

*kkkkkkkkkkkkkk

The American Revolution with its ideological focus on independence, freedom,
and equality had created possibilities for profound social chdh@sspromulgating the
value of individual freedom, the war encouraged many to improve their economic and
social positions through work or “industry,” and through exploitation of their natural
abilities. Just as America was no longer subject to the dictates of BiiiAnterican
Revolution disseminated the radical notion that individual Americans were, thabyeti
at least, to be less subject to the will of social superiors and elites. No one laothy ex
what profound social and cultural changes might emerge from encouragingjtrak, e
and independent citizens to pursue their own desires. There was great hope and promise
that a new more free society might create a vastly “improved” citdizaHowever,
many also feared that the American experiment might fail miserablZoln Wells has

argued, many worried that America might become a hyper competitivéysiocesed

97 See Gordon Wood he Radicalism of the American Revolutfyintage Books, New York,
1993). Wood has argued that the American Revolwtias an extraordinarily radical event that changed
the nature of American society. Beyond a simple fwaindependence, the Revolution was a war on
“dependency,” that did much to dismantle the patistic social structures of the American colonies.
Under paternalism, members of colonial society weosmded” to one another through a series of fectiv
parent-child relationships - master and servanstenand apprentice, reverend and parishionert-wibiae
regulated by social inequality and mutual obligati®his system created a web of stable socialioelgin
which high ranking individuals were obligated eithe give care and protection, to social subordigat
who were duty bound to obey their superiors.
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on individual greed and untroubled by exploitation of the w@ake possibility that the
rhetoric of the American Revolution might lead to corrosive social changeséidat br
greed, exploitation, and conflict led many, including the Founding Fathers, todpke st
to restrict democracy and to shape social changes so as to benefit whigtnather
than the massés.

On the eve of the Jacksonian Period, however, socio-political changes created
deep discomfort and uncertainty. For example many churches, particaldréyNorth,
broke into new sects as new found freedom led some to express their disagreethents wi
older theological doctrines. The Society of Friends, or Quakers, split into thedOxt
and Hicksite branches, and soon Charles Finney’s perfectionist ideas would “burn over”
the state of New York as evangelicals rejected the Calvinist doctrineaggimation.
Changing labor patterns also created profound social change, and with it angst. In N
England, many young girls left farms and the protection of their famdiestk as
factory employees, spinning and weaving. Boys too left families for |lantthe iwest,
where they could afford to start their own farms, rather than wait on their fathers
bequeath the family farm to them. The movement of youngsters away from thetipnote
of family created anxiety. The physical distance between familieganty adult
children left many parents unsure of their children’s well being. Morethey felt less
power to ensure the social, economic, and moral health of their children who could be
cavorting with, or under the control of, people who were literally strangers farttilg.

Finally, a welter of political problems added to the social anxiety of Ahtebe

% See Colin WellsThe Devil and Dr. Dwight: satire and theology iretearly American republic
(Chapel Hill, NC, 2002).

% Terry Bouton,Taming Democracy: “The People,” the Founders, ahd Troubled Ending of
the American Revolutiof©xford, 2009).
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America. There was a seemingly unending line of threats to the Union’sgloliti
stability. The Hartford Convention in 1814 raised the specter of secession, ¢hadest
debate over slavery, which was only kept from boiling over by a series of @lolitic
maneuvers like the Missouri Compromise, and the nullification crisis of 1830 all posed
the serious possibility that the Union might dissolve. In sum, Antebellum America’s
environment of social and political uncertainty created a ubiquitous and deep sense of
anxiety among Americans.

In response Americans used evangelical religion to distill visions of sod&l. or
19 However, northeastern perfectionist evangelism was quite different §a@althern
proslavery variant. Perfectionist preacher Charles Grandison Finneyldhgiie
individuals must rely on self-discipline to guide behavior. He believed that inner
discipline would lead to a Godly government that would replace the authority ofyearthl
government. Perfectionists supported social reform movements, such as temaedance
antislavery, precisely because they sought to remove hindrances to splfrais¢t
Quakers adhered to another form of perfectionism. They believed in the “Inhéf’ big

the notion that God was present in all people. Each person could attain his or her own

10 5ee Timothy SmithRevivalism and Social Reform: American Protestamtis the Eve of the
Civil War (Baltimore, MD, 1980). Smith has argued that thgasation of church and state and the
consequent lack of moral authority distilled thrbufe government provided the church with a unique
opportunity to assume a greater role in Americare$p. The church’s role as the sole institutiomafral
authority, Smith has asserted, explains why Amesdaad a uniquely strong attachment to religion.

191 See Ronald Waltersymerican Reformers: 1815-18@#ill and Yang, New York, 1978), Mary
Ryan,Cradle of the Middle Class: the family in Oneidau@ity, New York,1790-18§&ambridge, UK,
1981), chapter 3; Paul JohnsénShopkeeper’s Millennium: society and revivalRochester, New York,
1815-1837New York, 1978), chapter 5; Paul Johnson and S¢identz, The Kingdom of Mathias: A
Story of Sex and Salvation in"l@entury America(New York, 1994), and Jon Butlekwash in a Sea of
Faith: Christianizing the American Peopl€ambridge, MA, 1990) chapters 8-9.
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salvation by communing with God through the Inner Light present withiBouthern
evangelism focused on family government as the most appropriate modelidbr soc
relations. Authority figures would provide paternal care and discipline over thasa w
they governed. In return, social subordinates, whether children, slaves, or wreg®w
give obedience to the male head of the faftfifyhis vision of social relations
perpetuated an inegalitarian social order by casting inequality as hertefeocial
stability. Consequently, southern evangelism reinforced racial ideokgiegender
relations that sharply delineated social hierarchies. For example, tioréagssouthern
racial hierarchy were met with mechanisms designed to strengthen thegbovinte
men. In response to real or perceived slave rebellions, whites creategl ghands” and
black codes to further confine blacks within a social apparatus of Anglo contsoim,
North and South contended differently with social tensions. Northern evangklaads!
to self-discipline, and Quakers to the doctrine of the Inner Light, to contaitiesmgnt
impulses which might arise in a society that gave its members morerfreegrsue
self-centered goals focused on earning wealth or improving social statuseigeus,

sought to ward off any social or economic instability by reinforcing sb@aarchies,

1925ee Kevin KennyPeaceable Kingdom Lost: the Paxton Boys and thérleion of William
Penn’s Holy Experimen(Oxford, 2009), Ryan JordaB8lavery and the Meetinghouse: The Quakers and the
Abolitionist Dilemma, 1820-186loomington and Indianapolis, IN, 2007), Introdoat Rebecca Larson,
Daughters of Light: Quaker Women Preaching and Regying in the Colonies and Abroad, 1700-1775
(Chapel Hill, NC, 2000), p. 27 & 29; and MereditalBwin WeddleWalking in the Way of Peace: Quaker
pacifism in the seventeenth cent(®@xford, 2001), p. 35.

103 5ee Rachel KleinThe Unification of a Slave State: The Rise of t@fer Class in the South
Carolina Backcountry, 1760-180&hapel Hill, NC, 1990), chapter 9; Stephanie Ma@u¥asters of
Small Worlds: yeoman households, gender relatiand,the political culture of the Antebellum South
Carolina Low CountryNew York, 1995), Jewel Spanglé&firginians Reborn: Anglican Monopoly,
Evangelical Dissent, and the Rise of The BaptisiBhe Late Eighteenth Centui@harlottesville, VA,
2008), chapter 4; and Christine Heyrm&@outhern Cross: The Beginnings of the Bible B&tiapel Hill,
NC, 1998), chapter 3.
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and in particular, by centering the family as the central source of aytaodt
governance.

Removal cut right to the heart of both these strategies. On one hand, it seemed to
cast aside the self-discipline northern evangelicals prized as certtralpgromotion of a
just and moral world. Removal raised the basic question of whether or not the President
and the Congress would restrain themselves from using force to obtain the Indians’ land.
If they gave in to the temptation to take Native lands by force, then they vepedd the
entire notion that self-discipline was the principle defense against irhbedravior. The
possibility of such a rejection upset northern evangelicals and stoked fearsnitnlre
would lead the United States down a path of moral turpitude. Quakers shared their fear.
They saw removal as a violent transgression against the Indians’ ability éongxaitie
salvation through communion with the Inner Light. Evangelicals and Quakers alike
recoiled at removal’s reliance on force, as they believed coercion intewérethe
individual’'s ability to pursue salvation. On the other hand, removal’s displacement of a
non-white race provided the land needed to ensure the authority of southern white men,
and therefore to maintain family centered systems of governance. New ¢andegr
economic opportunities for planters who desired virgin cotton lands to replace those lands
in the east which had been exhausted of nutrf@hihe new lands would also
perpetuate the alliance between planters and yeomen by ensuring that thfeysonsan
farmers would have the land needed to start their own farms and assume thamole of

“independent” master. The removal debate that would erupt in 1829, principally over

104 Adam RothmanSlave Country: American expansion and the origifhe Deep South
(Cambridge, MA, 2005).
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Cherokee removal, was consequently intensified by its intersection witlctagfl

sectional interests.

The Birth, Constituency, and Strategy of the National Antiremoval Movement

The summer of 1829 witnessed the birth of a vigorous, national antiremoval
movement that galvanized sentiments that had been developing for years. The griggerin
event was the election of Andrew Jackson to the presidency. Jackson had campaigned on
the promise that he would support removal, or at least not interfere with arsy estfmte
to enact it. Jackson’s victory in 1828 changed the political dynamics surrounding
removal. Prior to Jackson, presidents generally had followed Washington’s Indian poli
They had used treaties to wrest lands from Indians, but had stopped short of using force.
At the same time they had continued to support Jefferson’s policy of assimilationg c
upon Natives to take up farming and become assimilated into American society. This
would free up “surplus” lands upon which Indians had previously hunted for sale to
whites.

Jackson however broke with this policy by opening up the possibility of forced
removal. In his first speech to Congress he stated that he had no choice but to turn to
removal, particularly since the large southern tribes had asserted theiigguyerg
establishing new governments. He explained that since the southern trified exihin
state boundaries, their exercise of sovereignty contravened that of ¢ése Btett United
States could not recognize Native sovereignty because it would be tantamount to
“destroying the States which it was established to protect.” Jackson teewdtbthe

Indians that “their attempt to establish an independent government would not be
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countenanced by the Executive of the United States.” As an alternative he “ableised t
to emigrate beyond the Mississipp?™

Jackson also saw removal as a way to empower the common man. His vision of
democracy centered on shifting political and economic power from elites to a broader
base of Anglo-American men. “In a country where offices are creatdg &mi¢he
benefit of the people no one man has any more intrinsic right to official station tha
another. Offices were not established to give support to particular men at tlee publi
expense” said Jackso?f.From his perspective, the vast tracts of Indian held land,
particularly in the South, offered a huge source of economic wealth that could be
transferred to white men looking to secure independence and manhood.

Of course Jackson’s position elated white men, and particularly southern
backcountrymen, who were thirsting for land. Not only was Jackson promising to transfer
tens of thousands of acres from Natives to whites, but his position on removal was also
an explicit affirmation of the South’s racial hierarchy. It foreclosed upopdhksibility
of any form of Native sovereignty or autonomy within the borders of the southern states
and represented a de facto rejection of the idea that large numbers of Indiains mig
eventually integrate into southern society. Jackson’s support for removal repdesent
shift in which the national government would throw its weight and support behind
southern attempts to secure white economic opportunity and to entrench the racial

stratification of southern society.

195 Andrew Jackson, First Annual Message to Congi@ssember 8, 1829, accessed through The
American Presidency Project at http://www.presidemcsd.edu/ws/index.php?pid=29471
106 i
Ibid.
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At the same time though, Jackson’s support for removal flew in the face of the
goals of northern religious reformers. Rather than encouraging the sprefdion and
morality, removal did the opposite. As antiremovalists argued, removal disrupteal Ang|
efforts to convert Natives to Christianity. Uprooted Natives would be occupibd wit
meeting their basic necessities; food, shelter, and security. They would ndtdnave t
ability to contemplate the mysteries of Christian theology. Since the end of the
Revolutionary War, religious organizations had made sustained efforts to evaagdlize
acculturate Indians. Removal threatened to undo all those efforts in one fell swoop.

Removal not only disrupted the evangelical efforts of northern religious
reformers, but also challenged their belief that religious activism wositdveesocial
and political tensions. Instead of Native integration into Christian brotherhood and
American society, removal rested on the premises of racial separafiédmglo
economic advancement. As such, removal represented the antithesis to the seformer
vision of racial equality and social democracy described in the previous chattausB
removal discarded not only reformers’ solution to the Indian problem, but also their
larger vision of American society, it took on a more onerous countenance. In may way
it seemed to represent the beginning to the unraveling of the moral foundations of
American civilization. It signified a rejection of self-disciplineaameans to restrain
greed and self-centeredness, and it developed a precedent that the strongoboitibthex
weak for economic gain.

Most concretely, removal dealt devastating blows both to law and to a shared
sense of social morality. In a free society, the viability of law witisal as it acted as

the last and most definitive line of social protection against those individuals whose own



68

sense of social duty or moral value were not strong enough to keep them from antisocial
or criminal behavior. Removal undercut the force and value of law by making a mockery
of past treaties that had guaranteed Indian possession of their lands “foremarthe

point of view of religious activists, removal also promoted decadence in socids fpra
justifying Anglo exploitation of Indians. It legitimized Anglo effortsdcquire Native

lands by force, and cast the consequences Indians would suffer as seaotitary t
economic benefits that would fall to whites. Removal assaulted two of the mast basi
constructs of social stability: law and duty of the constituent groups of a stuctedyat

each other humanely.

This assault threatened to transform the United States into a different@and les
humane nation; one which would be guided by greed and corrupt individualism. If
enacted, removal would move America from a nation that protected the weak, to one that
exploited them. The United States would be transformed from a society that heliethe r
of law as preeminent, to one that bent or disregarded the law for opportunistic réasons.
would degenerate into a nation in which the accumulation of wealth was the paramount
value.

Jackson’s election and the changes in Indian policy he articulated intenbiGéd a
these fears. In turning away from assimilation and towards removal, ttexl(Btates
under Jackson became an enemy, rather than a friend to Natives. And it left them
defenseless against both the states and individual settlers. The eruption in 1829 of staunch
antiremoval sentiment was therefore the result of two related factonected to
Jackson’s assumption of the Presidency: the abandonment of U.S. protection of the

Indians, and the government’s official sanction of a cruel policy that mémyners
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feared would transform America into a less humane nation. This possibilitgdpoem
to launch a national campaign dedicated not only to the prevention of removal, but more
deeply, to the protection of national morality.

The introduction of the Indian Removal Bill in Congress in fall of 1829 was the
catalyst for a heated national political debate. A number of groups caetleeotp form
the foundation of the antiremoval movement. The most significant Native antirest®val
included Cherokee leaders such as Principal Chief John Ross, The Ridge, Chigdes Hic
and Elias Boudinot, editor of the Cherokee Phoenix. Anglo antiremovalists were
comprised mostly of northern evangelicals, protestant missionaries, and Quaikers f
both the Orthodox and Hicksite branches. The American Board of Commissioners for
Foreign Missions was instrumental in the antiremoval movement, as weteenseoh
northern evangelical congregations. The Board and evangelicals becariyg ingolved
in antiremoval when in 1829 northern churches launched an antiremoval petition
campaign, through which hundreds of petitions were sent to Congress. Important
politicians from New England also embraced antiremoval. Included amongibese
Massachusetts Governor Edward Everett. And in Congress, the most vocal antistmoval
was Senator Theodore Freylingheusen of Vermont. Others, like RepresentatiseB
Massachusetts, also vigorously opposed removal on the floor of Congress.

The actual number of people who considered themselves antiremovalists is hard

to determine. Tribal leaders repeatedly asserted that the vast ynajahieir people
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opposed removal. There were approximately 60,000 Indians in the southern nations, and
in the North, there were probably an additional 5000 people in the Iroquois‘ffibes.

It is harder to determine the number of Anglo antiremovalists. Both branches of
the Quakers were opposed to forced removal, but the various Quaker Indian Committees
did not necessarily speak for all of the Friends. However, judging from the amount of
antiremoval memorials written and published by several Quaker Yearlyrigsgiti is
safe to assume that thousands of Quakers opposed the policy. For instance, the Ohio
Yearly Meeting, which published an antiremoval memorial, numbered 6238 Orthodox,
and 2846 Hicksite membel® Assuming most members were against removal would
mean that several thousand Ohio Quakers would number among the ranks of Anglo
antiremovalists. Quakers from the Philadelphia area numbered 2926 Orthodox, and 1461
Hicksite members® Their respective Yearly Meetings also drafted antiremoval
petitions. In addition to those of Ohio and Pennsylvania, yearly meetings from New
England, New York, New Jersey, and Indiana, wrote antiremoval memorials. Thei
members would have represented thousands opposed to forced removal. Other religious
sects also contributed to the groundswell of antiremovalists. Alisse Portnmehtied
over 1400 antiremoval memorials written by northern evangefitilhese memorials
were signed in the name of churches, church districts, and often entire towns.ughey m

have spoken for thousands of individuals in total.

107«Indian Tribes,” in Robert, Smith, edfhe Friend, Vol vii, n. 48September 5, 1835, p. 383,
Special Collections, Haverford College.

198 These numbers are taken frdime Friend, Vol. II, n. 34June 6, 1829, p. 266, Special
Collections, Haverford College.

199 The numbers for Philadelphia area Quakers conme Tiee Friend, Vol. I, n. 1&ebruary 14,
1829, Special Collections, Haverford College.

10 plisse PortnoyTheir Right to Speak: women’s activism in the Indiad slave debates
(Cambridge, MA, 2005).
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The two people most directly responsible for the formation of the national
antiremoval movement were John Ross, Principal Chief of the Cherokee, and Jeremiah
Evarts, the Corresponding Secretary of the American Board. Together theyldbeise
movement'’s basic strategy. First, Natives would lobby on their own agameval;
second both Native and Anglo antiremovalists would attempt to win the support of Anglo
Americans by revealing the immorality of removal; third antiremovalhstsid show that
Indians had become civilized, and therefore were entitled to rights that prateste
from forced removal.

This plan seems to have been based upon efforts Cherokee leaders had been
following for a number of years. Throughout the 1820s, tribal leaders like John Ross,
George Lowrey, Charles Hicks, and others had pinned much hope on Indian cultural
adaptation, and the support of sympathetic Americans. In 1824 Cherokee leaders
explained “we do thank God, sincerely, and our benevolent White Brothers...who...came
into our help, with letters and the lights of civilization & Christianity....the ehgs
abandoned, and churches are rising, and the Great Spirit is felt in his influence upon our
hearts and our gratitude and our little ones are learning to read his blessed word...our
cause is with God and goodmen, and there we are willing to leaVégy’ 1829,

Jeremiah Evarts had appropriated their strategy. In a letter to migs©e@inas Wasburn
he explained that convincing Americans of Cherokee “civilization” was vithleio t
cause. He discussed the evils that would result from removal and then told Washburn to

continue “vigorous efforts to instruct & evangelize them.” Evarts then explained that

11 John Ross, Major Ridge, George Lowrey, and Eljadks to Joseph Gales & William Seaton,
April 20, 1824 in MoultonThe Papers of Chief John Rpops 79.
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“These efforts, if anything will turn the attention of the public to theie &aswaken that
sympathy in their behalf which will not suffer their rights to be disreghitfé In this
explicit articulation of antiremoval strategy, Evarts explained his hopewlsaeaess of
the Indians’ progress in adopting “civilized life” would move Americans to protec
Native rights.

Antiremovalists disseminated their ideas through a well organized politica
campaign. When the Removal Bill was introduced into Congress, antiremovalists
responded with a strong counteroffensive that distributed their argument through a
variety of media. First, Natives wrote memorials to Congress pleadimgésa. Second,
northern preachers excoriated removal and cited its evils. At the same &iivesiNand
Anglos drafted a host of antiremoval articles and published them in perioslichlas
Niles’ Weekly Registeand theNational IntelligencerNotable among these were a series
of essays by Jeremiah Evarts, entitled “the William Penn Essays /i wppeared in the
National Intelligenceibetween August and December of 1829, and which developed
detailed and explicit arguments against removal. This vast literaturelai®d a variety
of reasons why Americans should oppose removal. At the most profound level, however,

antiremoval literature shared the basic premise that removal was anahpoiazy.

Antiremoval, Morality, Law, and Native Rights
Antiremovalists hoped that their focus on the moral issues of removal would sway
public opinion to their side. “What may yet come of the multiplied declarations fivdica

of public feeling on this deeply affecting and momentous subject, we are not able to

12 jeremiah Evarts to Cephas Washburn August 9, 828.1.01 v. 8, ABCFM records,
Houghton Library.
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perceive, but have reason to believe that at least a powerful sensation hasteesdpr
in the minds of our rulers at Washington...” stafée Friendin April of 1830M°To
create this “powerful sensation” antiremovalists employed a discoulgme$o force
people to recognize the immorality of removal. They characterized rensaalnjust
and inhumane policy, and an affront to justice that would cause untold suffering. In an
antiremoval memorial written to the Georgia State Senate, Robert Camplyeljdent
of Savannah,” stated “Your memorialist feels it to be his duty ...to approach your
honourable body...against a measure fraught with so much impolicy, injustice, and
disgrace.*'* Native antiremovalists used similar language. “A crisis seems to be fast
approaching when the final destiny of our nation must be sealed....The Unitex State
must soon determine the issue-we can only look with confidence to the good faith and
magnanimity of the General Government,...whose obligation are solemnly pledged to
give justice and protectiort* This language conveyed the clear message that if the
United States government enacted removal, it would turn from its obligation totprotec
the Indians and violate its duty to govern justly.

Antiremovalists articulated other explicit explanations of the evils of vam&or
instance, they often explained that removal would constitute an inhumane exploitation of
weak and defenseless people. Jeremiah Evarts made this point in his fissn\Widhn

essay. “Most certainly an indelible stigma will be fixed upon us, if, in thatpbke of our

113 |Introduction to a Memorial of the New England Yigavleeting in Smith, ed The Friend, Vol.
I, n. 25, April, 3, 1830, page 200, Special Collectiddaverford College.

114 Robert Campbell, “Memorial To the Honourable thestlent and Members of the Senate of
the State of Georgia,” ihe Friend, Vol Iin. 34, June 6, 1829, p 265, Special Collectionsieifard
College.

115 John Ross and George Lowrey Annual Message tGlieeokee Nation, October 14, 1829, in
Moulton, The Papers of Chief John Rops,172.
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power, and in the pride of our superiority we shall be guilty of manifest injustice to our

weak and defenceless neighbarS.Such portrayals of removal’s ramifications were

twofold in their purpose. First, they were designed to cause people to react in alisgus

what seemed an obvious abuse of power. But secondly, it was hoped that the rejection of

forced removal would sway more people to support the “benevolent” cause of Indian

evangelism. Removal was a question for the American public in which they would

choose either to abuse power, or to throw support behind the cause of Indian salvation.
Native antiremovalists focused attention on the human suffering that such an

abuse of power would engender. Just a month and a half before the passage of the Indian

Removal Act, John Ross predicted what would happen to the Cherokee if they were to be

removed. “If the U. States...should ever compel them to make a general removal....

Wretchedness, dispersion and extinction must inevitably await them.” Herexpthat

the western lands “cannot afford a sufficiency of wood & watErOthers focused less

on the physical consequences of removal, and more on its psychological ramifications

They argued that forced removal would create great emotional sufféfimg¢hé land of

which we are now in possession we are attached—it is our fathers’ gift—aim®tieir

ashes-it is the land of our nativity, and the land of our intellectual Bifttote a group

of Cherokee memorialists. Uprooting the nation from their ancestral land disrupted

attachments to Cherokee history and culture, and as such represented amaeKisezit

to the entire nation. Finally, others revived the long standing argument thaatomdo

116 Jeremiah Evarts, William Penn EssainlFrancis Paul Pruch@&herokee Removal: The
William Penn Essays and Other Writings by Jerentaarts(Nashville, TN, 1982), p49.

7 John Ross to Jeremiah Evarts, April 6, 1830, irultm, The Papers of Chief John Rops,
188.

18 Cherokee Memorial, in Smith, ed@he Friend, Vol. llin. 19, February 20, 1830, p. 152,
Special Collections, Haverford College.
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the west would simply result in conflict and violence between emigrant and indigenous
Natives.

In addition to these descriptions of secular suffering, antiremovalists contended
that removal was immoral on the grounds that it interrupted Indian evangelism and
“civilization.” Coerced dispossession would put in danger any future progreisedNat
would make in conversion and acculturation, leading to death in both the secular and
spiritual realms. According to a Cherokee memorial of 1830, the Indians “existetice
future happiness are at stake—divest them of their liberty and country, and ydwesmnk t
in degradation, and put a check, if not a final stop, to their present progress in tifie arts
civilized life, and in the knowledge of Christian religior¥Individual Natives made the
same claim. A writer from Wilstown, calling himself “A Cherokee Farhasserted
“This posture of affairs is adverse to the progress of religion and other impotisgnm
the nation.*?° Anglos made similar arguments about disruptions to Indian “civilization.”
As the Quakers of the New England Yearly meeting put it “your memorialist®thut
anticipate, that if laws, foreign to the habits, and oppressive to the fealitigsindians,
be allowed to be extended over them, the ultimate effect must be to renderuh&orst
so uncomfortable as to drive them...again into the wilderness, and again to those habits
of uncivilized life, from which they seem now to be in progress of emerdfhdletter

signed simply “Journal of Humanity” explained that Natives routinely objected to

19 pig.

120 A Cherokee Farmer, “Letter to the Editor of thee@tkee Phoenix,” in th€herokee Phoenix,
Vol. Il, n. 1,March 18, 1829. Cherokee Phoenix 1828-1829, ANN&3.C56 Item 1, Special Collections,
Northeastern Oklahoma State University.

1ZINew England Yearly Meeting, “ Memorial to the Senand House of Representatives of the
United States of America, in Congress AssembledSmith, ed.The Friend, Vol. llin. 25, April 3, 1830,
p. 199, Special Collections, Haverford College.
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removal because of its adverse effects on Indian evangelism. “Remove us from our
cultivated lands and we shall again roam the desert. Separate us from the ptacsavhe
have learned heavenly wisdom, and our children will live and die ignorant of the blessing
of Christianity.™#?

Casting removal in this light allowed antiremovalists to set the wholevamo
guestion within a larger moral environment. More specifically, they argueththat
outcome of the removal question struck at the heart of the national character of the
United States. Either the United States would emerge from the debatatamahat
protected the weak, or one that prosecuted them. “The great crisis is fast kipgroac
which is to decide the fate of these poor aborigines, and which is to fix an indelible mark
of honour or infamy upon the people of the United States according as we act,” explained
the editors offhe Friend*?® And Jeremiah Evarts thundered that “there is a danger of our
national character being most unhappily affected, before the subjedieifailtly at
rest.”*?* Others attempted to personalize the crisis facing America. They atmiehd
defacing of the nation’s character would result from a multitude of individaiitsgf to
heed the call to protect what was moral and humane. “The present crisis in tiseoéffai

the Indian nations...demands the immediate and interested attention of all who make any

claims to benevolence or humanity™

122«The Duties of Christians towards the Aborigindshis Country,” printed inhe Cherokee
Phoenix, Vol. II, n. 32November 11, 1829. Cherokee Phoenix 1828-1829, BINN43 C56 Item 1,
Special Collections, Northeastern Oklahoma Statiedysity.

123 Introductory comments on two documents reproddiced the Cherokee Phoenix, in Smith,
ed.,The Friend, Vol. llin. 6, November 21, 1829, p. 44, Special Collectibtesserford College.

124 Jeremiah Evarts, William Penn Essay No. | in FimPaul Prucha, edGherokee Removal:
The “William Penn” Essays and Other Writings by diiiah EvartgKnoxville, TN, 1981), p. 49.

125 «Circular addressed to Benevolent Ladies of thiddnStates,” printed in th@herokee
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In making their case for the immorality of removal, antiremovalists drew on
notions of womanhood that were helping to shape the northern middle class. They argued
that women had the power to create an “empire of affection” in which they would use
their familiarity with “literature, refinement, charity, and religibtg prevent the Indian
“race” from being “swept from the eartf?® As Alisse Portnoy has explained, the
removal debate gave women a significant opportunity to exercise theiraloliices’

One reason why centered on the belief that women’s attuned moral senspldities
them in a particularly strong position to articulate the ethical lapses atabtiolicies.

Antiremovalists cast the net of removal’s moral consequences wider \&ittsE
explained that the question went beyond America’s national character. In exust pr
he explained that the removal question had such profound moral ramifications that they
would reverberate through space and time. Calling removal “a grave question of public
morality,” Evarts explained that “It should be remembered...that this controvélsy w
ultimately be well understood by the whole civilized world. No subject, not even war,
slavery, nor the nature of free institutions, will be more thoroughly canvassedy....An
course of measures, in regards to the Indians, which is manifestly fair,reerd@ge and
benevolent, will command the warm and decided approbation of intelligent men, not only
in the present age, but in all succeeding times.” According to Evarts, the Utaited S
had the opportunity to be known and remembered for its “benevolence” if it were to
decide the removal question in favor of the Indians. However, if the United Statbs “i

blazing light of the nineteenth century, [were to] drive away these remnants of

128 pid.
127 5ee Alisse Portnofheir Right to Speak.
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tribes...then the sentence of an indignant world will be uttered in thunders, which will
roll and reverberate for ages after the present actors in human dftdifsazve passed
away.™?® Accordingly, the United States was at a cross roads that would both define its
place in the current world, and establish its historical legacy. It and ittedeagbto
make a choice redolent with deep moral overtones. As Evarts would later write “The
great principles of morality are immutable. They bind nations, in their intexeouith
each other, as well as individuaf$®

Nor was Evarts alone in his perceptions of the moral reach of the removal
controversy. An antiremoval memorial from “a meeting of the citizens of Xk
City” explained that removal would legitimize the use of force as the guidingge of
relations between the nations. They asserted “this doctrine appears in a high degree
alarming” because “it is subversive of the plainest principles of justice évltbiked
out in all its legitimate consequences, would make force the first and onlrdodtitveen
separate communities.” As perfectionists the memorialists found foatieesina. They
believed that compulsion interfered with each individual’s ability to be a fred mora
agent, able to decide for him or herself proper courses of actions. Consequently if one
group exercised force upon another, they would be degrading the ability of a wihgle g
of people to make decisions in accordance with their own sense of ethics. Howener, e
more insidious consequences would follow as the entire nation would be judged by the

rest of the civilized world for the great moral transgression it would patpghrough

128 jeremiah Evarts, William Penn Essay No. | in FimRaul Prucha, edGherokee Removal.
49-50.

129 Jeremiah Evarts, William Penn Essay No. XXIII iaficis Paul Prucha, e@herokee
Removabp. 184.
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removal. The New York memorialists declared that “by the dread of incugprgach
from the wise and good, in remote countries and distant ages; and above all, by the
apprehension of the Divine displeasure, which will not fail to punish a nation...by all
these considerations, your memorialists intreat your honorable body to intarbsave
the Cherokees from such injustice and oppression, as can hardly fail ...of bringing
opprobrium and perpetual shame upon our couritRFbr these New Yorkers, the moral
outrage of removal would reach across space and time and even bring Divine justice upon
the United States. A memorial from the citizens of Hartford, Connecticugipedcthe
issue in much the same light. “We approach it as a question which imperiously demands
their attention” they wrote of removal. Their seriousness derived from thesf thedi if
removal were to be “tolerated” then they would be “exposed in common with the whole
country to disgrace in the eyes of all nations; to the shame of violating solemn
engagements to our fellow men and to the judgments of he&ten.”

Defining removal as a great moral problem was more than just a shrewcapoliti
strategy designed to sway Americans to mobilize against the policy. Oregorésund
level, it helps us explain why Anglo antiremovalists so fervently and passipmaorked
to stop removal. From their perspective, removal truly cut to the heart of thak mor
universe. The outcome of the debate would define the character of their nation, and either

help or hinder their efforts to save Indian souls. Given the magnitude of the controversy

130«“The memorial unanimously accepted by a meetinefitizens of the City of New York,
convened by public notice,” in tt@herokee Phoenix and Indians’ Advocate, Vol..I4h January 27,
1830. Special Collections, Cherokee Phoenix 18Z818N 151.N43 C56 Item 1, Northeastern Oklahoma
State University.

131“The Memorial of the citizens of the city of Hanttl, in the State of Connecticut,” in the
Cherokee Phoenix and Indians’ Advocate, Vol. I&.February 10, 1830. Special Collections, Cherokee
Phoenix 1828-1829, AN 151.N43 C56 Item 1, NortherasOklahoma State University.
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it is not surprise that they also developed a series of arguments which explained t
removal was not only an affront to morality, but also a violation of the law and of Native
rights.

Legal arguments marshaled by antiremovalists focused on the Cherokee, but their
principles applied to most, if not all, Natives threatened with removal. The Cherokee
garnered so much attention because they were highly vocal in their opposition, and
because their land was extremely valuable to the southern states. One oftthe mos
frequently cited claims used in attempts to prevent Cherokee removal wasiitieat U
States law recognized the Cherokee as sovereign. For example, in the setiend “W
Penn” essay, Evarts explained “all our legislation concerning them [thek&le¢ishows,
that they are regarded as a separate community from ours, having a naigieate,
and possessing a territory, which they are to hold in full possession, till they vilyuntar
surrender it.**? And John Ross claimed that “It is the received opinion of some among
the ablest Jurists that the Cherokees are a sovereign niation.”

Establishing Cherokee sovereignty was vital because a host of antiremoval
arguments derived from the claim that the Indian Nations were in fact gpueviany
antiremovalists, both Native and Anglo, asserted that Native sovereigntyeuol et
claim of sovereignty by European powers. Neither the British nor the United State
ever been able, or in the future would be able, to justly claim sovereign powers that
superseded those of the Indians. Conversely, proponents of removal had argued that

Indian nations could not be sovereign because if they were recognized as such, then they

132 jeremiah Evarts, William Penn Essay No. Il in EimiPaul Prucha, edCherokee Removal:
The “William Penn” Essays and Other Writings by diiiah EvartgKnoxville, TN, 1981), p. 58.

133 John Ross to the General Council, July 10-16, 1B8®loulton, The Papers of John Rogs,
193-4.
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would constitute a sovereign power inside the territorial boundaries of the statds, whi
would weaken both state sovereignty, as well as that of the United States.
Antiremovalists faced these arguments head on and claimed that recent higtory ha
shown that they were baseless. Anglo recognition, both in law and in practice,v&f Nati
sovereignty had not in any way attenuated the sovereignty of the individual stéies or
United States. They asserted, moreover, that the sudden outcries that Nativigreggvere
was now a threat were merely a legal smokescreen to justify dispossession.

Despite the assertions of antiremovalists, many in the South remained convinced
that Native nations could not remain sovereign. Sovereign nations stood in the way of the
Indian lands southern yeomen coveted. And planters saw sovereign Indian nations as a
threat to slavery. They worried that slaves might run to the Indians, or thatdraohe
slaves might unite in a rebellion against the South’s racial hieratthy.

In addition to the argument that Native sovereignty predated that of the United
States, antiremovalists declared that neither the national or state genesmould
infringe upon Native sovereignty. They directed this argument most squaredjeat st
efforts to extend their laws into Native nations. Opponents of removal also argued tha
the preeminence of Native sovereignty meant that the attempts by #setstatquire
Indian lands through dubious legal arguments about the supremacy of state powers were
void. “[C]ertain claims are made by the State of Georgia, and certainctaimas by the
States of Alabama and Mississippi. The Indians do not admit the validity off éingse

positions or claims; and if they have a perfect original title to the lands they

134 See Patrick Minges§lavery In The Cherokee Nation: The Keetoowah Sosied The
Defining Of A People, 1855-18gKew York, 2003).
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occupy...their rights cannot be affected by...the acts of provincial legistatoor by the
compacts of neighboring States...The state of Georgia after the Revolutiome nor t
United States ...have acquired any title to the soil, or any sovereignty overdiaa]
territory.”° Such recognitions of Indian, and particularly Cherokee, sovereignty were
important because they allowed Natives to undercut the legality of removal by
characterizing it as an illegal abrogation of Native sovereignty. As John\Raigs“the
permanent security of our territorial boundary and our right to exercise gpverei
jurisdiction over the country embraced by the same have been very unjustly called in
question. And are infringed upon by the State of Georgfa.”

Besides mounting antiremoval arguments derived from the legal issues
surrounding sovereignty, antiremovalists also developed a host of antiremovabasse
that derived from treaty law. They claimed the United States had entered eniesao$
treaties which protected Cherokee lands from coerced alienation. For ingteace
memorial to the American public, the Cherokee asserted that treaties unamllgigndus
contractually pledged the United States to protect Native lands. Accordimg to t
Cherokee, “in acknowledgment for the protection of the United States and the
consideration of guaranteeing to our nation forever the security of our lands, etc, the
Cherokee nation ceded by treaty a large tract of country to the United $tafierse”
Cherokee asserted that the duty of the United States was clear; Amasicprotect

Cherokee lands. Moreover, this duty was all the more sacrosanct as it was baan from

135 jJeremiah Evarts, William Penn Essay No. |, in Raj€herokee Remova), 52.

136 John Ross to George Lowrey, William Hicks, LewissR, Richard Taylor, Joseph Vann, and
William S. Coodey, November 27, 1829, in Moultdhge Papers of Chief John Rops178.

137 Memorial of John Ross, Richard Taylor, David GungéeWilliam S. Coodey, Representatives
of the Cherokee Nation of Indians in t@aerokee Phoenix and Indians’ Advoctdl N. 11 June 17,
1829, Special Collections, Northeastern OklahonageStniversity.
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legal instrument, the treaty, which was rooted in the deepest principles otAmiaw.
“Our treaties of relationship are based upon the principles of the federatwonstiand

so long as peace and good faith are maintained, no power, save that of the Cherokee
nation and the United States jointly, can legally change tH&m.”

These arguments were designed not only to undercut the legality of removal, but
also to show that issue of treaty rights had broader implications for Americans’
trustworthiness and for the legitimacy of the United States governmém. United
States did not live up to its treaty obligations, then no trust could be placed in its people
or in its government. They would be seen as frauds who did not live up to their promises
or ideals. “If the...United States shall withdraw their solemn pledges ofcpimte
utterly disregard their plighted faith, and wrest from us our land-then,...weusthy |
say, there is...no confidence left in the United States,” wrote John Ross and George
Lowrey.”° Jeremiah Evarts also called into question what faith could be placed in
Americans and American government should they disregard treaty obligatioagh®Ar
people of the United States unwilling to give a fair, candid, and natural constraction t
treaty thus made?” he asked. He put a similar question to the government. “How can it
for a moment be apprehended, that the co-ordinate branches of our Government-our high,
legislative, executive, and judicial functionaries, will manifest sal todisregard of

every principle of public morality?*°

138 Annual Message of John Ross to the Cherokee Nat@ouncil, October 14, 1829, in
Moulton, The Papers of Chief John Rops170.

139 John Ross and George Lowrey, “Annual Messageet@tierokee Nation, 1829,” October 14,
1829 in Moulton,The Papers of Chief John Rops169-172.

140 Jeremiah Evarts, “William Penn Essay VIII, in FiagCherokee Remova, 94.
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Ignoring treaty obligations had other troubling implications for American faw. |
the legal protections American law provided to Natives carried no force, theasAng|
could mistreat or exploit Natives. And even more troubling, Anglos could enacthatvs
would immunize whites against any legal reprisals Natives might bringsaglaem for
alleged crimes. During a speech given just prior to the final vote on the IndizovRle
Bill, Sen. Theodore Frelinghuysen cited a case in point. He explained that&eorgi
extension law, which would not allow Natives to testify in court against whitesdpghe
way for violent abuses by whites against Natives because it did not allonyfagal
recourse through which Indians could redress crimes committed against themglay. An
Referring to the Indians he argued that “they were shut out of the protection gfaGeor
laws. For, sir, after the first day of June next, a gang of lawless white mehreak into
the Cherokee country, plunder their habitations, murder the mother with the children, and
all in the sight of the wretched husband and father, and no law of Georgia will reach the
atrocity.”*! Georgia’s new law would create a legal environment which would permit
whites to perpetrate heinous acts of crime against Indians.

Advocates of removal tried to dismiss treaty obligations by arguing thaesea
were no longer in effect. Senator Hugh White and John C. Calhoun, claimed thes treati
were “not now in force,” or that they were “not binding upon the whites.” They reasoned
that subsequent wars between Natives and the United States had voided thaséntreatie
which promises of friendship and protection of lands had been made. Prominent Anglo

antiremovalists tried to poke holes in such arguments. Jeremiah Evarts, forenstanc

1“1 Theodore Frelinghuysen, Speech to the U.S. Sefpt#,9, 1830 quoted from Harry Watson,
Andrew Jackson vs. Henry Clay: Democracy and Deweémnt in Antebellum Ameri¢Boston & New
York, 1998) p. 173. Jeremiah Evarts made a siraflgument in the seventh of his William Penn Essays.
See William Penn essay Number VIl in PrucBherokee Removal, 85.
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asserted that the validity of treaties had not been previously called intguaad
indeed, noted that virtually all treaties ratified since the end of the eightesmtury had
specifically acknowledged that earlier treaties, such as the 1794 Treabpeivell, were
still in force. It was not until the push for forced removal that past treages suddenly
labeled as void. Legal precedent showed that the treaties remained legafyg bihdi
Such debates over treaty law were centrally important because they spoke
directly to Natives’ land rights. More specifically, antiremovaldgmed treaties
protected and affirmed Native land title under the auspices of United Statdhka
Philadelphia Orthodox Quakers made such claims in an antiremoval memoriarhey s
to Congress. They pointed out that “to protect the Indians in the entire right, perpetua
occupancy, and undisturbed possession of their lands, part of a law of the United States
formerly enacted, is now by treaty stipulation forever operative.” They fugher and
contended that treaties formed a historical precedent that establisheddndigitie
under American law. “From the testimony of a series of treaties undeartbos of the
first five presidents...your memorialists conceive that they have condlsive
demonstrated that the United States of America have guaranteed in thelerost s
manner to the Cherokee nation, in the first place-the entire title-undisturbedgimsse
and complete enjoyment of all their lands.” Given this legal recognition ob&éetitle,
the United States could not carry out removal without “undermining the faith of the

United States pledged to the Cheroke&%.”

142 5ee William Penn essay Number Il in PrucBherokee Remova, 59-65.

143 Memorial of the Philadelphia Orthodox Quakers, datanuary 11, 1830. Published in Smith,
ed., The Friend, Vol lllJan 23, 1830 n. 15, p. 116, Special Collectionsgifard College.
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Treaties established other legal rights. Most important in relation to the remova
debate, was the question of who had power to alienate Native lands. Antiremovalists
argued that treaties established that Indian lands could be sold or exchanged only if
Indians gave their consent. John Ross explained that the Cherokee people by and large
believed that treaties guaranteed this right. “The Cherokees geneediljly sensible of
their acknowledged rights ...and they can never believe that that Genl. Washington and
his predecessors in the execution of Treaties with them for upwards of faisyhgeha
been influenced by motives of policy to deceive them...they have resolved never to
exchange this country for any other west of the Mississippi.” Claiming theyhbadyht
to decide whether or not to sell their lands, Ross argued that the Cherokee would move

west only if the U.S. would “commit a breach of faith and forcibly compel them” to

144

go.
In addition to legal rights to their lands, antiremovalists contended thaehlati
possessed natural rights to their lands. Both Anglo and Native antiremovajistd #nat
Natives’ historical occupation on their lands gave them clear title. “It cautinly be
admitted by all that the descendents of the aboriginal inhabitants of this caentry a
entitled, by immemorial inheritance, to a home and a resting place upon the land of the
fathers, thatheir (emphasis in original) title to the soil by priority of occupation and
constant possession, is paramount to that of every other claitiadtfiers made similar
arguments. “They [the Cherokee] have a perfect right to their country, -thefig

peaceable, continued, immemorial occupancy” claimed Evarts. Moreover, khig/ag

144 John Ross to Jeremiah Evarts, April 6, 1830, irultm, The Papers of Chief John Rops,
187.
145 philadelphia Orthodox Quakers in Smith, e Friend, Vol IllJan 23, 1830 n. 15, p. 114-5.
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not diminished by the claims of others. To demonstrate this point, Evarts asked “by what
right do the people of the United States hold the lands which they occupy?” The answer
he offered was “by the right of occupancy.” He then argued that if some European power
were to claim Ohio or Connecticut, it would make no difference as “our right is albt at
affected by their claims.” Similarly, the claims of Georgia andcitezens on Cherokee
lands did not override the Indians’ natural right, derived from occupancy, to their
lands?*®

Finally, antiremovalists argued that Indians possessed unique politidsl that
protected them from coerced dispossession. More precisely, they had thel pigiitida
call on the President’s direct assistance. This right derived from thadattetationship
between the United States and Native nations. In the case of the Cheroke=xishedea
long standing paternalistic relationship in which the President acted astive ‘fliather”
to his Cherokee “children.” “The various tribes of Indians emphatically caPtésident,
Father (original emphasis), and to him, they as children look for protection and
preservation” wrote the Cherok&€ This relationship embodied Native notions about
reciprocity, which held that each party in a relationship was to give, angdaltheir
means, to the other. This kept the relationship strong by establishing fictiig hamds
between unrelated individuals or parties. With the Cherokee and the United States, the
President’s primary duty was to provide protection and guidance. The obligation applied
to political favors, which meant that the Indians could demand that he intercede on behalf

of their political interests.

146 Jeremiah Evarts, “William Penn Essay No. Il, inéha,Cherokee Remova, 57-8.
147 John Ross, George Lowrey, and Elijah Hicks to iBees John Quincy Adams March 12, 1825
in Moulton, The Papers of Chief John Rops,104.
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The Cherokee consequently called on the President to prevent removal once
Georgia and other states took more drastic steps to dispossess the southern hations. T
asked President Adams in 1825 to settle the Compact of 1802 so that Georgia would no
longer be able to threaten them with removal. “For the peace and tranquility ofioar nat
we do sincerely hope that measures may be adopted by the United States &thé Sta
Georgia so as to close their compact without teasing the Cherokees any nioeg for
lands.™*® When President Jackson assumed office and it became clear that he would not
intercede to stop removal, the Cherokee called on the Congress to take the President’s
place as the fictive father who would protect the Indians. “Between the cowepulsi
measures of Georgia and our destruction we ask the interposition of yourtgutmatia
remembrance of the bond of perpetual peace pledged for our safettated a Cherokee
memorial sent to Congress. The historical and “perpetual bond” between the Cherokee
and the United States gave the Indians the political right to call on the Cotagress
intercede on their behalf.

In sum, antiremovalists argued that Natives possessed a variety of rights tha
protected them from forced removal. Legal rights derived principally framrmslof
sovereignty and from treaties, natural rights derived from historical occupamty
political rights established through historical relations between Natncetha United
States, protected Native land titles. These rights were sufficient in tiuss iofi
antiremovalists to create a compelling case against removal. Howeealso made

concerted efforts to establish another, equally compelling, line of argumemstagai

148 ||
Ibid.
149 Memorial of a Delegation from the Cherokee Indipresented to Congress January 18, 1831,
Phillips Pamphlet Collection, Folder 7311, Westdistory Collection, University of Oklahoma.
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removal. They claimed that those rights which protected Native lands nengteened

by Native efforts to become “civilized.”

Cultural Adaptation and the Validation of Rights

As stated in the previous chapter, antiremovalists viewed Indian cultural
adaptation as an alternative to removal. Instead of dispossession, Anglo antiistaova
hoped Indians would be “civilized” and merged into American society. Natives did not so
much envision themselves becoming entirely acculturated or assimilatedtHautsaw
cultural change as a means for Natives to develop economic, social, and pagital ti
the United States. They hoped to maintain ethnic identities and tribal sovereigntgse
Native communities became tied to American civilization. In their natjpoléical fight
against removal, however, Native and Anglo antiremovalists alike calleddiani
acculturation because they believed it would strengthen the case agriosgal.
Moreover, they supported the viability of Indian acculturation through directiassenf
Natives’ inherent capacity to become “civilized.” They argued thatstAvaerica’s
moral duty to see to it that Indian improvement was realized. The United Statibe ha
choice to either abandon Indians and allow them to suffer forced dispossession, or to
exercise a paternalistic care over them. “Let us save them now, or we nevdfshéal
it not clear as the sunbeam, sir, that a removal will aggravate their W8¢k@hdered
Senator Frelinghuysen.

For their part, advocates of removal attacked arguments for Native inclusion

through racialized assertions that claimed Natives were incapable alf d®aélopment.

150 Frelinghuysen to the Senate in Watsiatkson vs. Clay. 174.
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In turn, antiremovalists responded by repeating arguments about Nativeyc&pacit
social and moral growth, which they had made earlier in the decade. As IrugBeg
put it:

Wherever a fair experiment has been made, the Indians have readily yette

influence of moral cultivation. Yes, sir, they flourish under this culture, and rise in

the scale of being. They have shown themselves to be highly susceptible of
improvement, and the ferocious feelings and habits of the save are soothed and
reformed by the mild charities of religion. They can very soon be taught to

understand and appreciate the blessing of civilizatit. .

Like others, Frelinghuysen attempted to shift the terms of the removal dedrate f
invidious comparisons of racial capacities to a question of morality, in which Aansric
could either help or hinder Native “improvement.”

More specifically, antiremovalists claimed that Natives would benefit by
remaining on their lands because it would allow them to continue to adopt a civized li
under the paternalistic guidance of Anglo “benevolence.” “Your memdsiais
encouraged to hope, that if these interesting natives are permitted to rerhain in t
present location...that the influences of the customs and manners of civilez et
which they are immediately or more remotely surrounded...will prepare them for a
participation in the rights and duties of citizenship in common with other civilized
people,” stated a memorial from the Quakers of the New England YeagyngeBy

retaining their lands, Natives would eventually adopt the accoutrements afedlifie

and merge into American society.

151 ||
Ibid.
132 New England Yearly Meeting, “Memorial to the Senand House of Representatives of the
United States of American in Congress assembletgdiMarch 3, 1830, in Smith, etdlhe Friend Vol.
I, No. 25, April 3, 183,0 p. 19%pecial Collections, Haverford College.
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This moral imperative to shield Natives from removal and ensure their
improvement, worked in tandem with another powerful antiremoval argument. Namely,
antiremovalists declared that Native adoption of American practicesnaadftheir
rights. Native cultural change showed that they were “civilized” peoplegssd of the
same natural and civic rights as others. To support this claim, antiremoviédidts
historical precedent in the treaties between the United States and iNdiores. More
specifically, they explained that treaties made explicit connectidn&be acculturation
and land rights. For example, Jeremiah Evarts argued that the Fourth Treaty of
Washington, which was entered into on February 27, 1819 contained an article that
granted some Cherokee families land title because their “industry” madédhpable
of managing their property.” Evarts referenced this treaty as a moragalgtecedent,
whose basic principle applied to Natives currently threatened with remavaisidted
that acculturation strengthened Indian land claims. “It is incontrovertitdedrgued,

“that the Cherokee nation has been improving to the present day. The number of
industrious person has been greatly increased.” Consequently, he claimed that the
Cherokee should not be forced off their lands. Evarts infused his argument with explicit
moral overtones in order to strengthen it. “The words of the treaty are noplaiore
therefore, nor its principles more just, than its spirit is humane and benevdfent.”

Other Anglo antiremovalists made similar arguments. For example, tbe efdit
the New York Observer claimed that precisely because of their “impeveghthe
Cherokee should be able to remain on their land. “The truth is they have seen, and see

daily, the rapid advances of the Indians in the arts of civilization as well asratsnand

153 Jeremiah Evarts, “William Penn Essay Xl in PrapBherokee Removap, 116.
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religion....It is such a people...rapidly improving in agriculture, manufactecdkscation
and religion,--that...the government of the United States propose to drive into the

wilderness.**

Quakers also argued that Indian acculturation validated Native rights. “It
also appears self-evident that the various Indian nations within our territmital imust
retain the rights of freedom and self government...” stated one memorialfeom t
Philadelphia Yearly Meeting. The memorial explained further that “the Chesoke
by...the aid and assistance of the government of the United States itself, hasefies
of years past, been rapidly advancing in civilization...your memoridéstdoound
earnestly to petition that no measures may be permitted to take place, whicosipel
this nation to leave the small residue of their ancient patrimony, now rendered doubly
dear by the meliorations of civilized lifé>®

Natives lent support to the argument that acculturation legitimized thes.right
Cherokees R. Taylor, John Ridge, and W.S. Coodey made such an argument in one of the
numerous memorials the Cherokee sent to Congress. They declared “we cannot bette
express the rights of our nation than they are developed on the face of the document we
herewith submit,” they stated. The Cherokee proceeded to enumerate the isdnzdtor
Anglos saw as signs of civilization: “The schools where our children leagatl the
word of God, the churches where our people now sing to his praise, and where they are

taught that ‘of one blood he created all the nations of the earth,” the field they ha

cleared, and the orchards they have planted; the houses they built, are all dear to the

134 «Indians,” printed in the&Cherokee Phoenix and Indian Advocate, Vol. |, nJaduary 14,
1829. Special Collections, Cherokee Phoenix 18Z818N 151.N43 C56 Item 1, Northeastern Oklahoma
State University.

135 philadelphia Yearly Meeting, “Memorial to the Senand House of Representatives of the
United States of American in Congress assemblddiéd January 11, 1830, in Smith, &dte Friend Vol.
lll, No. 15, January 23, 1830, p. 114-1Bjecial Collections, Haverford College.
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Cherokees, and there they expect to live and to die, on the lands inherited from their
fathers...**® In this instance, the Cherokee used the Biblical reference, “of one blood,”
which would be repeatedly quoted by abolitionists, to undercut any argument to the effect
that Indians were somehow less entitled to land rights than whites. Nativesgliog A
enjoyed the same basic legal rights by virtue of their shared parocipatcivilized life.

The links Native and Anglo antiremovalists drew between acculturationgdrtsl r
was part of their broad strategy. They hoped to establish the fact that Natisessgos
rights, and then to justify those rights by showing that Natives were ci/pieeple.

Casting removal as a violation of Natives rights, would give Indians legal andadolit
power, and provide means of obstructing the enforcement of forced dispossession.
SRR

The antiremoval movement failed in its ultimate objective. In a seriess# cl
votes, Congress passed the Indian Removal Act in May of 1830. In the House, the vote
was extremely tight as the bill only passed by five vbteBven after the bill became
law, many continued to fight removal, even as others such as the Choctaw signed
removal treaties.

Despite its failure, the antiremoval was extraordinarily consequ€entia
movement encouraged Natives to continue the process of cultural adaptation that many
had been pursuing for at least the past decade. In great part, antirenti@addgical

tenets persuaded Natives to put their faith in cultural change. The movemewuunder

1% R. Taylor, John Ridge, and W.S. Coodey, “Memauiah Delegation from the Cherokee
Indians,” January 18, 1831, Folder 7311, PhillipsnBhlet Collection, Western History Collection,
University of Oklahoma.

57 The bill passed on 26 May 1830 by a vote of 102%pFrancis Paul Pruch@ihe Great Father:
The United States Government and the American migdigolume | (Lincoln: University of Nebraska
Press, 1984), p. 206.
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racist arguments used to legitimize unequal treatment of Indians. Instestéied the
idea that Indians and whites were equal because they were all “civitize.” Senator
Frelinghuysen claimed that “it is not now seriously entertained thandiens are not
men.” Such statements gave Natives hope that they could work with and within &meric
society in ways that would provide them opportunities to protect and advocate for Native
interests. In addition, the movement’s focus on the moral connotations of removal
reinforced Indian hopes that they would not be forced from their lands. With thousands of
Americans decrying removal as a ruthless and unethical use of forceolasgd/iaw,
common decency, and the dictates of Christianity, many Natives found it urthiagly
removal would actually occur. They did not think the American public would
countenance such a bald abuse of power. Finally, the movement’s focus on Native rights
encouraged Indians to stick with cultural change and adaptation, especially as
antiremovalists argued that Indians’ natural rights were only substzhéiatl
strengthened by their adoption of American culture. In sum, the antiremoval e@vem
persuaded Natives to continue selective adoption of American culture. Inakeg)gtr
they perceived a path to power.

The result of Natives’ decision to continue to pursue cultural change was an
alternative process of American expansion. American cultural institutioeadspito
Native societies by a partnership of Indians and Anglos who saw in Nativeatultur
change the empowerment of Native communities. The next two chaptersploiteex
how the promise of rights and socio-economic empowerment led Natives to partner with
Anglos, and in the process, to absorb formal education, statute law, and Christianity int

their communities.



Chapter Three
White Knowledge, Red Power: Mission Schools in the Cherokee and Choctaw
Nations, 1815-1850
Education and the Path to Power
Missionaries who traveled to the southern Native nations in the early nimeteent

century made education the centerpiece of #nangelical efforts. Schoolhouses were
almost as common as churches in many missions. The American Board of
Commissioners for Foreign Missions believed that children were less atthaheatiults
to Native culture, and would therefore more readily imbibe American cufitaatices.
This predilection for schools derived, as well, from a belief that education waurttbpe
successful evangelism by giving Natives tools that would aid their conveidiead
Finney, of the American Board’s Dwight mission in Arkansas, argued thas iviteh for
the Cherokee to go to school and learn to read. He explained that by becomirgg literat
Indians could read the Bible themselves, and become inspired through this experienc
accept God>® Others believed Natives needed “civilization” in order to secure their
worldly needs so that they would then be free to focus on meeting their spiritual ones
Antiremovalists saw Indian integration into the American economy as vital sode
and economic security of both Indian families and Native communities. Sahoald
teach Natives to create small family farms, and by working the land end&etce with
American practices, Natives would secure title to their lands andthkeep their most

important and reliable economic resource. The solvency of individual families would i

1%8 Alfred Finney to Jeremiah Evarts, July 11, 182BC&M 18.3.1 v. 6, American Board of
Commissioners for Foreign Missions Records, Houghibrary.
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turn reinforce the stability of the larger community. Many missiondxééisved that only
when their basic economic needs were met, could Natives turn theircattenthe
daunting goal of spiritual salvation.

The links between evangelism and education were not new in the nineteenth
century, but rather had a long history dating back to the early colonial era.niiditle
of the seventeenth century, for example, John Eliot, a Puritan missionatgddnsawell
known “praying towns” in Massachusetts. They comprised English speaking $\\atice
had adopted Christianity. Some religious leaders in the Bay Colony saw ¢ltéssaents
as models of the potential education held for Native improvef&Between Eliot's
experiment and the opening of missions in the early nineteenth century, otherseiried t
hand at Indian education. For instance, in the middle of the eighteenth centurgr Eleaz
Wheelock, a Congregationalist minister from Connecticut, founded his Indian $&hool
with the specific intention of promoting Christianization. He envisioned a caditatvie
preachers, who having come to God, would serve as ministers to other Indians. Joseph
Johnson, and the more famous Samson Occom, were among his most successful pupils as
both learned English, became ordained ministers, and spent many years pr@aching
various Native people$?!

A host of reasons had motivated Anglos to pursue these education schemes. To

preachers and their coreligionists, the Bible presented a clear and dianetiysed

139 For a study of John Eliot see Richard Cogliwhn Eliot’s Mission to the Indians Before King
Philip’'s War (Cambridge, MA, 1999).

%9 \Wheelock’s school, once reserved only for Indimmlents, eventually opened its doors to all
races, and later morphed into Dartmouth College.

181 For an autobiographical account of Samson OccenSagson Occom, “A short Narrative of
My Life,” in Bernd Peyer, edThe Elders Wrote: An Anthology of Early Prose bythdmerican Indians,
1768-1831(Berlin, 1982). For Joseph Johnson see Laura MuegyTo Do Good to My Indian Brethren:
The Writings of Joseph Johnson 1751-1{&@herst, MA, 1998).
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duty to spread the “Word,” and thereby give the Earth’s “unenlightened” maskaaee
at salvation. Others supported Indian education for more pragmatic reasatesslagad
officials of the earliest colonial governments had believed that Clristthans, versed
in Euro-American cultures, might act as interpreters and cultural brokersvauld
facilitate trade relationships and military alliances.

Given the ideological and historical factors that bound evangelism and education,
it is not at all surprising that when missionaries first approached the Indiastablish
missions, they generalgpoke about schools. Indeed, they shrewdly suggested that the
schools would raise the social standing of Indians and their communities. Irtills ini
meeting with a group of Cherokee headmen, missionary Ard Hoyt stated tieat “T
missionaries...& others in our own country...[had an] ardent desire that their rechbrethr
might enjoy the same privileges they di§*’Another missionary, Moody Hall, similarly
connected education to Native social empowerment. In 1818 he asked a Cherokee
deputation en route to treaty negotiations in Washington DC to secure landssionmis
schools. He explained “You must be sensible that the education of your children demands
your serious attention; that without something is done for this purpose, you are lost-you
are all lost....We have had the candor to propose to you the following plan, which ...will
greatly promote the best interests of your nation...[and].due time make you an
honorable, enlightened, and respectable nafith.”

Tribal leaders reacted positively to the promise of missions. The chhefs w

received Hoyt responded favorably, explaining that they “were all wedlspd” with his

182 Joyce B Phillips and Paul Gary Phillips, edie Brainerd Journal: A Mission to the
Cherokees, 1817-184Bincoln, NE, 1998), November 2, 1818, p. 88-90.

153 Moody Hall to Cherokee Deputation, December 4 818BC 18.3.1 v. 3, ABCFM Records,
Houghton Library.
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words!®® Indeed, exchanges such as those between Hoyt and the Cherokee occurred
repeatedly during the establishment of the American Board missions in the South. |
1816 Cyrus Kingsbury approached the Cherokee to explain the Board’s wish to establish
schools. One chief responded in an exceptionally enthusiastic manner, pointithguout
they [the Cherokee] wished to have the school established and hoped they would be of
great advantage to the natidfi>Likewise, the Choctaw David Folsom in 1818 wrote to
missionary Elias Cornelius that “the Choctaw are very much anxious to seadbéisc
operation in our nation®®

That the Indians endorsed institutions designed to create radical culturgécha
requires explanation. Promises such as those given by Hoyt to the Cherokeedesona
strongly with Indians who increasingly worried that they were losingligy to protect
their lands and communities. The War of 1812, and the end of the associated Creek War,
had made it abundantly clear that the southern tribes had all but lost the power to use
military force against Americans. In increasing numbers, Native lead@rsd at the
understanding that armed conflict would not put a stop to white encroachment on their
lands™®’ With force off the table as a viable option to protect their interests, the

missionaries’ offer appeared attractive. The care they took to connedttiens to

184 phillips and PhillipsThe Brainerd JournalNovember 2, 1818, p. 89-90.

185 Cyrus Kingsbury to Sam Worcester Oct. 15, 1816, ABG3.1 v 3, ABCFM Records,
Houghton Library.

1% David Folsom to Elias Cornelius October 9, 188, Ll Hargett Papers, Western History
Collection, University of Oklahoma at Norman.

1670n the Creek War see Claudio Sadntew Order of Things: property, power, and the
transformation of the Creek Indians, 1733-1§Mew York, 1999). Like southern nations, many nerth
Natives also perceived force as an unworkableegjyafor their protection. The defeat of the Shawnee
brothers Tecumseh and Tenskwatawa in 1815 spell@tual end to Indian military power in the northe
section of trans-Appalachian west. On the end dgianilitary power east of the Mississippi see [@an
Richter,Facing East From Indian Country: A Native HistorfyEarly America(Cambridge, MA, 2001),
and Francois Furstenberg, “The Significance offttens-Appalachian Frontier in Atlantic History,” Tthe
American Historical Review, Vol. 113, NumbegiChicago, June 2008) 647-677.
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“privileges” and Native social empowerment seemed to lay open the possibMiatioe
legal, and perhaps even political, equality with whites. From the perspettmany
Natives, the language missionaries used to frame evangelism seemed to g pmatia¢o
power, which Indians believed they could wield in service of their interests, and mos
importantly, in defense of their lands.

This chapter argues that the Cherokee and Choctaw supported the schools because
they believed the incorporation of education into their societies would yield thugit
could be exploited in defense of their sovereignty and lands. The promise of social
empowerment and political rights induced Natives to cooperate with Angleonases
in constructing formal education systems, and encouraged Indians to becomeitompli
with the acculturation process promoted by the schools. However, Natives did not simply
leave the American Board missionaries to their own devices in shaping and rinming t
educational project. Rather, they sought as much control as possible over the running of
the schools. Native-Anglo collaboration and negotiation shdedpening of the
schools, the cultural change generated by the schools, political efforts toroedrdal
resistance to the schools, and attempts to use the schools to make the case against
removal. Natives worked with the American Board preachers because tiegthel
education could help protect their lands and sovereignty.

The Cherokee and the Choctaw envisioned several ways in which their adoption
of formal education would enhance their power, particularly in relation to whites.
Pragmatically, they viewed knowledge of the English language anddaityilivith
American culture as vital to their ability to negotiate with the UniteceStgdvernment.

The influential Choctaw chief David Folsom provides a good case in point. The Folsoms
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were a prominent family that had become wealthy through participation in the
burgeoning plantation economy. In 1818, Folsom sent two of his brothers to the
American Board’s Foreign Mission School in Cornwall, Connecticut. Writing to
Reverend Elias Cornelius he stated “I give my two brothers up unto you. | hopedhe g
Spirit will give them happiness so as they may be useful to our NaffbRdlsom’s
support for education was not just personal. Seven years later, he helped to broker the
1825 Treaty of Washington, which ceded Choctaw tribal lands in return for aniatocat
of money earmarked for Choctaw education. This agreement stipulated that ingexcha
for these lands, the U.S. would pay $6000 a year in perpetuity for “the sole object of
educate [sic] our children and for the use of improving our people.” In giving his reasons
for endorsing the treaty Folsom stated “we have signed a cession ofddstyahd | am
glad that so much as been done toward the civilization of the Choctaw people. | am so
destitute of education and I labor [with] so much difficulty for not having a good
learning-for to transact business for the nation. | therefore wish [thatdbey aspiring
generation may be educaté*From personal experience, Folsom had learned the
usefulness of English and cross-cultural knowledge to Choctaw relations widhitbd
States. He hoped to strengthen the Choctaw’s position by utilizing educationtéoecrea
cadre of young Choctaw with the requisite skills to advocate effecfivetyibal
interests.

The Cherokee and Choctaw also saw education as important to economic and

social stability. Elites, who had begun to embrace the central tenets ofcAmpadilitical

188 David Folsom to Elias Cornelius October 9, 1818, L. Hargett Papers, Western History
Collection, University of Oklahoma.

189 David Folsom to Jeremiah Evarts, Jan 19, 1825df@dNumber 15, Cyrus Kingsbury
Collection, Western History Collection, Universif Oklahoma.
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economy’® by establishing plantations, wanted others to follow their example and begin
to work family farms. For instance the wealthy Cherokee Charles ldigkged that
schooling and acceptance of Anglo-American agriculture was necesséaiydmkee
survival. One missionary reported that
Mr. Hicks says many of the people are very anxious to receive instruction and this
anxiety is increased from the conviction that their very existence as a&peopl
depends upon it. The experience of the last 20 years in which they have turned
their attention more to agriculture and less to hunting he says has convinced them
that they can live much more comfortably by tilling their land and raisouk st
than they can in their old way. They find also that their new way of living tends to
increase their population. While they lived in their old way...their numbers were
constantly diminishing: but since they have provided homes for their women and
children, where they can be warm and have enough to eat the whole year, they are
increasing like the white peopté"
When Hicks uttered this statement, white encroachment on Cherokee lands was
increasing, bolstered by the argument that such lands were “unimproved” and junused
and were therefore liable to seizure by those who would build upon them. Tribal leaders
like Hicks hoped that such arguments would lose their force if the lands in question
supported Cherokee farms and homes. If, through education, the Cherokee would be
induced to adopt American agriculture, then it would be more difficult for neigidori
whites to seize their land.
Other Native leaders made the same case. Old Glass, a chief of the Arkansas
Cherokee, specifically connected schooling to land security. When he stopped at

Brainerd school in April of 1818 after returning from a visit Congress, helteld t

missionaries that “the white people crowded upon them so much, that they must go over

0 For an examination of this transformation amorg@neek see Claudio SauAtNew Order of
Things: property, power and the transformationta Creek Indians, 1733-1816ambridge, UK, 1999).
1 phillips and PhillipsThe Brainerd Journaluly 15, 1818, p. 73-75.
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the Mississippi.” However, he concluded that education would help the Cherokee secure
their western lands. “He expressed confidence in the good will of the genezahimgpawnt

and the good people...at the north, who were sending teachers to instruct their red
brethren. He said, schools were very good for them, and added ‘As soon as we get a littl
settled over the Mississippi we shall want schools th€fe.”

Natives also believed that the relationships forged with missionaries thiwgh t
schools would have beneficial political results. More specifically, Indiamgisa
missionaries as key allies who could help mediate conflicts between thesraedve
neighboring whites. Again, the Cherokee afford a good example. Writing to the
missionary Samuel Worcester, John Ross and the aforementioned Charles Hicks
explained “when we complain of those bad white neighbors around our frontier, we seek
our distress, we are not impressed with a belief that all whitemen are our £néfaie
know that great many are our friends and without this fact, we also know that we could
not exist.*”® Though their assertion that the Cherokee might not be able to “exist” is
hyperbole, the ability of white “friends” to protect Cherokee interests remiethe
underlying message of Ross and Hicks’ letfér.

Indeed, the Cherokee Chief Pathkiller hoped that the missionaries woultydirect
intercede in the Indians’ political fight against Georgia’s attemptsduiee their lands.

On May 7, 1823 Pathkiller, with John Arch as his interpreter, paid a visit to the
missionaries at Brainerd and explained that he was “night and day grieves for

children,” whom he feared would be forced to remove by the state of Georgia. He

172 phillips and PhillipsThe Brainerd JournalApril 16, 1818, p. 53.

173 John Ross and Charles Hicks to Samuel Worcesimghvs, 1819, ABCFM 18.3.1 v 3,
ABCFM Records, Houghton Library.

17 Hicks and Ross to Worcester, March 6, 1819 inliphiknd Phillips;The Brainerd Journal
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explained that the Cherokee had followed the advice given by both the United States
government and the missionaries to “leave hunting” and “raise cattle, hogs, corn and
cotton.” The Cherokee now wanted only to remain on their lands, but Pathkiller worried
that Georgia would “take this little last [land]” and leave his Cherokee ehildiestitute.

Pathkiller believed that the relationship forged in Native-missionary efforts t
promote Native cultural change would compel the preachers to action. He drajudn t
Cherokee had, for all intents and purposes, kept their end of the bargain. They had
adopted formal education, enmeshed themselves in the American economy, and sold off
much of their lands. In return, the Cherokee had been told that their efforts to embrace
“civilization” would ensure that remaining lands would stay securely witterr hands.
With this arrangement in danger, Pathkiller voiced his grievances and apfozdielp.
Unfortunately, the best response the missionaries could muster was to “soothe the poor
old man by mentioning some things,” which they hoped would “inspire confidence in the
[U.S.] government”®

Natives supported mission schools principally because they believed education
would help them contend with an expansionistic United States whose growing white
population was eager to seize their lands. Unable to rely on military power tbtiyeer
interests, Natives turned to a process of cultural change, which they believed/sllld
political power. Education would prepare Indians to negotiate with the United States
government, and provide them allies who would advocate for them in disputes with white
neighbors. For these reasons, Natives cooperated with the missionariestaledicate

Indian children.

75 phillips and PhillipsThe Brainerd Journalyay 7, 1823, p. 355.
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The Path to the First Schools

In 1817 the American Board opened its first school in the Cherokee Nation, and
in 1818, the organization’s first school appeared among the Choctaw. As discussed
above, the mission schools were institutions of formidable social and cultural change
designed to create radical transformations in Indian students. Consequerdlydabe
always Native opposition to the schools. Such opposition came from political leaders, th
common people, and even enrolled students. For example, missionary Isaac Proctor
explained that “the child no doubt feels that he cannot be restrained from his vain
amusements all that length of time,” and that the daily routine of spendingl $exasa
in school was hard to maintain. He reported that “the novelty has ceased, dailgratéend
has become wearisome, and the restraints paitifuHowever, despite such complaints,
missionaries and Natives worked together open a number of schools.

Even before arriving in the South, the missionaries sought to establish cooperative
relations with Natives. They used government officials as proxies who could pave the
way for productive missionary-Native relations. Generally, government agenotd be
the first to broach the subject of missions with the Indians. Later, missionaigd talk
directly with tribal leaders, conduct negotiations, and gain permission to dpmrisdn
1816, for example, Cyrus Kingsbury accompanied General Andrew Jackson to a treaty
ratification ceremony commemorating a Cherokee land cession. Jackson, who as
President would later preside over Cherokee removal, at this date pursued quite a

different policy. He “politely introduced the subject of the schools and urged the

178 |saac Proctor to Jeremiah Evarts, Annual Repati@Hightower School, July 30, 1825,
ABCFM 18.3.1 v. 4, ABCFM Records, Houghton Library.
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importance of Indian education.” After Jackson had broached the topic, Kingsbury
stepped in and spoke directly to the Cherokee chiefs. “I told them that we would take
their children [sic] teach them freely, without money. That we would feetbay as we
could and furnish some clothes to those who are poor,” wrote Kingsbury. This approach
was designed to clearly communicate that the plan for mission schools was not a
unilateral demand, but rather represented an opportunity for cooperation. He ‘tiolidher
them that if they wished to have the school that they must let me know it, that | might
inform those who sent me.” The Cherokee seized upon the opportunity. After Kingsbury
spoke, a Cherokee chief “took [him] by the hand very affectionately” and expldiat

the Indians did indeed want the school. Under the auspices of a treaty ceremony and the
patronage of Jackson, the Cherokee and Kingsbury began negotiations to open an
American Board schodf’

Kingsbury followed a similar plan of action with the Choctaw when, in 1817, he
left the Cherokee Nation in order to found the Choctaw mission. Before arriving, he
asked U.S. Indian Agent John McKee for as much information as possible regarding
Choctaw receptiveness to schools. He wanted to know where a school might be
established, and how easy it would be to obtain labor for the mission. McKee did not act
the part of a passive player, but rather took the liberty to prepare the Choctaw for
Kingsbury’s arrival. He explained to Kingsbury that he had already inforngebhtlians

about the missionaries, and that they would not be an “obstacle” to the Board. Signaling

17 Cyrus Kingsbury to Samuel Worcester, October 8361 ABCFM 18.3.1 v. 3, ABCFM
Records, Houghton Library.
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his personal support, and presumably that of the United States, McKee commented “The
sooner the work can be commenced, it will be the betfér.”

While government officials initially acted as mediators, it was betwindians
and missionaries that agreements about missions and schools were arrefegel]. |
Natives ensured that the process would be formal. They often insisted amgdv#fcial
treaties that granted specific rights and privileges to each side. &apkx in 1823 the
Choctaw Council entered into an agreement with the Board to establish two new schools.
The treaty contained three articles. The first granted the misserthag right to build the
schools and the “privilege of establishing mechanical shops, cultivating land, and keeping
stock for the benefit of the school.” The second article protected Choctaw larsd aught
explained that the schools existed for the “sole benefit” of the tribe. It figtipetated
that if a school closed, then “the right of soil shall revert to the nation.” The thcka
dealt with finances and laid out a plan in which the Choctaw Nation, Choctaw parents,
and the Board would share in the costs of supporting Indian students.

As this treaty suggests, funding the schools was an important issue. The schools
were expensive as they often supported around 25 to 30 students at a time. For the most
part, the missionaries and Indians tackled this problem by sharing ope@dtegThe
American Board paid the salaries of teachers, assistants, and missicratigave
money to support a limited number of pupils. A considerable amount came from the
Indians. In 1820, the Choctaw National Council appropriated the colossal sum of $10,000

for schools. This money was earmarked to feed and clothe students. While Kingsbury

178 Cyrus Kingsbury to Agent John McKee, March 18,883older 10, Item 15, Cyrus Kingsbury
Collection, Western History Collection, Universif Oklahoma.

179Cyrus Kingsbury to Jeremiah Evarts, July 18, 1&28der 7, number 4, Cyrus Kingsbury
Collection, Western History Collection, Universif Oklahoma.
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hailed this development as “a new era in the history of missions,” and gushed that “the
fact that the natives have done this freely and unitedly is worth voluffésdlso shows

how seriously Choctaw tribal leaders viewed the project to educate thdir gadt

reveals the depths to which they believed the investment in schooling would empower the
tribe.

Besides the Indians and the Board, the schools benefitted from other important
sources of income. The United States government allocated substantiadifentlyg to
missionary organizations through the 1819 Indian Civilization Act. This law provided
$10,000 grants to religious groups involved in acculturating Native peoples. Private
individuals and benevolent societies also represented important sources of pecuniary
support. A large fraction of the money the American Board sent to the mission schools
came from northerners who donated sums to the Board’s missionary operations.
However, southerners, both individuals and benevolent societies, also made donations.
John McKinney of Augusta, Georgia, who visited the Cherokee school at Brainerd
station, “expressed great satisfaction in the appearance of the child@fiamfested
his good will to the Institution by a donation of fifty dollar§”Local organizations gave
money as well. Ard Hoyt reported that “two small societies formed in Getwgthe
express purpose of aiding this mission,” and that both had “promise[d]...small ¥ms.”

The cooperative manner in which missionaries and Natives worked from initial

negotiations about schools, to the development of official contracts that governed the

180 Cyrus Kingsbury to Samuel Worcester, Decembed 820, Folder 10, Item 2. Cyrus
Kingsbury Collection, Western History Collectionniversity of Oklahoma.

181 Brainerd Mission Journal, August 19, 1818, ABC318.v.2, ABCFM Records, Houghton
Library.

182 Ard Hoyt to J. Evarts, Mar 11, 1820, ABCFM 18.8.83, ABCFM Records, Houghton Library.
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schools, and to joint funding of the schools were all vital to the opening and sustained
operation of the American Board’s first schools in the Cherokee and Choctaw nations.

From their very inception, the American Board schools were designed to promote
acculturation and Christian conversion. The social and cultural environment of the
schools, the subjects under study, and the expectations for student progrelestaitiref
these goals. The schools were designed to foster student interactioraalitrseand
hasten the acculturation process. Generally, the schools operated as locagboardi
schools, drawing students from a school’s immediate vicinity. Indian pupils livest eit
in a dormitory, or in the home of a teacher or missionary. The schools provided food and
clothing, in addition to their living quarters. This system represented an effévtsieic
children from their families and communities while immersing them in Angloieul
For that reason, students not only studied during school hours, but also performed
religious ceremonies such as the singing of hymns during evening hours, and engaged i
basic social activities like eating under the supervision of thahéza.

Missionaries also strove to foster student dependence on teachers. Children of all
ages entered the schools, but most were older - usually between 8 and 15 years of age-
when they began their studies. They were old enough to learn, but still young enough to
be dependent on adults for their basic needs. By controlling and furnishing these needs,
teachers increased their influence over their pupils, and acquired more power tb compe
students to study and engage in religious activities.

Central to the schools’ acculturation process was a renaming practae. Up
entering school, Indian students were literally given new identitiesdgning English

names. This new identity was to be cultivated through a student’s participatidtmool sc
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activities, and symbolized the new person who emerged from association withdbk sc
The names Native students most often assumed were those of “benefactdondrs

who provided money to support the student. The majority of benefactors were
northerners, though there were a number of southern benef&¢fbig extraordinary

fact that if one gave money, a student would take on one’s name, reveals thatgenamin
was also deeply connected to the paternal relationshimiksionaries envisioned as
governing Anglo-Native relations. The act of giving to the school went beyond support
for a benevolent cause. Rather, it was a personal, individual act that wagsdafidtie
creation of a fictive facsimile of oneself.

On another level, renaming illuminates the hopes and aspirations the migsionari
held for Native acculturation. Just as the mission church sought to save Indsn soul
through rebirth or regeneration, the schools strove for the secular rebirth of Indian
students. A student’s new name and identity reflected the new knowledge and cultural
practices he or she was to acquire at school. And on its most profound level, it was hoped
that a new name would lead Indian pupils to become a certain type of person; an educated
and pious individual who cultivated his own spiritual development while also nurturing
the broader community.

The schools also employed a liberal racial ideology in order to support
evangelism and acculturation. The missionaries solicited students of altoag@oll in
the schools. For example the schools eagerly sought out black students. In fact, when the

schools first opened, the majority of students were black, not Native. Though the

183 The fact that southerners acted as benefactarpisrtant because it shows that while most in
the South were embracing removal as the most ddsisalution to the “Indian problem,” others suppdr
assimilation and trans-culturation. Southern supfooremoval, in other words, was by no means
universal.
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missionaries almost always segregated the schdfsis did not mean that they believed
blacks were less eligible for secular and spiritual salvation. On the corhrayysaw
education as an essential way to bring blacks to Christianity and sograviement.
Through education, blacks gained the power to read the Bible, paving for themselves a
path to salvation. For example, the Brainerd mission journal recorded that “our black
school continues to prosper.” The writer then explained that one black man had become
“united to the church,” and commented that he was of “great usefulness to his coloured
brethren” because he desired to “instruct them all he can.” Through his edwatatie
mission school, this black congregant had become literate, converted, and then assumed
the responsibilities of a missionary to other blacks. It was the black schooldhat ha
initiated this chain of event§?

Unlike blacks, white students were integrated with Native pupils. These students
came from families living on the borders of the Indian Nations. It is notlgxcear
what reasons motivated Anglo parents to send their children to mission schools. Perhaps
they simply wanted their children exposed to education, religious instruction, and
vocational training. It is clear, though, that the integration of whites intorirsdiaools
challenged the notion that whites were innately more intelligent than Ealingeed,
missionaries often commented that their Indian students were just asecafplallrning
as their white counterparts. “We have reason to believe that the sentiment veajlygene

prevails among the white people near the southern tribes...that the Indian is by nature

'8 n a few instances the schools were fully integglatind contained Native, black, and Anglo
students. In the early 1820s the Cherokee Missamiddd to allow teachers at some of the smallesions
stations to use their discretion regarding whethatot to admit black students. Though some blaelesn
to have been admitted to study with Indian studenis unclear how many blacks actually attended
integrated schools.

185 phillips and Phillips.The Brainerd Journaljune 28, 1818, p. 67
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radically different from all other men, & that this difference presentasurmountable
barrier to his civilization... [T]he Indians are men; and their children, educabae al
excepted, [are] like the children of other men...we think they are bright & proyrasi
any children of equal number we ever saw collect&d.”

Along with race, sex was important to the schools’ social organization. Schools
were segregated by sex as boys and girls attended separaiedabliitreover, the
missionaries almost alwaytaced female teachers with the girls, while only male
teachers took charge of the boys. They believed that teachers who were ofdlsesam
as their students were most capable of preparing their pupils to meet the gdaolare
and social expectations of American civilization.

Despite the fact that there were large areas of overlap in the curricataf®and
female students, there were also important differences. Both sexes engag&chum
composed of a variety of academic, religious, and vocational subjects. Acaltigrait
students learned to speak, read, and write English, while they simultaneadsy st
subjects such as arithmetic and geography. For example, a twelve yEaeobttee
student, given the English name of Samuel Worcé¥tstudied “reading, writing,
Geog[raphy], gram[mar], & Arith[metic].” Every student also had relig instruction as
part of his or her day. Pupils read the Bible, prayed, and studied Christian theology and
doctrine. Often students gathered together to sing hymns, listen to seomtmnspnduct
catechism. Despite these similarities, vocational training fornstark contrast between

the boys’ and girls’ curricula. In the boys’ schools, children spent a few hachiday

180 |bid, Jun 24, 1818, p. 65-6.

187 Samuel Worcester’'s Cherokee name was Sun-e-kyQyabted from Joyce B. Phillips and
Paul Gary PhillipsThe Brainerd Journal: A Mission to the Cherokeexl 7-1823(Lincoln, NE, 1998) p.
19.
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tending to the fields. This practice created knowledge of Anglo agrialteehniques,

and provided the labor needed to grow the mission’s food. Other pupils acquired
apprenticeships and worked under local artisans. Student Daniel Webber, age taglve, w
“an apprentice to the blacksmith,” and John Thornton, who was eighteen years old,
“‘commenced the study of Med]icine] with Doct. Weed.” The female teachers,
meanwhile, instructed girls in accordance with early nineteenth centuonsat female
labor. Though the girls like their male counterparts studied academic sulhjegta/ere

also taught to spin, sew, cook, and clean house. Catherine Radcliffe, a 12 year old
Cherokee, is a good case in point. A report on her school performance noted that she had
become “dexterous and tasteful in the use of her needle,” while also pursuinglthefst
“reading, writing, gram[mar], geog[raphy, and] art&"

The divergent labor in which males and females engaged, prepared students to
assume new roles in adulthood. By working the fields, boys acquired the exp#sience
become farmers, giving them the means to assume the idealized steredtygoe of
freehold yeoman who supported his family by working his land. The domestic training
girls received was designed to help them become “goodwives.” Girls whoddarne
cook, sew, and clean at school would grow to be ugeftiheir husbands and capable of
maintaining a household. Such a focus derived from the missionaries’ tendency to
connect female education to success in marriage. In evaluating Charlittéf®ahe
sister of the above mentioned Catherine, the missionaries stated “It is dxpattehe

will attend the school more & it may be hoped will make a useful worfan.”

188 Cephas Washburn to Jeremiah Evarts, February25, BC 18.3.1 v 6, ABCFM Records,
Houghton Library.
189 |bid.
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Negotiating the Growth and Governance of Mission Schools

The same reasons that initially prompted Natives to support the schools, also
sustained cooperative Anglo-Indian efforts to increase their number duriegrtize
1820s. After the initial school was established at Brainerd in the Cherokee Ndigm, ot
Cherokee schools opened at Creek Path, Taloney, Fort Armstrong, Wills Town, and
Chatooga. In the Choctaw Nation, Cyrus Kingsbury opened the first school agktot
then left it to the supervision of Cyrus Byington. He then moved to Mayhew in 1819 to
open another school for Choctaw youth. By the removal period, the number of schools
had grown substantially in both the Cherokee and Choctaw Nations. Seven mission
schools operated among the Cherokee, and thirteen among the Choctaw.

A collaborative Native-missionary political process governed the openingwof ne
schools. Often, it was the Indians who would initiate the process of establiskéng a n
school. Usually a headman, or a group of local residents, would send word to the
missionaries that a new school was desired. The missionaries would open egotiati
about the number of students to be boarded, what land would be used to support the
school, and if structures capable of housing the school and the teacher alisizdly ex
Once these issues had been resolved, the missionaries would send a teacher to open the
school.

The establishment of the schools at Creek Path in the Cherokee nation illustrates
this process. Creek Path was approximately one hundred miles southwest afiBraine
station, and held both a boys’ and a girls’ school. On March 4, 1820, the Cherokee John

Brown, along with other local chiefs, requested a school. Three days aéing their
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request the missionaries agreed to open the school. Initially they had dectdssthtiod
would not commence until a teacher from the North could be obtained. However, they
changed their minds after considering their previous experience at TaltweValbney
school had failed to open because the missionaries could not get a schoolhouse built. This
had caused disappointment and anger among the Cherokee. Fearing any delay would
cause similar discontent, the missionaries sent Daniel Sabin Butrick, alibnGverokee
John Arch, to open the school at Creek Path. Butrick would teach, while Arch would act
as translator. Butrick and Arch left Brainerd for Creek Path on March 11, and t&/o day
later, they, along with local leaders Captain John Brown and Pathkiller, built a
schoolhouse. Captain Brown and Pathkiller had commanded the labor of approximately
fifty other Cherokee. On May'5 John Arch returned to Brainerd and reported that the
school had opened and that it currently held forty five scholars. In just a month,’s tim

the Cherokee and missionaries had worked jointly to build and open a school. Their
partnership continued after the school’s opening as Butrick and Arch stayed tertoget
with the former teaching and the latter translatifig.

Arch’s return to Brainerd in May brought news of the opening of the Creek Path
boys’ school, and initiated work on a school for the district’s girls. Arch explained tha
the Cherokee wanted a girls’ school, and that if a female teacher could be foynd, the
would immediately construct another schoolhouse. Just as they had done before, the
missionaries reacted quickly to the Indians’ request. They consideredlytbang

Cherokee woman named Catherine Brown, who had already spent a couple of years at

190 phillips and PhillipsThe Brainerd Journalsee entries for March 3,7,8, and 11, 1820 and see
entry for April 13, 1820.
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the Brainerd school, might be competent to teach. In early May, the missiayehesed
and voted on a resolution on whether or not Brown would be allowed to teach. The
resolution passed and Brown was confirmed as the new teacher. Upon learning of this
decision, the Cherokee fulfilled their promise and in late May completed a new
schoolhouse. On the last day of that month, Catherine Brown set out from Brainerd for
Creek Path. By the #3of June, missionaries had reported that she had successfully
opened the schodi” Not only had the Cherokee initiated the opening of the Creek path
schools, but they were also directly involved in providimgjruction. John Arch
interpreted, and Catherine Brown acted as headmistress. Far from sitmpdyas
passive recipients of knowledge dispensed by the missionaries, Natives betraene a
participants in disseminating knowledge.

The increase in the number of schools, however, had direct consequences for
Native cultural change. They exposed a sizeable minority of Choctaw anuk€ser
youth to the process of transculturation. The Choctaw mission recorded thataenthir
schools enrolled 2309 students between the years 1819 ani’4834en that the
Choctaw population numbered roughly 14,000 people, and considering student attrition,
this number of students is nonetheless significant. Contrary to previous interpsstia
seems clear that the schools reached many young Chétahe reach of Cherokee

schools was similar. The Cherokee also had a population of roughly 14,000. The two

911bid, see entries for May 4,8,24, and 31, 1820, emtry for June 23, 1820.

192 peter Pitchlynn Papers, June 1832, Folder 113bn@aber 3026.328, Gilcrease Museum.

193 Clara Sue Kidwell has argued that among the Choteducation had little or no impact.” See
Clara Sue KidwellChoctaws and Missionaries in Mississippi, 1818-1@48rman, OK, 1995) p. 68.
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schools at Brainerd enrolled 297 students between 1817 and'¥82fher Cherokee

schools often held fewer students than Brainerd. However, considering thegrBrand

many other schools did not close their doors until the late 1830s, just before the Cherokee
were removed, it is reasonable to assume that at least a couple of thousand students
experienced some schooling.

Mission schools also impacted their students’ adult relatives. Studerdd ssr
vectors for culture change as they took what they learned in school and shared it with
their families. Sometimes relatives would come to the mission to ségikuel
instruction or schooling. For example, the father of a student came to the misden “t
further instructed in the things of religion,” and brought with him his “wife and
mother.™®° While no further mention is ever made of the women, the father returned
often for instruction, and was named by the missionaries “the Enquirer,” due tovas ve
for learning. Nor was his case unique. In 1823 a girl became a “candidate for
communion” after having been introduced to the church by “believing paréhts.”
Though only a small percentage of the total population of both the Cherokee and the
Choctaw ever enrolled in the schools, their effect was magnified beyond thetstuide
was for this reason that John Arch could report that many were “entirely ignothet of
Gospel, except in the vicinity of the missions.” Arch explained that “he begins to

discover the light when he gets within 40 miles of Brainétd.”

194 On the number of students enrolled at BrainerdP$ekips and Phillips, edsThe Brainerd
Journal,tables 4 & 5, p. 406-23.

195 phillips and PhillipsThe Brainerd Missiorp. 242.

1% bid, p. 342.

97 bid, p. 337.
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Cultural change reached others in less direct ways. Some Natives wieml l&dyor
the missions learned English or imbibed knowledge of Christianity. For ins&ance
Cherokee named Wicked Jack was a “faithful laborer in the mission,” and wageeli
to “have experienced a radical change in the temper and desires of his hezettiesi
first labored and knew “but little of the Savidr®

Though school authorities attempted to control the acculturation process, they
never had enough power to do so. Rather, they engaged in ongoing negotiations with
Natives that shaped the experiences of students. It was a negotiated etogsecrned
cultural change. Disagreements that erupted over school discipline highlighititis

Teachers disciplined students using tools that were common to early nineteenth
century American schools, including corporal punishment, lecturing and scolding, and
expulsion. These methods caused consternation among the Indians. Native parents were
particularly upset about the use of corporal punishment, vehichot fall within the
purview of the southern tribes’ disciplinary tools. Rather, the Cherokee and Choctaw
used shame and embarrassment to control behavior. They often corrected children wit
words or exposed them to public ridicule. These techniques exasperated the messionari
The journal for the Mayhew station, for example, complained that Choctaw paiknts di
not discipline their children, which made the task of educating Native students more
difficult. “Those who have not had experience in educating children in heathen lands can
hardly conceive of the difficulties which are to be encountered. There is almostiho fa

government or moral restraint of any kind...No exertions are made by the parents t

198 |bid, p. 342.
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produce in their children a kind affectionate obedieri¢&The disparities between
Anglo and Native disciplinary methods drove some Indians to remove their children from
school. On one occasion, grandparents removed their two granddaughters from the
Brainerd school having “expressed great dissatisfaction that one of thbagirbeen
whip[p]ed.”?® Similarly, at Mayhew in the Choctaw Nation, an uncle removed his
nephew because he “was much displeased that his nephew was reproved and threatened
with punishment (whipping)?*

To address these problems and keep students in school, teachers or missionaries
often worked out disciplinarglisputes with local leaders, or directly with a student’s
elders. For instance, the Choctaw chief Mushulatubbe formulated an agreetneénéw
missionaries that permitted some use of corporal punishment. Mushulatubbe informed
Cyrus Kingsbury “that it would do to whip the small scholars, but not the large Ghes.”
In another case, an uncle pulled three boys from the Mayhew school after one of the
children had provided his parents with “false reports” about the school. He subsequently
returned and re-enrolled them in the schdbk boys had most likely complained about
school discipline methods, as their uncle had a long talk with the missionarags/éréd
the government of the school.” The uncle, Captain Mishanhaniah, explained that he
“wished them to continue at school and be obedient.” However, he also “did not wish his

nephews to be punished,” but rather if “they were disobedient we must send for him and

199 Mayhew Journal, January 19, 1823, Folder 9, ItémCrus Kingsbury Collection, Western
History Collection, University of Oklahoma.

20 phillips and PhillipsThe Brainerd Journalyay 29, 1819, p. 117.

“Mayhew Journal, May 31, 1823, Folder 9, Item 21ru8yKingsbury Collection, Western
History Collection, University of Oklahoma.

22\tayhew Journal, May 8, 1823, Folder 9, Item 21,u8yKingsbury Collection, Western History
Collection, University of Oklahoma.
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he would give them a talk.” The missionaries responded by explaining the “rules of
schools among white people and the importance of government.” They consented to “first
make use of persuasion,” and promised that “punishment would not be resorted to unless
other means failed.” This seemed to appease Mishanhaniah as he reporseaiteths
and said he was willing the teacher should govern as he thought best.” Uitimatel
Mishanhaniah accepted that his nephews would be, at least potentially, subject to
corporal punishmerf®>

Native efforts to negotiate agreements over discipline were vitally targor
because they legitimized the authority of school teachers and misssoaadetherefore
augmented their power to change students’ cultural values. From the vantage point of
Native pupils, the deferral of parental figures to the authority of the teaviears that
teachers had to be taken seriously. Indeed, some parents explicitly cordrtrede
children to regard the missionaries and teachers as parental figuresRiudigijerttold his
children at the Brainerd school that they “must obey them (the missiorasigel
would me.?®* Imbuing the missionaries and teachers with parental authority led many
students to accept and internalize the new values or beliefs taught ihdlé sc

Sometimes lessons learned at school came into direct conflict with the student
native culture. In those cases, the authority of the teachers was critaadeAnvolving a
young man, who experienced a conflict between what he had learned at school and the
expectations of his culture, reveals why. In November of 1821 he left the Brachea s

unexpectedly and without obtaining permission. He stayed away for one day before

*3pid, June 8, 1823.
204 phillips and PhillipsThe Brainerd Journaljuly 6, 1817, p. 37.
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returning. When questioned about his behavior, the boy “wept” and walked away from
his interrogator, William Chamberlin. Chamberlin followed the young man to aksrit

and asked what was troubling him. The youth explained that he wanted to travel to the
Arkansas River and “go to war against the Osages.” Proving one’s self il tin
important rite of passage for young Cherokee men, and the border hostilitiesrbttere
Western Cherokee and their Osage neighbors presented a good opportunity. Yet the boy
returned to the school because he was torn between adhering to Cherokee traditions and
following the dictates of the school. Chamberlin explained that he could “either go or

stay as he chose” because he could never “run away from God.” The young Cherokee
chose to leave, but then again changed his mind. He explained to another missionary tha
he was haunted by his decision. He claimed that “he was sorry he left the school, and
would go back but feared he could not be receiv&&fter speaking with the other
missionary, it appears that the boy entered another school in a different parhafion.

The authority of missionaries and teachers contributed to this youth’s questbning
indigenous values and practices.

In other instances the authority of the missionaries was enough to prod students to
abandon Native beliefs. One such case involved a young girl who attended the school at
Dwight mission, located among the Arkansas Cherokee. After an encounter with the
mission’s superintendent, Cephas Washburn, the girl chose to give up the widely held
Cherokee belief in the existence of witches and their capacity to cause Buffering.

In a school report, Washburn explained that he had convinced an eleven year old girl

named Jane that the Cherokee belief in “witches” was false. Washburn hadeditdnes

203 pid, see entries for November 15-17, 1821, p-@45
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children in school, and at one point explained that witches did not exist. He reported that
Jane’s face expressed shock and concern because he “had invaded an impcdeaoft art
her creed.” Washburn reported that the little girl brooded over the subject forya/o da
before finally telling him that she had seen a witch once before. He then tolédihsihe
had “been deceived on the subject.” After more discussion and persuasion, Washburn
concluded that Jane’s “belief and fear of witches” had vanished. Finally, heecdatn
that ever since this incident, the girl had focused serious attention on “religioussubje
and that she had later “spoken of herself as a Christian.” Washburn did not sipoply re
what he had hoped to see, as Jane stayed at the Dwight school and continued to embrace
religion. Indeed, when Jane’s mother became distraught after her infahdieli] Jane
counseled her to turn to God for sol&l.

By the early 1820s it had become clear that not everyone was pleased with the
schools, or comfortable with the radical cultural transformations they straféett.
Indians worried about cultural change and the loss of honored values and beliefs. In
addition, a growing suspicion that the missionaries, like other whites, sought teeacquir
Indian land stirred popular political discontent. Often, Indian disapproval took ségming
benign or innocuous forms, like keeping children from enrolling in the schools, or
removing those who were already attending. Such opposition, however, was not
insignificant as it weakened the schools and threatened to disrupt the course plotted by

tribal leaders.

208 Cephas Washburn to Jeremiah Evarts, February2s, ABC 18.3.1 v. 6, ABCFM Records,
Houghton Library.
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Those tribal leaders who supported the schools responded by engaging in a
grassroots political campaign to reinvigorate popular support for the schools. They
reiterated the argument that the schools would serve the interests of tlaadribe
members. In 1820, for instance, Pathkiller had been “telling his people...that scleools ar
very good for them, & they must keep their children at schif6Seeking to ensure that
the Nation would produce a class of educated Indians capable of dealing with white
Americans, the Cherokee Council took the extraordinary step of passing a law that
required parents to keep their children in school once they had begun attending. The law
also stipulated that a student could not leave school until a teacher had confirmed that he
or she had learned a sufficient amotifit.

Though the passage of this law was important, the grassroots effort targeting
parents and students proved to be the most powerful weapon in the handschotis’
supporters. The opening of the Chatooga school reveals how Cherokee leaders worked to
secure local support. Problems first surfaced prior to the school’s opening. Theeheadm
had promised that they would build a schoolhouse if the missionaries would open a
school. After this agreement was reached, the headmen compelled the locatg¢side
begin construction. However, after the job had begun, missionaries Darius and Milo Ho
reported that the Indians appeared very “dissatisfied,” and were unwillinggb fhe
building. The Hoyts, along with the headmen, completed construction themselves. This
proved to be a Pyrrhic victory as no children arrived to school on the day it opened. The

Chatooga headmen promised the frustrated missionaries that children wendidaaut!

297 phillips and PhillipsThe Brainerd JournalMarch 24, 1820, p. 160.

2%8 phillips and PhillipsThe Brainerd JournalNovember 1, 1820, p. 195. For the text of this la
see Scholarly Resources, IntEhe Constitutions and Laws of the American IndighéeB-Vol V
(Wilmington, DE, 1973), p. 13-14.
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spent the next few days meeting with parents. There is no record of whatavias sai
these meetings, however, the headmen’s politicking worked. A few daya lgiteup of
parents had been persuaded to send their children to school. Though the initial attendance
was disappointingly low, the Chatooga school remained open until the Remac¥al era.
Cherokee leaders also addressed children directly. They sought to persoade the
that education was vital to Native empowerment. In January of 1819 two chiefs
conducted a two day visit at the Brainerd school. On the second day they addressed the
students and explained that as they grew up “they would do much good to their
people.?'° A similar scene played out three years later when the local chief initlse W
Town district asked permission to speak at the school. The chief explained that he had
learned English only with difficulty and that the children’s ability to attesibel was a
“privilege.” He then urged the students to “learn as fast as they could every tthetha
could be a great advantage to them and to their petple.”
Nonetheless, the school environment remained uncomfortable for many students.
Many of them simply wanted to quit, and soon the number of students attending began to
level off or decline. For example, at Creek Path, the number of students attending in the
first month of its opening was 452 while Taloney during its first month held 37
students?*® However, both schools eventually saw their numbers drop to between 20 and

25 students.

209 phillips and PhillipsThe Brainerd JournalMay 13, 1820, p. 173.
20 |pid, January 2, 1819, p. 100-1.

21 |bid, July 19, 1822, p. 289.

212 pid, see entries for April 13, 1820 and May 4208

23 |bid, see entries for May 17, 1820 and June 12018
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In addition to the political efforts of tribal chieftains, missionaries worked
directly with Native parents to keep children enrolled in school. The studernteHora
Loomis is a case in point. Loomis was an older Cherokee boy who had gone absent
without permission. When he returned the following day and was asked why he had left
Loomis responded that he had “felt uneasy.” Whatever the source of those fdmlthgs
the missionaries and the boy’s parents worked to keep him in school. The daysafter
return, “Mr. Hoyt conversed with the lad alone,” and told him to ask God to give him
“rest and peace.” When on the following day Loomis was still unhappy, the missgpona
“sent for his father.” Upon his arrival nearly two weeks later, the fadparted through
an interpreter that “he had given his son a long talk, & thought he would no more be so
foolish, but would hereafter be obedient & stay out his time contentedly.” Loomis
returned to school, reportedly with a better attittide.

Though we have no record of the conversation between Loomis and his father, we
can infer from the missionaries’ records that the father, like other Chepkeejved
education and the larger trans-culturation project of the missions as vitalrak€dne
empowerment. The missionaries recorded that Loomis’ father had statdoethatl
always been glad of the coming of the missionaries,” and that “people all ovetitime na
are seeing more & more clearly the great good of having such teathdésplaining
what the father meant by this, the missionaries wrote “Many [Cherokeafiepiisan
honor to have been among the first to discuss the national advantage of these institutions

[the schools],” and that they see it as “a mark of a weak mind not now to see” the

214 |pid, see entries for July 18-19, 1822, and fog#st 3, 1822.
213 bid.
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advantage accrued to the Nation through educéatfsfhe larger political advantages of
Native education persuaded some to support the schools regardless of the personal

discomfort Native children might experience.

Removal, Education, and Native Rights

While Native leaders managed to keep opposition to the schools in check during
the early 1820s, by the middle of the decade, opposition increased significantly. Two
factors drove the escalating political opposition. First, Indians becanmeasiagly
suspicious about the missionaries’ intentions. Many of them claimed thabmaisss
used the schools to enrich themselves, particularly by taking Indian lands and by
compelling Native students to work in the fields. The missionaries at Brainerteapo
that“while so many white people are grasping for their land it is no wonder if the poor
misinformed Cherokees sometimes suspect that missionaries...have the satie objec
view.”?*” Choctaw chief Mushulatubbee reported that much “bad talk” was heard among
his “warriors” who say “that Capt Folsom has been selling land to the Missi®aaide
that the missionaries will ruin the natioft® Two Choctaw chiefs, Cole and McCurtain,
also voiced distrust of the missionaries, characterizing them as “liacheaats.” They
fulminated against the schools and claimed that during “the balance of tHeegdihe

students] were driven in the field in the same manner that negroes were on t@pkant

2% |bid, August 3, 1822, p. 294-5.

27 |bid, Dec 11, 1822, p. 321-2.

218 Mayhew Journal, April 12, 1823. Folder 9, Item Z¥rus Kingsbury Collection, Western
History Collection, University of Oklahoma.
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in the southern State$™® Similar complaints about student field labor compelled teacher
Joel Wood to explicitly state how much time Choctaw students spent doing field3kork.
Though the missionaries were not interested in procuring Native lands, those who
disliked their influence found an effective weapon in the claim of land theft.

The other significant reason for the rising discontent with the schools was Indi
concern that not enough children were being educated. School supporters fedhed tha
schools would not produce a sufficient number of adults who would have the requisite
skills to negotiate the cultural demands of the Anglo-American world, or tay#ten
the Cherokee and Choctaw in their dealings with the United States. Thisrfezstis
evident from the anger caused when schools failed to open. As discussed above, the
delayed opening of the Taloney school in the Cherokee Nation caused discontentment
with the missionaries. A similar attitude manifested among the Choctaw. Cyrus
Kingsbury reported that “the natives... are beginning to say that we have rtedufir
promises. And some have even gone so far as to say, that if we do not get a school into
operation by such a time, we must quit the couffty/Problems also arose when
missionaries failed to accept new students into a school. On one occasion the refusal to
accept new scholars actually forced a school closure. When teachethat\Bin the

Choctaw Nation explained that they simply could not board more students, many local

219 Extract of a letter dated July 9, 1825 from Mr. étohb contained in Cyrus Kingsbury to
Jeremiah Evarts, Aug 8, 1825 Folder 6, numberC47us Kingsbury Collection, Western History
Collection, University of Oklahoma.

220 30el Wood to Cyrus Kingsbury, Apr 12, 1822 Foléleftem 27, Cyrus Kingsbury Collection,
Western History Collection, University of Oklahoma.

221 Cyrus Kingsbury to the American Board, July 16, 1&»lder 10, Item 4, Cyrus Kingsbury
Collection, Western History Collection, Universif Oklahoma.



127

Choctaw became agitated. “Much dissatisfaction had been manifested abmosidr
first, because we would not board more schol&fsi&ported Kingsbury.

In addition, some Natives worried that the schools did not adequately teach
children to speak English. One missionary reported that a Choctaw man had complained
that “instead of learning the Choctaws to talk English we ourselves [th@nasss]
were learning to talk Choctad?® The aforementioned Coles and McCurtain also
lamented that the children did not spend enough time learning English. Students, they
argued, did not have enough time to practice speaking, reading, and listening to English,
as they “were allowed only two hours in a day for stéf{.”

Waning confidence in the schools placed the missionaries and their Naése all
on the political defensive, and forced them to explicitly address Indian concerns. In 1823
the Choctaw chief Mushalatubbee visited the Mayhew station to address some troubling
“reports in circulation.” He averred that the “best way to keep friendshsgavstate...

[the grievances] frankly,” and then relayed the concern “that the missistead become
merchants.” He also described reports about teachers taking clothes fronuémesst
“When the scholars leave the school to go home, they are stript [sic] and thes clothe
taken from them.” Finally, the chief argued that students worked too much in tse fiel
The missionaries personally rebutted these charges, assertirfgethdéetived no
personal financial benefits from the schools. They explained that any monestgdriey

selling the produce grown on school lands was “not kept on their own accounts, but for

222 Cyrus Kingsbury to Jeremiah Evarts, Feb 10, 1828d¥®, Item 53, Cyrus Kingsbury
Collection, Western History Collection, Universif Oklahoma.

22 Mayhew Journal, June 25, 1824, folder 9, item@jrus Kingsbury Collection, Western
History Collection, University of Oklahoma.

224 Extract of a letter from Mr. Hocomb, Aug 8, 182&lder 6, item 47, Cyrus Kingsbury
Collection, Western History Collection, Universif Oklahoma.
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the benefit of the school[s] solely.” Such profits were reinvested in studenngl@ihd
school supplies, they arguéd.

The missionaries’ personal responses to Mushulatubee were not sufficient to
contain the growing momentum against the schools. Consequently, they made a more
concerted attempt to quell concerns. Four days after Mushulatubbee’s visighew]a
Cyrus Kingsbury answered Choctaw complaints directly within the public foftan
council that had been called to inquire into “wicked reports which have been put in
circulation relative to the Missionaries, the Chief and Capt. Folsom.” Kingshaidg
explicit answer to the charges against himself and others, and then latenszhthe
importance of maintaining an ongoing collaborative partnership with the Choctaw. H
informed Jeremiah Evarts that the missions could give “no just occasion of gffence
otherwise the “progress of light and truth” would be imped@#ingsbury well
understood that the widening political cleavages between those Choctaw who supported
and opposed the schools needed to be mended if the missions were to continue.

The Choctaw were not alone in their growing opposition to the missions and the
schools; similar complaints arose among the Cherokee. By 1824 William Chianhia€k|
reported to Jeremiah Evarts that opposition to the schools was increasing, aochéhat s
prior supporters had now reversed their position. Many Cherg&eepreparing to argue
in open council for closure of the schools. Chamberlin explained that “Pathkiller and the
Speaker are violently opposed” to the mission and schools. He was very worried that “as

they have great influence among common people, and the unenlightened chigé&syit is

22> Mayhew Journal, May 6, 1823, folder 9, item 21r@yKingsbury Collection, Western History
Collection, University of Oklahoma.
226 Cyrus Kingsbury to Jeremiah Evarts, May 10, 1828€09, item 19, Cyrus Kingsbury

Collection, Western History Collection, Universif Oklahoma
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probable that there will be a very powerful opposition to mission in the next council.” But
Chamberlin also reported that opposition was not yet universal, and explained that the
missionaries still had allies among influential Cherokee, who had alreaahytteke

initiative to deflect the political power of those inclined against the schaishé last

council in the summer some of the chiefs were calculating to deliver speecimss tga
missionaries, but Major Ridge took the advantage of them and delivered a very long and
animated speech in favour of the missi6f.”

In the face of growing opposition, important Native leaders continued to support
the missions and the schools. Major Ridge, Charles Hicks, and others continued to link
trans-culturation to rights and empowerment. One missionary, for exampbreded/r.

Hicks is unshaken in his confidence in the Amer. [Board] Com. and more than ever
convinced of the utility of their mission among his people. This | believe is teenitis

all the enlightened chiefs.??® Indeed Hicks was not the only Cherokee leader to support
the mission. In 1825, Isaac Proctor wrote “I am happy to find that missionaries are
becoming more and more highly esteemed by the chiefs and head men of this*ation.”

By 1829, both the Cherokee and the Choctaw were singing the praises of the
schools. In addition, student attendance shot up, so much so, that many would-be students
were refused admission. From Brainerd, John Elsworth gleefully reportedrbag dahe

Natives “allwere gratified so far as | can learn, and there is no doubt but the schools are

227\illiam Chamberlin to Jeremiah Evarts, SeptemtderiB24, ABCFM 18.3.1 v 4, ABCFM
Records, Houghton Library.

228 |pjd.

22 |saac Proctor to Jeremiah Evarts, Annual Repoly,30, 1825, ABCFM 18.3.1 v 4, ABCFM
Records, Houghton Library.
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regarded with much more interest by the people than form&flifhat same year, Cyrus
Kingsbury summarized Choctaw attitudes towards the schools by writing ‘ieeer

has been a time since we came to this nation when instruction was so much sought for
and attended with such encouraging fruits as at the present...The schools aredecomin
important in the estimation of many of the natives. Applications for admission at this
place have become so numerous that we have an opportunity of selecting the most
promising.”3' Kingsbury was not viewing Choctaw attitudes through rose colored
glasses as many Indians were now openly praising the schools. Focénstaroup of
Choctaw parents whose children attended the school at Elliot drafted a lete=sengpr

their gratitude and to the mission, and their “approbation” for the school. “The
improvement of the children in every instance has fully equaled our expectatibis

many instances altogether surpassed our most sanguine hopes and we do hexeby expr
our warmest thanks to the teachers and patrons of the school for the intereavéhey h
manifested in behalf of ourselves and our children,” they wifote.

The imminent threat of removal was the root cause of the dramatic increase in
Cherokee and Choctaw support for the schools. Andrew Jackson had strongly supported
removal in his presidential campaign, and with his victory in the 1828 election, removal
became a real possibility. Significant efforts by Indians, such a&Shbekees’ adoption
in 1827 of a new constitution predicated on the U.S. Constitution, Sequoyah’s

development of the Cherokee Syllabary, and publication of the Cherokee Phoenix, were

230 3ohn Elsworth to Jeremiah Evarts, August 8, 18BI;FM 18.3.1 v 4, ABCFM Records,
Houghton Library.

%1 Cyrus Kingsbury to the Board, April 9, 1829, fald item 2, Cyrus Kingsbury Collection,
Western History Collection, University of Oklahoma.

232 _etter of Choctaw Parents, June 27, 1829, Cyragsbury Collection, Western History
Collection, University of Oklahoma.
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meant, in part at least, to prove that Indians had become “civilized.” Reinvigjorate
support for the schools and the increased student enrollments formed yet anatipgr atte
to by the Cherokee and Choctaw to demonstrate their commitment to cultyriait@ada
in the hopes of strengthening the political and natural rights they believed wolddd shie
them from forced removal.

During the late 1820s, English-speaki{bgerokee and Choctaw became involved
in the national removal debate by publishing an array of newspaper and periodical
articles in which they linked acculturation with civic and political rightg tntitled
them to stay on their lands. In a typical article, originally published i€Hezokee
Phoenixand republished iNiles’ Weekly Registea Cherokee author explained that
President Washington had signed a treaty of “peace and friendship” with the Cherokee
and that the United States had promised to help lead the Cherokee to “a greaterfdegree o
civilization.” He went on to say that the Cherokee were now “civilized” andhiegthad
become “herdsmen and cultivators.” The author concluded that this accomplishment had
underwritten new political rights which Georgia transgressed by pgesginemoval.
“The State of Georgia has taken a strong stand against us; and the United &ates m
either defend us and orights, or leave us to our foe.?*® Another Cherokee named
Young Beaver came to a similar conclusion. “The examples of the surrouratiesg) st
possess a great influence over us. Our political Government keeps pace by gradual
changes, as we imbibe new principles of legislation, with our domestic advemtcem

The Indians, in other words, had emulated the political and economic practices of the

233«The Cherokees,” frorViles’ Weekly Registevlarch 14, 1829, p. 40, available through
Proquest at http://proquest.umi.com.
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surrounding white populations. Accordingly, Young Beaver concluded that “thie grea
American republic” would never “lose sight of justice, and cruelly despalhe of
innocent Indians of their most sacred rights and privileg¥&s.”

Missionaries who had long engaged in local politics in the hopes of strengthening
the missions, now became involved in national politics. Miesionary Cephas
Washburn expressed hope that “the wise and good will not suffer their (Chergké®) ri
to be disregarded.” He further explained that Cherokee “improvement” netszb#iiat
whites respect Native rights. “No one who is intimately acquainted with Cles®kee,
and compares their present state with what it was when this mission wastéibdisaed,
but must approve that a great moral change has been effected...which alreadispe
comparatively formidable barrier to the views of those who are desirous dicgagthe
Indians to their own avaricé=?

The leadership of the American Board also became involved in antiremoval
efforts. As explained in the previous chapter, the Board’s Secretary,idefewarts, was
one of the men most directly responsible for organizing and leading the antiremoval
movement. In support of these efforts, he published the influential “William Penn
Essays” which appeared in tNational Intelligencetbetween August and December of
1829 and laid out a detailed case against removal. In his second essay, Evartscexplai
that the Cherokee possessed rights that protected their land title. “The Charekees
human beings, endowed by their Creator with the saah&al rightsas other men.” He

continued “If the Cherokees are interrogated as to their title, they casayl‘God

234 young Beaver, “Indian Emigration,” ifihe Cherokee Phoenix, vol. 1,29, September 17,
1828, AN 151.N43C56 Item 2, Special CollectionsrtNeastern Oklahoma State University.

235 Cephas Washburn to Jeremiah Evarts, Septemb@B828, ABCFM 18.3.1 v. 6, ABCFM
Records, Houghton Library.
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gave this country to our ancestors...We own the land which we now occupy, by the right
of the original possessoré>®

This argument was echoed by United States government officials. In his
impassioned Senate speech against the Indian Removal Bill, Senator Theodore
Frelinghuysen stated “I believe, Sir, it is not now seriously denied thatdians are
men, endowed with kindred faculties and powers with ourselves; that they have a place i
human sympathy, and are justly entitled to a share in the common bounties of a benignant
Providence. And, with this conceded, | ask in what code of the law of nation, or by what
process of abstract deduction, théghts have been extinguished?”Frelinghuysen
claimed that forced removal would represent a blatant abrogation of Nahte Ag
month after Frelinghuyen’s speech, Representative Bates of Masstehiseasserted
on the floor of Congress that the Indians held rights that protected them fravaiekhe
argued that the Indians possessed “rights of sovereignty” and that “the Unittesl 8e
pledged to defend their boundary, to protect them in the enjoyment of all their nghts a
privileges as a natiorf®

Despite the eloquence of their speeches, and the detailed arguments rngpeated|
laid out in pamphlets and periodicals, the combined efforts of Natives and Anglds faile

to prevent Removal. Antiremovalists’ first major defeat occurred in lated¥1a830

Ze«illiam Penn,” “Present Crisis in the Conditiofithe American Indians, Number I1,” August
12, 1829 originally published in th¢ational IntelligencerTaken from Francis Paul Prucha, égherokee
Removal: The “William Penn” Essays and other Wgsrby Jeremiah Evar{&noxville, TN, 1981) p. 53-
4.

#7«gpeech of Mr. Frelinghuysen of New Jersey debdein the Senate of the United States, on
the bill for an exchange of lands with the India@siding in any of the states or territories, aordtiieir
removal west of the Mississippi, April 6, 1830.”ti€rokee Documents,” E99.C5C44 Vol. 16, p. 7. Specia
Collections, Northeastern Oklahoma State Univer3ibe emphasis on the word “rights” is mine.

Z38ugpeech of Mr. Bates, of Massachusetts, On thaimBill, House of Representatives, May,
1830.” “Cherokee Documents,” E99.C5C44 Vol 17, . &pecial Collections, Northeastern Oklahoma
State University.
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when the Indian Removal Act passed Congress. Fearing that they would be forcibly
dispossessed, the Choctaw subsequently became the first of the large soutlseim tribe
sign a removal agreement. The 1830 Treaty of Dancing Rabbit Creek laid out a plan in
which the United States would provide the provisions and supplies to move the Choctaw
to lands that had been set aside for them west of the MississippfRiver.

The Cherokee, on the other hand, continued to fight removal despite the passage
of the Indian Removal Act. John Ross advised Cherokee delegates en route to
Washington to inform President Jackson that “the Cherokee Nation will never
consentingly abandon this country to remove west of the Mississippi RiYditie
missionaries alsoontinued the battle against removal. In 1832 they won an important
victory in the Supreme Court when the Worcester v. Georgia case was decided in their
favor. The ruling held that Cherokee sovereignty could not be extinguished or
disregarded by any individual state, and that state sovereignty was not suprethe over
sovereignty of Native nations. This should have meant that Georgia could not extend
state law over the Cherokee Nation or claim Cherokee lands. Howevertoasihi§im
Garrison has explained, President Jackson used the rulings of state comasetdhig
Supreme Court and allowed Georgia and other southern states to pursue their land
claims?** By 1835, a group of influential Cherokee, including the Ridges, Stand Watie,

and Elias Boudinot formed the “Treaty Party.” Their name derived from theredesi

39 On political history surrounding Removal see Rdratz, American Indian Policy in the
Jacksonian ErgLincoln, NE, 1975).

240 John Ross to John Martin, John Ridge, and WillZmodey, December 1, 1831 in Gary E.
Moulton, The Papers of Chief John Ross, vol. |, 1807-188%man, OK, 1985) p. 232.

21 Tim Alan GarrisonThe Legal Ideology of Removal: The Southern Judicad the
Sovereignty of Native American Natiq#shens, GA, 2002).
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sign a removal treaty which they did by year’s end. In December, they Bifddéew
Echota, which provided for the tribe’s removal to Indian Territory, was signed.

Even though they were unable to prevent the passage of the Removal Act, Natives
did not abandon education. In an 1834 letter to a Seneca Delegation in Washington D.C.,
Cherokee leaders made an explicit connection between education and empowerment.
“We are sensible that it is by education the mind is cultivated and enlightened...And tha
in wisdom & Superior Knowledge, the force of power exists. Let us therefore ageour
schools and the education of our children and the adoption of the habits of civilized life —
for the superiority of the white people over the Indian mainly consists onlyiin the
cultivation and acquirements, of the arts and scierféé®dwer and equality with whites
resided in education.

It is no wonder that during the immediate pre-removal years, Americax Boa
schools remained open in the Cherokee Nation. Indeed, additional schools opened with
Cherokee instructors. For example, at one point two Cherokees, Jesse and Run About,
had several schools in operatfdnPrior to their westward move, the Cherokee
reaffirmed their allegiance to education. They asked the missionaries tonestveith
them, and made it clear that they wanted to reestablish the mission schools beyond the
Mississippi. John Ridge and Elias Boudinot, only a few months prior to the signing of the

Treaty of New Echota, asked schoolteacher Sophia Sawyer to move West with the

242 John Ross, Richard Taylor, Daniel McCoy, Hair GahrJohn Timson to Seneca Delegation,
April 14, 1834, in Gary E. MoultorThe Papers of Chief John Ross, vol. |, 1807-188%man, OK, 1985)
p. 285.

243 Elizur Butler to David Greene, April 28, 1836, AB®B.3.1 v. 7, ABCFM Records, Houghton
Library.
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Cheroke€** In 1837 as the tribe was preparing to emigrate, Ridge informed Board
Secretary David Greene that the Cherokee expected a host of missionatds)gncl
William Chamberlin and D.S. Butrick, to move beyond the Mississippi with @em.

After Removal, the Choctaw and Cherokee constructed new schools in Indian
Territory. Moreover, they built upon the cooperative relationships they had estdblishe
with missionaries and religious organizations in the East. Choctaw leaders <dawic
Folsom, Greenwood Leflore, and Mushalatubee, all of whom had at one time or another
supported education, ensured that new schools would open in the West. As signatories to
the Treaty of Dancing Rabbit Creek, they had demanded that the agreement contain a
provision for funding of new schoof&® Subsequent to the signing of the treaty, they
requested that Cyrus Kingsbury and Cyrus Byington move West with the tribe to
reestablish the mission and to open new scH8bls.1842 the Choctaw “established an
elaborate system of schools” including Spencer Academy, Fort Coffee Agaaledn
Nanawaiya Academy. These were schools for males. Four Choctaw girlssschool
Koonsha Female Seminary, Chuwala Female Seminary, Wheelock Femaler§3eamada
Ayanubbee Female Seminary-were established by the Choctaw Council but Inen by t
American Board missionarié8® The Cherokee also set up schools. On September 26,

1839 the National Council passed an act “for the promotion of education, by the

244 3ophia Sawyer to David Greene, April 17, 1835, AB&3.1 v. 8, ABCFM Records, Houghton
Library.

245 John Ridge to David Greene, February 20, 1837, AB3.1 v. 8, ABCFM Records, Houghton
Library.

248 Clara Sue KidwellChoctaws and Missionaries in Mississippi, 1818-1@48rman, OK,
1995).

247 bid, p. 160.

248 Clara Sue KidwellThe Choctaws in Oklahon{dlorman, OK, 2007) p. 9.
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establishment of school$? This included a system of eleven lower schools and two
national Seminary Schools. One seminary served males and the other féhales.

These developments represent one of the most significant effects of shensiis
ambitious project to affect cultural change within Native nations. While only a iyinor
of Cherokee and Choctaw attended the mission schools prior to removal, many former
students rose to become tribal leaders. It was these former students tbeahéebiers
who in the removal and post removal eras supported educational institutions in the West
For example, Peter Pitchlynn, the influential Choctaw chief who had been edudaed a
Choctaw Academy, explained in 1848 “My heart is ever turned towards the schools of
my country, for on them I build all my hopes of the prosperity of the Choctais”
addition to Peter Pitchlynn, other Choctaw leaders such as Israel Folsomedipport
education. Folsom had attended the Mayhew mission school and the Board’s Foreign
Mission School in Cornwall, Connecticut. In the post-removal period he explicitly
explained the importance of female education. “If we have our girls educatédedi
Christianized, enlightened...they will put a stamp in society & char&ctezight to our
nation, & their offsprings will be considered civilized as soon as they are havh&d
advantage®®? The two Cherokee leaders John Ridge and Elias Boudinot who had asked
the missionaries to move to the West, had in their youth been students. They each

attended the Brainerd mission school and the Foreign Mission School in Cornwall.

#49The Constitutions and Laws of the American Indigb€eB, vol. VLaws of the Cherokee
Nation: Adopted by the Council at Various Peridélsnted for the Benefit of the Nation, 1852,” Scrty
Resources Inc. (Wilmington, DE, 1973) p. 30.

20 phillips and PhillipsThe Brainerd Journalp. 401.

%1 peter Pitchlynn to Thomas McKenney, December 8381Jay L. Hargett Papers, University
of Oklahoma.

%2 |srael Folsom to Peter Pitchlynn, n.d., Box 1 Eol@6, Peter Perkins Pitchlynn Collection,
Western History Collections, University of Oklahagmdorman. Quoted in Clara Sue Kidwélhe
Choctaws in Oklahom@Norman, OK, 2007) p. 10.
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Boudinot’s brother Stand Watie, also a former mission school student, became an
influential political figure who advocated for education and continued Cherokee
integration into the plantation economy of the South.

Not only former students, but also those who had been the missionaries’ closest
early allies, ensured that education would continue in the West. In 1818, David Folsom
had supported the establishment of the Choctaw mission, and in 1830 he pushed to
include the education provision in the Treaty of Dancing Rabbit Creek. Among the
Cherokee, John Ross had been an ardent early supporter of the American Board
missionaries. Prior to removal he had become Principal Chief, a position he exploited to
push for the establishment of new schools in the post-Removal era. Like manylathers
linked tribal empowerment to cultural change, and specifically to the inalwdiformal
education into Cherokee sociéfy.After Ross arrived in the West, bebmitted a
proposal for schools to the National Council. He stated that “the establishment of
Schools, and a printing press for the dissemination of knowledge, & such otherssubject
of general interest as would conduce to the improvement and happiness of the people, are
respectfully referred for your consideratiot”

The decision of Native leaders to support schools after Removal fostered the
spread of American cultural institutions beyond the borders of the United. Stag¢es
Cherokee and Choctaw continued to learn English and to embrace family farming and

Christianity. As Clara Sue Kidwell has commented, mid nineteenth century @hocta

%3 3ee Devon Mihesualultivating the Rosebuds: the education of womehetCherokee
Female Seminary, 1851-19Q09rbana, IL, 1993). Mihesuah has argued that Cherdéaders hoped the
Seminaries would show others that the tribe wasemodnd “civilized.

%4 John Ross to the Cherokee National Council, Septert2, 1839 in MoultoriThe Papers of
Chief John Ross, vol. I, 1807-18@%rman, OK, 1985) p. 760.
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society was heavily influenced by education. She has argued that “clha@iesctaw
society were apparent primarily in the extent to which laws began to supplant eunstom
formal education influenced childref® In other words, by the post-Removal period,

formal education had become a part of Cherokee and Choctaw societies.

*kkkkkkkkkkkk

In the face of an increasingly powerful and expansionistic United States, the
Cherokee and Choctaw abandoned the use of force as a viable defense of their interests
Instead they turned to selective adoption of Anglo American cultural praatitiee
belief that this strategy would lead to social empowerment and polititdsriSuch
rights would strengthen Natives in their dealings with Americans aikd nemnoval more
difficult. Missionaries and others made this strategy viable in Native €jey
approached the Indians with claims of “benevolent” intentions, and argued that through
adoption of American culture - formal education, Christianity, the Englisjuage, and
monoculture - Indians would acquire the rights due to any “civilized” peoples. Blative
responded by exploiting these promises for their own ends.

The hope that cultural adaptation would yield power led the Cherokee and
Choctaw to accept the missions and schools. From the 1820s to the late 1830s, the same
hope underwrote political alliances between Natives and missionaries, whee@ngag
cooperative efforts to open schools, increase their number, and promote grassroots
political campaigns to confront growing Native opposition to the schools. Bynthefe

the 1820s, Jackson’s election to the Presidency and the increased threat obfomed

> Kidwell, The Choctaws in Oklahomp, 13.
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led the Cherokee, Choctaw, the missionaries, and the American Board to become
embroiled in the national debate over Indian removal. This debate directliedffecal
Cherokee and Choctaw politics as the opposition to schools quickly dissipated, and was
replaced by soaring support. After removal, the Cherokee and Choctaw opened new
schools with the continued hope that education would secure rights that could be used to
protect tribal sovereignty, lands, and people.

The history of the mission schools illuminates two valuable insights. First, it
reveals that Natives responded to American imperialism in complex waysetpad
them retain a degree of sovereignty. Indians were not simply defeatedrbaliger the
abject and powerless victims they are often portrayed as. Rather, theacerabr
selective adoption of American culture — of which formal education was a central
component - allowed them to garner power within an environment that was inchgasing
shaped by Anglo interests. In terms of the schools, Natives did not simply succumb to the
demands of Anglo missionaries, but rather controlled the processes of cultage the
schools engendered. And by enrolling in mission schools, Natives gained theoskills t
exercise sovereignty over the formal education systems they developed iaghdniWV
addition, the schools show how Natives used alliances with Anglos to maintain a degree
of sovereignty in their political dealings with the United States. Nativepance of
formal education led missionaries and Anglo antiremovalists to demand recognition of
tribal land rights and tribal sovereignty. The combined Native-Anglo effortete the
United States to recognize those rights and sovereignty failed in terms aftprgve
removal. However, they were successful in that the removal controversy gdnerat

important legal precedents, in the form of the famous Cherokee Supreme Court cases
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and documents, in the form of removal treaties, that explicitly recognizéceMations
as distinct entities with limited sovereign powers. In sum, what emergedNative
participation in the missionaries’ education schemes is recognition the¢®Nased
inventive strategies to exercise agency and maintain some sovereidrgyace of near
insurmountable forces that threatened to destroy their communities.

Native involvement with the schools also unmasks an important aspect of
American imperialism - the expansion of Anglo American cultural institutions
Collaboration between Natives and Anglos during the 1820s and 1830s laid the
groundwork for the incorporation of schooling into Cherokee and Choctaw communities.
Influenced by their educational experiences, and by arguments about the loénefits
education, tribal leaders of the post-Removal era used their power to makeoedacati

prominent feature of their societies.



Chapter Four
Servants of God, Masters of Men: Slavery and the Making of a Native-Anglo
Alliance, 1817-1859
Native American Slavery from the pre-Columbian to Antebellum Eras

This chapter explores how the institution of slavery complicated the relaponshi
that developed between the American Board missionaries and the Cherokee and
Choctaw. It argues that both Natives and missionaries used slavery to shape thei
alliance. On the one hand, Native masters took advantage of their position as slaveholde
to gain power in their relations with the missionaries. On the other hand, misssonari
used slave labor to open and run the missions. As the debate over slavery escalated in the
Antebellum Era, missionaries found that they had to appease Native slavehotddes
to secure their right to preach. Slavery was a vitally important tobbtta Natives and
Anglos exploited to support their objectives.

Native slavery as it developed from the pre-Columbian period was more a social
than an economic institutidi® Indians acquired slaves in one of two ways. Either they
enslaved enemies captured in battle, or they received slaves as ¢ifith instances,
enslavement had important social connotations. Capture and enslavement shamed the
slave and demonstrated the dominance of the enslaving group. Degrading names or
monikers, and physical scarring caused by laceration of the face or by aompotaars

and fingers, marked the slave’s status and symbolized the weakness of hi¢Yddye.

%% |ndians of the Pacific Northwest represent an ptioa to this generalization. Many groups in
this area used slavery primarily for economic pgg See Leland Donald\boriginal Slavery on the
Northwest Coast of North Ameri¢dniversity of California Press, Berkeley, 1997).

%7 See Brett Rushforth, “A Little Flesh We Offer YoiThe Origins of Indian Slavery in New
France,” in thawilliam and Mary Quarterly/ol. 60, n. 4, Oct. 2003, 777-808.
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second case, in which one group of Natives gave slaves as gifts to another group, held a
host of social meanings. Captive gift giving could redress grievancesilormark
significant occasions such as an end to hostilities, the beginning of tradeszlat the
establishment of a military alliance. Some tribes used slaves fang#ter purpose;
adopting slaves as replacements for lost members. If a person had been kikedfor di
some reason, tribes such as the Haudonosaunee would take a captive slave and put him or
her through a series of torture rituals. If the slave was judged to cope &vphithin a
satisfactory manner, he or she could be adopted by the family or clan of the whrs
died. The slave would “requicken” the dead person by assuming his or her name and
social role>®

The presence of Europeans in North America fundamentally altereceNativ
slavery. The Choctaw and the Cherokee, who had traditionally enslaved enengscapt
put their raiding to a new purpose when they became involved in an Indian slave trade
with the English during the colonial period. Both tribes captured slaves from tribes
farther west and sold them to the British, who in turn shipped the slaves through
Charleston to the West Indies to work on sugar plantafidns.

By the middle of the eighteenth century the Cherokee and Choctaw had begun to

hold black slave&® While traditional captivity-slavery persisted through the Antebellum

28 Eor Iroquois adoption of captives see Daniel Righthe Ordeal of the Longhouse: The
Peoples of the Iroquois League in the Era of Euamp€olonization(The University of North Carolina
Press, Chapel Hill, 1992).

%9 The most thorough treatment of the Indian slaaderin the Colonial Southeast is Alan Gallay,
The Indian Slave Trade: the rise of the English ieenp the American South, 1670-17(New Haven, CT,
2002).

20 For Indian involvement in black slavery see ThBdadue Slavery and the Evolution of
Cherokee Society, 1540-18@6&oxville, TN, 1979), and R. Halliburton, JRed Over Black: Black
Slavery among the Cherokee Indig@eenwood Press, Westport, CT, 1977). For theémte of mixed
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Period, by the 1®century Indian ownership of black slaves was becoming increasingly
common especially, but not exclusively, among Cherokee and Choctaw of mixee-Nati
Anglo ancestry. Slaves now assumed a salient economic importance. Theyneerfor
farm labor and worked with food crops like corn, beans, squash, and wheat. They cleared
fields, and tended and harvested crops. They hewed logs, built farmhouses, and rounded
up and butchered livestock. In other words, they did domestic labor that supported Indian
households. There were also some Indians who owned plantations on which black slaves
worked both cash and food crops. By the 1830s, when Removal occurred, the population
of black slaves in the Cherokee and Choctaw Nations was sizeable. The Cherokee
numbered 16,000 individuals. Collectively, they owned approximately 1600 slaves.
Population numbers for the Choctaw were roughly 15,000 Choctaw and 502*8taves.
Indians seem to have acquired their black slaves either through purchizek. or
Slaveholders of one tribe often bought slaves from mastensother tribe. For example,
many Cherokee bought slaves from the Creek or Seminole. In January of 1841, a
Cherokee named Webster Smith bought from the Creek woman Sally Factor “a negro
woman slave named rose aged 18 years and also a negro girl slave named Niddgfet a
years.” Natives also went on raids and stole slaves. The Cherokee Wilkam Dr
described a raid in the summer of 1850. “I have just returned from the Seminale, Nati
have been gone five weeks, there was quite a large party of us. When we got out there we

had no difficulty, the Seminoles themselves assisted us in getting what negrdies

blood elites on acculturation efforts among thleasi of the Southeast see Claudio SadiMNew Order of
Things: property, power, and the transformation @reek Indians, 1733-181€ambridge, UK, 1999).

%1 For the Cherokee these figures comes from Hatlitoudr.,Red Over Blackappendix B, Table
V. The Choctaw numbers come from Clara Sue Kidv@lpctaw and Missionaries in Mississippi, 1818-
1918(Norman, OK, 1995 ) p. 108-9.
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get.” Apparently Drew’s party went through the Seminole Nation on itstevegid
slaves from white owned plantations. “We got eighty or ninety negroes” he reported. An
article published in 1815 in tH@aily National Intelligencershows that this practice of
Indian raids for black slaves was common enough to elicit attempts to ridifdss
article reported that one George Hite of Virginia had petitioned Congresgrig
compensation for a number of negroes stolen from his father by the Cherokee Indians.”
Cherokee and Choctaw involvement in slavery led both tribes to adopt the legal
practices Americans had created to manage human property. Two examplesmotine fr
Choctaw, and the other from the Cherokee, reveal this development. In 1817 a
controversy erupted over a former black slave woman named Medlong. She had married
a Choctaw man sometime after 1793. Medlong had belonged to a white man named John
Trumbull who lived in the Choctaw Nation and worked as a trader. In addition to
Medlong, Trumbull hired a Choctaw named William Cooper to work forfifrE.ooper
and Medlong apparently fell in love and at some point in the early 1790s, Cooper bought
Medlong from Trumbull, paying him a “horse & stores & labotff. The couple, who
lived in the Choctaw Nation, proceeded to have several children. However, in 1817
someone questioned whether or not Cooper had fully paid for Medlong. The implication
was that Medlong anlder children might be subject to enslavement.
This case generated a series of legal maneuvers in which Cooper atteampte

prove that he had indeed paid for Medlong. Cooper engaged John Pitchlynn, the father of

262 Deposition of James Allen, April 27, 1819, Foldéx, call number 4026.179, Peter Pitchlynn
Papers, Gilcrease Museum.

263 Deposition of Moses Laussey before a judge in &fah, September 15, 1819, Folder 12, Call
number 4026.183, Peter Pitchlynn Papers, Gilcrbhszum
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the famous Choctaw chieReter Pitchlynn, as his attorney, andutiemately produced a
fraudulent bill of sale for Medlong. In addition, Pitchlynn secured a series ofitiepss

both by Choctaw and white men, which attested to the fact that Cooper had legally
purchased Medlong from Trumbull. The case disappears from the records befcaenwe le
the outcome, but it is instructive nonetheless. It is one example of how the vafjaries
slavery prompted Choctaws to adopt and use American legal practices - lalks, of s
deposition, courts, and attorneys - in order to contend with the problems associated with
the ownership of people.

The life of John Drew, a Cherokee who became rich through legal work related to
slavery, shows that the Cherokee, like the Choctaw adopted American legal practice
govern the inheritance of slave property, the transfer of slave property, and die use
slaves as payment for purchases or services rendered. In 1820, for exampldy,aiteziv
a document transferring power of attorney from two Cherokee sisters Susateand El
Conetuk to another Cherokee named James Rodgers. “Susan and Ellen Conetuk of the
Cherokee nation have appointed james rodgers of the same nation our true and full
attorney ..to obtain for us the negro slaves lefétfsTwenty three years later Drew
wrote a will for Richard Ratcliffe who bequeathed to his son, William “one negrg m
one negro boy and the plantatici>Drew also drafted a myriad of sales receipts to

document the transfer of slave property. For instance, Sally Factor soldhty®Rigelds

264 susan and Ellen Conetuk transfer of power of attpto James Rodgers a Cherokee, Dec
1820, Folder 4, Call number 1556, John Drew Pajg&gitstease Museum.

2% Division of slave property between Thomas Chisahm R. Ratcliffe, June 26, 1835, Folder
26, Call number 1574, John Drew Papers, GilcreasseMm.
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“3 slaves for $6502°° and “Joseph Coodey Junior...sold a negro boy known by the name
of Jesse for the sum one hundred and twenty five dofl&&ihally, Drew’s records
show that the Cherokee often used slaves to pay for goods or services. Indeed rew wa
paid a “negro girl slave” for legal services rendered to the Cherokee Motes f#&

By the time the American Board sent emissaries to the Indians, the Cherokee and
Choctaw were already linked to the United States and were familiar wiéniéan
practices. More to the point, the Indians were part of an Atlantic world egoridmay
were enmeshed in its slave system and engulfed in the racial hieranehipsrizaded the
United States. It is not surprising then, that the Cherokee and Choctaw wouwld expl
their slaves in order to position themselves favorably as they developed aghgotner
with the arriving American Board preachers.

The American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions first estatblishe
missions in the southern nations in 1817. Their largest enterprises located among the
Cherokee and Choctaw included a series of “mission stations” comprised of a church, a
school, farms, and a staff consisting of four or five missionaries along witHfahelies,
two or three teachers, a doctor, and hired Hle. smallest stations held only a single
missionary and his family.

Cherokee and Choctaw involvement in slavery required the missionaries to define
their relationship to the peculiar institution almost immediately upon therahbin the

South. As one missionary put it “When we came here, the [slavery] question with us had

266 See sales Receipt, August 4, 1840, Folder 47, rDatber 1591, John Drew Papers, Gilcrease
Museum.

%7 sales Receipt, May 27, 1848, Folder 122, Call remil665, John Drew Papers, Gilcrease

Sales Receipt, August 7, 1847, Folder 102, Catier 1646, John Drew Papers, Gilcrease
Museum.
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ceased to be a speculative one. It was a practical one. Necesdigydwgson us to learn
the desired mode of treating it. For slavery was among the Choc&@W#is was not an
easy task as slavery generated controversy. Many missionarieseldaabtislavery
sentiment, yet they soon found that slas@sld provide labor that was vitally important
to the opening and running of the missions. Though it rattled the sensibilities of some of
their brethren, American Board preachers responded to the presence gfataveg the
Indians by incorporating it into mission life.

They had little choice as the labor demands of the missions were simphgé&bo g
to be met solely by the preachers and those who attended them. Missionadélsdace
challenge of conveying the precepts of Christian doctrine to Natives andreacre
charged with creating an entire educational system through which they wqald im
knowledge of reading and writing to pupils. This task was all the more difficult lecaus
Anglo education methods were alien to the Cherokee and Choctaw. In addition to the
labor associated with these grand religious and educational undertakings,sibesnis
also required continuous house and field labor. People had to till the fields, and plant and
harvest crops, while others were needed to cook and clean. These varied and constant
labor demands, in combination with a short supply of qualified individuals, kept the
missionaries ever on the look out for artisans, blacksmiths, carpenters, and oter skill
and unskilled workers.

Missionaries, their spouses, assistants, and a few volunteers from the North

attempted to do much of this work, lthe missions needed to hire laborers. They turned

269 Missionaries to the Choctaw to the Prudential Cdttes of the American Board of
Commissioners for Foreign Missions, March 31, 1848der 8, Item 53, Cyrus Kingsbury Collection,
Western History Collection, University of Oklahoma.
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not only to free people, but to slaves. On April 12, 1826, Cyrus Kingsbury,
superintendent of the Choctaw mission, sent the Board a list of hired laborers who
worked at the mission’s central station at Mayhew. It contained thirteen nwpfter of
whom were black slaves. These slaves had been hired from Choctaw slaveholders, as
well as from white masters who lived adjacent to the Choctaw Nation. “Joe a black
man...[and] his wife” were the property of a white military officer, and worked $.20
a year and their cloths.” Two single female slaves also labored forigh®naries.
“Fanny, a black woman” was “the cook” and worked “for $8 a month and her clothes.”
The other was “Hannah, a black woman,” who was the property of “an Indian” and
worked for “$8/month,” washing dishes, setting tables and milking the €8ws.
Shortages of labor afflicted the other mission stations as well. Kingstpoyted
that “frequently the other stations have work that they cannot get done, withayiagoin
great distance and incurring much expen<elt was especially difficult to find skilled
labor. “I forgot to remark particularly respecting the wood Mechanick réegled/e
have constant employ for such a man.” The missionaries compounded their problems
through their distrust of available white laborers. They perceived many oftthieenof
suspect character, and worried that the “bad habits” of irresponsible white meh woul
negatively affect the Indians. “We are obliged to hire constantly, & often very aiblsuit
men,” wrote Kingsbury. “Such things are very distressing to us, and injurious taube c

in which we are laboring?*? A later report reiterated Kingsbury’s point. “When the

270 Cyrus Kingsbury to ABCFM, April 12, 1826 Folderl&m 5, Cyrus Kingsbury Collection,
Western History Collection, University of Oklahoma.
271 Cyrus Kingsbury to Jeremiah Evarts, October 6518dlder 6, Item 44, Cyrus Kingsbury
Collectic>2r71é Western History Collection, Universif Oklahoma.
Ibid.
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missions of the Board were commenced among the Southern tribes of Indians, the
situation of the mission families... caused a demand at the stations for much manual
labor...Some white persons were obtained; but... in too many instances they were
unworthy of confidence and their influence on the mission & on the surrounding Indians
was most deleterious® Often, it was the excessive drinking of white laborers that most
distressed the cautious missionaries. Labor scarcity, exacerbatet st difavailable
white workers, afflicted virtually all of the mission stations.

Missionaries turned to black slaves to meet their needs. A report from the
Choctaw mission explicitly linked the turn to slavery with the problem of labocisca
“The early missionaries were called to make it [slavery] a subjentjafring and
prayer... The large boarding school establishments & other multiplied & constars, labor
in a hot & sickly climate... made the employment of considerable slave labor
indispensable?* The most readily available pool of slave labor was of course those held
by Natives. The Indians understood the missionaries’ need for labor, and explated it
their own purposes. Their ability to offer slaves held a host of advantages for the
Cherokee and Choctaw.

Natives understood their relationship with the missionaries as a partneaskip
on equality rather than subservience. Unwilling to accept the missionaateshalistic
stance, the Cherokee and Choctaw went out of their way to demonstrate the decisive
importance of their cooperation. The success of the missions depended on Indian

compliance.

213 statement respecting the employment of slaveseasdauthwestern missions, Jan 23, 1837,
Folder 9, Item 11, Cyrus Kingsbury Collection, WeatHistory Collection, University of Oklahoma.

274 _etter from the Choctaw Mission, March 31, 1848lder 8, Item 53, Cyrus Kingsbury
Collection, Western History Collection, Universif Oklahoma.
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Ownership of slaves gave Natives an opportunity to strengthen their position in
relation to the missionaries. More specifically, both Cherokee and Choctaw stharshol
leveraged their roles as masters to gain power over the missionaries. (#bishesent
of the missions, Indian masters hired shatve laborln fact missionaries found slaves so
vital to their enterprise that they quickly signed leases, usually for éitiet2 months,
with Indian masters. The magnitude of the mission’s need for labor meant that the
practice of hiring slaves from the Indians soon became widespread. Dischssing t
practice with Jeremiah Evarts, Cephas Washburn of the Board’s Western @heroke
mission, explained that “It is known to you that at this mission, as at all othergahe
southern Indians, we have employed blacks, who are in a state of sfgvery.”

Cyrus Kingsbury’'s experience opening the Cherokee mission illumitheges
degree to which the missions relied on the Indians’ slaves. When Kingsbury arrived to
the Cherokee Nation he was given “a negro boy and girl.” A week afterivial ghe
returned the children, but sofmund that he couldn’t manage without them. He returned
to the family thabwned the children and hired two adult slaves, one to tend the garden
and the other to clean his house. Only by securing these workers, would Kingsbury have
the time and energy to gather a congregation and begin pre&éfing.

In addition to supplying the missions with slave labor, Native masters found other
ways to use their human property to strategically position themselvestiarrétathe
missionaries. For instance, Indians forced their slaves to attend church, threreting

ready congregants for instruction and eventual conversion. In the early ydsas of t

275 Cephas Washburn to Jeremiah Evarts, October 2B, #8C 18.3.1 v. 6, ABCFM Records,
Houghton Library.

278 journal of Cyrus Kingsbury, January 28, 1817, ABBC3.1 v.2, ABCFM Records, Houghton
Library.



152

missions, Indian masters, with their slaves in tow, congregated before thenanigs to
listen to sermons. Cyrus Kingsbury reported that on a violently stormy Sunday in
February of 1818, “9 or 10 blacks, & about as many Cherokees” came to &Hurch.
Indeed, throughout the early years of the Cherokee and Choctaw missions, slaves and
their masters made up a sizeable bulk of the missions’ congregants. By brinaging t
slaves to church, Indian masters demonstrated how vital they were to trenmisgect.
Without their active assistance the mission churches would not have beendaiadg
the missionaries with far fewer souls to save.

Natives leveraged their power as masters in yet another, more curioush&gy
used their slaves as intermediaries, thereby shielding themselves frarmirtis
relations with missionaries. For example, Natives used their slaveptthbel learn
English, rather than learning English through attendance at the missionssdhadiain
masters learned to read and speak English from their slaves whom they enribléed i
schools. This is one reason why black attendance at the schools is so conspicuous in
mission records. In June of 1818 the mission journal recorded that a Cherokee woman
was “learning how to read” through her slag€dn August of that year, a “full blood
Cherokee youth applying for admission to the school was found to spell correctly in
words of 4 or 5 letters.” The journal further recorded that “he had been taught solely b
black people who had received their instruction in our sunday-scHddls’ Kingsbury

reported only three months after the opening of the Cherokee mission, “the blacks are

277 phillips and PhillipsThe Brainerd JournalFebruary 28, 1818, p. 48.
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much engaged” in Sabbath sch&8lAnd in December of 1818, the mission’s official
journal recorded that “the Cherokees in general...are very willing their Shoetd

receive religious instructiorf®

From Missionary to Slaveholder

While Natives exploited slavery to their advantage, the institution causedhinter
problems for the American Board preachers. Many missionaries werky gigitdted by
reliance on slave labor. Disagreements arose as they found themselves dawegt be
their need for labor and the antislavery sympathies of some of their brethrenodrde B
eventually stepped into the fracas. In essence, its members echoed a ljyuenaiar
many missionaries had already developed — thagrnioyment of slaves was ethical if
it promoted the mission’s primary purpose: evangelism.

The belief that slave labor could serve a godly purpose is evident in the guidelines
the Board laid out for mission employment of slaves. During 1823 and 1824, Jeremiah
Evarts visited the southern missions and gave direct approval to hire slavsephies
Washburn recalled in a letter to Evarts, “in 1824, | recollect that the mradtibe
several mission families in relation to the employment of slaves was tisapproved
by you.”?®2 During his stay at the Choctaw mission, Evarts also approved mission
employment of slaves. The missionaries held a special meeting in whiandatter of

employing slave labor underwent an examination.” During this meetingéwriews

280 |hid, April 13, 1817, p. 33.
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against such labor were laid before the Secref&fyOthers then asked Evarts “whether
it was or was not right for them to hire slaves of the Indians or white people around
them.”?®* After some consideration, Evarts approved the hire of slaves. “His own [view]
was clearly expressed...The early course of the mission was continuedswith hi
approbation,®®° wrote one missionary.
Though Evarts sanctioned the hire of slave labor, he made it clear that the
missionaries were to provide slaves with certain rights and privilegesgtiaves
would not be wrong, provided the colored man himself, after being fully informed
of the labors which would be expected of him, the treatment he would receive, &
the advantages he would enjoy, desired to enter into such an engagement; but that
no step of the kind must be taken without regard to his wishes and benefits. The
laborer so employed was to receive humane & Christian treatment, to have
suitable opportunity and means for intellectual and religious cufffire.
Such guidelines established a direct link between mission slavery and aid to blacks
Evarts redefined the relationship, not as one of master and slave, but as one more akin to
teacher and student. True, the missionary was in effect a master, but the winnhstaja
over which he ruled was recast as an agreement in which the slave had both yhe abilit
refuse to enter into the relationship, as well as input into what work he, or she, would do.
It represented a cooperative enterprise in which the missions’ labor needs alavés’

secular and spiritual needs would both be met. In other words, in return for labor, the

slave received payment in the form of secular education and religious instrubioghT
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born from the need for labor, missionary participation in slavery evolved into a
mechanism through which the missionaries prosecuted evangelism.

In keeping with this logic, the Board also argued that slavery held a legitima
place in the missions because slave labor freed the missionaries to attenditcdhere
and conversion of the Indians. The Board clearly articulated this position in redpans
dispute which arose in the Choctaw mission. Discomfort with the employment of slave
led the missionaries to take the extraordinary step of closing the mission sthaolsay
to reduce labor demands. Work would focus only on supporting the needs of the churches
and missionaries. Missionaries reasoned that the schools could only remain open if they
could run without slave labor. “The last vote was passed to diminish the schools at the
end of the present year, provided we cannot otherwise dispense with slave labor,”
reported Kingsbury®’ The Board, however, saw this decision as a serious threat to its
mission because the schools provided both religious and secular instruction and, along
with the churches, represented the vital organs through which the mission converted the
Choctaw. As soon as the news of the schools’ impending closure reached the Board, it
responded by emphatically stating that it would not permit the missionariectmtinue
school operations. The Board tried to avoid an outright confrontation by counseling that
every effort to hire free white laborers in place of hired slaves should be made &md i
apparent conciliatory move, Jeremiah Evarts proposed that the Board send “proper
persons from the North,” or that the missionaries “hire white men, who have longireside

in the parts of the country” bordering the mission. However, if these measured prove

287 Cephas Washburn to Jeremiah Evarts, October 2B, ¥8C 18.3.1 v. 6, ABCFM Records,
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insufficient, Evarts made it clear that the missions could and should hire slajgs. “[
Committee have no doubts as to the lawfulness of hiring slaves in your circuesstanc
unless some other provision can be made for necessary labor.” Well aware of the
problems generated by the employment of slaves, the Board nonetlssledsd that the
education of Indians was more important than avoidansteé labor?®®

In defending its position, the Board argued that the question at hand had
implications for its larger evangelical project. If it allowed the schtmwtdose, the
repercussions could derail the entire Choctaw mission. Evarts explained that the
missionaries had to fulfill the promises and obligations they had made in order yhat the
not lose the Indiangonfidence in the mission. “We are under solemn obligations to
these people to educate their children” he argued. He then asked “how would tlé gener
disgust and dissatisfaction of the Choctaws be avoided” if the Board agredschool
closure. Revealing the depth of the Board’s anxiety, Evarts claimed that senarges’
decision threatened to undo all the success Indian evangelism had alreadtedene
“These means of usefulness are placed at our disposal, and if we relinquish them, and
they are perverted, we cannot clear ourselves from blame,” wrote Eveigsa ‘4olemn
and awful consideration, that though it is hard to go to the heathen and to build up
Christian institutions among them, it is easy to do harm, to bring reproach upon a good
cause, and to relinquish advantages, which it has taken so much time and labor to

gain.”?®° Closing the mission’s schools would strain relations between the missionaries

288 Jeremiah Evarts to Cyrus Kingsbury, February @71@BC 1.01 v. 5, ABCFM Records,
Houghton Library.
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and the Indians and threaten the “Christian institutions” the missionaries hadjsotili
worked to construct.

Members of the Board also feared that closure of the school would jeopardize
their entire evangelizing project. Evarts cautioned that shutting dowulibels would
send the message that missionaries viewed the Indians as unassimilable. ithe publ
would assume that the missiona&fforts to convert the Indians were unachievable. “Can
this [closing the schools] be done,” Evarts asked “without discouraging missionar
enterprise, and saying, in the most expressive language, that the situation ofang idi
hopeless: This subject is of great importance in its bearing upon the Choctasnmissi
upon the state of the Indians generally, and upon missionary exertions atiatgeder
political concerns most likely reinforced the Board’'s worry that closingdheats
would have broader repercussions. The debate over the Choctaw schools occurred in
1827 when the question of Indian removal was percolating as a topic of nationallpolitica
significance. Closing the schools could have lent support to pro-removal adveeates
growing number in the southern states — who claimed that Indians were inaapable
assimilatior™ The Board won this battle, as the Choctaw schools remained open and the
missionaries continued to hire black slaves. The argument that slavery could promote
evangelism prevailed.

Despite such efforts to cast slavery in the most favorable of lights, thatiostit
continued to cause dissension and fracture. For example, in October of 1826 during a

meeting of the southern missions, some of the atterfidiexesl a vote on a resolution to
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ban the hire of slave labor. Although the resolution passed, it was in effect fa only
short time due to the missions’ continued need for labor. “At one time a resolution of the
family was passed not to hire slaves, but we soon found that we must yield to pécessit
reported Washburf??

The fact that slavery remained a problematic issue forced the preacheis #0 se
new way to address those most deeply concerned with it. To meet the objections of thei
antislavery brethren, pro-slavery missionaries decided to institute a ney {hali
appears, at first glance, to have been paradoxical. Rather than hiring siagemaries
would purchase them. Those who promoted this plan presented it as a means of helping
enslaved people. Through purchase, missionary masters would be in a better position to
provide slaves with religious instruction: they would also gain the abilipyadeide them
with the promise of freedom. Preachers envisioned a process of gradual etiraanipa
which a missionary would purchase a slave who would then enter into a labor contract
with his owner. The slave would agree to work for a number of years until he, or she, had
paid off the purchase price. At that point the formerly enslaved person would be free to
leave or to continue to work on the mission “as hired persons.” Cyrus Kingsbury
reasoned that it would take a slave “6 to 8 years” to repay his or her price, amkiegm
that this process could be repeated until the missionaries “ultimately bétam&ners
of all the slaves [they] might need to hif@*The missionaries would foster symbiotic
rather than exploitive master-slave relationships in which the preacheis nawd

access to needed labor, and the slaves would ultimately be rewarded with freedom.

292 Cephas Washburn to Jeremiah Evarts, October 2B, #8C 18.3.1 v. 6, ABCFM Records,
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As early as 1825, Kingsbury had already begun the task of convincing the Board
of the benefits of this new plan. He started by pointing out that slaves would be freed. In
a letter to Jeremiah Evarts, Kingsbury stated “Another subject | would sfdsmi
consideration is that of purchasing instead of hiring slaves.” “I presimaeontinued,

“you will not be startled by this proposal,” as the purchase of slaves “wouldlbthe

full & explicit understanding, that they were to be free after a certain peBedaduse

the end result would be emancipation, missionaries would be providing a “service...to
the cause of humanity. 2** asserted Kingsbury. Apparenffivarts and the Board found
the argument compelling. They soon approved of the new plan.

The plan likewise pleased missionaries in the field. By the late 1820s, thiseschem
had healed the rifts thatavery opened among the American Board preachers. Kingsbury
reported that the “unhappy division of sentiment & feeling among ourselveshas to t
propriety of hiringslaves...” had been removed, and that “[t|he brethren at this station
have considered the subject, all appro¥eAs a result of the agreement, both the
Choctaw and Cherokee missions became more deeply involved in slaveholding.
Missionaries began to bring slaves to the missions, and actively sought out slageholde
from whom they could make purchases. As a report of 1837 explained

The manner of accomplishing it [buying slaves] was briefly and substarthie)y

The missionary learned that some person holding slaves was willing to part with

one: after ascertaining the sum demanded and making a liberal estimate of the

annual value of the slave’s labor, deducting the necessary expenses, he would go
to the slave, acquaint him fully with the labors, treatment & privileges to be

expected at the station, and then ask him whether he was willing to labor there a
specified number of years, perhaps five or six, at the expiration of that time, if

2% bid.
% |bid.
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indeed he might become a free man? It was virtually proposing and advancing the
money for the slave, with which he might purchase his own freédfom.

It appears that this procedure enabled missionaries to see slaveholding iegabtmef
slaves. This is certainly how missionary Cassandra Sawyer Lockwooddvatavery in

the Cherokee mission. Lockwood, along with her husband, the Rev. Lockwood, served
under Cephas Washburn at Dwight Station, Arkansas. Rev. Lockwood died at the
mission in 1834, prompting his wife to return to her home in New England. Recalling her
time with the Cherokee, she explained that the missionaries bought slavdsewith t
intention of freeing them. “The missionaries always endeavor to contracthait

master,” she wrote, “so that the slaves shall receive the rewards débweir& thus be

able to buy their liberty.” She added that slaves also received the behediigion.

“Many have consequently been relieved from bondage & some have become decidedly
pious.”?” From Lockwood’s perspective, slavery allowed the mission to advance the
twin causes of freedom and evangelism.

Cephas Washburn likewise viewed missionary slaveholding as a way to provide
slaves with freedom and religious instruction. He argued that slaves saunedas an
opportunity because missionaries, in comparison to other masters, were in arsirong a
unique position to provide themith the means of “improvement.” Washburn explained
that he had purchased a slave who had “begged” to be rescued him from his “cruel”
master. Even though Washburn’s account suggests that the slave manipulated him by

playing on Washburn’s desire to evangelize, it is nonetheless revealingsaimary
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attitudes. The slave claimed that his master was “opposed to religion” andlihgiwi

that slaves receive instruction in spiritual matters. Washburn’s slavehauesknown

that this case would win Washburn’s sympathy, and Washburn was all too willihg to ta
advantage of the situation. Through religious instruction, he provided the slave with “the
rudiments of education” and the ability to “enjoy the means of grdce.”

Cyrus Kingsbury also used his role as master to evangelize. His slaves did in fa
acquire freedom after working for him for several years. In the meankimgsbury
educated them, indoctrinated them in the Christian religion, and prepared them to
negotiate the world as free people. In 1845 he wrote a letter to David Greene, then
Corresponding Secretary of the Board explaining his personal historyeaglddder.
Kingsbury reported that he had become a slaveholder on the insistence of hidstaves
first slave, Hannah, had “requested that | purchase her, as she did not wismttorie¢urr
owner.” Likewise, George Freeman, Kingsbury’s second slave, “wasiesimous that |
should place him in a situation to obtain his freedom.” The third slave Bartley had
“wished to be at a place where he would be comfortably provided for, and where he
could enjoy the advantages of religious instruction.” According to Kingsburg|diies
had sought him out because they believed he could provide freedom, religion, or better
conditions than did their current masté&tsHe claimed, moreover, they were far better
off for having been held blyim. Through his stewardship they had earned freedom and
placed themselves on the road to salvation. Hannah was a “member of the Church” and

enjoyed “the inestimable privileges of freedom.” George Freemanlsdtng

2% Cephas Washburn to Jeremiah Evarts, October 2B ABC 18.3.1.v. 6, ABCFM Records,
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emancipated had found “constant employment at the Dwight Mission, receivefd] libe
wages, & ha[d] a fair reputation as a Christian.” As for Bartley, he had betmited to
the Church.2°

That Kingsbury used his power as a slaveholder to augment his ability to
evangelize is evident from accounts of Hannah'’s conversion. The Mayhew mission
journal recorded that Hannah had strongly resisted conversion. “The black woman has
lived in our family about 17 months . For some time she manifested no solicitude on the
subject of religion.” To overcome her recalcitrance, Kingsbury forced hest¢a lio the
counsel of several missionaries, and “for several weeks” efforts waate ta convert
her. The journal reported that she finally showed the “meekness which renders true
religion” and she was therefore admitted as a member of the church. Hannatelyitima
relented and apparently accepted Christianity. Hannah’s motivations remain mnknow
but from Kingsbury’s perspective, her enslavement functioned preciselynaegfa*

Just as black slavery mediated the partnership between Natives and mesjonari
so too did the institution of Indian captivity. And just as both Natives and missionaries
used black slavery in service of their interests, likewise did they each exgpbtity for
their own ends. More particularly, Natives used captivity to place themselaes i
position in which they could call on the missionaries as allies who would defend their
lands. And missionaries used captivity to support evangelism. Though | have no specific
numbers, it was not uncommon for the Cherokee to give the missionaries captives as

gifts. Missionaries would accept these captives into their care, give thgislEnames,

300 |A;
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and then enroll them in the mission schools and churches. Several cases illuminate this
practice. In September of 1818 the Cherokee captured a four or five year oldgDi$&ge

and gave her to the missionaries, who then renamddytex Carter. She was later

baptized at Brainerd mission station, and lived with the missionaries until her laegth t
years latef®® In December of 1818, another Cherokee had obtained an Osage captive and
“would leave this boy with us [the missionaried]*In addition, John Ross acquired and

then gave an Osage captive to the missionaries in*P8A8d in 1826, missionary and
physician Marcus Palmer informed Jeremiah Evarts of the death of yet aDetu

captive the missionaries had had in their ¢&te.

Why did Natives give captured slaves to the missionaries? The answarthes i
social value Indians attached to captive gift-giving. The Cherokee tradiyioisad the
practiceto strengthen social relationships. According to the principle of reciprocity, the
group thatreceived the gift incurred an obligation. The Cherokee perceived the
missionaries as potentially useful Anglo allies who could be called upon toeidéson
their behalf, especially in regards to land, dealings with Americansehatobns with the
United States. From their perspective, captive gift-giving obligatesionigries to
provide assistance in the vital matter of disputes over land.

Captive gift giving also facilitated relationships between Natives and

missionaries. For example, in 1817 the important Cherokee leader, Major Ridged offer
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Library.

393 Journal of the Arkansas Mission to the Cherokd@veight, Alfred Finney and Cephas
Washburn, Jan 8 to May 2, 1821. ABC 18.3.1 v. 1CARI Records, Houghton Library.

304 phillips and PhillipsThe Brainerd Journalp. 96.

395 Ard Hoyt to Jeremiah Evarts, January 29, 1818. ABICL8.3.1 v. 3, ABCFM Records,
Houghton Library.

3% Marcus Palmer to Jeremiah Evarts, November 8, ,188€ 18.3.1 v. 6, ABCFM Records,
Houghton Library.



164

the missionaries a captive to redress the misbehavior of his chiltfrstajor Ridge had
placed both his son and his daughter in the mission school at Brainerd station, and had
subsequently heard that they had acted defiantly toward their teachers.dihrezravith

the missionaries he asked them about his children’s behavior. “I hear” he stateay‘tha
children were so bad.” He then added “I have brought a little Loosa [Creekj/lgich |

took in the war a prisoner, and design to leave ff8iFtom Ridge’s point of view, his

offer to give the Creek captive to the missionaries was atonement forfangeo€aused

by his children’s actions. More specifically, the gift of the girl wasant to heal the
relationship between the Cherokee and the missionaries by paying for theufieued

by the teacher.

If Natives had their own agenda in supplying captives to missionaries, the
preachers had their own reasons for accepting the gifts. In Indian gapheit
missionaries perceived an opportunity to extend the reach of evangelism. For one,
captives represented promising prospects for conversion. After all, captve
removed from their families, homes, and cultures, and were consequently less able t
resist efforts to alter their beliefs. In addition, captives were often ydurggAmerican
Board and its missionaries had long believed that children were more susceptible t
conversion as they had not grown as attached to the “customs of their fathex $agichi
helps explain why every captive the missionaries mentioned as under tiheintea a

child.

%97 Major Ridge was also known as “The Ridge.” He wasading member of the Treaty Party.
He signed the Treaty of New Echota in 1835, andlatas killed by the Cherokee, along with Elias
Boudinot and Ridge’s son John Ridge, for doing so.

308 Cherokee Mission Journal, July 6, 1817, ABC 18\3.2, ABCFM Records, Houghton
Library.
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Beyond a supply of ready converts, the missionaries took in Indian captives
because they believed they would be useful to efforts to expand the reach of Indian
evangelism. The zeal of the American Board missionaries did not end with the @heroke
or Choctaw. They looked further afield, planning to reach tribes farther west hbpe
was that Native converts would provide the manpower for this ambitious prdeaily|
these converts would come from tribes that were already in the West. Thelpeedi
captives eventually serving as missionaries and interpreters to tribksyédrecan Board
had yet to reach. In 1826 at the annual meeting of the southern missions, a resolution was
drafted that read “Resolved that it is desirable that a competent number afyodibs
from the principal unevangelized tribes be procured & placed in circumstancesifip qual
them to become missionaries or to act as interpreters & teachers of theinguage to
missionaries & that measures ought, as soon as practicable, to be taken for the
accomplishment of this object® Since captives generally came from those
“unevangelized” tribes living on the western borders of the southern Indians among
whom the missionaries resided, captives represented the most accessibienpadiith
to draw the “Indian youths” the preachers wanted. Missionaries perceived sa@#ive
prime candidates, who in the future would serve as agents of the Gospel.

The intersection of Native and missionary interests within the systérdiah
captivity could lead to extraordinary cooperation. For example, in 1819 the Cherokee had

sold a captive Osage boy to a white slave trafavlissionary William Chamberlin
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learned that the slave trader had subsequently sold the boy to a white man. Chamberli
became anxious that the boy would fall into “perpetual slavery” and brought his concerns
to the influential Cherokee, John Ross. Ross pledged that he would reacquire the boy, and
soon received written permission from President Monroe to enter the United &tdlt

for all intents and purposes, steal the boy. After going to great effort to looat&oss

and “two assistants” found the boy two hundred and fifty miles from the missiog, lyin
“entirely naked in the yard before the house” belonging to his master. Adebtought

him back to the mission, they notiétt the boy “appear[ed] delighted with his new
situation.”®*! Missionariegook care to point out that they could now educate and convert

him.

The Cherokee-American Board Alliance and the Recognition of Native Soweignty

The support slave systems provided to Native-missionary relations was important
because Natives exploited those relations to defend their lands. As described in the
preceding chapters, Natives did so in a variety of ways. During the 1810s and 20s,
Cherokee leaders like Pathkiller, John Ross, and Charles Hicks approached messionari
for help in protecting their lands from whites. In addition, they used partnerships wit
Anglos to advocate for their land rights, and by the late 1820s they had teamed with
Anglos in a national political campaign against removal. In particular, theridan
Board and its missionaries were central to efforts to prevent Indian disgiossesd
were vital to the development and growth of the national antiremoval campaign. Board

Secretary Jeremiah Evarts and Cherokee Chief John Ross were the two people most

311 Cherokee Mission Journal, August 17, 1819, ABCF\BIL v. 2, ABCFM Records, Houghton
Library.
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directly responsible devising the strategy that would launch the movement in 1829. For
Natives and missionaries on the ground, slavery was an important and enduring aspect of
their interactions that strengthened and helped sustain their relations.

Though the Native strategy of allying with sympathetic Anglos failed teepte
removal, it was not abandoned. After the Removal Act was signed into law in 1830, the
Cherokee continued to exploit their alliance with the American Board in the hopes of
keeping their lands. More specifically, the Cherokee and the Board developed a new
strategy that centered on gaining legal recognition of Indian sovereidr@yCHerokee
and the Board looked to the United States Supreme Court to establish the Cherokee as a
sovereign nation. Acquiring legal recognition of Native sovereignty would help Indians
more effectively challenge state laws designed to promote dispossession.

After the passage of the Indian Removal Act in May of 1830, John Ross and
Jeremiah Evarts worked to establish Cherokee sovereignty as a matter oddagias
extension law presented an opportunity to do so. The controversy centered on Georgia’'s
claim that its sovereignty overrode that of the Cherokee Nation. Georgia dngtisthte
much of Cherokee territory lay within state boundaries, it had the right to “extend”
laws over Cherokee lands. In June of 1830 the Cherokee travelled to Washington D.C.
and engaged the services of attorney William Wirt. Wirt asked the Supreanet@
issue an injunction against the state of Georgia. He argued that the Cherakee wer
sovereign and that consequently Georgia could not extend its laws over them. In 1831 the
Supreme Court denied the injunction request, ruling that the Cherokee did not constitute a

state completely independent of the United States. The court’s decisioegesthe
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issue of sovereignty by stating that the Cherokee constituted a “domestic depende
nation,” a ruling that left open the possibility of limited Native sovereignty.

Soon thereafter another controversy gave the Indians an opportunity to press their
case again. Georgia had ordered that white men, including missionariesca@ply f
permit to reside among the Indians. In response, the Cherokee asserted that@elorgi
no basis for imposing the requirement as Cherokee lands were sovereign. The
missionaries Samuel Worcester and ElButler defied the law and refused to acquire
the permits. Georgia authorities responded by arresting and imprisoning them. The
missionaries sued, and in 1832 the case reached the U.S. Supreme Court under the name
of Worcester v. the State of Georgia. The judgelhg was a significant legal victory
for the Cherokee and for Native Americans more broadly. Chief Justice Jokhalllar
ruled that the Cherokee, along with other Native nations, were distinct commsuwittie
limited sovereignty that could not be infringed upon by the states. Natives heldgovere
powers second only to those of the United States. In effect, the case estahhshe
Native nations possessed a degree of sovereignty akin to that of the individgalistate
relation to states, tribes were equally sovereign.

This ruling represents one of the most important outcomes of the Cherokee
alliance with the American Board. Their joint legal fight led directly to &thBtates
recognition of Cherokee sovereignty. Far from being in vain, the Cherokee-America
Board partnership yielded a significant if limited result. Presidemksdadgnored the
Worcester v. Georgia ruling in order to remove the Cherokee and other tribes.

Subsequently, others have used the ruling to attack tribal sovereignty. However, t
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recognition of limited tribal sovereignty established a vital legal piestiethat Natives

have repeatedly employed to defend their claims.

Abolition and the Native-Missionary Alliance

Just as Natives used alliances with the American Board missionaries t prote
their lands, they also used them to protect their slave property. Native slaveHikders
their Anglo counterparts, became increasingly nervous as the abolition nmigewe in
the 1830s. To protect their human property, Indian masters put pressure on the
missionaries and compelled them to defend Indian ownership of slaves.

Ironically, the American Board became one of the first, and certainly ohe of t
most consistent, entities to direct abolitionist agitation towards the Indiamsany of
its financial supporters warmed to abolition, they began putting pressure on thedoar
force its missionaries to give up their slaves and to convince the Indians to do the same
Native slaveholders used the missionaries to block the Board’s abolitioniss$.effoirt
example, in 1836 the Board passed a resolution that, for all intents and purposes, was a
directive to emancipate mission slaves. The resolution drew impassioned redpamse
the missionaries who argued that the adoption of any form of abolition would threaten
evangelism by straining relationships with Native slaveholders. Speakibghalf of the
Cherokee Mission, Cephas Washburn, James Orr, and Aaron Gray argued that missiona
slaveholding was vital to garnering the political support of Native leaderg, gbwho
were on the verge of becoming “bitterly opposed to the Indian missions” due tceetreir f
that the missions would become conduits for northern abolitionism. The preachers

explained that many missionaries perceived “slavery as a siryWWasiiburn, Orr, and
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Gray warned that “it would not greatly surprise us, if the resolution in quesikbarhdsbe
the occasion of removing many if not all of the missionaries from the soutlhmveste
Indians.®? They worried that if Native slaveholders perceitteel missionaries as
proponents of abolition, they would turn fellow Indians against the mission. In response
to these concerns, the Board withdrew its resolution.

However, as the national debate over slavery intensified during the 1840s,
awareness and concern over mission slavery increased. The Board recesvaldetters
and numerous memorials from northern evangelicals expressing concenisgiah
slavery would encourage the spread of the institution. Authors of a typical memorial
feared the effects on the Indians of “members of mission churches holding $fdves.”
Another memorial claimed that missionaries had become “propagatorsawehdalling

Christianity™**

who seemed to teach Indians that they could embrace God and slavery
simultaneously.

The Board responded by forming a committee to investigate mission slawvery.
1845, Secretary Greene penned letters to both the Cherokee and Choctaw missions
which, among other things, asked about “the number of slaves” held by church members,

“the instructions...which the missionaries have given ...church members relative to

slavery,” and “the manner in which slaveholders in the mission churches treat their

312 Cephas Washburn, James Orr, Aaron Gray to Dawie@r, May 26, 1836, ABC 18.3.1 v. 9,
ABCFM Records, Houghton Library.

313 David Greene to Cyrus Kingsbury, November 1844¢&o3, Item 6, Cyrus Kingsbury
Collection, Western History Collection, Universi Oklahoma.

314 Cyrus Kingsbury, Alfred Wright, Cyrus Byington, &tezer Hotckins, C.C. Copeland and D.H.
Winshib to the Prudential Committee, March 31, 184@der 8, Item 53, Cyrus Kingsbury Collection,
Western History Collection, University of Oklahoma.
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slaves.?!® Greene also addressed the possibility of using the mission churches to promote
abolition. What were “the prospects as to the abolishment of slavery,” and “what
impediments [stood)] in the way of emancipatioh?While portrayed as disinterested
inquiries intended only to obtain information, Greene’s questions reveal the Board’s hope
that the missionaries would use their position to diminish Native reliance on.slaves

The missionaries’ response was to argue that they could not force change upon
the Indians, but rather needed to rely on cooperation to promote incremental, yet
significant, changes. Behind the voices of the preachers, were those of Native
slaveholders who had made it clear that they would not brook any involvement with
abolition. When Cyrus Kingsbury drafted the Choctaw mission’s response to Greene, he
stated plainly that “[a]s missionaries, we cannot interfere directlytve subject of
slavery.” He added that collaborative relations had already yieldedveagfults in
terms of ameliorating the evils of slavery. Kingsbury claimed thav®latasterswho
learned the Gospel, showed greater humanity towards their dtbevegplained that
“painful instances still occur in which the life of the slave is sacrificetdo t
ungovernable passions of those who have no fear of God before their eyes.” However,
“[tlhose who own slaves...& who are members of our churches, treat their slaves with
humanity.” According to Kingsbury, Christianity’s ability to foster sincere
transformations in the character and morality of slaveholders representebtin®pe

for an effective remedy to slavery. He concluded by reiterating tlie wlcooperation.

315 David Greene to Cyrus Kingsbury, November 1844¢&o3, Item 6, Cyrus Kingsbury
Collection, Western History Collection, Universif Oklahoma.
316 ||hi
Ibid.
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“There can be no prospect of benefiting the slave, in a slave country, without the consent
of the owner” wrote Kingsbury:’

Those Board members who most staunchly opposed slavery were not impressed
with Kingsbury’s response, and they continued to argue that the missionaries should use
their influence to promote emancipation. In November of 1845 a Board official, Dr.
Bacon, introduced four policy resolutions that would have forced the missionaries to take
a stronger stance against slavery and Indian slaveholders. He hoped to prevent
slaveholding Indians from joining or remaining in the churches, and he wanted to make it
clear that the missionaries favored antislavery. Among other things, theti@soktated
that “slavery...is at war with the principles of Christianity,” that “thesence of
slavery...in the Choctaw and Cherokee nations is deeply to be lamented,” and that “the
master who buys and sells human beings, as merchandise, for gain...does not give
satisfactory evidence of being born of GG These resolutions were designed to create
a hostile environment for Indian slaveholders, and to force the missionaries to evithhol
church fellowship from slaveholding congregants.

In the end, the Board retreated from this position because missionatied #rgt
any church support for abolition would alienate the very people they were hoping to
convert. In voting to reject Bacon'’s resolutions, the Board expressed fear that
denunciations of slavery would destabilize missionary-Native relationsartere with

evangelism. Because “these resolutions, if adopted by the Board, might be used by

317 Cyrus Kingsbury to David Greene, May 31, 1845d€ol, Item 4, Cyrus Kingsbury
Collection, Western History Collection, Universif Oklahoma.

318 David Greene to Cyrus Kingsbury, Cyrus ByingtonWorcester, and A. Hitchcock,
November 19, 1845, Folder 3, Item 5, Cyrus KingglTollection, Western History Collection, Univessit
of Oklahoma.
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unfriendly persons, to embarrass the missionaries, and prevent their exertalgtdry s
influence which they might otherwise exert, in relation to slavery, they weraopted
by the Board,” wrote Greeré’

Though it retreated, the Board did not entirely surrender its position. Many of its
supporters were abolitionists and the Board feared that they might withdraw thei
financial support if slavery persisted in the missions. “A desire was, hovexyessed,”
wrote Greene “that these resolutions should in some manner come under the notice of the
Missionaries among the Choctaws and Cherokees, and that it should be understood that
they express the feelings of the great body of ministers and privatei&@iw,ish New
England, and elsewhere, who are most interested in the missionary work, [ard] most
liberal in supporting it.” More problematic for the missionaries was Greamsruction
that they impart antislavery attitudes to the Indians. “[T]hey at the same desire,”
stated Greene, “that you should do whatever you can, as discreet Christiananen, a
missionaries of the Lord Jesus, to give the Indians correct views on this sabgett
induce them to take measures as speedily as possible to bring this systengavadon
oppression to an end®

The missionaries understood that the influence of slaveholding Indian church
members would make it impossible for them to start espousing abolitionism. TlksBoar
position put them in an untenable position and set the stage for deepening conflict.
Predictably, the missionaries responded to the Board’s directives bynexgldiat they

could not promote abolition. They justified their position in pragmatic terms, ardwang t

19 bid.
30 bid.
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an attempt to spread abolitionist ideology would be both impractical and ineffective
helping to improve the conditiasf mission slaves. They asserted that spreading the
Gospel was the best means of aiding slaves. In 1848, members of the Choctaw mission
drafted a letter to the Board in which they explained their position.

Of late years the subject of slavery has awakened a deep & growirggintethe
minds of a large number of our best friends & patrons in our fatherland...we have
been often told that a great change has taken place at the North & that we have
not kept pace with the change...And we wish that you & all our friends here &
elsewhere to be assured that we feel much more pleasure and satisfeitte

hope of doing masters & servants good by preaching the Lord Jesus darectly t
them,than we can in explaining & enforcing the prominent principles of equal
rights ...We feel that the Bible contains all that we have need to know or teach.
And we prefer to use the plain language of the bible just as it is upon the subject
of slavery to any other code of principles or plans of operation.

The Choctaw mission acknowledged that northern attitudes about slavery had greatly
changed, and that many thought that the missionaries were out of touch with the depth of
antislavery sentiment felt by many. However, they asserted that theyae#ng good”
for slaves and slaveholders in the most effective manner possible. In the slaveholding
Cherokee and Choctaw nations, Native slaveholders constituted a powerful int&eest. “
should be careful how we risk the spiritual interest committed to us by attertgting
manage worldly ones,” warned the members of the Choctaw mi&Sibithe American
Board preachers were to evangelize, they had to protect Indian slavehgldassuibng
that the missions would not morph into conduits for abolition.

Native slaveholders did not rely solely on the missionaries’ goodwill to contain
abolition. Rather they took decisive action to ensure missionaries would do so. Cyrus

Kingsbury’s personal experience with the prominent Choctaw slaveholdes], Folsom,

321 statement of Choctaw Missionaries, March 31, 1&8jer 8, ltem 53, Cyrus Kingsbury
Collection, Western History Collection, Universif Oklahoma.
322 | |hi
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illuminates one of their most effective tactics — the threat of leaving thelchHtwlsom

had been educated at the Foreign Mission School in Cornwall, Connecticut, and had long
been exposed to Christianity and Protestant culture. He had returned to the Choctaw
Nation after leaving Connectictft’ In 1848, Folsom heard rumors that Kingsbury was an
abolitionist and wrote to inform him that he was leaving the mission church because he
feared the church’s stance on slavery. “I think on the whole it will be best for me and

[my] wife to form a connection with some other church whose sentiments are oneswit

on slavery.” As further explanation, Folsom added that he feared “we can nee&oagr

this question” and so felt “a desire within me to separife.”

To be more certain of Kingsbury’s views on slavery, Folsom sent him a list of
guestions. Even though Kingsbury was himself a slave owner, Folsom felt the nsked to a
him if he would oppose a master selling his slave, and whether he would “make private
and individual efforts to abolish slavery? To this Kingsbury replied that he would
only teach the Gospel, but that he believed that the Gospel “is directly cadictdat
remove the evils of slavery.” This stirred Folsom'’s ire. Three weekshaterote “I am
convinced that there cannot be any prospect of our agreeing on this subject at all.” He
then added that he and Kingsbury so “widely differ in our views on the slavery question,

that 1 do not see how we could all remain in one church...I find that you are more of a

33 The Treaty of Dancing Rabbit Creek, signed in 1p&ivided for the removal of the Choctaw
Nation.

324 |srael Folsom to Cyrus Kingsbury December 20, 1&&Ider 9, Item 10, Cyrus Kingsbury
Collection, Western History Collection, Universif Oklahoma.

322 CK to IF, April 8, 1848, Folder 9, Item 10, Cyrid;gsbury Collection, Western History
Collection, University of Oklahoma.
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northern man and intermeddle yourself too much about the abolition docffir@rsom
further warned that any hint of church support for abolition would drive other Choctaw
away from Christianity. “[Y]ou will...stop the good work of God, by chilling the hearts
of the Choctaw christians, who were just beginning to improve in the christigiomeli
thundered Folsoni?’ Native slaveholders like Folsom did all they could to goad the
missionaries into serving as allies on the slavery question.

Thetactic worked. Rattled by the warning, Kingsbury sent a copy of the
correspondence between himself and Folsom to Board Secretary S.B. Thethewi
intent of demonstrating the harmful consequences of mission engagement in the politics
of slavery. He explained that “Mr. F[olsom]’s letter may be of interestisitime as
furnishing an index of the state of feeling among an important portion of the community
who have heretofore been under our instruction.” He added “there is a strong slavery
interest...and it is easy to get up an excitem&fitZor the missionaries, the most
important question surrounding the slavery issue was not whether or not blacks would be
emancipated. Rather, it was whether or not abolition would ultimately drive a wedge
between themselves and the Indians. Choctaw slaveholders were well avare of t
missionaries’ fear and used it to their advantage. In essence, they lewbegesligious
participation against the missionaries in order to compel them to proteact Biahe

interests.

3% |F to CK, May 1, 1848, Folder 9, Item 6, Cyrus gsbury Collection, Western History
Collection, University of Oklahoma.

%7 |pid.

328 Cyrus Kingsbury to S.B. Treat, June 15, 1848, &ofj Item 6, Cyrus Kingsbury Collection,
Western History Collection, University of Oklahoma.



177

Not only did missionaries protect Indian slave interests by keeping abolition out
of the churches; they also did their best to downplay or conceal the Board alstliti
sympathies. For instance, in 1848 the missionaries, at the Board’s requestdpaepare
report on slavery within the Choctaw Nation. The missionaries advised the Bdard tha
they wanted the report to remain private. “It was... thought that it would not be best that
it should go as a joint communication from the Missions; as in that case it would
probably be made public, and come back again to the nation and produce an unfavorable
excitement here.” They feared Choctaw slaveholders would see the effogatening
and would consequently work to persuade the National Council to move against the
mission. They explained that there was a “portion of the Choctaws interested in
slavery...[and that] the influence of these few is great in the Councils of thenK%°
In order to keep these politically potent slaveholders “under their instruction” tive Bo
would have to be kept quiet.

By the mid-1850s, despite the missionaries’ conciliatory actions, Choctaw
slaveholders were becoming increasingly suspicious. In response, the migsiona
became more brazen in their efforts to suppress evidence of the Board’s support for
abolition. In 1854, the Board announced that it wanted to raise the subject of abolition
directly with the Choctaw National Council. The missionaries counseled agains
observing thathe slaveholders “generally urge no objection against the Board or its
missionaries, except as relates to the subject of slavery.” They warhddhbaBoard

were to broach the subject of abolition, then Choctaw slaveholders would paint the

329 Statement of Choctaw Missionaries, March 31, 1&4#der 8, Item 53, Cyrus Kingsbury
Collection, Western History Collection, Universif Oklahoma.
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mission as a politically threatening entity. “But should the [Board] bringtlgct

before council, in a way that will bring about a discussion on slavery, there is strong
ground to apprehend that it would be productive of no good result. It would be
represented by those favorable to slavery, as a political movement, gotten uthbynnor
people, to establish an Abolition community in the Choctaw nafSithe Board
disregarded this advice and drafted a letter to the Council. The missionarnesptee

the letter and refused to deliver it. Kingsbury explained the decision. “I did nenpres
your letter to the Choctaw council ...I will now just say that had we presentddttkat
we should have been regarded as approving all its sentiments...| think the Choctaws
generally will have no objection to the continuance of the mission of the board among
them provided the slavery question is not agitatét.”

As slavery became increasingly divisive, the missionaries found it impossible t
maintain allegiances both to the Board and to Native slaveholders. By the mid h850s, t
pressure was mounting. On the one hand, abolitionists placed substantial pressure on the
Board. Complaints and concerns came from both internal and external sources. For
example, a member of the Choctaw mission named Elizabeth Backus resigned her post
because she was upset that the Board had failed to stop its missionaries frag holdi
slaves. “Can | remain where my daily bread is prepared by the slave séiamary,” she
asked “without appearing to approve of the institution of Slav&yPtominent

abolitionists also expressed concern. Lewis Tappan attacked the AmericdrbBoause

330 Cyrus Kingsbury to S.B. Treat, Aug 14, 1854 Foldeitem 34, Cyrus Kingsbury Collection,
Western History Collection, University of Oklahoma.

31K to S.B. Treat Jan 30, 1855 Folder 5, Item 3gu€ Kingsbury Collection, Western History
Collection, University of Oklahoma.

332 Elizabeth Backus to SB Treat May 8, 1854 Wheel&cider 5, Item 47, Cyrus Kingsbury
Collection, Western History Collection, Universif Oklahoma.
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he feared that “a slave state was about to be inaugurated ... under the auspices of the
Missionaries of the American Boartf® On the other hand, supporters of slavery were
equally passionate in voicing their fears. They worried that the Board wouldeuse
missions to promote abolition. In 1858, a group of Native and white slaveholdeds alli
against the missionaries and portrayed them as agents devoted to abolition. “In
consequence of reports which have been industriously circulated in the surrounding
settlements .it is generally believed in Arkansas and Texas that the missionaries have
been the cause of all the troubles among the Choctaws; and that the foundation of the
whole has been Abolitionism,” reported Kingsbd#yBy the late 1850s the situation had
become untenable. In a final gesture designed to shore up their alliance witha"Chocta
slaveholders, the missionaries concluded to sever their connection to the Board. In 1859
the Choctaw Mission at last broke all ties with the American Board. FedClloataw
slaveholders would force the mission to disband if the relationship with the American
Board continued, drove the missionaries to this extraordinary step. On the eve of the Civil

War, the missionaries decidedly threw in their lot with southern slaveholders.

*kkkkkkkkkkkkk

There is no doubt that cooperation on the matter of slavery affected both
Cherokee and Choctaw culture in significant ways. For one, as the slavery debate
intensified in the post-Removal era, both tribes increasingly aligned theil ideology

with that of the southern United States as thdypted harsher and more clearly defined

333 Cyrus Kingsbury to S.B. Treat, October 18, 1858dEr 5, Item 25, Cyrus Kingsbury
Collection, Western History Collection, Universif Oklahoma.
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ideas about black inferiority. Each nation for instance established laws tleagiméar

to the slave codes of southern states. Choctaw statutes sought to prevent slaves from
learning to read, made manumission more difficult, and restricted slave biypnafrs
property>*® In 1888, the Choctaw even made it a felony to intermarry with bf4&ks.
Cherokee laws restricted blacks as well. For example, in 1839 the Cherokee Council
passed “An Act to prevent Amalgamation with Colored Persons” The law prohikated f
Cherokee from marrying black slav€4ln 1850, the Council passed a law that
prohibited anyone to trade with a slave unless he obtained the consent of the slave’s
master’>® It is no surprise that the Cherokee and Choctaw would assure that their racial
order mirrored that of the southern United States. Indian Territory bordered the
slaveholding states of Texas and Arkansas. If planters of those stat@gepe@leerokee
and Choctaw as being anything other than wholly supportive of slavery, the Indians
position would have become even more precarious than it already was.

In addition to Indian adoption of the legal apparati that reinforced a hierarchical
racial order, it is clear that Native-Anglo cooperation around slaveitidted the
missionary project and helped to make Christianity a persistent part afk€beand
Choctaw societies. However, the reach of the Christian religion was nudtaihée
missionaries hopedhn 1855, it was reported that there were five churches supported by

the American Board. Collectively, they held only 207 confirmed Cherokee member

335 |bid, p. 46.

33 A.R. Durant,Constitution and Laws of the Choctaw Nation togetti¢h the Treaties of 1837,
1855, 1865, and 186&cholarly Resources, Inc, Wilmington, DE, 197326. See section on “Criminal
Offenses” Section VIII.

337 An Act to prevent Amalgamation with Colored PersoBherokee National Council,
September 19, 1839 Iraws of the Cherokee Nation, Adopted by the Coanaflarious Period¢Scholarly
Resources Inc, Wilmington, DE, 1973), in sectiotitken “Laws of the Cherokee Nation,” p. 19.

338 |bid, Laws of the Cherokee Natiop, 212.
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And among the Choctaw, the Board had eleven churches with 1094 confirmed members.
These numbers show that only small percentages of Cherokee and Choctaw became
Christian under the auspices of the Board; roughly 1% of the Cherokee population, and
7% of the Choctaw population. However, the Board reported that numerous others “had
been received” into churches run by the Moravians, Baptists, and Mettiddistsum,
decades of missionary work had resulted in the growth of Christian communitiess, albei
small ones, in both the Cherokee and Choctaw nations. It is significant that aftertly
Removal John Ross requested that the Cherokee National Goermait various

missionary organizations to reopen missions in Oklahoma. On Septerfibang7gain

on the 28, John Ross asked the Council to grant requests by the Moravians, Baptists,
and American Board to recommence missions in Oklal8h&lavery had helped secure

a Native-missionary relationship that ensured that evangelicals would mavandes

maintain a Christian presence among the Indians.

339 _eonard Woods, Bennet Tyler, Reuben Walworth, Taeivilliams, Calvin E. Stowe,
Benjamin Tappan, David Sanford James W. Mclane Lendd Greene, American Board Committee
Report in response to “Memorials on Slavery,” frira 1845 Annual Report of the American Board of
Commissioners for Foreign Missions, in Charles VglépRelation of the American Board of
commissioners for Foreign Missions to Slavitggro Universities Press, New York, NY, 1969) p. 4

340 5ee John Ross to The National Council, Septenihet@39, and also John Ross to the
National Council, September 28, 1839 in Moultdhe Papers of Chief John Rops,762-3.



Chapter Five
“Where we have so long lived in peace & harmony with our white brethren:” The
Fight over Buffalo Creek, 1837-1859
The Political Fight against the Treaty of Buffalo Creek
On January 15, 1838, the Seneca Council house at Buffalo Creek was tense and
chaotic. The Indians had called a council to discuss a removal treaty rgreptged by
United States Indian Commissioner Ransom H. Gillet. The treaty stipulateétdeha
Seneca, along with the other Iroquois Nations, would enter into a land exchange
agreement with the United States. In 1831, the United States had made a tretityg wit
Menomonee, which involved the sale by the Indians of a tract of land near Green Bay,
Wisconsin. The United States government then gave this land to the Iroquois to induce
them to emigrate westward. However, only a small percentage of the Iroquois had
removed. The new treaty stipulated that the Iroquois would exchange their regmaini
Wisconsinlands for a large tract in what is today Kan¥d§he Ogden Land Company
had a major stake in the outcome of this treaty and its agents were ptéserteaty

council. The Ogden Company held preemption rijiite Seneca land and wanted the

31 Removal the Six Nations was part of larger effostshe U.S. government to remove Natives
from east of the Mississippi River. The proposeaty stipulated that the exchange of the Wiscolasid
for the tract in Kansas was authorized under tdeamRemoval Act; a law that provided the Unitedt&s
government with the legal authority to enter irdod exchange agreements with Natives.

342 The preemption right was a right to Indian lamislew York. This right derived from a
dispute between Massachusetts and New York. AfeeRevolutionary War, both states claimed lands in
what is today western New York. They settled th&pute in 1787. Massachusetts agreed to givesup it
claim and allow New York to take the land. Massagdtis reserved a “preemption right” to any Indian
lands in New York, which meant that if Indians vi@hNew York lands, Massachusetts would havetttle
them. Subsequently, Massachusetts sold its preemptjht to the Holland Land Company. The Holland
Company then sold the right to the Ogden Land Camppéhe Ogden Company wanted to remove the
Seneca so that they could exercise the preempgibh 6ee Mary Conable, “A Steady Enemy: The Ogden
Land Company and the Seneca Indians,” (Ph.D. dissversity of Rochester, 1994).
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Indians removed to the Kansas site. The Company could then take ownership of the
Seneca’s New York lands, survey them, and sell them off in srpédist

Despite the fact that both United States and Ogden agents had made sustained
efforts to convince the Seneca to accept the agreement, most Seneca remagedset
it. The majority of Seneca chiefs who offetééir opinions in open council argued
against the treaty, articulating a variety of reasons why the Semaald $i0t go west.
During these proceedings officials of the Ogden Company tried to persuivdual
Seneca to support the treaty “by offering them sums of money and other advaotages
“by intimidation.” However, the Seneca voted on the treaty and it failed by a large
margin. In response, Commissioner Gillet quickly asked the Indians to closeutial.
What happened next is not entirely clear. But from all accounts Gillet redbfiemne
Council “at a tavern” where he and the Ogden agents pressured some of thecBieffieca
to sign the treaty. They used threats, bribes, and other “artifices” to peitbead*®

The fight over the Buffalo Creek Treaty, as it was soon called, began ek be
January of 1838. Before the opening of the treaty council partisans on both sides of the
issue had dug in and fortified their positions. United States Indian Commissioners had
pressured the Seneca to remove. So too had the Ogden Land Company. Its agents went to
great lengths to ensure passage of the treaty. They secured the “infloepagicular
Indians by offering these individuals money, lands, or other bribes. In return, the India
would “undertake and agree to use their best exertions and endeavours to dispose and

induce the said Indians [Seneca] to adopt & pursue the advice and recommendation of the

343 protest of the delegation from the Seneca NatighdrState of New York against the
ratification of the Buffalo Treaty, March 20, 1838A 44 Folder 6 # 55, Records of the Philadelphia
Yearly Meeting Indian Committee (Orthodox), Quakillection, Special Collections, Haverford College.
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Government of the United States in respect to their remd¥aDh the other hand,

Quakers, evangelical missionaries, and most Seneca wanted the Indiangino re

Anglos wanted to continue Christianization and acculturation projects, and the Seneca
desired to stay on their ancestral homelands. Just as the treaty’s proponents héd worke
to ensure its passage, opponents worked tirelessly to prevent it. On August 17, 1837 a
group of Seneca “chiefs and warriors” sent a petition to the United States ¢fouse

Representatives to “ask your humble body to lestag where we are®*®

Factional politics among the Seneca complicated the removal issue. T$te@@hr
Party and the Pagan Party vied for influence and power. Simply stated, th&a@hris
party was more favorable to Anglo influences, adoption of Christianity, farming,
education, and English; while the nativistic Pagan Party supported policieothdt w
allow the Seneca to keep ancestral cultural values and practices intaqjrestiest
degree possible. These divisions influenced positions on removal. The Pagan party saw
removal as an opportunity to preserve Seneca culture as the Indians would be farthe
from white influences. The Christian Party tended to prefer to remain on Sandsa
even if it meant more, or more thorough, adoption of Anglo-American practicesaSene
on both sides of the removal debate sought to advance their interests through alliances
with Americans. Those Indians disposed to removal worked with United States Indian
Commissioners and the Ogden Land Company, while those opposed to removal made use

of theirrelations with Quakers.

344 Testimony of Witnesses to Bribery 1838, AA 44 Fol8 #73, Records of PYMIC, Quaker
Collection, Special Collections, Haverford College.

345 petition of the Chiefs and Warriors of the Alleghexgainst Making a Treaty, Sent to the
House of Representatives, August 17, 1837, AA 4dd¥a} #140, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection,
Special Collections, Haverford College.
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This chapter focuses on the antiremoval alliance that developed between Seneca
on the Allegheny reservation and the Philadelphia Orthodox Quakers. More sggcifical
it investigates the political efforts to stop #mactment of the Treaty of Buffalo Creek; it
also explores socio-cultural changes within the Seneca Nation that devel@pedeaft
fight against removal. | argue that joint Seneca-Quaker antiremovakeffort
simultaneously preserved important elements of Seneca culture and sovevdigety
also infusing Anglo practices into Seneca society.

The Seneca and the Quakers both saw cultural adaptation as the best means to
prevent removal. However, their understandings of what this meant in practicedliffe
The Seneca perceived selective adoption of Anglo-American practices nos@nly a
means to hold on to their lands, but also as an avenue through which to preserve Seneca
sovereignty. They wanted to develop economic and social connections - through formal
education, work, and Christianity - to the United States, but also believed thatdiy s
remain a distinct and sovereign people. They did not consider the inculcation of Anglo
practices into Seneca society as concomitant with an abandonment of Seneah cultur
values. The Quakers on the other hand favored more drastic cultural change focused on
Christianization and Seneca adoption of family farming.
SR

Once the Treaty of Buffalo Creek was signed in January of 1838, the Seneca and
the Quakers quickly mobilized a shared plan of attack to stop its ratificatione@bby

sent delegations to Washington, DC to protest the treaty. Maris Pierce, Johny¥enned
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Israel Jimerson, and James Robinson represented the $&nelite the Quaker
delegation comprised Sam Bettle, Thomas Evans, Joseph Elkinton, and Enoch Lewis.
The Seneca were well acquainted with Anglos. Maris Pierce attended a Queakenar
school and later went on to Dartmouth Coll&eAnd James Robinson had sent his son
to live with Quakers in order to become a cobbler. Of the Quakers, Joseph Elkinton had
the most direct experience with Indians. From 1816 until 1832 he lived at the Allegheny
Reservation, where he oversaw the Indian school at Tunessassa. He also spoke fluent
Seneca. He met and married his wife, Mary Nutt, while she served as a nmsaidhe
reservation. Elkinton was a silversmith and soap maker by trade. Though he had left the
Seneca in 1832, he remained a member of the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting Indian
Committee until shortly before his death in 1868Thomas Evans was a druggist. In
1833 he was one of the founders of Haverford College, and in 1844 would become a
minister®*° The delegations planned to meet with members of Congress and the President
to argue that the treaty was obtained fraudulently, and to assert that most §gresed
both the treaty and removal.

When the delegations arrived in mid January of 1838 they scheduled an
appointment to meet with President Van Buren and Secretary of War Joel P8iotett

the Seneca and Quaker delegations attended the subsequent meeting. Joseph Elkinton, the

348 Governor Blacksnake, John Pierce, Sky Pierce, JBtaatksnake to Philadelphia Yearly
Meeting Oct 31, 1838, AA41 Box 1, #92, LettersSeheca to PYMIC 1801-49, PYMIC Correspondence,
Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special Cdileas, Haverford College.

347 See Conable, “A Steady Enemy,” p. 183.

348 For biographical information on Joseph Elkintos &lkinton, Joseph, 1794-1868,” in the
Dictionary of Quaker Biography, Quaker Collecti®pecial Collections, Haverford College. Also see
Elkinton’s obituary inThe Friend, v.41, n. 2February 29, 1868.

349 For biographical information on Thomas Evans deeahs, Thomas, 1798-1868,” in the
Dictionary of Quaker Biography, Quaker Collecti®necial Collections, Haverford College.
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Quaker missionary who resided among the Seneca at Allegheny, translalathas
Robinson...spoke in the Indian language.” Robinson explained that since the Seneca
were opposed to the treaty, he too opposed ratification. He added that the Seneca were
“attached to their homes” and did not want to be “compelled to move.” Van Buren
replied that the treaty “should be fully & impartially investigated andgesthould be
done them.” The Quakers felt compelled to add that the treaty had been procurea throug
fraud and mismanagement. They produced evidence in the form of a letter obtained from
a New York Congressman that revealed a deliberate decision by CommissiteteaonGil
withhold the Seneca’s annuity in an attempt to blackmail them into signing &y tre
the letter, Gillet had written that he had withheld annuity distribution pending
“negotiations with the New York Indiang>

The delegations also pressed their case with Congress. After meelinewit
President and the Secretary of War, both delegations consulted members obthe Se
including most of the “the members of the Committee on Indians Affdits.their
meeting with the Senator Ambrose Sevier, the Committee’s chairman, tkerQua
moved “for the printing” of the memorials. Sevier consented and distributed the
memorials to members of the Committee. Emboldened by their success, the Quakers
asked Senator James Buchanan, the future President, to copy and distribute thalsnemori
to the entire Senat8enator Buchanan complied with their request. Nor did the Quakers

stop there. They also sought an audience in the House, as they believed that if the Senat

304To the Committee for the gradual Civilization aingbrovement of the Indian Natives,” April
12, 1838, AA42, #70, Legal, Land, Legislative, Relsoof PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special
Collections, Haverford College.

%1 |bid.
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ratified the Treaty, the House might be persuaded to block fufitfiifpe Quaker
delegation therefore asked John Sargeant to copy and distribute the memorcaldevhi
“cheerfully” agreed to dd>° Meanwhile, the Seneca delegation distributed anti-treaty
memorials signed by hundreds of their pedpfe.

The Seneca memorials built their case around the assertion that the Budaty
was fraudulent. Many of them opened with a claim that the Indians did not desire to
emigrate. “The great mass of our people are opposed to emigration and anéneelter
not to leave their reservatioris® read one document. The Treaty was a subversion of the
will of the Seneca Nation, and was only agreed to through gross and flagrant fraud. The
Indians argued that they had not agreed to the Treaty under normal political pre@sdure
the chiefs never consented to it in open council. Agreements made outside the public
forum of the council were neither legitimate nor binding. In addition, the Indiansegoint
out that those who signed the treaty were not authorized to do so. “Those persons who are
stated to have signed said alledged [sic] Treaty, are not chiefs, never hanrdube
appointed by the nation...and therefore are not competent to act for the Aatiomih
the Seneca perspective, the illegitimate status of the signatorias thnetathe treaty itself

was invalid.

%2 3am Bettle and Thomas Evans to John Sargeanth\2arc1838, AA41.1, Folder 11, #61,
Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special Cdileas, Haverford College.

33 |Information on Quaker efforts to copy and disttéothe antiremoval memorials is contained in
Subcommittee to PYMIC, April 12, 1838, AA42, #7@ge 6 of the document, Land, Legal, Legislative,
Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special Cdilees, Haverford College.

354 Quaker records indicate that of the approxima28§0 Seneca living on the four reservations,
1813 opposed removal. See “Statistical documersgoed at the Several reservations,” AA44, Folder 5
January-February, 1838, Legal, Land, Legislativecdrds of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special
Collections, Haverford College.

35 protest of the Delegation from the Seneca Natidhé State of New York against the
ratification of the Buffalo Treaty, March 20, 183844 Folder 6, #55, Records of PYMIC, Quaker
Collection, Special Collections, Haverford College.
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The Indians’ strongest argument for fraud was that threats and bribes had
compelled the Seneca to sign. For instance, they charged that Ogden Conepdsy ag
had claimed that if the Seneca failed to sign the treaty, the President vequizhgment
of their annuities. In addition, both U.S. officials and Ogden agents attempted to
influence voting during the council by repeatedly offering “advantages and
compensations” to individual chiefs if they voted in favor of the treaty. Bribery did not
occur solely during the council. Rather, the Seneca described a pattern in whitth spe
individuals had been paid to persuade the chiefs to accept the treaty. They exb&ined t
Commissioner Schermerhorn had bribed his Seneca interpreter, James Young, to support
emigration by offering him use of Schermerhorn’s Buffalo home, by clothing him in
“gentlemen dress,” and by giving him $100 in c&¥h.

The Seneca supported their claims with proof. They brought a parade of vétnesse
before the New York State Supreme Court in Erie County to give depositions that
revealed protracted attempts to persuade Seneca to campaign on behalf dfythEheea
Indians had the court draft affidavits of this testimony. A delegation theed#ne
affidavits to Washington and presented therRresident Van Buren and Congress. The
evidence was damning. One affidavit showed that Commissioner Heman Bloggr a
John Barker, “one of the chiefs of the Seneca Nation,” to meet him at OrlandtsAlle
tavern. When Barker arrived, Potter “fastened the door” and then asked him if he was
willing to sign the treaty. When Barker answered that he was not, Potter and anothe

commissioner offered him $40 to sign. John Seneca experienced something similar. The

357 petition of the Chiefs of the Seneca Nation “Te Honourable Samuel Prentiss member of
United States Senate,” February 28, 1838, AA44 érdiq #47, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection,
Special Collections, Haverford College.
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commissioners arranged to meet him at the same tavern. Wherivied, the
commissioners lied telling him that the treaty was already intedfet that the Seneca
would soon be headed west. They explained that he needed to sign the treaty in order to
receive money for his home. John Seneca signed the treaty on the spot, however, he
explained that he did so only because he wanted to “get what he could for his
improvements *® In addition to these affidavits, the Indians produced a contract that
proved commissioners had paid individuals to drum up support for the treaty. For
instance, in August of 1837 Commissioner Potter paid Joseph Snow to “use his best
exertions & endeavors to dispose & induce the said Indians to adopt & pursue the advice
& recommendations of the Government of the United States in respect to their rémoval
In return, Potter promised Snow the colossal sum of $1000 “in consideration of such
efforts,” as well as the ability occupy a fifty acre plot of land lfier temainder of “his
own natural life” on the Cattaraugus ReservaffSi-hese documents revealed a
calculated attempt to ensure passage of the treaty.

The Seneca also enlisted the help of their white neighbors to substantiate thes
claims. In concert with the Quakers, they convinced several citizens of iliraGaunty
to draft a petition against the Buffalo Creek Treaty. The signatorikslaatimportant
officers such as the sheriff, officers of the court, the district attoroagtelen other
attorneys, and all twenty members of the grand jury. Eighty-nine othemnsiszgned the
document. The petitioners explained that they were not against removal as a'¥éicy

admit the benefits that would result to the white population from their [the Seneca]

358 AA44 Folder 6, March 1838, Legal, Land, LegislatiRecords of PYMIC, Quaker Collection,
Special Collections, Haverford College.

¥9«pArticles of Agreement between Heman B. Potter doseph Snow,” August 7, 1837,
AA44#67, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Sp¢€ollections, Haverford College.
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removal, & concede to the proper authorities the right to adopt such measure.” This
notwithstanding, the citizens of Chattagua were upset because the Indian €iomarss
had used pressure and subterfuge to coerce the Indians to sign. As they put g‘we ha
been desirous that our Indian neighbors might judge it for their interest tcagamigut
no motives of interest can induce us to approve of that result, if effected [sic] by
deception, fraud, or violence.” The petition confirmed that the Seneca had rejected the
treaty in Council, and it detailed the “iniquitous” methods the Indian Commissioreers ha
used after the council to obtain Seneca signatures, including “intoxication”aagéd “|
rewards.” The petitioners wanted the government to act “in good faith” andcptiote
rights of the feeble.” This proved sufficient motivation to compel a population of Anglo-
Americans to come to the aid of the Seneca. The Seneca cleverly and sloirewdbn
the ethical sensibilities of their white neighbors to press their case ataiteaty’

Like the Seneca, the Philadelphia Quakers produced a slew of documents and
arguments against ratification of the Buffalo Treaty. The Philadelpraalyr®leeting
Indian Committee drafted a memorial that also charged the commissioneretdchud
and bribery to obtain signatures. In addition, the memorialists arguaatifiaation
would lead the United States down a path that deviated from moral and ethicakgracti
The Indians had “confidence that the United States would adhere inviolably to the
faith...pledged [to them].” The current efforts to have them removed were fahgar
with justice and humanity.” Finally, the Quakers affirmed that the vagtrityeof

Seneca opposed removal. “We learn on good authority that the great body of the nation

30«Citizens of the County of Chatauque to the Homble the Senate of the United States,”
February 1838, AA44, Folder 5, #28, Records of P€MQuaker Collection, Special Collections,
Haverford College.
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are untired in the determination neither to sell their lands, nor to remove froni¥tem
The New York Yearly Meeting also sent to Washington a memoriahthatd for the
security of theSeneca’s title to lands. It pointed out that “these remnants of a once
powerful but deeply injured race hold their lands by the Strongest conceivable”t8hure
In addition, the New York Quakers asserted removal would subject the Seneeade int
“sufferings and deprivations®®

In arguing against removal, the Seneca and the Quakers invoked Native cultural
transformation. For instance, the Seneca noted that “the moral condition of our people
has been visibly improving beyond our expectation” that “there is... no sufficient reason
for the whole nation to be removetf*They also asserted that the Seneca had
“improved” by adopting family farming, Christianity, education, and the Emglis
language. The Indians cited these changes to argue that they were cbtondete
lands in the same type of profound ways as whites were connected to theirmadeey
such arguments even before the Buffalo Treaty was sighed. In carefttdgdesnguage

they declared that “we don’t want to sell out and leave our old homesteads...for a great

%1 «“Memorial of the Committee for the Gradual Cividtzon and Improvement of the Indian
Natives appointed by the Yearly meeting of thegielis society of Friends commonly called Quakers in
Pennsylvania, New York, Delaware, and parts adfgthtarch 12, 1838, AA44, Folder 6, #51, Records of
PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special Collections, Hdwed College.

%2 «“Memorial of the General Committee of the Yearlgéling of Friends of the States of new
York and Vermont and parts adjacent, charged wighsubject of promoting the Civilization and the
welfare of the Indians,” February 5, 1838, AA44|des 5 #141, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection,
Special Collections, Haverford College.

33 “Memorial of the Committee for the Gradual Civition and Improvement of the Indian
Natives,” March 12, 1838, AA44, Folder 6, #51, Relsoof PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special
Collections, Haverford College.

$4«pddress of the Seneca to the President,” unkndate between 1838 and 1842, AA44 Folder,
5, #57, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, SpkCiallections, Haverford College.
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many reasons. That a great many of our hunters have turned into farmers 187§ ago.
After the Treaty was signed, the Seneca made the same point more boldly.
We have resolved to adhere to our present locations....We have acquired
knowledge of the arts of civilization and of agriculture....We have now many
amongst us who have built large barns and who have good wagons and other
useful implements of agriculture; We have also built school and council houses
32(3:leé:onvenient churches; We have several sawmills and a grain mill amongst
The Seneca hoped to convince an Anglo audience that they had reconstructed and
reinvigorated their society by erecting the socio-economic infretsire of a modern
community. The Buffalo Treaty threatened not just an “Indian” community, but a
“civilized” one that was linked to the land in the same ways as Anglo communities.
Quakers invoked similar arguments. They explained that the Seneca should
remain in New York because “many of them are living on well enclosed faookesdt
with horses, cattle, hogs,...and have erected and occupy substantial housesbitgspect
furnished and kept in decent ord&¥"Citing acculturation as an argument against
Seneca removal came easily to the Quakers who had long regarded accultsitiigon a
Seneca’s best opportunity for collective defense. In 1819, the Indian Commititee of

New York Yearly Meeting had devised a plan to “effectually secure thectioytéof

Seneca “rights” by “instruct[ing] them in school learning, the useful ads a

355 “petition of the Chiefs and Warriors of the Allegty against Making a Treaty,” August 17,
1837, AA44, Folder 4, #140, Records of PYMIC, QuaRellection, Special Collections, Haverford
College.

36 «address of the Seneca to the President,” unkndate between 1838 and 1842, AA44 Folder,
5, #57, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, SpeCiallections, Haverford College.

%7 “Memorial of the Committee for the Gradual Civition and Improvement of the Indian
Natives,” March 12, 1838, AA44, Folder 6, #51, Relsoof PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special
Collections, Haverford College.
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agriculture.®®® In 1838, their fear was that the Buffalo Treaty would disrupt the progress
already made. “The remnants of these once populous tribes have, within a few year
made great progress in the arts of civilized life: and the time was lookadghen all of
them would...turn their attention exclusively to agriculture & the mechanicliaigs
therefore with deep concern and regret your memorialists learn, that a {hertSok
Nations...have been induced ...to remove w&tRemoval, the Quakers argued, would
require the Seneca to devolve to a more “savage” and insecure state. Moreover, they
argued that the Seneca were so far removed from such a state that they noulchy
revert to it. “Accustomed to the habits and many of the conveniences of difeeand
to the pursuits of agriculture, they are disqualified for returning to the precandus
exposing life of the hunte?™ Underlying this concern was the fear that cultural
degeneration brought on by removal would drive the Seneca away from Christianity.
Seneca and Quakers also shared the belief that cultural change strethgthe
Native claims to rights and sovereignty. In an address to the President \éam Bar
Seneca explained “his red children have in latter years made rapid advances i
Civilization, morality, And religion...and that it is heart rendering to think thatst the
improvements that are making among us that the individual Chiefs should dispose of the

rights...of the nation3* From their point of view, the Buffalo Treaty involved all the

%8 New York Yearly Meeting Indian Committee to NewrKdrearly Meeting, January 1, 1819,
AA41 Box 3, “Letters of the New York Yearly Meetingdian Committee,” #56, PYMIC Correspondence,
Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special Cdileas, Haverford College.

39 “Memorial of the General Committee of the Yearlgéling of Friends of the States of new
York and Vermont and parts adjacent, charged wighsubject of promoting the Civilization and the
welfare of the Indians,” February 5, 1838, AA44|d&r 5 #141, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection,
Special Collections, Haverford College.

370 |pid.

371 «Seneca to His Excellency martin Van buren Pregidéthe United States,” March 20, 1838,
AA44, Folder 6, #76, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Cdiilen, Special Collections, Haverford College.
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legal and moral implications of a transgression of rights. Consequently, theolattle
the Buffalo Treaty was not a simple skirmish over a nefarious agreememtddahoough
fraud and bribery, but rather a larger struggle over whether or not the Indians would
receive fair and ethical treatment. It was for this reason that the&enaracterized
their stand against the Treaty as a fight to “guard our rightSimilarly, the
Philadelphia Quakers thundered that “their rights are invaded and their propatyger
of being unjustly wrung from thent’® This claim referred to Seneca land rights, legal
rights provided by previous treaties, and property rights. In addition, the Quedees a
that by virtue of their adoption of American practices the Seneca had earnedtit@ pol
right to claim protection from the United States. In their memorial to Conghess, t
Philadelphia Indian Committee explained that their plan to “civilize” the Seinad
borne fruit. There had been a “favorable change...silently and gradually wr@mbtig
the Indians. If the Senate were to ratify the Buffalo Treaty, the UnietdsSwvould
violate the paternal care and protection it had historically offered thensds they
attempt to become “civilized.” “They have gone on making their improvements in the
hope of being permitted to enjoy them....In the midst of the security created by thei
reliance...on the government...attempts have been made to effect their expoision fr

the land of their fathers.” The duty of Congress was to ensure that the United States

372 «petition of the Chiefs and Warriors of the Allegty against Making a Treaty,” August 17,
1837, AA44, Folder 4, #140, Records of PYMIC, QuaRellection, Special Collections, Haverford
College.

33 “Memorial of the Committee for the Gradual Civition and Improvement of the Indian
Natives,” March 12, 1838, AA44, Folder 6, #51, Relsoof PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special
Collections, Haverford College.
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protect the Seneca as they continued to “improve.” If they failed in this detythe
interested and self-serving machinations of partisans would tridffiph.

The Seneca took advantage of such paternalism to oppose the Buffalo Creek
Treaty. They shrewdly argued that they needed to stay in New York and remaa ne
large white population. Proximity to whites would permit the Indians to continue to
receive guidance as they infused American practices into their societygytob the
President, they explained “we are now surrounded on every side by the white people. We
love them and suffer no inconvenience from them, but on the contrary We desire from
them great and permanent assistance.” The Indians understood Anglo cbhlukahism
and hoped to use it to persuade the powers in Washington to their cause. In so doing, the
Seneca inverted the logic of removal. Instead of seeking their prosperity thineirgh t
separation from Anglos, they insisted tttagir well-being lay in continued proximity to
whites. Moreover, the longstanding and positive relations the Seneca had enjbyed wit
their white neighbors proved that they could live together peacefully. “We beleean
continue at home and be at peace with our neighbors,” they concfifded.”

Opponents of the Buffalo Creek Treaty would soon reap the benefits of their
efforts. Even though Ogden Company representatives, Indian sub-agent digkes S
and a small delegation of supportive Seneca, all descended on Washington to plead their

cause, their efforts fell shott® After debating the issue, the Senate refused to ratify the

374 “Memorial of the Committee for the Gradual Civition and Improvement of the Indian
Natives,” March 12, 1838, AA44, Folder 6, #51, Relsoof PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special
Collections, Haverford College.

375 «pnddress of the Seneca to the President,” unkndate between 1838 and 1842, AA44 Folder,
5, #57, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, SpeCiallections, Haverford College.

37 Subcommittee to PYMIC, April 12, 1838, AA42, #@ge 6 of the document, Legal, Land,
Legislative, Records of PYMIC, p. 7, Quaker Coliect Special Collections, Haverford College.
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treaty. Testimony and evidence provided by the Seneca and the Quakers convinced the
majority that fraud, deception, and intimidation had marred the treaty proceedings
According to Ambrose Sevier, senator from Arkansas and Chairman of the Indaans Aff
Committee, the Senate found the treatyéssentially defectivéethat it could not
“recommend its ratification.” Instead, on June 11, 1838, the Senate amended the treaty
with a resolution that required the Indian Commissioner to resubmit the treaishtofe

the six Iroquois Nations. Each Nation would then vote separately on it. An Indian
Commissioner was to fully explain the treaty to each nation in “open council,” and each
tribe would need to give it$ree and voluntary assent.” In addition, the treaty would only
bind those bands in each Iroquois nation that wanted to emigrate. Those who wished to
remain on existing eastern reservations could d3’so.

The Seneca-Quaker alliance that had been so vital in preventing ratifiohthe
Buffalo Creek Treaty continued after the Senate amended it. The Quakerseihfibie
Seneca of the Senate’s actions, and then cautioned the Indians not to act on théynew trea
until they could “examine the terms offered®They wanted to assure themselves that
the treaty would not force the Indians to remove.

In accordance with the Senate’s resolution, Commissioner Gillet on August 17,
1838 called a council to discuss the new treaty. Many Seneca chiefs did not attend the
council, and the Indians asked Gillet to close it. Gillet agreed to this requesosed c

the council late in the day on the seventeenth. He had planned to reopen the oneeting

$77«gpeech of Ambrose H. Sevier of Arkansas, in th8.\$enate,” March 17, 1840 in Robert
Smith, ed.,The Friend: A Religious and Literary Journal,” Vodii, No. 33,Quaker Collection, Special
Collections, Haverford College.

378 sam Bettle, Joseph Elkinton, Thomas Evans to J&ubiison, Blacksnake, John Kennedy,
and Lewis Jimerson, June 19, 1838, AA41.1, Fol@er#86, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection,
Special Collections, Haverford College.
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August 20, but when he returned, he found that the council house had been “burnt down.”
This was more than an inauspicious sign. The destruction of the council house signaled
the depth of Seneca antipathy toward removal. Gillet, however, remained unitietetre

had a new house erected. He then reopened the council in late Adgust.

The new council lasted seven weeks, and again was the scene of intense
politicking as United States commissioners engaged in repeated attempgtsuade the
Seneca to adopt the treaty. And as had occurred the preceding January, the council ended
in disappointment for the commissioners. According to reports, only 16 or 17 of the
approximately ninety Seneca chiefs signed the amended {f8atyd they signed only
after succumbing to intense pressure ftamcommissioners. Witnessing the
commissioners’ arm-twisting tactics, a group of chiefs thought it prudergri@si
remonstrance against the treaty. Gillet turned down their request thahkesitheir
action. Nonetheless, the sixty chiefs, along with “General [Henry] Deartier
Commissioner on behalf of the State of Massachusetts,” signed the remorStrance

The Seneca’s remonstrance was the opening salvo in a renewed political fig
over the Buffalo Creek Treaty. As had occurred in 1838, those opposed to the treaty sent

delegations to Washington in order to prevent its ratification. And in another repeat of

379 «gpeech of Ambrose H. Sevier of Arkansas, in th8.\$enate,” March 17, 1840 in Smilthe
Friend, Quaker Collection, Special Collections, HaverfQuallege.

%09 These numbers come from two sources, one writgghd Seneca, and another by a white man
named R.B. Heacock who lived in the Buffalo areaaébck reported 17 chiefs had signed, while the
Seneca reported 16. See “Letter from R.B. Heactatkng that deception and fraud had been used in
obtaining the assent of the chiefs to the treati thie New York Indians, as amended by the resiuti
the Senate of the {'bf June, 1838,” January 23, 1839, AA44, Foldeti8)1, Records of PYMIC, Quaker
Collection, Special Collections, Haverford Collegéso see “Seneca Delegation to President Van Buren
January 25, 1839, AA41.1, Folder 12, #103, Recofd®YMIC, Quaker Collection, Special Collections,
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¥luSeneca Delegation to President Van Buren,” JgnR&r 1839, AA41.1, Folder 12, #103,
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events of 1838, the Seneca and Quaker allied in the fight against ratification. The
members of their respective delegations were essentially the sanvehméiad
journeyed to Washington the previous year. The Seneca instructed Israebdjriviass
Pierce, and Seneca White to present their papers to the President and the Qheaker
again sent Bettle, Elkinton, and Evans to speak with the President and Secretary of
War 382
Nor were the Quakers the only whites whom the Seneca relied upon to help their

cause. This time the delegation included a new face - that of the white @hgees R.
Gold. Gold lived in Buffalo and had “attend[ed] our council every day of its session,”
explained the Seneca. Moreover, the Indians wanted Gold along because he had “assist
in preparing the documents that we wish to have laid before the president.” Though the
Seneca enlisted Gold’s help, they did not entirely trust him. In fact, they asked the
Quakers to investigate him in order to “satisfy yourselves in respect tddlis/fto
US."383

The Seneca’s suspicious were not without merit, as Gold’s actions would soon
reveal. In an act of calculated intrigue, Gold betrayed the Seneca. Theve asrdions
to the story. In the more credible of the two, Gold set up a time to meet the Seneca

delegation in Buffalo after he had expressed a desire to accompany thenmhtogidas

He said he would bring a bag containing all their papers, including the renmaestra

32 For the names of the Seneca delegation see Gavlaksnake, John Pierce, Sky, Perce, and
Jacob Blacksnake to the Philadelphia Yearly Meetigober 31, 1838, AA41, Box 1, #92, PYMIC
Correspondence, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collect8pecial Collections, Haverford College. For
corroboration that the subcommittee of Bettle, &, and Evans visited Washington, see “PYMICh t
Chiefs and Watrriors of the Seneca Nation,” Apri] 2839, AA41.1, Folder 12, #129, Records of PYMIC,
Quaker Collection, Special Collections, Haverformll€ge.

333 Governor Blacksnake, John Pierce, Sky, PerceJaodb Blacksnake to the Philadelphia
Yearly Meeting, October 31, 1838, AA41, Box 1, #B¥MIC Correspondence, Records of PYMIC,
Quaker Collection, Special Collections, HaverformlI€ge.
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against the new treaty, and documents detailing the fraud and bribery that indufsed chie
to sign. When the Seneca arrived in Buffalo for the meeting, Gold was nowhere to be
found. They concluded that he had absconded with their documents. In the second
version, Gold boarded a stagecoach with the Seneca as they all left en route to
Washington. Gold had brought the bag of papers with him. He gave it over to the Seneca
as they left Buffalo. However, “about sixty miles” from the city the delegatopped to

rest. One of the Seneca delegates became suspicious, examined the bag, ahdtfibund t
was empty. The Seneca concluded that “it had been exchanged for another” and that
“their papers were consequently all gone.” Gold, according to this version, had
surreptitiously met with “one of the pre-emption company” while the coachtojagesl

and exchanged bags. In either case, Gold was something of a double agent who helped
execute a plan that would leave the Seneca delegation with no proof to support their
charges of fraud and bribef/

The Quakers, having been asked for assistance by the Seneca, wrotda letter
Massachusetts Governor Edward Everett asking him to send copies of the pdpers to t
Seneca. After the end of the treaty council, General Dearborn had taken cdbees of
Seneca’s papers back to Massachusetts. Everett complied and sent the@¢bpies t

Seneca delegation in Washingtn.

34 The first version of the Gold story is chroniciadsam Bettle to Edward Everett, January 19,
1839, AA41.1, Folder 11, # 99, Records of PYMIC aRer Collection, Special Collections, Haverford
College. The second version of the story is deddile‘Letter from R.B. Heacock stating that deceptand
fraud had been used in obtaining the assent aftileds to the treaty with the New York Indians, as
amended by the resolution of the Senate of tffeof June, 1838,” January 23, 1839, AA44, Folder 8,
#101, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Spe€allections, Haverford College.

3> 5am Bettle to Edward Everett, January 19, 183% A, Folder 11, # 99, Records of PYMIC,
Quaker Collection, Special Collections, HaverformlI€ge.
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On January 25members ofhe delegation met with President Van Buren to
express their opposition to the new treaty. They reiterated the same argthmegritad
made in 1838, and charged that the treaty was fraudulent because signatures had been
obtained through coercion. They explained that the Commissioner had brought individual
chiefs to private homes after the close of the council, using threats and builcegrce
them to sign the treaty. They also claimed that the majority of the Sermia pere
still set against removal. Finally, they argued that because the Gsionar obtained
signatures through coercion, the treaty did not meet the conditions of the SuBenbte
resolution®®® The delegation did not know that VVan Buren had his doubts about the
treaty, and that he had already sent it back to the Senate. The President webeadtine
to investigate whether or not the new treaty fulfilled the requirements dfitree1
resolution. When the Seneca came to him, he listened, but then advised them to plead
their case in Congres¥’

Meanwhile, supporters of the new treaty also descended upon Washington.
Commissioner Gillet, Indian subagent James Stryker, a Seneca interpreteisraall
delegation of pro-treaty chiefs went to the President to defend the new agt&&m
Others like Orlando Allen, the tavern keeper at whose establishment the camerissi

pressured Seneca to sign the treaty, were also in Washifigton.

3% Seneca Delegation to President Van Buren, Jarfary839, AA41.1, Folder 12, #103,
Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special Cdileas, Haverford College.

387 John Kennedy to Philadelphia Yearly Meeting, Jayn@8, 1839, AA41, Box 3 #106, PYMIC
Correspondence, Records of PYMIC, Quaker CollectBpecial Collections, Haverford College.

3% Sam Bettle to Edward Everett, January 19, 183% A, Folder 11, # 99, Records of PYMIC,
Quaker Collection, Special Collections, Haverforll€ge.

39 John Kennedy to Joseph Elkinton, February 4, 182@1, Box 3, #114, PYMIC
Correspondence, Records of PYMIC, Quaker CollectBpecial Collections, Haverford College.
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While advocates and opponents of the Treaty presented their arguments, the
amended treaty was making its way through the ratification process. On Ja@uary
1839, Secretary of War Crawford submitted the treaty to President Van Buren. Van
Buren, unconvinced that the U.S. commissioners had used only appropriate means to
obtain signatures, returned the treaty to Congress on Jandsep@asked that the
Senate reevaluate it. On Marcl{,2he Senate passed the buck back to the President.
They drafted a new resolution that stated the President could put the treaffettto e
whenever he deemed that it met the conditions set forth in the Jimesbiution®*°
Over the next year the treaty remained in limbo as neither the Presidém S@nate
took action. Finally, in March of 1840 Mississippi Senator John Henderson introduced a
new resolution that stipulated that the Jun®® rekolution had been met and that the
President could now proclaim the treaty. The Senate’s subsequent vote on Henderson’s
resolution ended with a tie. Vice President Richard Johnson broke the stalematady vot
in support of the treaty. On April 4, 1840, the Senate ratified the amended Buffalo Creek
Treaty>**

Although the Senate finally proclaimed the treaty, the political struggknceal.
The President had to decide whether to use force to remove the Seneca, or to delay
enforcement of the treaty. The government stalled. The treaty could not go @ato eff
until Congress appropriated funding as it stipulated that the United States hadite pay
Seneca for the Wisconsin lands before the Indians could be removed to the West.

Meanwhile, Seneca opposed to emigration took advantage of this delay and for the next

30«gpeech of Ambrose H. Sevier of Arkansas, in th8.\$enate,” March 17, 1840 in Smilthe
Friend.
391 Mary Conable, “A Steady Enemy,” Ph.D. diss., p4-Bl
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two years continued to make public arguments against the treaty. They alsky forc
prevented surveyors from parceling out land on the Cattaraugus Reservation, and they
considered bringing a lawsuit against the United States. The Quakers discolegal
action, explaining that the Cherokee cases that reached the Supreme Court proved that
lawsuits would not prevent removal. They advised the Seneca to prepare for removal,
explaining that you will “not be permitted to remain” on your lands. Even if the United
States did not usailitary force to affect emigration, the Quakers feared that the ggowi
white populations that surrounded the reservations would eventually take Sened&lands.
Notwithstanding this doomsday scenario, the Quakers maintained efforts to stop the
treaty by sending new memorials and petitions to Congress and the President.

Meanwhile pro emigration Seneca led by Nathaniel Strong allied with therOg
Land Company and argued for the treaty’s enforcement. Strong saw remdwal as t
Seneca’s best option for continued tribal existence. He explained that removal woul
ensure that the Seneca could become “equal” to whites by acquiring setoddnds
in the West. Because freehold possession was the hallmark of “civilization” and
“equality,” and because secure title was impossible in New York due to the Ogden
Company’s preemption claims, Strong claimed that the Indians could never biedgme
“civilized” if they remained in New YorR®*

A compromise reached in the spring of 1842 settled the dispute over the Buffalo
Treaty. The Hicksite Quakers opened negotiations with the Ogden Land Compairy

goal was to save as much Seneca land as possible. The Quakers correctlg dsstume

392 Undated (probably June 1840) and unsigned leftdreoPhiladelphia Quakers to “the Seneca
Indians residing in the State of New York,” AA41Fglder 11, #8, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection
Special Collections, Haverford College.

393 See Conable, “A Steady Enemy,” p. 230-232.
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the Ogden Company would be in the mood to compromise. For almost two years the
Company had been unsuccessful in removing the Seneca. Short on money, and under
increasing pressure from antiremovalists, Congress continued to drag s feinding

the Buffalo Treaty. The Ogden Company saw compromise as its best opportunity to
achieve its goal. When negotiations began, the Company made several propbsitions t
would have given it possession of all of the Seneca’s New York lands. However, the
Hicksites countered by emphatically stating that they would not accepleahthat did

not keep the Cattaraugus and Allegheny reservations in Seneca hands. Ylttmatel
Ogden Company capitulated and took a deal that would give them the Buffalo and
Tonawanda Reservatiof%. The new agreement stipulated that in exchange for those
sites, the Seneca would be allowed to keep the Cattaraugus and Allegheraticeser
Seneca living at Buffalo and Tonawanda could remove west, or to the Cattamadgus a
Allegheny reservations. Orthodox Quakers were suspicious of the deal atttfesrit
might be an Ogden ploy to acquire all Seneca lands. They feared the Comghany mi
pressure the Seneca to cede their remaining reservations, and therefed Huovi

Indians to reject the deal and reconcile themselves to removal. The Seneazrhow
chose not to pursue this course, and with the notable exception of those who lived at
Tonawanda, voted for compromise. The tribe did not give the Tonawanda branch the
chance to vote presumably because they knew the Tonawanda would never accept the

cession of their reservation. The tribe signed the “Compromise Treaty,” se¢bad

394 Robert Scotton to PYMIC, April 25, 1842, Indiand®eds, Vol. 1-10, AB 30, 1841-1850,
Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special Cdileas, Haverford College.
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Treaty of Buffalo Creek, on May 20, 1842 .Weighing in on the scandalous treatment of
the Tonawanda Seneca, Maris Pierce lamely reported hope that “alldberagcbelieve
that it is the best bargain they can make n&it.”

The efforts to prevent Seneca removal yielded tangible results. True,rimgsig
of the Compromise Treaty displaced and dispersed many Indians. Some Seneca went
west to what would become Kansas; some emigrated to the St. Regis Resarvation i
Canada, and still others moved to the Cattaraugus and Allegheny reservatioaseH
unlike the national antiremoval movement’s failure to protect Cherokee landsinthe |
efforts of the Seneca and Quakers preserved two of the Seneca’s fouttiaservais
victory kept a substantial amount of land in Seneca hands, and many Seneca in New
York. In 1846, the Seneca would secure yet more land through purchase. President Tyler
presided over a new treaty in which the Seneca bought over a third of the Tonawanda
reservation from the Ogden Company. The Ogden Company took control over the

remaining Tonawanda land¥.

Seneca Persistence and the Expansion of American Institutions, 1842-1859
The Seneca-Quaker alliance persisted during the 1840s and 50s. Shared belief tha
continued cultural adaptation would benefit the Indiamderwrote this partnership. Both

groups continued to believe that cultural change would serve as a defensefaiyaas

3% The Tonawanda Seneca did not gutlessly acceptetvetreaty. Rather, they fought it, and the
majority refused to remove. Their struggle agaiastoval is another story that | reference onlyfhyie
later in this chapter. Through a treaty agreenttetTonawanda ended up buying about 30% of their
reservation from the Ogden Company in 1856.

3% Maris Pierce to Joseph Elkinton, May 31, 1842jdndRecords Vol. 1-10, AB 30, 1841-1850,
Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special Cdileas, Haverford College.

%97 For a thorough discussion of the political histofyhe Tonawanda struggle to keep their
reservation, see Conable, “A Steady Enemy,” ChatéFhe Tonawanda Exception, 1842-1857,” p. 283-
324.
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attempts to take Seneca lands. Even though the Seneca had won important battles, the
Ogden Company loomed large, and it never entirely accepted that the Seneca would hold
their lands indefinitely. According to the Quakers, “if the Indians could be brooight
practice more regular and persevering industry, and to adopt improved modes of
agriculture...we might reasonably hope that [it] ...would secure them agaimst fut
solicitations to part with their remaining pittance of lafitf.However, the Seneca and
Quakers harbored different understandings of the purpose of Seneca cultural Thange
Seneca saw it as a means to preserve sovereignty, while the Quakers hopetllé¢adgoul
the Seneca to more thoroughly adopt Christianity and American agriculture. Even thoug
they held different ideas about the future course of the Seneca Nation, the todkans
pains to maintain their partnership with the Quakers. For example, they reqbested t
Indian Committee to keep missionary Ebenezer Worth at the AlleghenywRizser
“We do want him to remain with us...for we have found [it] a great help to us for him to
be here.?**° However, even as the Seneca ensured that Quakers would continue to
provide them guidance, they took decided steps to control cultural change in vways tha
would serve their interests and sovereignty.

For example, the Seneca managed economic change in ways that promoted the
persistence of older values. In the 1840s and 50s Seneca labor patterns changéd. Thoug
some Indians had taken up farming much earlier than mid century, more did sleafter t

removal controversy calmed. The Seneca reported that “many have been gnleigin

3% philadelphia Yearly Meeting Indian Committee tdl&telphia Yearly Meeting, April 13,
1843, Indian Records Vol. 1-10, AB 30, 1841-1858¢&ds of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special
Collections, Haverford College.

399 Benjamin Williams to Joseph Elkinton, Jan 13, 184dian Records Vol. 1-10, AB 30, 1841-
1850, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Spe€allections, Haverford College.
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farms; whilst others have been engaged in clearing off new &11dr.1845 the Quakers
corroborated the change and reported that many more farms were being brked.
Though this turn to agriculture derived in great part from the Seneca’s beligfviioald
help secure title to their lands, many Indian men resisted engaging inltagaicwork as
field labor was traditionally the realm of females. Many men viewedifgrias an
erosion of their masculinity. Unlike the work men performed as hunters, farnphg ke
men at home in the presence of females, and removed the ability of men to bond as they
worked far from women. Consequently, Seneca men engaged in other new forms of
labor that allowed them to replicate the homosocial work environment that had
dominated winter hunts in which women were left at home while men traveled together
to secure meat.

Seneca men re-established a homosocial work environment in the timber industry.
The Allegheny Reservation was particularly rich in hemlock trees. Thec§evould cut
timber, build rafts, and float logs down the Allegheny River to be sold at mills. @uake
were dismayed by Seneca involvement in the lumber business. They reported that the
Indians often drank aboard their rafts as they transported timber*fants] they warned
that lumbering was unsustainable since timber was a limited resource.r@jheg that

farming provided the only renewable source of support for the Indians and advised them

% Governor Blacksnake, Yunis Halftown, Robert Haye® Blacksnake, William Patterson to
Philadelphia Yearly Meeting Indian Committee, Jag& 1844, Indian Records Vol. 1-10, AB 30, 1841-
1850, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Spe€iallections, Haverford College.

“01 Robert Scotton, Enoch Lewis, and Joel Evans, “RegfdCommittee to Visit the Indians on the
Allegheny,” December 12, 1845, Indian Records 610, AB 30, 1841-1850, Records of PYMIC,
Quaker Collection, Special Collections, Haverformll€ge.

92 Epenezer Worth to Philadelphia Yearly Meeting &amdCommittee, February 1, 1845, Indian
Records Vol. 1-10, AB 30, 1841-1850, Records of REMQuaker Collection, Special Collections,
Haverford College.
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to focus attention on £ Seneca men ignored these arguments in order to engage in new
labor patterns that accorded with older conceptions of masculine labor. Drinking as the
worked timber enhanced the social experience of males engaged in sheeed w

The Seneca also exploited new economic resources to reinvigorate trade as a
central economic activity. Since the early colonial era the Haudenosauneetadhds
to maintain positive relations with Euro-Americans and to acquire desired goods. The
Allegheny Seneca revived this pattern through new forms of work. They harteste
reservation’s natural resources and traded them for food. Ebenezer Worth naotieel that
Indians had decided to “harvest sugar,” by which he meant maple sap, for trade. The
Seneca traded other goods as well. Worth also commented that many Indian naen trade
rafts to whites who used them for lumbering operations near the reservatioh. Wort
explained that sugar and rafts were often traded for “meat, meal, and potataais
trade, like previous systems of Native-Anglo trade, generated needed foodatbres
helped the Seneca to maintain good relations with white neighbors.

The Seneca also traded economic resources with Quaker missionaries in the hopes
of developing strong relations. More specifically, they supplied labor toonases by
hiring out their children. Children worked only for short periods of time. For example,
missionaries John and Susannah Wood hired Seneca children after arriving tomdleghe
but were disappointed that these little workers soon left them. “I have tioeoloys &

neither has stayed much more than a week....Susan...has had one or two Indian

“93 Solomon Lukens to Philadelphia Yearly Meeting &mdCommittee, January 14, 1850, AA41,
Box 3, PYMIC Correspondence, Records of PYMIC, Quakollection, Special Collections, Haverford
College.

“04 Ebenezer Worth to Philadelphia Yearly Meeting &amdCommittee, April 3, 1844, Indian
Records Vol. 1-10, AB 30, 1841-1850, Records of REMQuaker Collection, Special Collections,
Haverford College.
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girls...but they were not contented to stay any length of tifffieThe children did not

stay long because their primary reason for working was not wages. Ria¢ghBgrteca
used their children as “gifts” in order to establish good relations with théomasees.

The children’s work represented an offering from the Seneca to the migssoaad was
meant to bond the Indians and Quakers in a reciprocal relationship. More deeply, it
established a precedent for a system of mutual aid in which the Seneca and Quakers
could call on one another for help.

If the Indians used economic resources to create relations with whiteslsthey a
exploited them to exert and reaffirm sovereignty. For example, the chielleglhdény
exploited the Nation’s property in order to earn money. They rented the resesvation’
sawmill to “whites” and “common peoplé® The Indians also rented parcels of land. In
the early 1850s, they agreed to lease a pair of two acre parcels toadradmpany that
had run a line through the reservati8hSeneca families also rented or leased farms to
whites. The Quakers bristled at this practice because they wanted tioa 8ewerk the
land themselves as they believed that farm labor developed “habits of industt§43
the Philadelphia Indian Committee expressly told the Seneca to stop renting lantéto whi

families;°® and in 1852, missionary Solomon Lukens attended a council and made “a few

%5 Solomon Lukens to Philadelphia Yearly Meeting &rdCommittee, January 14, 1850, AA41,
Box 3, PYMIC Correspondence, Records of PYMIC, QudgRollection, Special Collections, Haverford
College.

0% Ebenezer Worth to Philadelphia Yearly Meeting &émiCommittee, June 22, 1846, Indian
Records Vol. 1-10, AB 30, 1841-1850, Records of REMQuaker Collection, Special Collections,
Haverford College.

“97 John and Susanna Wood to Philadelphia Yearly Mgétidian Committee, no date, Indian
Records Vol. 1-10, AB 31, 1850-1861, Records of REMQuaker Collection, Special Collections,
Haverford College.

“%8 Report of the Committee to visit the Indians om llegheny, December 12, 1845, Indian
Records Vol. 1-10, AB 30, 1841-1850, Records of REMQuaker Collection, Special Collections,
Haverford College.
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remarks... on the subject of their having so many white families residing otatigs,
and employing them to cultivaté® However, by renting their farms the Seneca could
participate in the larger economy, yet still exercise some control oveultheal changes
wrought by new socio-economic patterns. More specifically, the Senalthreap
money from farms without actually having to become farmers themselvescheise
shielded Seneca families from the need to adopt new practices, such aslohalerk,
that they found undesirable.

The Seneca were willing to pursue new forms of work when they believed it
would contribute to Seneca independence. For instance, many tribal leaders wanted
young men to learn skilled trades. They hoped to produce a cadre of skilled lalbarers w
could provide needed services to the Nation. The effort to develop a class of Seneca
artisans began in the early 1820s when a few chiefs sent their children tatlive wi
Quakers in Philadelphia. James Robinson sent his son to a Quaker family in order that
learn the “shoe making busine$5§*When Quakers visited the Allegheny Seneca in
1845, the Indians asked them if they would approve of “their men learning
blacksmithing, carpentry, and cobbler [si¢}*The decades-long attempt to produce
skilled Seneca craftsmen evinced a calculated strategy to presaaa Self-sufficiency

through new labor activities.

%9 Solomon Lukens to the Philadelphia Yearly Meetimdjan Committee, March 2, 1852, Indian
Records Vol. 1-10, AB 31, 1850-1861, Records of REMQuaker Collection, Special Collections,
Haverford College.

*19BJue Eyes, James Robinson, John Pierce, and Jatmto Philadelphia Yearly Meeting Indian
Committee, April 27, 1821, AA41, Box 1, #109, PYMEdrrespondence, Records of PYMIC, Quaker
Collection, Special Collections, Haverford College.

11 Report of the Committee to visit the Indians om llegheny, December 12, 1845, Indian
Records Vol. 1-10, AB 30, 1841-1850, Records of REMQuaker Collection, Special Collections,
Haverford College.
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In addition to management of new cultural patterns created by novel labor
practices, the Seneca took charge of changes instituted by Christldrat$eneca
assimilated Christian beliefs into indigenous spiritual systems. The mostisaexample
is the Handsome Lake religion. Anthony Wallace has explained how the religazh fus
Seneca and Christian beliefs in ways that helped the Seneca explain theoglisrupti
occasioned by relations with Euro-Americ&ffsMissionary Susanna Wood noted the
same phenomenon. She reported that many Seneca followed the doctrine of “Beautiful
Lake” and believed Jesus was the son of the Great Spirit, would return to Earth, and then
“turn his back on the white mafi*® This theology articulated a hope that the
supernatural would intervene in the physical world and right the injustice whites had
perpetrated against Indians. Rather than replicate missionary understandings of
Christianity, the Seneca molded the religion to serve Native needs an@tb refl
indigenous experiences.

However, the Seneca also embraced Christianity for a more pragmatic reason - t
reinforce their relationship with Quaker missionaries. This is evident from iihe g@me
Indians took to ensure that their modification of Christianity would not disrupt their
friendship with the Quakers. “Be guardians to my people,” wrote Solomon Lane to the
Quakers, “though it is true that but very few of us are Christian.” Lane continwad/“m
of us are pagans, and also many Christian pagans.” Lane’s classificatienSeneca
into a tripartite structure of religious belief - Christian, pagan, and Clnrigdigan -

revealed the outcome of Seneca efforts to create a new mode of spiritdabbelighat

*1235ee Anthony Wallac&he Death and Rebirth of the Senéaw York, 1970).

*13 Susannah Wood to Rebecca, March 3, 1853 in NokebbSusannah Wood, copied by
Margaret Lightfoot, April 19, 1883, in AA41, Box B)YMIC Correspondence, Records of PYMIC, Quaker
Collection, Special Collections, Haverford College.
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was still authentically Seneca despite the fact that it contained celema¢nts of
Christian doctrine. Lane hoped that this all too apparent fact would not lead the Fyiends t
abandon the Seneca. “Our dear guardians we hope you will not withdraw from us in our
infancy to perish** Other Seneca took another approach and simply cited intersections
between Christian doctrine and Seneca beliefs to argue that the Indians and @eskers
united. For instance, Susanna Wood wrote “they believe in future rewards and
punishments.” She also reported that many Seneca had told Ebenezer Worth that “they
believed just as he did.” Making the point more forcibly, she explained that from the
Senecas’ perspective, their shared beliefs implied that they and the Quekers
virtually the same people. “They have said,” wrote Wood, “they ought to be called the
‘Old Quaker Party.”* Seneca use of religion to find common ground with Quakers is
no surprise. For many Native peoples the exploitation of similar religiowefb&lped
to establish relations between distinct grotffsn this instance, the Seneca exposed
commonalities in spiritual beliefs to strengthen their relationship with €aak

The Indians used Christianity not only to strengthen their relations with Quakers
but also to compel them to act on the Indians’ demands. Indians coupled requests for aid
with explicit references to Christian brotherhood. This was especiallytrae the
Indians made more substantial, or expensive, requests of the Friends. For example, in
1852 Seneca on the Cattaraugus Reservation asked the Quakers to open and then manage

a new reservation school. They explained that they wanted the “philadelphia Froeends

14 Solomon Lane to Philadelphia Yearly Meeting, MaBth 1849, AA41, Box 1, #156, PYMIC
Correspondence, Records of PYMIC, Quaker CollectBpecial Collections, Haverford College.
415 [|a;
Ibid.
“1® See Gregory Dowdh Spirited Resistance: the North American Indiani@ile for Unity,
1745-1815Baltimore, 1992).
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run the school because of shared religious belief. The religious values of the Orthodox
Quakers “nearly accords our religious sentiment with thétrs.”

Indigenous beliefs shaped Seneca-Quaker relations as powerfully as did
Christianity. The Indians cast the Quakers as fictive kin, assigningttieerole of
“brother.” This placed the missionaries under obligation to conform to the akpastof
Seneca practices. For example, the Seneca often called on Quakers to reokzie int
disputes. The Seneca Charles O’Baill provides a case in point. He asked Quaker John
Wood to go to Cornplanter’s Reservation to act as judge in a dispute over alcohol
consumptior*® Mediation of disputes was central to Haudenosaunee beliefs about peace,
conflict resolution, and reciprocity. The Great League of Peace had dewaeadhird
party should adjudicate conflicts and give advice to resolve them. As a fiottdér”

O’Baill expected Wood to assume this burden.

If the Seneca pursued their interests in new economic and religious environments,
they also sought them through formal education. Beginning in the early 1820s, the
Quakers had found common ground with a small group of Seneca chiefs who wanted
Indian children to go to school. These leaders hoped that Quakers would instruct both
boys and girls in what they believed were useful trades or arts. “Wiestillery

desirous that we might be favoured with having a woman Friend to instruct our daughter

in the several domestic duties which devolve upon females,” wrote the Seneca Blue

*17Young Chief, Joseph Snow, and Isaac Warrior téeBalphia Yearly Meeting Indian
Committee, July 1, 1852, Indian Records Vol. 1-AB,31, 1850-1861, Records of PYMIC, Quaker
Collection, Special Collections, Haverford College.

18 sysannah Wood to my Dear Sister, July 11, 1863Joitebook of Susannah Wood, copied by
Margaret Lightfoot, April 19, 1883, in AA41, Box B)YMIC Correspondence, Records of PYMIC, Quaker
Collection, Special Collections, Haverford College.
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Eyes™® The Seneca not only wanted Quakers to come and teach them, but also sent some
of their children to Philadelphia to live with the Quakers and receive an eduttion.
While the Quakers saw education as a path to “civilization” and Christiamzéte

Indians viewed it as a means for preparing their people to guide the nation as it
increasingly contended with pressures and challenges created by adiegp#nited

States. As the chiefs Wandongothta and Sunaweeyah declared, “Brothers sinsg our fi
acquaintance with you, many that were then children have grown up to maturity on
whome the concerns of the Nation must shortly devdl¥e&mong other things, the

Indians hoped educated children would learn enough English to negotiate with
Americans. They explained “we are in much want of an interpreter thatyéenable

to transact our busines¥? Because the Seneca had their own hopes for education, they
attempted to control it. “Brothers...tell us plainly your views relative to oud@nl you
know the length of time you have been engaged in educating them & we wish you to tell
us when you think they out to take charge thereof themselEaéspite the benefits

some Seneca saw in education, schooling during the 1820s and 30s was highly

“19Blue Eyes on behalf of the warriors at Alleganytuladelphia Yearly Meeting Indian
Committee, November 21, 1823, AA41, Box 1, #149MPT Correspondence, Records of PYMIC,
Quaker Collection, Special Collections, Haverformll€ge.

20 30seph Elkinton to Thomas Wistar, transcribed cpeé Seneca Chiefs to Philadelphia Yearly
Meeting Indian Committee, March 29, 1822, AA41, By¥112, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection,
Special Collections, Haverford College.

“21\wandongothta or Chief Warrior and Sunaweeyah omSio Philadelphia Yearly Meeting
Indian Committee, June 28, 1824, AA41, Box 1, #I5YMIC Correspondence, Records of PYMIC,
Quaker Collection, Special Collections, Haverformll€ge.

%22 Joseph Elkinton to Thomas Wistar, transcribed cipeé Seneca Chiefs to Philadelphia Yearly
Meeting Indian Committee, March 29, 1822, AA41, By#112, Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection,
Special Collections, Haverford College.

2 Blue Eyes, James Robinson, John Pierce, Long &igrohn, Jacob Blacksnake, and Tunis
Halftown to Philadelphia Yearly Meeting Indian Coiitiee, January 12, 1827, AA 41, Box 1, #168,
PYMIC Correspondence, Records of PYMIC, Quaker&ibn, Special Collections, Haverford College.
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controversial and led to intense political debate. Quakers did open a couple of schools,
but they were poorly attended. And in 1821, the Seneca voted to close one &fthem.

By the 1840s, however, Seneca desire to promote formal education was on an
upswing. A group of chiefs reported that “our people are now more in favor of education
than they have been in years that are past, some appearing quite anxious tothave thei
children educated.” One reason for the increased enthusiasm was the hope thiaheduca
would promote the Seneca’s social standing. The Indians could cast themselves as an
enlightened and civilized nation if they incorporated formal schooling into their
community. In addition, many believed that education would be economically beneficia
It would prepare individuals to take up skilled trades. Indeed, when the Cattaraugus
Seneca asked the Quakers to open a school on their reservation, they explained that the
Indians chose the Orthodox Quakers because their instruction “is well tadctda
benefit our children” since it included “various branches of induétry.”

While more schools opened in the 1840s and 50s, attendance was still
inconsistent, principally because the Seneca utilized schools for their owngsurpbsy
had goals that did not always include a long term commitment to education. For example
many Seneca parents viewed children’s school attendance as a way tetrestalgrocal
relations with the missionaries. By sending their children to school, parents gave
missionaries what they wanted - students to teach. In return, parents bédisvedeinds

should be a source of aid to the Indians. It was for this reason that Susanna Wood noted

“24Blue Eyes, James Robinson, John Pierce, and Jatmto Philadelphia Yearly Meeting Indian
Committee, April 27, 1821, AA41, Box 1 #109, PYMEdrrespondence, Records of PYMIC, Quaker
Collection, Special Collections, Haverford College.

%5 Young Chief, Joseph Snow, and Isaac Warrior téeBlphia Yearly Meeting Indian
Committee, July 1, 1852, Indian Records Vol. 1-4AB,31, 1850-1861, Records of PYMIC, Quaker
Collection, Special Collections, Haverford College.



216

that Seneca parents often came to the Quakers seeking &tieaihe parents, the

Friends were obligated to repay the parents for their willingness to sendydythea

children at school. In other instances, parents would send children to school only so long
as it did not interfere with other demands. Consequently, attendance dropped
precipitously at times when parents needed children to work, most commonly ptanting
harvesting crops. As John Wood reported, “many of the children have been detained at
home assisting their parents and others in their planting,” reported John #/osum,
Seneca parents incorporated schools into an indigenous world, rather than simply
acquiescing to the missionaries’ hope that education would immerse Indianrchitdre

an Anglo one.

As schools became more prevalent during the 1840s and 50s, the Seneca took
more control over education as Indian men and women increasingly became the primary
teachers of the Seneca youth. This relegated the Friends to the role of advisor or
administrator. For example, Ebenezer Worth reported that one school was “taught b
Edward Pierce, a Native.” Nor was Worth insecure in Pierce’s ab#éiti@steacher. “l do
not know that | could have been better suited in any white man | could havé®got.”
Women also assumed the role of teacher. In 1858, Joseph Elkinton reported that Cynthia

Pierce, a relative of Edward Pierce, was the teacher of the “dshat .SEIkinton

426 Susanna Wood to Sister Sally, December 7, 185%ptebook of Susannah Wood, copied by
Margaret Lightfoot, April 19, 1883, in AA41, Box BYMIC Correspondence, Records of PYMIC, Quaker
Collection, Special Collections, Haverford College.

427 John Wood to Philadelphia Yearly Meeting Indiam@uittee, June 10, 1853, AA41, Box 3,
#29, PYMIC Correspondence, Records of PYMIC, Qua&kdtection, Special Collections, Haverford
College.

28 Ehenezer Worth to Philadelphia Yearly Meeting &amdCommittee, February 1, 1845, Indian
Records Vol. 1-10, AB 30, 1841-1850, Records of REMQuaker Collection, Special Collections,
Haverford College.
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commented “it is very pleasant to find instances of the Natives being engaghuhy
their own people***

As with schools, the Seneca exploited another new socio-cultural institution — the
written constitution — to serve their interests. More specifically, thecaamed the
constitution to preserve cultural values. In the late 1840s, a dispute arose over Seneca
governance. In short, the Seneca split into two parties - one that supported d politica
system predicated on the power of chiefs, and one that advocated for a more @emocrat
diffusion of power to the people, or “warriors.” The party of the “warriors flyrigained
power and instituted a new constitution. A few years later, the warrior pastpusted
and a yet another new constitution drafted. The new document re-empowered the chiefs
and set up a government that more closely mirrored older Seneca politiealsyst
centered on the council as the main instrument for political discussion.

The new Seneca constitution codified important Seneca values. First, the Seneca
enshrined ideas about peace and the arbitration of disputes through the constitutional
office of “peacemaker.” The peacemaker was a judge who mediated dispdtesmde
rulings to resolve them. The notion of a peacemaker reached back to the Deganawida
myth, in which the hero Deganawida used arbitration to put an end to incessant intra-
Iroquois warfare. The myth was fundamental to the foundation of the original Iroquois
League of Peace. The new Seneca constitution’s office of peacemédaiecethe long
standing value the Seneca placed on non-violent resolution of disagreement. Second, the

constitution perpetuated the power of women to control resources by reserving to them

29 journal entry on October 17, 1858, Journal oépb<£Elkinton 1815-1864, AB 39, Records of
PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special Collections, Hdwed College.
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the right to keep their property after divorce. Women had traditionally controlled
resources as Seneca society was structured on matrilineal clans, whiolHezbntr
longhouses, and distributed food and other resources to clan members. Finally, the
constitution affirmed Seneca sovereignty by enumerating specific pdvegigrited the
economic activities of Anglos who entered the reservations. For instance,a$ \ghazed
animals on the reservation, then the Seneca reserved the right to impound the animals.
The constitution made other requirements of whites, such as forcing merchamby/to a
for a permit to sell foodstuffs, and restricting them from making “exhibitionattempts
to sell goods on the reservatitfi.

If the Seneca funneled Native values through new cultural forms, the flip side was
that new cultural forms infiltrated Seneca society. Anglo-Americae et of work and
labor took hold, albeit in reinterpreted forms. Farms and wood framed homes dotted the
reservations by mid century as many Seneca found family farming to bgartant
source of economic survival. In addition, many Seneca engaged in forms of labor in
which they would be paid with cash. Though there were not many who worked as wage
laborers, there were many who harvested sugar and lumber and sold these resources
whites. In other words, goods became commaodified, and Natives worked to reap the
fruits of that commodification.

As with economic practices, American social institutions also found their way
into Seneca culture. Christianity took hold in a new and indigenous form through the

Handsome Lake religion. A small contingent of Seneca, as Solomon Lanmedpidso

4304 aws of the Seneca Nation, January 28, 1854 améecords Vol. 1-10, AB 31, 1850-1861,
Records of PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special Cdileas, Haverford College.
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became Christian under the guidance of the Quaker and Presbyterian messiwhari
lived on the reservations. The Seneca also incorporated formal education into their
society. On the eve of the Civil War, the reservations contained more schoalsizeatr
more consistently by Seneca children. The most enduring of these institutotizewa
boarding school at Tunesassa, which the Quakers ran well into the twentieth century.
In addition to the influx of American institutions into Seneca society,inerta
American practices and values started to percolate into Seneca cutuegafple,
many Indians who had attended school began to adopt the material culture of America
civilization. Missionary Solomon Lukens reported that “there has been adecide
improvement...in their manner of living, they have tables, dishes, knives & ftifks.”
Others assimilated notions of cleanliness and order. Again Lukens explained that the
homes of some Seneca had become cleaner and more orderly. “| was agrepabgdsur
to see...that they had divided their cabin with a rough patrtition...things looked neat &
clean & in comparative good ordéf? Others noticed that it was the children who had
had prolonged contact with Quakers, who often assimilated these values in spite of thei
parents’ indifference. Joseph Elkinton reported “I have frequently observed whegvisi
families in which there were any children that had been with Friends, thay see
distressed when their parents houses are found in disorder, and go immediabeky at w

cleaning up and setting things to rightd*The younger generation’s relations with

31 Solomon Lukens to Thomas Evans, April 7, 1851, AABox 3, # 232, PYMIC
Correspondence, Records of PYMIC, Quaker CollectBpecial Collections, Haverford College.

32 30lomon Lukens to Philadelphia Yearly Meeting &mdCommittee, January 14, 1850, AA41,
Box 3, #177, PYMIC Correspondence, Records of PYMYGaker Collection, Special Collections,
Haverford College.

33 Joseph Elkinton to his son, 1853, Indian Recoras 1-10, AB 31, 1851-1860, Records of
PYMIC, Quaker Collection, Special Collections, Hdwed College.
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Friends had had an effect as younger Seneca seem to have placed worth imProtesta
values.
SR

The Seneca-Quaker alliance forged in the first decades of the ninetedntly ce
had lasting and important ramifications. The joint fight to protect Seneca lanttedes
one of the most successful antiremoval campaigns of the Antebellum Era asheo of t
four Seneca reservations remained in Seneca hands. The perpetuation of tlee allianc
throughout this period had significant social and cultural repercussions. The Seneca
deftly modified or controlled the introduction of new economic, religious, educational,
and legal institutions in ways that allowed them to perpetuate central ealdgsactices
of Seneca culture. More precisely, they used these new cultural expressiceete a
new Seneca identity in which an authentic Seneca could be Christian, or could have
received a formal education. Paradoxically, the Seneca-Quaker allianceyniotezhl
cultural innovations that perpetuated the Seneca as a distinct people, but also more
closely connected the Seneca to the United States by infusing Americtriomst into
Seneca society. Education, yeoman farming, Christianity, and new foras ahtl
government, all took hold in Seneca society. The Seneca had survived the expansion of
the United States by perpetuating their distinct identity within cultnssitutions culled

from American civilization.



Coda: (re)gaining the “Peaceable Kingdom?”

The nineteenth century Quaker minister and folk painter Edward Hicks is best
known for his series of “Peaceable Kingdom” paintings. These works exeuhptiée
value of pacifism through a variety of tropes including a depiction of a 1701 treaty
between William Penn and the Conestoga and Shawnee Indians of Pennsylvania. The
scene conveyed the hope that Native and Euro-Americans could share the land and
coexist in peace. Historian Kevin Kenny concedes that “treating Indiansnalynvas
an essential part of Penn’s visioR®Yet in his recent booleaceable Kingdom Lagst
Kenny explained that any hope of peaceful Native and Euro-American tsreddegan
deteriorating even before Penn died. Moreover, he argued that the Paxton Boyanassac
in which a group of Pennsylvanians slaughtered the last few Conestoga Indians i
December of 1763, put an end to the pacifist idealism that led Penn to envision enduring
Native-Anglo amity.

| have argued that Natives used cooperation and cultural adaptation to survive the
expansion of the United States even as they became engulfed by its mildgglitical
power. They charted a path that rejected the dominant Indian policies nineteemti cent
Anglos articulated. The antiremoval movement represented an alternatieectwices
of removal or full assimilation; options which were unacceptable to Nativesyas the
threatened to destroy indigenous cultures and communities. Natives did not bow to
arrogant proclamations that sought to determine their future for them. Thoughsindi

lost the battle to keep their lands, they won the war to maintain themselvetsnas dis

434 Kevin Kenny,Peaceable Kingdom Logd, 15.
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peoples with unique cultures. What happened to Native Americans in the nineteenth
century was undeniably horrific. However, the antiremoval movement shows that the
story of nineteenth century Native America is not just one in which UnitadsSt
continental expansion turned Indians into defeated victims doomed to sufferlarnaira
economic poverty. Cultural adaptation, Native-Anglo collaboration, and agitation for
rights — strategies forged in the antiremoval movement - arguably helpedd\aitigate
some of the most egregious wrongs Indians suffered in the nineteenth century.

If the antiremoval movement sheds light on nineteenth century history, it also
helps us better understand the contours of the modern United States. The movement
highlights a transformative process that changed indigeneity. Variouseaibples,
including the Cherokee, Choctaw, and Seneca, had experienced drastic culturalrchange
the period that preceded the antebellum era. The removal debate was a diré g@disca
for Indians. In response to the menace of removal, cultural change took on new meaning
as it became a coherent and purposeful strategy of collective defensddé&tesalue
Natives placed in selective cultural change was reinforced by thecalighey
developed with sympathetic Anglos who also wanted Indians to adopt particular
practices. By the post removal period, however, certain cultural changessgheh a
development of formal education systems and the adoption of written constitutions, had
morphed from manifestations of a strategy of collective defense to autblemtients of
various Indian cultures. In other words, by the 1840s and 50s, practices such as sending
children to school and living under the governance of a written constitution had become
constituent parts of what it meant to be Cherokee, or Choctaw, or Seneca. f&éepwe

longer practices these groups engaged in principally to develop alliances wélaivbs
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who could help secure Native rights, or protect Indians from coerced dispossébss
process of change is difficult to define or name — it was not quite syncretisnalityybr
acculturation, transculturation, or assimilation. More accurately, it regegsa new way
to be either Cherokee, or Choctaw, or Seneca.

This process of indigenous transformation reverberates into our currenit time.
brings into clearer focus how various Native peoples, from the nineteerttimycentil
the present, could retain limited sovereignty and distinct ethnic identitipgedadistory
that witnessed military defeat and the ascension of the United &tateltical dominion
over the continent. In ways | have not yet fully explored, the transformation of the
Cherokee, Choctaw, and Seneca helped them develop identities, cultures, and worldviews
that allowed them to negotiate American civilization and become part of thecame
nation-state, while still retaining indigenous worlds.

Perhaps then in some sense we may be witnessing the gaining or regaining of
something like the “peaceable kingdom,” if by the term we mean Native arNatve
coexistence. True, by many measures peace or coexistence clmaddte social justice
is out of reach. Many Native reservations endure high crime and poverty ratesug
and alcohol abuse is a severe problem. Many non-Natives do not value or understand
Native cultures. Others, including state governments, the United Stateargeng and
academic researchers, often fail to entirely respect Native sgnreiver lands,
artifacts, grave remains, and other cultural productions. Arguments betweezsNaid
non-Natives over a variety of issues — gambling, treaty rights, and the exiartived
sovereignty — are ongoing. And negligent or incompetent United States Indiaagolic

perpetuate mistreatment of Native peoples. Yet, we cannot deny that in th@ mode
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United States, Native and non-Native peoples intermix through shared paditiciill,
and economic structures. Moreover, we can still make distinctions like “Natde
“non-Native” because various Native groups retain cultural differenceydistihnic
identities, and limited sovereignty. People who claim an identity as Cherdkeeta@,
or Seneca see these identities as aspects of their selves that set th&nonajdners. If
by some measure we are seeing a peaceable kingdom it is certainlgawsdoron-
Natives are simply bringing peace to pliant Indians, as depicted in Higk&ngs.
Rather, current relations between Natives and non-Natives have at taasiosts that
reach back to a history in which efforts to thwart removal reinforced adramstive

process that altered indigeneity.
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