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Moravians and Cherokees: A Journey toward Respect 

C. Daniel Crews 
Archivist and Minister 

Moravian Church, Southern Province 

I am both honored and -thankful to be 
asked to address this Ninth Annual TFail of 
Tears Conference and Symposium. This is true 
on a personal level, for I have been much 
impressed with the level of scholru)y research 
done in this and related area:s in recent years, 
and I am thankful for the honor in being 
included as a presenter in such a meeting. By 
no means do I claim to be an expert scholar in 
the field of Cherokee studies, but I do have 
access to quite a few interesting documents, 
interest in which l hope to awaken among 
many scholars as subjects for future study. As 
a Moravian, and particularly as a Moravian 
archivist and minister, I am honored and 
thankful that more than a century after the 
official ending of the Moravian mission 
among the Cherokees our church's efforts and 
good intentions are still remembered not only 
with interest but also with surprising affection. 

Not that the relations between the 
Moravian Church and the people of the 
Cherokee Nation always enjoyed smooth sail
ing. As we shall see, there were many opportu
nities for misunderstanding and miscommuni
cation, but in the developing course of our life 
together throughout the nineteenth century we 
can see a growing respect and increasing 
affection one for the other. 

This paper, of course, cannot be a com
prehensive overview of the relations of 
Cherokees and Moravians. Fortunately, earlier 
works such as those by William G 
McLaughlin I and more recent studies by 
Rowena McClinton and Anna Smith and 
numerous others help to fill out the broader 
picture and are or soon will be available. For 
the purposes of this Sttldy, in addition to some 
previous personal research and several previ-
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ously published items to provide coherent 
transitions in the story, I will concentrate 
mostly on documents in our Moravian 
Archives in North Carolina which have recent
! y been translated or transcribed for the first 
time and were not readily available before. 
These include official minutes of our 
Moravian governing board, letters and reports 
from the missionaries, a travel diary, and a let
ter from a Cherokee friend in the midst of the 
agony of the Trail of Tears. It is not that l have 
had to scour hundreds of pages of material to 
find a few items of interest. Rather, most of 
this material is taken from recent projects I 
just happened to be working on as the invita
tion to this seminar arrived. This paper, then, 
is fotended to serve as an "appetizer" for those 
who would come and investigate the "main 
courses'' of Moravian materials more fully and 
systematically. 

Of course, the first question most peo
ple ask is: ''Who are the Moravians?" In brief 
for the historical record we may say: 

These Moravians were mem
bers of a well-established church_ .. _ 
They were spiritual descendants of 
the Czech priest Jan Hus, who for his 
attempts at refonn was martyred in 
1415. Forty-two years later, in 1457, 
some of his followers founded a 
church body consecrated to following 
Christ in simplicity and dedicated Uv
ing_ 

This newly constituted church devel
oped a rich and orderly ecclesiastical life in 
the fifte.enth and sixteenth centuries, but in the 
Thirty Years War of 1618-48 it was virtually 
wiped out. In the l 720's a few exiles of this 



religious heritage, along with various other 
seekers after truth, found refuge on an estate 
of a Saxon nobleman named Nicholas Ludwig 
von Zinzendorf. There in their village of 
Herrnhut the ancient church experienced a· 
rebirth culminating in a spiritual blessing on 
13 August 1727, in which their former diversi
ty of purpose was welded into one. , 

In a brief ti ve years, by 
1732, that first little village of the 
Renewed Moravian Chui;ch began 
sending missionaries to all corners of 
the world. After establishing work in 
England, the Moravians sent colonists 
to America in 1735, but this initial 
settlement in Georgia proved unsuc
cessful, partly because of war 
between Protestant England and 
Catholic Spain to the south in Florida. 
More permanent work was estab
lished in Pennsylvania in 1741, with 
the town of Bethlehem as their chief 
center.2 

From there the Moravians came to North 
Carolina in 1753, establishing settlements first 
at Bethabara and &thania and then construct
ing the main town of Salem beginning in 
1766. It was from there that the Moravians 
made contact with the Cherokees and estab
lished the Springplace Mission in Georgia in 
1800 and 1801. 

One should note that the theme of 
exile from one's homeland sounds forcefully 
in Moravian history and heritage, just as it 
was all too soon to do most tragically in that 
of the Cherokees. In the fifteenth century 
groups of Moraviaos were forced to emigrate 
from Bohemia and Moravia on more than one 
occasion, and in the years following the begin
ning of the Thirty Years War in 1618 their 
church was again declared illegal in its home
lands and its members were forced to remove 
to Poland and other nearby lands. Not until the 
1720s could exiles of this heritage find a 

refuge in the new village of Herrnhut in 
Saxony and begin to fashion a "Renewed 
Unity." Even then they were not secure, for 
Zinzendorf himself, our leader and benefactor, 
was banished from Saxony in the 1730s. Then 
just before the coming of Moravians to North 
Carolina one of their main centers in Europe, 
Hermhaag, had to be abandoned when the 
local lord ordered all Moravians to become 
Lutherans or leave his domain. Indeed, some 
of those who pioneered the Moravian settle
ments in the South bad been associated with 
that community. In fact, one of the main rea
sons for Moravians coming to the new world 
was to establish "secure" settlements to which 
refugees could come if they had to leave 
Europe. Even in America the threat of dispos
session was still present, as the Savannah set
tlement mentioned above shows. The North 
Carolina lands were supposedly more secure, 
but during the American Revolution the 
church had to withstand threats of having all 
their land confiscated by the new governments 
because the Moravians were generally unwill
ing to take up arms against the King. Though 
the Cherokees would not have to face such 
dispossession for several years, in the 
Moravians they were dealing with a people 
who knew well what it meant to have to leave 
one's own ancestral lands by force, not by 
one's free choice to seek a better life else
where like the other settlers in Georgia and 
other states. Thus the Moravians were in a 
special position to be able to empathize with 
the Cherokees as they were forced at gunpoint 
to leave the lands their ancestors had known. 
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It is certain that on the one occasion 
recorded where the Moravians in the South 
were offered a chance to seize for their own 
lands currently lived on by Native Americans 
they declined. This was in 1752 when Bishop 
August Gottlieb Spangenberg3 and a group of 
companions had come to North Carobna to 
identify and purchase land from the Earl of 



Granville for the church. As they proceeded 
westward into the interior of the colony a large 
parcel of land only 35 miles from Edenton was 
shown to them. The onlywndrance was that a 
group of Tuscaroras had their homes on it.' lt 
was said that these people might desire to live 
elsewhere and that even if they didn't other 
tribes would probably chase them off. Bishop 
Spangenberg did not dispute Granville's own
ership or the fact that the Tuscaroras wer~ liv
ing there only "on sufferanc_e." He.did, howev
er, probably mystify his white hearers by say
ing that the Moravians could take the land 
only if the Tuscaroras themselves agreed to it 
and he assu~ed that they would receive finan
cial compensation for any improvements they 
had made while living there.4 Such "liberal" 
thinking was unfortunately exceedingly rare 
among white Americans for about another 
century and a half. Even so, as the official 
Southern Province history states: "It is perhaps 
fortunate for the conscience of later genera
tions [of Moravians] that this idea for procur
ing land for the Moravians was never carried 
out."5 

It is fortunately true that the Moravians 
were interested in preaching to the Native 
Americans, not in despoiling them of the land 
on which their homes stood.6 Indeed, in addi
tion to procuring secure settlements for them
selves, one prime reason for the Moravians' 
coming to the New World was to evangelize 
the indigenous population, and in the North a 
large network of preaching places was estab
lished radiating from Bethlehem, 
Pennsylvania, outward. 

Traditionally, the evangelization of 
Native American tribes has also been listed as 
one of the reasons for the Moravians' begin
ning settlements in the South. In an excellent 
work on the beginning of Moravian settle
ments in North Carolina, however, Daniel B. 
Thorp questions whether this was an original 
intention of the Moravians, asse1ting that it 
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was a noble aim read back into their begin
nings a half century later.7 Thorp does note 
that some individual Moravians may have had 
an interest in preaching to the Indians, but that 
this was not mentioned in official church doc
uments of the time. It is quite true that reasons 
of security and finances were much more 
important in founding the North Carolina set
tlements on the 100,000 acre tract called 
Wachovia than they were in other earlier 
endeavors, but in the recently uncovered min
utes of a planning conference held in 
Bethlehem in 17 5 5 soon after the beginning of 
the settlement in Wachovia there is a reference 
to newly appointed administrator Christian 
Heinrich Rauch 's project of beginning mis
sionary work among the Native American 
population. 8 Given the necessities of getting 
the settlement more organized and functioning 
efficiently, it sounds as though that project 
might have to wait a while. In the meantime, 
however, the planning conference gave 
-instructions that "This maxim must be brought 
home among our Brethren in Wachovia, and 
become general, that where they see an Indian, 
they deal in a friendly manner, and manifest 
good to them. They are not to act fearful, but 
receive them and treat them confidently and 
with friendliness.p 

The "meantime" before work among 
the Cherokees and others could begin turned 
out to last half a century, for the French and 
Indian War was going on, and then the 
Regulator disturbances broke out, followed by 
the near disaster to the Mora vi ans in the 
American Revolution. Even once the new 
government was established, it took quite a 
time for official procedures to be set up to 
allow for missionary work on what was then 
the southwestern frontier. 

So it was that not until nearly 1800 did 
the Southern Moravians make serious efforts 
for the beginning of a mission among the 
Cherokees. In 1796 Colonel Benjamin 



Hawkins, a long-time friend of the Moravians 
and recently appointed United States chief 
agent to the Southern Indians, visited the 
Moravian headquarters in.Salem, North 
Carolina, and this visit rekindled Moravian 
interest in a possible mission to the 
Cherokees. Things still did not f!IOVe quickly, 
however, but in 1799 the Moravians -sent two 
representatives on an investigatory trip to 
Tennessee to consult government officials and 
to visit several Cherokee towns. Tbeir report 
was favorable. The next evints may be sum
marized a5 follows: 

The following May Captain 
Edwaid Butler, writing from Tellico, 
advised the Moravians to send repre
sentatives to a treaty meeting to be 
held in September. Butler bad told tbe 
Cherokee chiefs that the Moravians 
wanted ''to preach the Gospel to the 
Cherokees and to instruct the.ir chil
dren." He told the Moravians that the 
chiefs had promised their support at 
their council meeting. At the treaty 
meeting Brn. Steiner and von 
Schweinitz quickly learned that not 
all the chiefs favored the Moravians' 
coming to preach Christian faith. 
However, the chiefs were eager for 
the education of their children, and so 
approval was finally given on 6 
October l 800. 

Steiner and von Schweinitz 
met James Vann, a Cherokee chief of 
part Caucasian heritage, who 
befriended them and showed them 
around the area whe(e I.be mission 
was ultimately established. 
Permission still had lo be obtained 
from the United States secretary of 
war, and lllis required the selection of 
a specific location. On 17 November 
1800 Salem's church leaders 
approved a spot near Chief Vann 's 
and the towns of the Upper Cherokee. 
Government approval arrived in due 
course. The Moravians' dream of a 
mission to the Cherokee would soon 
be realized. 

On 13 April 1801 Abraham 
Steiner and Gottlieb Byhan set out 
from Salem for the territory of the 
Upper Cherokee in northwest 
Georgia. On 30 April they arrived al 

the home of Chief Vann, and on 13 
July-they moved to the farm, Spring
place, which Vann provided for them 
about 21/2 miles from where he 
lived.9 The bead chief of the 
Cherokee, Little Turkey, and the 
Cherokee council welcomed the mis
sionaries, though they were more 
interested in the school the missionar
ies were supposed to found than in 
the religious aspect of the work. Since 
lhe missionaries knew no Cherokee, 
they began at first to preach to slaves, 
"half-Indians, and others who under
st00d English." 10 

By the end of 1801 the Moravian 
Mission to the Cherokees was established at 
Springplace with Gottlieb and Dorothea 
Byhao and Johann Jacob Wohlfahrt as work-

·ers. The above paragraphs, however, point out 
two problems which were to bedevil the 
Moravian work for years to come. The first 
was that the Moravians wanted to come as 
missionaries among the Cherokees to bring 
them to Christianity and were willing as a sub
sidiary part of that to conduct a school for 
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their children. Several of the Cherokee lead
ers, on the other band, understandably thought 
that they had a quite serviceable religion 
already, but that schooling would be beneficial 
for their coming generations in dealing with 
and resisting being swallowed up or cast aside 
by the encroaching Caucasians. The second 
problem was that the Moravians never man
aged to learn enough Cherokee to be able to 
communicate in that language. Given the solid 
accomplishments of Moravian missionaries in 
other parts of the world to learn, document, 
and publish in the languages of the people, 
this sounds surprising. It was not that the 
Moravians were too proud to learn Cherokee. 



It was simply that the persons assigned to this 
particular mission, though German was their 
native language and their own reports and doc
uments are in that language, and they had 
already learned English as a second language, 
found that the logic and beauties of Cherokee 
were beyond them. The Cherokt1e children 
proved much more adept at learniqg English 
than the missionaries did in learning 
Cherokee. It took a while, but by 1808 so_!lle 
of the children were able to translate mission
ary talks for their parents, and while communi
cating in the Cherokees' own language would 
have been preferable, as the years went on 
more and more Cherokees knew enough 
English to understand the Moravians. It was 
the first problem, the proper relation of evan
gelizatioo to educational work, which threat
ened to torpedo relations between the 
Cherokees and Moravians at the outset. 

The Moravian mission nearly had a 
very short history indeed when in June of 
1803 the Cherokee leaders issued an ultima
tum that the Moravians must begin a real 
school by the beginning of 1804 or leave the 
Cherokee Nation. The missionaries' frustration 
over this is detailed in a previously untranslat
ed report back to the Elders in Salem on 15 
June 1803: 

Dear Brethren: It will be 
clear to you how it was as unexpected 
as it was disagreeable for us to learn 
how quickly our situation here has 
changed since on the 19th of April we 
experienced a friendly reception of the 
Chiefs in their CounciJ in Estemally, 
but then on the 5th of June we were as 
good as expelled from the country by 
part of the Council, which was made 
known to us through a letter of Major 
Lovely on the 10th. We would gladly. 
dear Brethren, have let you know 
about this as well as our other circum
stances, but we have bad no possibili
ty for this, and since we have not 
received any answer to the letter we 
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wrote you on 13 February, we were 
hesitant to do this by letter and decid
ed unanimously that our dear Br, 
Wohlfahrt should make a trip to 
Salem (especially since what we had 
begun to build seemed to no purpose 
and so we were advised) to give a cir
cumstantial report of the state of 
affairs here. We thought it would be 
useful if the journey went by way of 
Southwest Point and Colonel Miegs 
were given a report about this. We 
asked the Savior lo lead Br. Wohlfahrt 
successfully there and back again and 
that he could take part in your delib
erations so that it would give glory to 
His Name, and we hope that He 
would not allow that the Mission 
which has hardly been begun should 
be brought to nothing. It seemed there 
was nothing else to do. The whole 
matter comes from a misunderstand
ing about the free school here, whicb 
is understood to be the main thing and 
preaching 10 be a side issue. Our 
efforts to remove the misunderstand
ing did not appear to be as fruitless as 
they now indeed are. It would take 
too much time and space to give all 
lhe details here which can be told bet
ter in person, but we are all in agree
ment. 11 

Moravian leaders back in Salem now 
considered it a "mistake'' to have agreed to 
start a school, but saw that "to content the 
Indians" they would have to go ahead with it 
or the whole endeavor would fail. The 
Moravians managed to get a year1s extension 
to the deadline and did reluctantly begin a 
school in October 1804. These counter purpos
es did not bode well for either love or respect 
between Cherokees and Moravians. In fact, 
disaster would probably have ensued if the 
Moravians had not had the good fortune to 
send John Gambold to serve in the mission. 
Actually, while Br. Gambold had many good 
qualities and offered long and faithful service, 
the Moravians' good fortune was truly in Br. 



Gambold's wife, Anna Rosina Kliest 
Gambold, who not only was "steeped in 
Christian faith," but was "an experienced 
teacher" who "proved dedicated to the educa
tion of the Cherokee children."12 It is not that 
Anna Rosina had a view totally different from 
the Moravian leaders on the relative impor
tance of the missionary versus the ed111cational 
part of the work. Yet, she had a loving heart 
which was reflected in her dealing with the 
Cherokee children in particular. Th_e children 
made good progress with her in the school, 
which is attested to by a previously untranslat
ed letter of 8 May 1807 back to the Elders in 
Salem from Carsten Petersen and Johann 
Christian Burkhardt, who stopped for a 
lengthy visit in Springplace on their way to 
begin a mission to the Creeks: 

It is just like being at home here, and 
we can go to the English school every 
day and profit from that. It is unbe
lievable with what tireless faithfulness 
and diligence Sr. Gambold cares for 
the school. It is a great pleasure for 
me to be in her school. If you knew, 
dear Brothers and Sisters in Salem, 
how beautifully the children here can 
read, speak, and sing English, how 
happy it would make you.13 

Anna Rosina also showed a motherly 
affection for the children, as evidenced by her 
2 October 1809 report of tending them during 
an outbreak of serious illness. Almost worn 
out by caring for them, she did observe that 
Cherokee children required a lot of care. 
Nevertheless it was care she was willing to 
give: 

With us things seem pretty grim al 

present. We have survived many trials 
this year through our ever good 
Savior's help. At present, I trunk we 
have the hardest yet to contend with. 
0 how we wish to praise Him if He 
will help us through this also. Our 
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John and Dick are now lying in bed 
for the third week with a malignant 
fever. At the beginning we let them 
stay in the schoolhouse, but because 
ttie constant going back and forth for 
their care was too hard for me - and 
lndian children expect much care -
and I could not rest at night on their 
account, we took !hem and !he ox 
hide on which they were lying into 
our little house, where the labor was 
lighter for me than it had been before. 
One afternoon and night was especial-
1 y trying for me: my poor husband 
himself came down sick with a bad 
chill. The Brn. Byhan and Joseph 
were in the field, and Johnny devel
oped a high temperature of fever and 
such a nose bleed at the same time as 
1 have never seen. 0 how thankful I 
was, dear Br. Benzien, that we had a 
copy of Buchan's Domestic 
Medicine! To my comfort I learned 
from this book that nosebleed is a 
good sign! Nevertheless I cannot 
describe to anyone how heartening 
that was for me! For hours l held the 
boy in my arms as he shivered and 
cried as the blood came from his nose 
in streams. Constantly I held leaves 
dipped in vinegar under his nose, laid 
it to his side and held rum behind rus 
neck, made rum a foot bath ... and 
cheered him as best I could. 

Finally, at twilight he awoke. 
After my dear husband had gone to 
get Br. Joseph [GamboldJI4 to help 
me, he came, and O how happy I 
was! How the bleeding continued, 
until toward midnight it was not so 
severe as before. the three of us 
Cambolds along with Pleasan115 
stayed with him a good while longer, 
but then my husband, who was grow
ing ever more tired and himself was 
not in good health, found himself 
obliged to go to bed and get some 
rest. The rest of us spent most of the 
night with going to and fro since the 
boy needed to be lifted and supported 
since he could neither stand nor walk. 
Br. Byhan also gave us faithful serv-



ice in this. After midnight I myself 

dared to lie down for some rest. and 
Br. Joseph also. Scarcely, however, 
had we done so when Pleasant came 
to our window shouting to us and giv
ing an alarm as if the boy were dying. 
My husband and I rushed to him and 
remained there until mornirrg. _To our 
comfort we found that he was not , 
about to depart from us as Pleasant 
was trying to tell 

us ... 

See, my dear [Brethren]: 
This was why we took the sick chil
dren into our house. Now their care is 
on us day and nighL May the dear 
Savior graciously hear our fervent 
prayer" for their speedy recovery. We 
know no comfort but Him! The 
thought that one of our lnclian chil
dren entrusted lo our care should die 
under our hands is terrible. 16 

We would not pretend that all was 
smooth sailing between the Moravians and 
Cherokees either on the official or on a per
sonal basis. In the same letter cited above, 
reporting further on this episode, Anna Rosina 
says that the sick child's brother spread reports 
that the missionaries not only would not let the 
child return to his family but would not allow 
them to see him. Fortunately, Margaret Vann 
Scott, who had been present during these 
events, could assure the boy's grandfather, The 
Flea, that this was not so and that he was 
receiving excellent care. The grandfather him
self came to visit, expressed his approval, and 
even went into the forest to gather roots to aid 
in the children's treatment. It is also interest
ing that Anna Rosina, who was to gain unusu
al renown as a botanist, welcomed the 
Cherokee medicine, used it, and reported that 
it had very good effect. This was to prove a 
basis for additional respect and affection in the 
years to come. 

Of course, there were still many bumps 
along the way. One example in recently trans-
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lated material comes from an undated letter 
written sometime after James Vann's death 
and reporting the mysterious and continuing 
disappearance of their newborn foals and live
stock which had puzzled the missionaries. An 
African American servant told the missionar
ies that several of these animals were in the 
neighborhood, but with James Vann's brand on 
them. When asked about this, Clement Vann 
said he knew nothing of any such animals. 
Whether or not the charge was true, mission
ary John Gambold was jnclined to give cre
dence to them, and made an unkind remark or 
two about the integrity of some of their 
Cherokee neighbors. Even so, he expressed a 
desire to stay and continue his work among 
the Cherokees. 17 

Another letter, undated but probably 
from around this same time, gives a view of 
the increasingly warm personal relations of the 
missionaries with Cherokee women around 
them, even before any of them bad joined the 
·Moravian Church: 

When our Br. and Sr. Byhan, as we 
hope and wish, arrive safely among 
you, they will deliver to you a large 
black parcel. When you open it you 
will find therein 6 baskets, each one 
of which has a number on the bottom. 
No. I is for Marna Reichel, No. 2 for 

Mama Benzien, No. 4 for Sr. Steiner. 
Our Indian Sister Margaret Ann Scott 
sends these to these Sisters. On the 
edge of each of these 3 baskets is 
sewn a rolled up piece of cloth inside 
of which is a little note from th.e 
sender in her own hand asking for the 
kind acceptance of these trifles. The 
remaining three, togelher with some 
others which she is sending to Br. and 
Sr. Kramsch, my "Little Mother" got 
by trading beads of coral which were 

sent to ber by a frieod in Newark. She 
asks that No. 3 be given to our dear 
Lydia, No. 5 to lillle Betsy Steiner, 
but that you keep No. 6 until you can 
forward it to our dear Mehetabel 



Mumford. Perhaps Br. Kramsch will 
know how to do this. 

In between the baskets are 
two packages of Nachrichtcn 
[newsletters of the world-wide 
Moravian Church] which were sent to 
us by the latter some time ago, which 
we return with thanks. 

In another little basket, > 

which our Indian Sister sends to Sr. 
Seidel in Nazareth, and which is filled 
with three packages of Nachrichten 
which I am returning along with our 
Diary and Conference minutes which 
l addressed co Br. Reichel, there is the 
black pipe which Joseph is sending to 
you. Tied to the pipe is a small paper 
with s9me seeds of Carobna pinl.'root, 
which would perhaps be entrusted to 
the earth [i.e., planted] in the fall. It is 
a very beautiful flower and blooms 
fresh every year. The pipe and baskets 
have nothing special to recommend 
themselves except that they are made 
by Indian hands, and the best thing is 
that in using or looking at them that 
the poor makers of them, who as yet 
do not know anything about God or 
their Redeemer, may be remembered 
in love and commended to the merci
ful heart of Jesus and that He might 
enlighten them with the light of His 
grace and save them.18 

It is amusing that the missionaries in 
stuffing reports and suchlike into the other
wise empty baskets were employing what 
Moravians still call ''Moravian mail" to take 
advantage of someone or another package 
going in the right direction to save on ship
ping costs. An extreme example of this is 
given in a letter from Anna Rosina in October 
1809 explaining to the Moravian authorities 
that their report is nearly a year late because 
they bad been waiting for a passing traveler 
heading in the direction of Salem rather than 
spend the money for a postage stamp. 19 Much 
more important, however, is the fact that 
Margaret Ann Scott sent specific baskets to 

specific people in Salem and even in the 
Moravian town of Nazareth in Pennsylvania. 
This indicates that a long distance personal 
relation of sorts among the Cherokees and 
Moravians back in the "home congregations" 
was already, being established. This was in 
keeping with the Moravian idea of a world
wide fellowship of people. The mission was 
not a project of dry impersonal statistics. A 
couple of touching examples of this come 
much later in the story. In the late 1850s 
Moravian leaders received a donation from 
two Cherokee girls "from the sale of a few 
articles" for the use of the Moravian mission 
in Greenland.20 In May of 1868, when their 
own Lives were still recovering from the rav
ages wrought by the Civil War, the Cherokee 
Moravians in Oklahoma from their own 
extremely meager resources gathered $30 to 
send to the relief of fellow Moravians "who 
suffer need" in the West Indies.21 

The Moravian records provide many 
-similar examples of growing respect and 
affection between Moravians and Cherokees 
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in the teens and twenties of the nineteenth 
century. Within the limited confines of space 
and time allotted for this specific presentation, 
however, it might be most helpful to look at 
some of the accounts surrounding the forced 
migration of the Cherokees to the West in 
1838. 

It is true that excerpts from the 1838 
minutes of the Provincial Helfer Conference 
(or Provincial Elders Conference, the highest 
Moravian administrative board) have been 
published before in the Records of the 
Moravians in North Carolina series, and that 
almost all of these excerpts relate to the 
Cherokees and their tribulatjons at the bands 
of the United States government. and to the 
sending of Moravian missionaries to their new 
lands.22 Detailed in these are the Moravians• 
dilemma about wanting to accompany their 
Cherokee Brothers and Sisters on their lamen-



table journey, but fearing that to do so would 
imply agreement with the treaty which ordered 
the removal. Also recorded is their determina
tion "not to give up this work, to continue to 
be courageous and to comfort and stay with 
this oppressed people completely trusting in 
the mighty help of God."23 

It was at the inspiration of Jtck Baker, 
however, that the Moravian Archives returned 
to the originaJ German manuscript of these 
minutes to see if there was more that had not 
been translated. There was indeed some addi
tionaJ materiaJ, but what was most surprising 
was the total an1ount of time the Elders spent 
on the Cherokee question even though they 
were charged with the administration of the 
Moravian work in the South as a whole: min
isterial assignments, finances, the conduct of 
the Academy in SaJem, etc. It would not be far 
wrong to say that the Moravjan administrators 
devoted at least half their time to deciding 
what they could do about the Cherokee work, 
and several of their regular meetings dealt 
with little else. 

We confess that among many 
Moravians today there is a lingering feeling of 
guilt that we did not do enough to prevent or 
at least protest more vociferously the Urnted 
States government's removal of the Cherokees 
from Georgia. Yet, there is no doubt where the 
Moravians' sentiments were, and it is true that 
directives from the central Mission Directory 
in Germany specifically forbade missionaries 
getting involved in local political issues. This 
prohibition is alluded to in the Provincial 
Helfer Conference records of 4 May 1838: 

The old principles - not to take part in 
the least in the political affairs of the 
nation - were laid on their [the mis
sionaries] hearts very strongly and 
also to follow our earlier plans to stay 
with these oppressed people wherever 
they stay and to follow wherever they 
go or have to go. 24 

Nevertheless, it is clear that the Salem 
Moravians were not compliant to more than 
the barest obedience to the letter and not the 
spirit of the Mission Directory's injunction, 
and 'in their statement one may hear an echo of 
the biblicat'Ruth.: "Wherever thou goest, I will 
go .... " (Ruth 1: 16) if not a hint of St. Thomas 
to the other Apostles when Jesus insisted on 
going into potentially hostile territory: ''Let us 
also go, that we may die with him" (John 11: 
16). 

We know that John Ross' daughters 
had been entrusted to the Moravians in Salem 
for schooling and sanctuary during the trou
bles. We know aJso that two of George Hicks' 
daughters came to this school also. In at least 
one hitherto untranslated and unpubllshed 
entry, however, we get further details of how 
the Moravians had and took the opportunity to 
render assistance to this Cherokee friend and 
to help lay a foundation for the future upbuild
ing of the Cherokees in their new abode. In 

-the Provincial Helfer minutes for 4 May 1838, 
the following stands as the second item on the 
agenda: 

2. We discussed the written request of 
the wife of the Presbyterian mission
ary Dr. Butler for the education of 
Delia Hicks (daughter of our Br. Geo. 
Hicks) in an N. C. state institution as 
a future teacher in the Cherokee 
Nation, with the Moravfan Church 
defraying the costs for this, as she 
[Mrs. Butler] is pursuing this same 
end for other girls in the Presbyterian 
and Baptist Cbarches. Br. Miles 
Vogler, however, affirms that Delia's 
father, who talked with him about this 
before his departure, very much wish
es that this aforementioned daughter 
of his should find a position for this 
purpose here in the Salem Girls 
Boarding School, for which he would 
be very thankful. The Conference also 
thinks that lhis would be more to the 
purpose and more suitable, as weU as 
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more feasible to carry out. Br. Schulz, 
with our Brethren, is therefore 
requested to give Br. Geo. Hicks a 
report of how we would be inclined 
and willing to educate'her gratis here 
in our local Girls Boarding School if 
he would see to her coming here [i.e., 
getting her here). 25 

? 

This was not the end of the story, how
ever, for we find in the 9 July 1838 minutes of 
this same board the following: 

5. Our Br. Geo. Hicks declares in his 
letter which arrived here on the 2nd 
tha~ he is very thankful that his 
daughter Delia is able to find a place 
in our tiirls Boarding School here 
(see Protocol of 4 May, no. 2), but 
implores most urgently to be able to 
bring his second daughter, Emma, 
here before he enters upon his journey 
to the West. Since our dear missionar
ies have enjoyed much good from this 
dear man wh.iJe lodging with him and 
he has done much service for them as 
interpreter, and his children, after suit
able education here, will be able in 
the future to do much good in tbe 
Cherokee Nation, and those related by 
religion render such acts of kindness 
to one another, we could hardJy refuse 
this to him, and hope to support, at 
least in pan, the care of the second 
daughter through our local Female 
and Male Missionary Societies. 

Item 3 of the 4 August 1838 minutes 
of the Provincial Elders Conference deals with 
overcrowding at the Girls Boarding School in 
Salem, and the necessity of restiicting enroll
ment. Notices were to be sent out that parents 
should on no account bring their daughters for 
schooling without the previous consent of the 
headmaster. In other words, the school was 
having to turn away the daughters of paying 
Caucasian plantation owners, wealthy mer
chants, etc. This makes the Moravians' ready 
acceptance of the two Cherokee girls (9 July, 

no. 5) and providing scholarships for them the 
more remarkable. 

The Moravian Archives in Winston
Salem contains other documents which shed 
further light on the terrible times of the 
removal. F0r instance, in a 13 January 1839 
letter written in the midst of the Trail of Tears 
journey, Cherokee George Hicks addresses his 
Moravian friends in Salem: 

l shall never so long as memory 
remains forget the kind friends -
Brethren in Christ which I met in last 
August in your country - The recol
lection of the happiness I felt among 
them and of their kindness and hospi
tality affords to me a pleasing reflec
tion and shows the happiness a 
Christian community can enjoy with 
one another where all are united in 
the bonds of brotherly Jove and affec
tion.26 

We may also mention the travel diary 
.of the three Moravian missionaries journeying 
along the same route as many of the 
Cherokees bad to take on the way to 
Oklahoma. This provides many compelling 
descriptions of the countryside through which 
they moved, and through which many 
Cherokees were forced to travel in far less 
favorable conditions.27 

The Southern Province Moravians con
tinued to see the work among the Cherokees 
as very important. They generally had at least 
two ministers assigned to this work, which 
does not sound all that impressive until one 
realizes that they generally had only six or so 
ministers for the work "at home" at that time. 
That is, something like one fourth of their 
clergy were assigned to the Cherokee Mission. 
To put things into perspective, one wonders 
how many missionaries (probably a lot more 
than the Cherokees would have wanted) would 
have been in Georgia and Oklahoma if, say, 
the Methodists had assigned a similar percent
age of their clergy to this work. 
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Amidst their own troubles closer to 
home, the Moravian leaders were very con
cerned during the Civil War years for the state 
of the Cherokees and the'lllissionaries. They 
were greatly distressed to learn in November 
1862 of the senseless murder of James Ward, 
who was part Cherokee and bad.joined the 
mission staff in 1857 following his s(udies at 
Dartmouth College. The mission had to be 
abandoned during the war years, but despjte 
the losses at home and the a_lmost complete 
lack of finances for anything, Br. Edward 
Jacob Mack returned to the Cherokee lands in 
the spring of 1866 to see what the situation 
was and to ~!ant some crops in preparation for 
the possible reopening of the mission as soon 
as possible. Tbe mission was indeed reopened 
in mid 1866.28 

Moravian leaders were also willing to 
get personally involved. In 1854 Bishop John 
Herman, President of tbe Provincial Elders, 
himself traveled to Oklahoma to hold a confer
ence and meet with the mission personnel and 
have face to face contact with the people 
involved to settle several questions which 
called for face to face conversation and appre
ciation of the situation "on the spot." Bishop 
Herman undertook this journey even though 
advanced age and poor health argued against 
it. Unfortunately, on the return journey the 
Bishop died in Stone County, Missouri, on 20 
July 1854.29 Another head of the Moravian 
Elders, Bishop George Frederic Bahnson, vis
ited the mission in 1858 and was encouraged 
enough to authorize an expansion of the 
work.30 A sad story of another Provincial 
Elders president similar to that of Bishop 
Herman comes from near the end of the mis
sion history: 

By 1890, amid national spec
ulation that the Indian Territory would 
soon be opened to white setUers, the 
Moravian Church in Salem deter
mined that yet another· official visita-

tion to the Cherokee mission was 
essential. Christian Lewis Rights, now 
69 years old and in.firm, was again 
called upon to make the trip. 
Meanwhjle, his son Theodore, partJy 
because of concerns for his children's 
education, left the mission service for 
a teaclting position at Nazareth Hall 

[in PennsylvaniaJ. To maintain the 
work, Christian Lewis Rights 
remained among the Cherokee into 
the winter. There in the Cherokee cap
ital of Tahlequah, 1,000 miles from 
home, Christian Lewis Rights died bn 

9 January 1891.3 l 

It was shortly after this that the Southern 
ProYince in 1892 and 1893 sadly transferred 
responsibility for the Cherokee Mission to the 
Northern Province. The Northern Province 
Moravians were forced by the Curtis Act and 
other considerations to withdraw from the 
mission in 1899, but were happy to see its 
rebirth as "The Oaks" with the Danish 
-Lutheran Church in 1902. 

11 

Would the Moravians have done some 
things differently in their mission among the 
Cherokees if they had had the advantages of 
certain insights available in the twenty- first 
century? We hope so; after alJ we should have 
learned something to the good in two hundred 
years! Certainly we might have had a greater 
appreciation for Cherokee culture, music, and 
the like and have given many more details 
about these in the voluminous reports of the 
missionaries' activities and concerns. This 
would suggest that we could have adapted the 
way we presented our message accordingly. 
Within the Cherokee congregations, even 
more and successful efforts might have been 
made toward encouraging the development of 
Cherokee leaders, which would have made 
possible the development of truly indigenous 
churches such as are found in many countries 
around the world today. Much remains for 
careful scholars to explore and elucidate. Still, 



despite the admitted personal and societal 
shortcomings and the cross purposes from the 
outset of the work, we can rejoice that 
between Cherokees and Moravians there was 

an increasing relationship of respect and affec
tion which in different ways continues even 
today. Long may it grow and prosper! 
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Notes 

1. Cherokees and Missionaries 1789-1839 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1984). Also still 
helpful is Edmund Schwarze's History of the Moravian Missions Among Southem Indian Tribes 
of the United States. Transactions of the Moravian Historical Society, Special Series, Vol. l 
(Bethlehem, PA: Moravian Historical Society, 1923). 
2. C. Daniel Crews, Villages of the Lord: The Moravians Come to North Carolina (Winston
Salem: Moravian Archives, 1995), p~ l f. 
3. Bishop Spangenberg was known by the affectionate nickname "Broilier Joseph" because he 
looked after Moravians in exile as the bi~lical Joseph looked after his brothers in exile in Egypt. 
4. Adelaide L. Fries, Records of the Moravians in North Carolina, Vol. I. (Raleigh: Publications 
of the North Carolina Historical Commission, 1922), pp. 29, 36, 41, 53. 
5. C. Daniel Crews and Richard W. Starbuck, With Courage for the Future: The Story of the 
Moravian Church Southern Province (Winston-Salem: Moravian Church in America, Southern 
Province, 2002), pp. 6-8. 
6. To be sure the land the Moravians did buy in North Carolina would have properly belonged 
to Native Americans, but at least they were not actively settled on it at the time. 
7. The Moravian Community in Colonial North Carolina: Pluralism on the Southern Frontier 
(Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 1989), pp. 24,211. 
8. Appended to Protocol of the Provincial Helfer Conference in Wachovia, 6 November 1755. 
Manuscript in Moravian Archives, Winston-Salem. 
9. The house Vann built in 1804 about a mile from the mission is a fine brick one of "plantation" 
style architecture, and is maintained today as a Georgia state historical site. 
10. C. Daniel Crews, Faith and Tears: The Moravian Mission Among the Cherokee (\Vinston
Salem: Moravian Archives, 2000), p. 3. 
11. Moravian Archives, Salem (hereafter MAS): M411 1B: 3. 
12. Faith and Tears, p. 5. 
13. MAS M411 5C: 1 
14. This is the brother of missionary John Gambold, not to be confused with Bishop 
Spangenberg who was known as "Br. Joseph." 
15. Their African slave. 
16. MAS M411 6C: 4. 
17. MAS M411 7: 6. 
18. MAS M411 7: 5. 
19. MAS M4116C: 4. 
20. "The Moravian" [newspaper], 16 April 1858, p. 124. See Faith and Tears, p. 30. 
21. Provincial Elders Minutes, 7 May 1868, cited in Kenneth G. Hamilton, ed., Records of the 
Moravians in North Carolina Vol. XI (Raleigh: State Department of Archives and History, 
1969), p. 6102. See also Faith. and Tears, p. 34£. 
22. Minnie J. Smith, ed. Records of the Moravians in North Carolina, Vol. 9 (Raleigh: State 
Department of Archives and History, 1964 ), pp. 4416-4421. 
23. Records of the Moravtans, 9: 4418. 
24. Records of the Moravians, 9: 4420. 
25. Manuscript minute book in MAS. 
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26. Manuscript in MAS. 
27. Copy in MAS. Publication of this document is planned for the near future. 
28. Faith and Tears, p. 3lf. 
29. Faith and Tears, pp. 28, 30. 
30. Faith and Tears, p. 30. 
31. Faith and Tears, p. 40. As he had done for Bishop Herman almost half a century earlier, the 
faithful Augustus Fogle later w~nt out to retrieve Br. Rights' body, which was finally buried at 
Kernersville, North carolina, where he had given many years of service. Br. Fogle's diary of his 
1854 journey is being transcribed into the computer and invites further study. 
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What if They had Listened to Judge Peck?: The Inevitablity of the Trail of Tears 

Tim Garrison 
Associate Professor of Hi.sto1y 

Portland State University 

Conventional wisdom-a.r_nong the 
American public (and with many in.the histor
ical profession) holds that the removal of the 
Southeastem nations was inevitable. What 
proponents of this view mean by !his assertion 
is that there is nothing anyone could have 
done to deter white Americans from moving 
onto Indian lanQ-and that the United States 
would have eventually acceded to the 
demands of'its population and relocated the 
eastern tribes. 1 Some historians go beyond the 
argument that Removal was inevitable: they 
maintain that it saved the Southeastern tribes 
from extinction. On the last page of his recent 
book, Andrew Jackson and his Indian Wars, 
Robert Remini wrote, '10 his dying day on 
June 8, 1845, Andrew Jackson genuinely 
believed that what he had accompli~hed res
cued these people from inevitable annihilation. 
And although that statement sounds mon
strous, and although no one in the modem 
world wishes to accept or believe it, that is 
exactly what he did. He saved the Five 
Civilized Nations from probable extinction." 2 

With all due respect to Professor 
Remini, I find it difficult to agree with the the
ses that the removal of the Southeastern 
nations was the consequence of inevitable his
torical forces and that relocation offered the 
only "solution" to the United States's "Indian 
problem." As I tried to express my disagree
ment with these positions in my recent book, 
The Legal Ideology of Removal: The Southem 
Judiciary and the Sovereignty of Native 
American Nations, I found myself running up 
against generally accepted standards of histori
cal judgment. Traditionalist historians main
tain that we should simply write what hap
pened in an objective fashion and leave mat-

ters of judgment, speculation, and moral eval
uation to the reader. Orthodox historiographical 
custom, moreover, urges against using history 
to promote personal, group, or political agendas. 
"Activist" historians who use history to pro
voke reaction and dissent against contempo
rary government policies often make them-
se1 ves notorious for this practice in the profes
sion. As a relatively young historian, I was 
chary of this path and felt obligated to remain 
loyal to the principle of cold detachment. At 
the same time, I believed that the state govern
ments were as much a threat to tribal rights 
today as they were in the 1820s and 1830s; 
and I felt compelled to join Native American 
activists who have been ringing this alarm. I 

_ knew that the decision to take the objectivist 
or activist approach was going to be monu
mental for me, for the choice impacts almost 
every decision a historian makes in their work. 
The selected approach determines arguments, 
style, word choice, and ultimately, the holistic 
reception of the work by the reader. We know, 
for instance, that the Native American history 
we will receive from Ward Churchill will be 
quite different from the one we will read from 
James AxtelJ.3 
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In the end, I tried to walk a fine line 
between detachment and activism. I decided to 
follow traditional historical methodologies; 
and, at the same time, allow myself the right 
to render moral judgments that I could not 
avoid in good conscience. I also put myself 
within the rifle sights of pure traditionalists by 
deliberately including a brief spot of counter
factual speculation, which E. H. Carr derided 
as "a parlor game," to attempt to demonstrate 
how significant my subject was to the history 
of Removal. I suggested that a courageous 



southern judiciary that followed ethical princi
ples and the federal precedent of recognizing 
tribal sovereignty might have forestalled the 
removal forces that had gathered in the United 
States. This view, expressed in two simple· 
sentences, raised considerable criticism from 
some readers - not only from-tge profession
al referees of the profession but fromJJny own 
circle of friends and family. "You are going 
too far," to paraphrase their comments, "~hen 
you suggest that the United States could have 
avoided Removal." The relocations of the trib
al nations, they often stated or implied, were 
inevitable.4 

This essay offers an opportunity to 
explain some· of the rhetorical and strategic 
choices l made in my history of Removal. 1n 
The Legal Ideology of Removal, l argued that 
legal historians had overstated the significance 
of the case of Worcester v. Georgia, at least 
insofar as it related to the peoples it was 
designed to protect- specifically, the people 
of the Cherokee Nation, and in more general 
terms, the citizens of the tribal nations of the 
Southeast In that case, Chief Justice John 
Marshall embraced the Cherokee Nation's 
contention that it was a sovereign nation that 
possessed title to, and dominion over, its 
national territory. Marshall acknowledged that 
the Cherokees maintained effective political 
and legal customs and institutions and existed 
independently as a functional polity. The 
Indian nations, the Chief Justice said, were 
akin to the small countries of Europe that 
existed under the protection of larger, more 
powerful states. He rejected the argument that 
the United States had acquired political 
dominion over the Cherokee Nation and 
declared that the Cherokees should be able to 
live free from the encroachments and trespass
es of the states. 5 

I explained that a distinct line of cases 
repudiated Marshall's opinion; and l suggested 
that these cases, which came out of the state 

courts of Georgia, Alabama, and Tennessee, 
were more relevant to our understanding of 
the historical relationships between the tribes, 
the states, and the federal government, than 
Worcester v. Georgia. The judges of the south
ern state courts completely rejected Marshall's 
conception of tribal sovereignty. The southern 
judges argued that the Indian people of the 
Southeast did not comprise sovereign nations; 
instead, they maintained that individual 
Indians were subjects of the state in which 
they lived. This view, I contended, was more 
representative of the law and public opinion in 
the United States than Worcester v. Georgia. 
This de facto diminution of tribal rights, I 
maintained, remained preeminent unril the 
emergence of the era of self-determination in 
the 1960s. I also pointed out that the decisions 
of the southern state courts were significant 
because they established a working ideology 
that removal proponents could use to justify 
the expropriation of tribal lands. I believed 
that a large portion of the American public, 
including many people in the South, blanched 
at the efforts by the southern states to expel 
the tribal nations from the region and that the 
rationalizations and justifications that the 
southern judges created, or borrowed from 
their intellectual ancestors, made it easier for 
pro-removal politicians to persuade moderates 
of conscience to accept the tribal relocations. 

The cases that established the removal 
ideology were a product of the effort by the 
southern states to exert their jurisdiction over 
the Indians within their borders. In 1828 
Georgia passed legislation extending its crimi
nal and civil jurisdiction over the Cherokees 
residing inside the state's boundaries. The 
state annexed the Cherokees' land, purported 
to abolish their government and judicial sys
tem, declared their laws null and void, and 
criminalized their "usages and customs." Over 
the next few years, Alabama, Tennessee, and 
Mississippi also passed legislation extending 
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state jurisdiction over the tribes in their 
states.6 

These laws did not go unchallenged. In 
1830 Georgia used its extens.ion law to try a 
Cherokee man named George Tassels for a 
murder allegedly committed on Cherokee land. 
In 1831 Alabama prosecuted a white man for 
the murder of a Creek man on Cree.l<'territory 
under its new jurisdiction statute. In 1835 
Tennessee prosecuted two Cherokee men_ for 
the k.illing of a prominent ~berokee leader 
with.in the boundaries of the Cherokee Nation. 
In each of these cases, attorneys representing 
the defendants forced the state courts to con
sider the cor:istitutionality and legality of the 
state extension laws and the character of tribal 
powers. In each one, the court upheld the 
state's right to extend jurisdiction and repud.i
ated the argument that the tribes comprised 
sovereign nations. In coming to these judg
ments, the southern jud.iciary devised a litany 
of rationalizations for taking the land of the 
Southeastern Indians. 7 

A selective list of the arguments enun
ciated in these cases demonstrates the breadth 
and audacity of the southern removal ideolo
gy: 

1) Southern judges claimed that the 
people of the Southeast were "hunter-gather
ers," d.id not cultivate the soil, and therefore 
did not possess any legal or political interest in 
their ancestral homelands. According to the 
southern judiciary, the book of Genesis, the 
law of nations, and the English common law 
beld that a people had to cultivate the soil of 
their lands in order to maintain legal title over 
them. "Those who live by the chase," they 
said, citing Emmerich von Vattel, the eigh
teenth century student of international rela
tions, "must yield to the cultivator of the soil." 
Southeastern peoples should not have suffered 
from th.is reading of legal and Biblical authori
ty; not only had their ancestors been engaged 
in agriculture for hundreds of years, many of 

them were presently farming in the manner the 
United States had prescribed in the ci vili:zation 
program. The southern judges, however, con
sistently used the tactic of misrepresenting or 
obfuscating the reality of the culture of 
Southeastern lnd.ians to establish legal justifi
cations for their dispossession. Judge John 
Catron of Tennessee wrote, ''That mere wan
dering tribes of savages ... should claim a 
vast extent of forest ... and exclude the culti
vation of the earth is unreasonable and 
unjust.'' Catron irresponsibly followed that 
false assertion with Vattel's infamous state
ment that those peoples who do not cultivate 
the earth "deserve to be exterminated as sav
age and pernicious beasts."8 

Catron's former passage provides 
another example of the southern jud.iciary's 
slippery grasp of reality. The Tennessee justice 
and other judges in the region maintained that 
Southeastern Indians were nomadic peoples 
and therefore could not claim legal right to, or 

-dominion over, their territory. An Alabama 
judge, for instance, said that a Creek Indian 
was a "wildman, who has no permanent abid
ing place, but moves from camp to camp, as 
the pursu.it of game may lead him." Of course, 
while communities in the Southeast occasion
ally moved their towns to be closer to fire
wood, fresh soil, and other resources, they 
were essentially sedentary and held vivid emo
tional and spiritual feelings about their home
land. 9 
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2) The southern judges consistently 
stated that the Southeastern tribes could not be 
sovereign nations because they were not 
ordered by laws or governed by political insti
tutions. Judge Abner S. Lipscomb of Alabama, 
for instance, described the Creek Nation's dec
laration of national independence as "th.is high 
pretension to savage sovereignty." Creek polit
ical authority, he said, was ''adventitious and 
temporary, pass.ing from one warrior to anoth
er, as accident might determine." In fact, the 



Southeastern nations maintained complex 
functional political and legal mechanisms long 
before and after the arrival of Europeans; sev
eral of them (the Cherokees being the best 
example) had adopted or were moving toward 
the establishment of constitutional republics at 
the time of the Removal cases. lO 

3) The southernjudges maintained that 
the principle of discovery provided the states 
with authority over the tribal nations. _ 
According to the southern supreme_courts, the 
"discovery" of North America gave the 
Europeans "exclusive title" and "ultimate 
dominion" over Indian lands and terminated 
the tribes' right to dispose of their lands as 
they wished. The states, they argued, had suc
ceeded to the rights of the imperial powers. 
The southern judges made this assertion, 
despite the U.S. Supreme Court's holding in 
Johnson v. McIntosh that the federal govern
ment possessed that power. 11 

4) The southern courts intentionally 
and repeatedly misrepresented the history of 
relations between the Indian tribes and the 
European imperial powers. For instance, they 
argued that the Cherokees had pledged fealty 
to the British crown in 1730 when Moytoy, a 
Cherokee chief, and his delegation laid a head
dress at the foot of King George in London. In 
reality, this was probably an exchange of gifts 
to open diplomatic negotiations. And, of 
course, at this time, the delegation was in no 
position to speak for every Cherokee town. 
The southern judiciary also maintained that 
neither United States nor its imperial forebears 
had ever recognized the rights of the Indian 
tribes. 12 

5) The southern courts were disingenu
ously selective about the legal precedents they 
cited. For example, some of them proceeded 
as if the U. S. Supreme Court had never rec
ognized the rights of the tribal nations in 
Cherokee Nation v. Georgia and Worcester v. 
Georgia or flatly denied the binding nature of 

the precedents. In addition, they misrepresent
ed the Supreme Court's position on the law on 
a number of occasions. For instance, in the 
case of Fletcher v. Peck ( 1810), John Marshall 
had vaguely hinted that the states might hold 
the right to extinguish the Indian title. 
However, in the subsequent case of Johnson v. 
McIntosh (1823), Marshall had clarified his 
views and stated that it' was the federal gov
ernment that possessed the power to terminate 
tribal property rights. Rather than following 
Johnson v. McIntosh on this point, the south
ern courts simply ignored it and cited Fletcher 
v. Peck.13 

6) The southern judges created a 
states' rights interpretation of the U. S. 
Constitution's Commerce Clause to justify the 
state assault on tribal rights and powers. 
Under the Constitution, the federal govern
ment has the power "to regulate commerce 
with foreign nations, and among the several 
states, and with the Indian tribes." The south
ern courts took this to mean that the federal 
government could only regulate trade, strictly 
defined, with the tribes and that the states held 
the power to manage every other aspect of 
Indian relations, including questions relating 
to the title of Indian lands and tribal rights. As 
such, the southern judges maintained that the 
states held the power to extinguish the territo~ 
rial rights of the tribal nations. One might 
argue that this interpretation of the Commerce 
Clause was just as good as any other, but this 
view does not take into account the existence 
of the Supremacy Clause, which made the fed
eral-Indian treaties that guaranteed Native title 
part of the supreme law of the land and placed 
tribal rights beyond encroachment by the 
states. 14 

7) .Similarly, the southern judges 
ridiculed the idea that federal-Indian treaties 
recognized and guaranteed the political and 
territorial rights of the tribes. The Georgia 
Supreme Court declared that, '1f there are any 
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clauses in any of the compacts between the 
United States and the Cherokee Indians (mis
called treaties) which give to those Indians the 
right of independent self--government, they are 
simply void, and cannot, and ought not to'be 
permitted to throw any obstacle in the way of 
Georgia." Federal-lndian treaties, according lo 
Alabama's Judge Lipscomb, were simply 
efforts by the federal government to "concili
ate the savages.'' 15 

8) Southern judges ~reated-a list of 
horribles that would result if the United States 
protected the sovereign rights of the tribes. 
Alabama judge John M. Taylor warned that if 
his state rec9gnized the sovereignty of the 
Creek Nation, the citizens of Alabama would 
be "dragged before their chiefs and other head 
men, and upon the most crude and unsatisfac
tory testimony, be consigned to ignominious 
or fatal punishments." Southern judges warned 
that the Indian tribes would set up monarchies 
within the boundaries of the states, foment 
riots, establish armies and make war on the 
American people, and prevent American citi
zens from crossing across their territory to 
reach other points within the United States.16 

9) The southern judges fanatically 
embraced racial stereotypes to justify the 
extension of state jurisdiction. In their opin
ions they referred to Indian people as "fero
cious," "fierce," "war-like," "barbarous," 
"indolent," "erratic," "rude and uncivilized," 
of "imbecile intellect," and "incapable of pro
tecting their own interests." 17 

10) Finally, the southern judges 
declared that the southeastern Indians were a 
disappearing race. According to John Catron, 
the Indian peoples would be ground under the 
wheels of American progress. Removal, he 
maintained, would temporarily preserve a race 
bound for extinction. IS 

As historians, we focus much of our 
work on identifying the causes and conse
quences of events. When we try to figure out 

who was responsible for the Trail of Tears, we 
can look at Thomas Jefferson, who conceived 
of removing the Indian tribes across the 
Mississippi; at Andrew Jackson, who led the 
federal government to adopt removal as 
national policy and who refused to enforce 
Worcester v. Georgia; at Congress, which 
funded removal and ratified the removal 
treaties; at white southerners, who wanted to 
take Indian land; and at the U. S. Supreme 
Court, which helped justify national expansion 
in Johnson v. McIntosh. What I suggested in 
The Legal Ideology of Removal was that we 
also need to look at the southern judges who 
helped construct the justifications for removal. 
All of these rationalizations, misrepresenta
tions, and deceptions comprised a powerful 
ideology attractive to white southerners who 
wanted Indian land. With these justifications, 
white Americans in the South could persuade 
themselves that they were not immorally and 
illegally taking the land of others; they could 

-use these fictions to convince themselves that 
what they were doing what was right and 
proper. 
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The real difficulty with this history 
was proving its materiality. To demonstrate the 
relevance of this ideology, and in an attempt to 
attack the theory of inevitability, I decided to 
proffer a simple counterfactual assertion that 
was hedged with what I thought were clear 
qualifiers: "Genuine respect for Marshall's 
theory of tribal sovereignty by the states may 
have produced an intriguing American federal
ism that would have allowed the United States 
and dynamic, sovereign Native American 
nations to coexist in a truly multicultural inter
national alliance. The sanction of state exten
sion by the southern courts, however, played a 
prominent role in the destruction of that alter
native reality." I wanted to implant in the read
er's mind a map of the United States that 
included vibrant nations of Cherokees, Creeks, 
Choctaws, Chickasaws, and Seminoles each 



residing and prospering in their own home
lands in the Southeast. This optimistic future, 
I wanted to suggest, was snuffed out when the 
state courts failed to stan~up to their legisla
tures. t9 

Some critics took me literally rather 
than understanding that I was ihqiting readers 
to use their imagination to appreciate'the rele
vancy of my argument. I was accused of hav
ing a "romantic view" of history by one s~hol
ar. Another prominent histor!an wrote that 
they doubted "whether a more intellectually 
consistent and historically informed judiciary 
could have done,much to stem the tide of 
Indian removal." This historian added that 
they "share Professor Garrison's indignation 
but not bis faith in the power of the courts 
when they depart from, rather than express, 
''public" and majority elite opinion."20 

When I wrote those thoughts, however, 
I did not mean to say that if the southern 
judges had demonstrated the courage and 
integrity to recognize the rights of the tribal 
nations that there definitely would not have 
been a removal. I intentionally selected the 
words ''may have.'' What I was trying to say, 
and probably should have done a better job of 
stating, was that I was describing the stakes at 
play in the removal court decisions: if the 
southern state judges had told their state legis
lators that they could not lawfully extend 
jurisdiction over the Indian tribes, then they 
and their constituents might, again might, have 
been forced to reconsider the legality and 
morality of their actions. I was making a 
house of cards argument and reminding read
ers that the legal leaders of a society have the 
capacity to exert moral influence in their com
munities. The decisions of judges, l wanted to 
suggest, can reverse popular trends contrary to 
accepted legal or moral principles. 

I also wanted to imply that accepting 
the inevitability of removal diminishes the sig
nificance of those who resisted, and lost, and 

places history in the possession of the winners. 
We must acknowledge, for instance, that until 
as late as 1836 John Ross believed that the 
next presidential election could reverse the 
Removal hysteria gripping the Southeast. He 
believed that the Whigs would abandon the 
removal program and recognize the rights of 
the Indian nations if they won Congress and 
the White House. Was Ross just naive about 
American politics? He was not; the razor thin 
margin on the Indian Removal Act in the 
House of Representatives (the vote passed by 
a 102-97 count) inspired him to believe that 
removal was not inevitable. If we accept the 
inevitability of removal, then we must, it 
seems, reduce Ross to an immaterial, tragic 
character in this history.21 

I also wanted to reaffirm that for the 
sake of our social sanity, we have to preserve 
our faith in the idea that the ethical individual 
can positively affect history. Take, for 
instance, my assertion that a courageous, ethi
cal cadre of judges in the Southeast might 
have delayed or eventually forestalled the 
national rush to Removal. What if, indeed, 
they bad listened to Judge Peck? 

Judge Jacob Peck is a rather obscure 
figure. We simply do not know much about 
him. A biographer described him as a "man of 
large frame ... and extraordinary physical 
vigor." He was "a man of wide culture, with 
positive and independent character," and he 
was "fond of music, painting, mineralogy and 
zoology." Peck was also a federalist from the 
old school. This is about all we know of the 
jurist.22 

Peck had been on the bench for only a 
short time when the case of Tennessee v. 
Fonnan came before him on appeal. In 1834 
gunmen shot and killed a prominent Cherokee 
man named John "Chief Jack" Walker, Jr. 
Walker was aligned with the Treaty Party, had 
become disenchanted with John Ross's leader
ship, and was convinced that a removal 
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beyond the Mississippi River was the only 
way the Cherokee Nation could retain its inde
pendence. In August Ross called the Cherokee 
National Council into session at Red Clay to 
discuss recent removal negotiations that tus 
brother, Andrew, a recent convert to the Treaty 
faction, had conducted with federal officials. 
Rumors in the nation had tied John Walker to 
these removal discussions. The meeting deteri
orated into an exchange of charges and recrim
inations between the Ross a_nd Treaty factions. 
In the middle of these arguments, a man 
named Parch Corn cried out that they should 
kill the men who had tried to negotiate the 
removal agr~ernent. At this point, John Walker 
and Dick Jackson, Walker's friend, left the 
council meeting and headed toward Walker's 
home. According to witnesses, two men, 
James Foreman and his half-brother, Anderson 
Springston, followed them out.23 

As Walker and Jackson were riding 
along, they were fired on by one or more gun
men. One of the shots hit Walker in the back 
and came out of the right side of his chest. He 
died about three weeks later. President Andrew 
Jackson, who knew Walker's father from the 
War of 1812 and had met Walker in 
Washington, was infuriated when he was told 
of the shooting. He accused John Ross of 
ordering the assault and said that he suspected 
that the attack was the first step in a war on 
the Treaty party. He ordered Major Benjamin 
Currey of the U.S. Army to lead a federal 
investigation into the shooting. Before he died, 
Chief Jack told Currey that he saw Foreman 
and Springston run away from where the shots 
were fired. Currey provided this information 
to the state authorities in McMinn County, 
Tennessee, and the sheriff went into Cherokee 
territory and arrested the two suspects.24 

Before the assault, Tennessee had 
extended its jurisdiction over the Cherokee 
Nation's territory; and this is the authority that 
the state used to arrest and charge Foreman 

and Springston. At their arraignment, the 
defendant's lawyer, Spencer Jarnagin, noted 
that the shooting occurred within the Cherokee 
Nation and that the victim and the suspects 
were citizens of the Cherokee Nation. He 
added that ·several treaties with the United 
States had recognized and guaranteed the 
Cherokees' authority over the territory and 
that the Cherokees held proper jurisdiction in 
the case. The 1833 Tennessee extension 
statute, be concluded, violated the sovereign 
rights of the Cherokee Nation. The state of 
Tennessee did not have any right to arrest or 
detain Foreman and Springston.25 

Charles Fleming Keith, the trial judge 
for McMinn County, agreed. He ruled that the 
state did not have jurisdiction, and he declared 
Tennessee's extension law null and void. The 
state's attorney general appealed this decision 
to the Tennessee Supreme Court. Jarnigan 
repeated his arguments before that tribunal 
and told the court that it was bound to follow 

- the U. S. Supreme Court's recent decision in 
Worcester v. Georgia. The Cherokee Nation 
was a sovereign nation. he said, and the laws 
of Tennessee were of no effect in the 
Cherokee Nation. The court, however, upheld 
Tennessee's right to extend its jurisdiction 
over the Cherokee Nation and repeated several 
of the southern removal rationalizations to 
support its decision.26 

Jacob Peck dissented to this decision 
and became the only member of the southern 
appellate bench to reject the southern removal 
ideology. Peck's conception of the relationship 
between the states, the tribal nations, and the 
federal government was consistent with 
Marshall's view. He said that since its found
ing the United States bad acknowledged that 
the Cherokee Nation was a separate and inde
pendent nation. Peck contended that the 
Constitution provided Congress with complete 
authority over Indian affairs, that the United 
States had recognized that the Cherokees pos-
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sessed the essential elements of national sov
ereignty in the treaties of Hopewell and 
Holston, and that subsequent treaties had con
sistently reaffirmed that understanding. The 
Contract Clause of the Constitution prohibited 
Tennessee from impairing those agreements, 
and the Supremacy Clause put ~e treaties on 
the "same footing" and deserving of tihe "same 
homage" as the Constitution itself. The 
Supremacy Clause ''commanded" all judges, 
Peck wrote, to "obey" the provisio11s of the 
federal-Cherokee treaties.27" 

Peck demolished several planks of the 
southern removal ideology. For example, be 
noted that southern judges and politicians had 
written that treaties were just words to "con
ciliate the savages" but pointed out that the 
states had willingly accepted the fruits of 
those treaties when they endowed them with 
new territory. He also addressed those removal 
advocates who had referred to the Treaty of 
Hopewell language that stated that the 
Cherokees were "under the protection of the 
United States." Removal advocates had argued 
that the Cherokees had surrendered their sov
ereignty when they signed the agreement. 
Peck demurred and wrote that anyone who 
had examined the history of the Cherokees 
and their relationships with the states could 
see why the Cherokees had invoked the pro
tection of the federal government. The states 
had allowed their citizens to trample onto 
Indian lands without the consent of either the 
Indian or the federal governments; in Georgia, 
he said, the state legislature had recently pur
ported to outlaw the Cherokee Nation. For the 
survival of the Indian nations, Peck contended, 
it was essential for the federal government to 
-protect them from incursions by the states. 
Asking for the protection of the federal gov
ernment, in other words, did not imply a sur
render of sovereignty.28 

Near the end of his opinion, Peck 
wrote that the attorneys for the state and other 

members of the Tennessee court had urged 
him to recognize that Georgia, Alabama, 
North Carolina, New York, and Ohio had all 
extended their jurisdiction over the Indians 
within their borders. Peck said that he refused 
to be coerced: "I will not sin," he said, even 
"if others do." Peck added: "Originally the 
Indian may have had no right; discovery and 
conquest, aided by the'gifts of the popes or 
crowned heads, may have swept them all 
away, still, if by treaty the [Cherokee] nation 
acquired rights by the concessions of their 
conquerors, such rights must be protected, 
even if the concessions bad their origin in our 
generosity. So long as we, as a people, profess 
to be governed by written compacts rather 
than by tbe sword or the strong arm of power, 
so long will treaties, even with the red man, 
be our guide, and it will be a matter of pride 
and boast that we are just even to the weak. ,,29 

Peck's opinion, I would suggest, was 
one of the bravest in American legal history. 
J-Ie revealed the duplicity and venality of his 
fellow judges. He offered an opinion that was 
directly contrary to the desires of his state's 
governor and legislature. He repudiated the 
wishes of a popular president from his home 
state. He stood up against the overwhelming 
sentiments of the people of Tennessee. When I 
wrote that the Southeastern nations might still 
be living in their ancestral homelands if the 
southern judiciary had demonstrated the 
courage to follow simple judicial ethics, I was 
referring to the example set by Jacob Peck of 
the Tennessee Supreme Court. I can not state 
with complete conviction that the southern 
judiciary could have saved the Southeastern 
nations from Removal~ at the same time, I can 
not be moved from my belief that circum
stances might have been different if more 
judges had been as bold and brave as Judge 
Peck. Peck's courage raised the question of 
whether or not it was useful or appropriate for 
me to render judgments on the morality and 
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ethics of the southern judges, as opposed to 
simply paraphrasing their arguments. After a.JI 
of the research, drafting, proofreading, and 
editing, I decided that the post-modem critique 
of history offered a persuasive reason why I 
had the right, the power, and the obligation to 
indict these judges for their ethical and moral 
failures. At its most fundamental, tKe post
modern critique bolds that historians can not 
escape their prejudices and biases and n~ces
sarily use imagination to C<?nstruct historica.J 
narratives. Post-modern critics of history con
tend that we can not write history "as it really 
happened," as Leopold von Ranke urged; 
rather, they _suggest that what we do is just as 
inventive, in a pejorative sense, as fiction. ln 
Why Bother with History?, Beverly Southgate 
urged students of history to embrace rather 
than ignore the post-modern critique, free our
selves from the chains of Rankean objectivity, 
and join the battle to establish the moral prin
ciples of the future. He wrote that, 11Th.e fact 
that postmodernism leaves historians without 
any foundationalist structure of values (values 
that have been implanted in the world and/or 
ratified by some absolute religious or secular 
power) leaves them not only free but also actu
ally required to make their own moral choices 
and decisions." In other words, if we have dis
connected our values from a transcendent 
foundation, then we are free to use our judg
ments on the past to suggest norms that we 
would like to see individuals and governments 
pursue in the future.30 

The idea of humans transforming 
morality, of course, is not the invention of 
philosophers or post-modern historians. Our 
nation, for instance, formerly sanctioned the 
enslavement of human beings. In the 1860s, 
however, Americans decided to consider slav
ery illegal and immoral. Our forebears came to 
view slavery as wrong for different reasons; 
some found authority in tbeir faith or in their 
political philosophy. Regardless of how the 

individual came to the conclusion that slavery 
was immoral, it was clear that Americans had 
established a new national standard of morali
ty unfettered by any specific or uniform exis
tential grounding beyond the Thirteenth 
Amendment. This means, I think, that our own 
generation can aspire toward the transforma
tion, and hopefully, the elevation, of moral 
principles. What this means for historians is 
that we are free to criticize the people of the 
past as a means to establish the morality of the 
future. I therefore have the right, and perhaps 
the obligation, to use the history of the 
Removal to condemn contemporary state 
attacks on tribal powers (as I did in my epi
logue). 

Now this does not mean that we aban
don our methodical examination of the evi
dence, nor does it mean that we give up our 
noble dream of searching for the truth of what 
happened. We can continue with these tradi
tions. At the same time, we can understand 

• that we are free to judge the people of the past 
so long as we evaluate them by fair standards
their own. We must, moreover, be careful not 
to judge them by the principles we are endeav
oring to establish. As chroniclers of the past, 
however, we can keep our eye on the future. 

Fortunately, I had Judge Peck to help 
me write through this issue. Ideally, it is best 
to allow the people of the past to confront or 
condemn their own contemporaries; and in 
assessing the legal ideology of Removal, I was 
able to a.Jlow Judge Peck to stand in judgment 
of his colleagues. I simply juxtaposed Judge 
Peck's views with those promoting the south
ern remova.J ideology and allowed him to 
unleash my anger on the southern judiciary. 

In the end, I chose to use the example 
of the Removal to make a statement about 
what can happen when courts do not follow 
fundamenta.J rules of logic, fairness, and 
ethics. I suggested with this history that our 
judges have a moral and ethical obligation to 
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defend the rights of the unpopular, because if 
they do not, the outrage of the Removal is an 

example of the kind of result they will enable. 
That is inevitable. 
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Chickasaw Road to Removal 

Richard Green 
Tribal Historian 

Chickasaw Nation 

The progenitor of the f?mily, James 
Colbert, came to the Chickasaw cottntry some
time after 1736. If he was born about 1721, 
either in Scotland or South Carolina, he would 
have been a teenager at the time._Before 
Colbert arrived, the Chickilsaw country looked 
like this. Whole map. Settlement from 1690 to 
1723 looked like this. But the Chics had been 
at war with the French and Indian allies for 
years and to protect and defend themselves 
better they had consolidated into two settle
ment patterns in general, called large prairie 
and small prairie. By 1740, villages in SP 
abandoned and everybody was living io LP. 
Show map. We know this because a fellow 
trader and part-time resident of CN, James 
Adair, wrote a book describing the location of _ 
the settlements. He also provided much cultur
al information, part of which is a baseline for 
comparing Chickasaws in early and middle 
part of 1sth century with them in accounts 
from the early part of the 19th century. Adair 
knew Colbert and wrote that he had lived 
among the Cbikkasah since childhood and 
spoke their language at least as well as he 
spoke English. James Colbert eventually mar
ried 3 Chickasaws and had children with each 
of them. 

At this time, the Chickasaws were liv
ing in villages led by the great fullblood war
riors, Mingo Houma and Payamataha. Many 
other chiefs are named in the records, but little 
is known about them because the colonial offi
cials preferred to single out and deal with the 
same known leaders. Some of them were 
influential in tribal affairs, but we will never 
know of their contributions. An example is the 
war chief Tishomingo. Though he is identified 
in the colonial records as a great war chief, 
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these references appear when he is an old 
man, a man who dies on the Trail of Tears. 
Though these records reveal nothing of his 
exploits, Tishomingo was a symbol of warrior 
valor and skill to the Chickasaw in the 18th 
and I 9th centuries, and that symbolism 
remains intact to tribal members today. 

James Colbert had the potential to 
become influential because he had lived in 
white and Chickasaw society and was conver
sant in both. He also had three Chickasaw 
wives, had children with each of them and 
they were all raised as Chickasaw. He realized 
that potential not as a leader, but in a number 
of important roles. He was a trusted advisor to 
the chiefs, an English trader and staunch 
English ally and soldier. 

Another contributing factor to his noto
riety is that be lived with the Chickasaw dur
ing a pivotal era in tribal history, when 
English arms, ammunition and support were 
helping the tribe to combat the French and 
their native allies. Though the English may 
have been motivated mainly by business and 
their competition with France, English support 
clearly helped enable the Chickasaw to sur
vive through the 1750s and early 60s. 

After about 1740, when the Chickasaw 
had consolidated into one relatively small set
tlement of several contiguous villages, Colbert 
lived in proximity to two great war chiefs, 
Payamataha and Mingo Houma. The three 
men probably were of similar ages and died 
within a year of one another. Growing up, 
Colbeit may have been friends with one or 
both of them. As they bad grown up, 
Payamataha and Mingo Houma had earned the 
right to be named war chiefs. The war chief 
who discussed Chickasaw spirituality with the 



Rev. John Wesley in 1736 might have been 
Payamataha. Meanwhile, James Colbert may 
or may not have been adopted into the tribe. 
But one way or the other, be became increas
ingly influential to the Chickasaw chiefs, • 
which made up the last generation of full
blood leaders. In this way, Jame~ Colbert was 
the link between the full-blood leade~bip and 
the leadership provided in the future by his 
sons. -

For the Chickasaws, nearly ..sixty years 
of almost unrelieved warfare with the French 
colony of Louisiana and its native allies ended 
in 1763, when the French ceded "their land'' 
to the Englis~ and Spanish. The ensuing 20 
years were relatively tranquil, and the 
Chickasaw population increased. In the 
absence of warfare, they turned to diplomacy. 

Whatever their early relationship as 
warriors had been like, by the 1760s Mingo 
Houma and Payamataha seemed to have 
become competitive toward each other. 
Whether this naturally grew out of differences 
in leadership or was manipulated by the 
English is not known, but it was probably the 
latter. 

Superintendent of Indian Affairs John 
Stuart thought Payamataha more competent 
and cooperative and therefore favored him 
over Mingo Houma. Stuart gave Payamataha a 
Great Medal while giving Mingo Houma a 
smaller medal. At the British Congress in 
Mobile in 1771, Mingo Houma told the 
English leaders he was the Chickasaw king 
and that Payamataha was one of his warriors. 
How he became king is not known, since that 
position traditionally was inherited, not earned 
through merit like war chiefs. It is known that 
many Chickasaws proclaimed Mingo Houma 
to be the king and that one of his descendants 
later became king, without having been a war 
chief. Perhaps this is an indicator that the 
tribe's traditional customs for leadership had 
eroded. 

Payamataha addressed erosion of tribal cus
toms and values in 1771 at the Mobile Conference. "I 
am a Redman of a Nation once great but now much 
diminished by Death." Then, he said that the Nation 
had been diminished in other ways as weJl. The peo
ple bave been disrupted by traders who cheated them. 
Worse still, these traders made the Chickasaws disre
spect the old ways and corrupted their manners to the 
point that "I cannot govern them." 

The Chickasaw leaders never understood why 
English were fighting English in the American 
Revolutionary War. Although Payamataha and Mingo 
Houma pledged their support to England, Payamataha 
was reluctant to approve the British request to help 
them fight the Americans. How could they tell them 
apart, he wanted to know. Warriors might mistakenly 
kill British soldiers. Moreover, if the warriors left 
their nation to fight in remote locations, their towns 
would be relatively defenseless against attacks from 
Americans (specifically Vugioians) or their Indian 
enemies. 

James Colbert, however, was a most willing 
--volunteer for the British cause. Early in the war, he 
helped distribute munitions to the militantly pro
British Cherokees. Later, he became, in effect, the 
British agent to the Chickasaw. 

Spain captured West Florida from Britain by 
1781. The Spanish had been a supporter of the tribe's 
enemies, the French, and some of the northern tribes 
that raided Chickasaw hunting camps on the tribe's 
hunting grounds. Nevertheless, the Chickasaws 
lacked the strength to war with the Spanish coloniz
ers. In fact, Payamataha, played the British and 
Spanish off against one another. He wooed each 
colony for the benefit of his tribe. 

James Colbert warned the British that if more 
guns and ammo were not forthcoming, the Spanish 
would find a recepti-ve audience among the warriors. 
To thicken the plot, the Americans built Fort Jefferson 
on Chickasaw hunting land. The design was to use 
the fort from which to arm northern Indians to clear 
the way for an American penetration into the south
east. The Chickasaws regarded the Americans as their 
enemy not only for this reason but also because 
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America allied with France. If the Americans Houma was not recognized as the leader of the 
wanted peace, the Chickasaw chiefs told them pro-American faction. Perhaps he had no wish 
in a letter, they should "turn their hatchet to be. 
against the French." , Rather a war chief, Piomingo, emerged 

Colbert's forces, mainly mixed btoods in 1782 as the leader of the remnants of the 
and whites, attacked the fort for several days old anti-French faction in 1782 that had blend-
in May 1781 and afterward. Wben it was ed with the anti-Spanish group to form the 
abandoned later that year, a faction 'bf vanguard of a new pro-American faction. 
Chickasaw, under the leadership of Colbert, Little is known about this man before then. 
who was then approximately 60 years of age, Piomingo was not his name, but a title mean-
began a guerilla campaign_ to disrupt Spanish ing "mountain leader," and the colonials 
shipping. The Spanish gave the Kickapoos spelled the name different ways. There were 
financial incentives to make war on their long- other Chickasaw chiefs known by similar 
time enemy. On the other hand, historian Don names and spellings, so it is impossible to 
Martini has written that Colbert, no friend of track these names back in history to specific 
the Americans, and some 350 of his partisans, iodiViduals. Doubtless he was popular and 
probably took part in the Cherokee raids respected by the tribe as a warrior, but his 
against the Cumberland settlements in 1780- "power" may have stemmed as much or more 
81. Numerous American settlers were killed. from American support as tribal support. 

Later in 1781, Lord Charles In September of 1783, Britain recog-
Cornwallis, the English commander, surren- nized U.S. independence and Spain's takeover 
dered to the Americans at Yorktown and the of Florida. This left James Colbert with noth-
Chickasaw faced the unpleasant reality that its - ing to fight for or against, so he disbanded his 
ally and primary trading partner, Britain, might force and released his prisoners. This enabled 
soon be withdrawing from the Southeast. both powers to court tbe Chickasaw unfet-
Life-long English supporter Payamataha court- tered. Piomingo and others signed a treaty of 
ed the Americans and the Spanish, he ultimate- alliance with the Virginians in November 
ly became the nominal leader of the pro- 1783. 
Spanish faction, assuring the Spanish that he 
would curtail Colbert's guerilla actions against 
them. But Colbert and his sons, dispensing the 
spoils of their raids on the warriors, were too 
popular to stop. 

The position of Mingo Houma in rela
tion to American and Spain isn't fully known 
because his name seldom appears in the 
Spanish and American documents. But in one 
1782 letter he said he wished to "eat, drink & 
smoke Together as Friends & Brothers'' with 
the Americans. He may have been recognized 
as the leader of the pro-American faction of 
the tribe, but if so, it would not be for long. He 
sustained a crippling injury, and his role in 
tribal affairs s1 ipped. Before his death, Mingo 
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A month later on a trip across the 
southeast, James Colbert stopped in south cen
tral Alabama to visit Alexander McGillivray, 
who at only 25 years of age, had recently 
become principal chief of the Creeks. Colbert 
had been a great friend of McGillivray's 
father, the Scottish trader Lachlan 
McGillivray. After the Georgians confiscated 
Lachlan's land because of his Tory leanings in 
1775, Alexander became passionately anti
American. It was natural under the circum
stances for him to ally with the Spanish. 
Meanwhile, the Spanish were pursuing claims 
against Colbert for the vessels and property he 
had so aggressively seized during the raids. In 
his last letter, he worried that the Spanish 
would seize his property. 



This meeting must have been quite 
interesting, even poignant. While Colbert and 
Chief McGillivray had been pro-British allies, 
that was now history. The future would be dif
ferent. The chief probably told Colbert that he 
was on the verge of signing a treaty alliance 
with Spain. Colbert couldn't hav~ been 
pleased, because he knew it would only be a 
matter of time before pro-American 
Chickasaws and Creeks were at war, It must 
have been a melancholy parting foe. the 
friends. A few days later, in January 1784, 
Colbert was killed after being thrown from his 
horse, according ,to his slave who had accom
panied him O';t the trip. 

Could he have murdered? A man with 
as many enemies as Colbert certainly might 
have been targeted for revenge, but there was 
no clear political or military motive. 
Moreover, if the Colbert sons had suspected 
murder, their top priority would have been to 
exact revenge, and there is no hint of that in 
any colonial records. In the vacuum left by 
Britain's exit, Colbert seemed to have no role 
in the tribe's future, other than perhaps 
through his Chickasaw sons, William, George, 
Levi and James. Although they were mixed
blood Chickasaw, the tribe traditionally con
sidered such offspring as Chickasaw. As the 
sons had fought under their father in a number 
of raids and battles, they had become influen
tial both by association and merit. They were 
prepared to use their knowledge of growing up 
Chickasaw with the teachings and example of 
their relatively worldly father. 

Later that year, 1784, the tribe's two 
other long-time leaders, Payamataha and 
Mingo Houma both died of infectious djsease, 
probably measles. This might have perpetuat
ed the power vacuum left by Britain's exit, but 
Piomingo had already consolidated his posi
tion as leader of the American party. The 
Spanish party leadership passed to Taski 

Etoka, called the Hare-Lipped King, who was 
a nephew of Mingo Houma. 

Not only did McGillivray sign an 
alliance with Spain that same year, he also 
convened an Indian council in June in Mobile 
with Spanish officials. By stirring up fear 
among the Chickasaw that the Americans 
meant to appropriate their land for the ever
increasing number of settlers, McGillivray 
was instrumental in a Chickasaw faction's 
decision to sign an alliance with Spain. One of 
the signers was a then minor chief named 
U gulaycabe. In time, he will become leader of 
the pro-Spanish faction. By that summer, trade 
goods from the Spanish-allied firm of Panton 
and Leslie were flowing into the Chickasaw 
Nation. Just before his death, James Colbert 
wrote that he had arranged to get his son, 
James, a position with the firm that had a con
tract with Spain, his avowed enemy. That is 
intriguing. Did this mean that Colbert was 
supporting Spain, or had this been a business 
decision to help his son, and perhaps himself? 

Despite the maneuverings of 
McGillivray, Piomingo led a group of 
Chickasaws to Hopewell, South Carolina to 
meet the Americans at an inter-tribal council. 
The Americans signed separate treaties with 
the Cherokees, Creeks and Choctaws, and 
then a treaty with the Chickasaws in January 
1786. Among other things, the Chickasaw 
signers declared the tribe to be under the sole 
protection of the United States. The Hopewell 
Treaty also defined Chickasaw boundaries, 
The U.S. reserved a tract of land five miles in 
diameter near Muscle Shoals for a future trad
ing post, out of which the U.S. would have 
exclusive trading rights with the Chickasaw 
(which was impossible given the large pro
Spanish faction of the tribe.) There was also a 
clause, undoubtedly not understood by the 
Chickasaw, stating that the U.S. was author
ized to manage all their (Chickasaw) affairs in 
any manner as the U.S. might "think proper." 

30 



Tribal leaders had signed separate 
treaties with nation that were hostile toward 
one another. Was this a prescription for sur-
vival or disaster? ' 

According to Jong-time Chickasaw 
translator, Malcolm McGee, Piomingo was 
born about 1750, the same yeac of William 
Colbert's birth. By 1783, he was identified in 
an Ame1ican document as the lead warrior of 
Chukafalaya (Long Town). At HopewelJ~ be 
was identified as the lead Chickasaw warrior 
by some and the lead culprit by others. Chief 
McGillivray said that Piomingo bad been 
bribed by the Americans at Hopewell. 
Allegations. of bribery of tribal leaders would 
be an enduring charge into the first third of the 
19th century. While Piomingo was aware that 
his American allies wanted Chickasaw land, he 
opposed all land sales. He probably thought 
the Nation would remain intact as long as the 
United States and Spain competed for the alle
giance of the southern Indians. 

Piomingo's pro-Spanish counterpart, 
Ugulaycabe, probably felt the same way. 
Though on opposing sides, their shared beliefs 
about what was best for the tribe probably pre
vented a civil war during the first five years of 
the 179Os as the Creeks, under McGillivray, 
worked to undermine Chickasaw unity. 
Another reason that they seemed to balance or 
check one another in the decade after 
HopeweH was that Piorningo was a war chief, 
and Ugulaycabe may have been a peace chief. 
Unlike Piomingo, Ugulaycabe is not identified 
as a war chief and his name is not associated 
with battles or raids in any colonial docu
ments. Throughout the historical period, war 
and peace chiefs had been striking delicate 
balances in tribal decision-making. 

U gulaycabe seems to have been doing 
that himself in his relations with both powers. 
At the U.S.-sponsored Nashville conference in 
1792, he refused an American request to put 
up a trading post on Chickasaw land, saying 

Spain provided all the tribe needed. But he 
also said that the Chickasaw would not side 
with either the U.S. or Spain in a war between 
them. He stressed tribal opposition to further 
white encroachments on Chickasaw land. 

Piomingo did attend the Nashville con
ference, as did William and George Colbert. 
after being given Peace Medals and uniforms 
in the name of President George Washington. 
Ugulaycabe told the Americans that he and 
Piomingo were one, probably meaning that 
they both favored tribal independence and no 
land cessions. 

Creek attacks against the Chickasaw 
heated up in the early 179Os, and this drove 
the two Chickasaw factions closer together. 
Nevertheless, when the U.S. was tardy with 
providing essential supplies obligated through 
the Treaty of Hopewell, U gulaycabe signed a 
treaty with Spain in 1793. Ugulaycabe con
sented to allow Spain to erect a fort at 
Chickasaw Bluffs (now Memphis). Though he 

- received many personal incentives t0 sign the 
treaty, including $500 per year, he also told 
the Spanish that the Creek attacks must stop. 
Though the war continued, the Creeks motiva
tion to continue it ebbed with the death of 
McGillivray, probably from tuberculosis, in 
1793. 

Today, when hindsight is always per
fect, it is easy to understand the concept of 
playing off one power against another, but dif
ficult to see that an alliance with Spain would 
prove to be anything except a short-term 
advantage. Yet in the late l 78Os and halfway 
through the '9Os, it was not obvious to the 
Chickasaws (or anyone else) that the new 
United States would prevail in economic and 
military competition with the Spanish. And in 
1795 when Spain abruptly signaled its intent 
at the Treaty of Paris to withdraw, the 
Chickasaw leadership was caught by surprise. 
The announcement left Ugulaycabe without an 
ally and therefore robbed him of his power 
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base. Piomingo had been on the winning side, 
but he probably found Spain's announced 
withdrawl bittersweet because the tribe would 
be left without a counterbalance to the 
Americans. The Treaty of Paris, in a sense, • 
marked the ''twilight of the full bloods," to use 
the phrase of historian A1Te11 Gibs,on in his 
book, The Chickasaws. The Colbert _b11Nhers 
were poised to work for and then with 
Piomingo and lead the tribe through this p~ri
od of transition. A transition to what, however, 
no one seemed to know. 

Although James Colbert lived with the 
Chickasaws for virtually all of his adult life, 
he was a bus~essman, and by the 1760s was 
one of the most influential traders in Indian 
country. Moreover, his three Chickasaw wives 
provided his entree to an active role in tribal 
government and provided him the opportunity 
to run a profitable trading business and farm
ing operation on Chickasaw land. At a 1765 
conference with the British, Payamataha and 
other chiefs dispelled charges that the tribe 
resented Colbert's expanded landholding 
because he had won their trust and proven his 
loyalty over the years. 

Colbert said he owned 150 black 
slaves in 1782. That year, his eldest son, 
William, was about 32, Levi was 23, George 
was 18 while James, Jr. was just 14. Their 
father was their role model in several ways, as 
a plantation owner, respected Chickasaw advi
sor and a British partisan and military leader. 
He provided his sons with advantages that 
would potentially enable, in the Chickasaws' 
changing society, to become tribal leaders as 
well as rich and powerful. They made good on 
both accounts. 

After the father's death in 1784, his 
sons subsequently proved adept at diplomacy, 
both internally and externally. Through the 
1780s and 1790s, they allied themselves with 
Piomingo but did not alienate the pro-Spanish 
faction led by U gulaycabe. After the Spanish 

withdrew, Piomingo and William Colbert both made 
speeches giving the Americans their consent to build 
a fort at Chickasaw Bluffs. William also accompanied 
Piomingo to Philadelphia where they met with 
President Washington, who guaranteed to the 
Chickasaw an annual annuity of $3,000 and, more 
importantly, all the land previously claimed by 
Piorningo, encompassing the modem states of western 
Kentucky, central and western Tennessee. northern 
Mississippi and northwestern Alabama. 

As they were returning home on the old 
Natchez Trace, a large Creek force attacked the 
Chickasaw homeland settlement while most of the 
men were away on the autumn hunt. Levi Colbert ral
lied about 200 old men and boys to successfully 
defend their homes against the attack. When the lead
ership learned of his heroism, Levi was elevated to 
itawamba mingo (bench chief), entitling him to an 
honored place at the tribal council. 

After the Spanish withdrew from the region in 
1797, Piomingo, the first among equals, would deal 
with the Americans. Ugulaycabe lived for several 
more years, but apparently his influence was minimal. 
During Piomingo's last year of life, 1798, it is clear 
that he was opposed to any land cessions, but it is 
impossible to know if he thought that was a realistic 
goal. Though the Colbert brothers had been on his 
side, it is difficult to know if they really had his ear. 
Piomingo had been sorely disappointed with the lack 
of American support during the Creek war. And 
George Washington, the man who guaranteed 
Chickasaw boundaries, was no longer president. In a 
move made probably to gamer greater American sup
port, U gulaycabe in October 1798, journeyed to 
Philadelphia to meet with President John Adams. 
Perhaps he knew that Piorningo could not live much 
longer, having been described in 1797 as very ill. He 
may have been on his deathbed in Long Town at that 
time. At any rate, Piomingo did die on an unknown 
date, probably in late 1798 or early 1799, of an 
unknown cause. Since be died and was buried under 
his house in Long Town, Piomingo's death was prob
ably due to an infectious disease. 
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If Ugulaycabe was trying to be recog
nized as the principal chief by the Americans, 
he didn't succeed. American officials preferred 
to deal with George and William Colbert. 
Though these brothers didn't speak English or 
know how to read or write, the Americans 
believed that they recognized that the Colberts 
could be dealt with reasonably as tne l9th 
century dawned. 

After Piorningo's death, tribal d~ci
sion-mak:ing remained the_ responsibility of the 
council of clans, as it had been for genera
tions. Each clan chief could say whatever be 
pleased and everyone's vote was equal. But 
the Colberts, who still lived in Long Towo, 
were consolidating their power and it seemed 
clear to the Americans that George Colbert 
had become first among equals. The Rev. 

Joseph Bullen, a missionary to the Chickasaw 
around the tum of the century, received a 
warm reception from the Colberts, especially 
Levi and George. According to Bullen, they 
told him that they had labored to further the 
pious and benevolent designs of the Society 
[Presbyterian]; that they "and a number of oth
ers wish to learn good things: no get drunk, 
but work, make corn, cotton, cattle, hogs." 

At this time, the U.S. agent to the 
Chickasaws was recommending to the tribal 
leadership that they, in effect, leave their vil
lages and resettle on farms. Warfare bad 
ceased While many elected to stay put, given 
their allegiance to clan life, the Colberts did 
begin to resettle on trade and transportation 
routes even as more whites began encroaching 
initially on remote areas of Chickasaw land. 
During this time, the Colberts developed pro
ductive farms and plantations. They were 
energetic and ambitious, like their father, and 
as tribal leaders the evidence indicates that 
they protected and supported both tribal inter
ests and their own substantial economic inter
ests. 

This was apparent from the first rather 
innocuous seeming treaty with the U.S. in 

1801. In exchange for $700 in merchandise, 
the Chickasaw granted the U.S. a transporta
tion right of way through Chickasaw country 
on the Natchez Trace that ran from Nashville 
to Natchez. The Chickasaw king, Chinubbee, 
told the c6mmissioners that George Colbert 
was speaking for the tribe. He had been elect
ed principal chief by then. As a concession to 
Colbert, the U.S. promised to build him a 
house at a ferry crossing on the Tennesse 
River near the trace. He would live there and 
make a good deal of money ferryjng non
Indian travelers across the river in the years 
ahead. A treaty provision forbade white mer
chants from doing business on the trace in 
Chickasaw land. While that provision may 
have been motivated by George Colbert's 
desire to have his family monopolize the com
merce, this helped keep white intruders at bay. 
What probably none of the Colberts recog
nfaed in 1801, however, was that by granting a 
right of way to the U.S., the new nation's foot 
was in the door, so to speak. Now the tribe 
was moving along the metaphorical path to 
removal. 

Only four years later, U.S. commis
sioners were back, this time seeking 
Chickasaw land. In 1802, Pres. Thomas 
Jefferson sent a secret message to Congress 
calling for the U.S. to buy selected Indian land 
south of the Ohio River. This included 
Chickasaw land bordering on the new states of 
Kentucky and Tennessee. When the subject 
was broached in early 1805, the Chickasaw 
leaders George Colbert and Chinnubbee told 
the U.S. agents to tell Pres. Jefferson that they 
had no land to sell. Subsequently, the U.S. 
agent to the Chickasaw, Samuel Mitchell dis
covered that tribal members owed more than 
$20,000 to various trading companies. When 
he informed the tribe, the leaders deliberated 
and announced that the tribe would assume the 
debts. Thus, Jefferson's policy of getting tribes 
into debt in order to get their land was work
ing in text-book fashion. 
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By the time that the U.S. commission
ers met the assembled Chickasaw in Big Town 
in March of 1805, Mitchell had persuaded the 
leadership that a land cess4on was their only 
option. They met near or at Ugulaycabe's • 
house, but the old chief was not there. 
According to long-time Chickasc!W resident 
Malcolm McGee, Ugulaycabe died by his own 
hand in about 1799. While there is no consen
sus on this, he had died prior to 1805. 
Likewise, William Colbert was absent. In his 
book, Splendid Land, Splendid People, James 
Atkinson speculates that William, first and 
foremost a wru.Tior, was not interested in 
diplomacy ~d was tempermentally unsuited 
to it. Again, as in 1801, George Colbert was 
the principal spokesman, called the usmartest" 
of the Colberts by McGee. The 
Commissioners were given a full set of nego
tiating instructions, which included direct pay
ments, annuities and, if necessary, bribes. 
Both sides met in Big Town, and after two 
days of intense negotiation, the Chickasaw 
agreed to sell a large tract of land north of the 
Tennessee River (now central Tennessee) for 
$20,000, which would be used to pay the trib
al debts. From that land cession, the 
Chickasaw reserved one square mile of land 
for the use of two chiefs, one of whom was 
Tishumustubbee, who Atkinson says may have 
been Tishomingo. George Colbert and 
Tishumustubee were given $1,000 for their 
services and Chionubbee was granted $ 100 a 
year for life. All of the above Chickasaws 
signed the treaty. There were several other 
Chickasaw signees, the most notable of whom 
was George's brother, Levi, who was develop
ing into a composite of some of the best traits 
of his father, James, and his brothers, William 
and George. 

George Colbert continued to dominate 
tribal affairs while he developed his ferry and 
hotel business and farming operation. He was 
reputed to be the wealthiest Chickasaw. He 

cultivated about 350 acres, and owned at least 
40 slaves. Near his ferry in 1806, he built him
self a very fine two-story frame house that 
was constructed so well that it lasted until 
1929 when it was destroyed by fire. From a 
contemporaries, we get a few brief descrip
tions of the man. A Methodist preacher found 
him to be very shrewd and talented but also 
very wicked because he had two wives, as did 
many Chickasaw men. One of his wives was 
the daughter of Cherokee Chief Doublehead. 
Another contemporary said Colbert displays 
genius, but is an "artful designing man." A 
U.S. official described him as both "extremely 
mercenary,'' and one who "takes on great 
airs." 

His appearance reflected his mixed 
blood heritage. He had Indian features but 
lighter skin. He wore American clothes but his 
hairstyle was traditional. McGee said that 
Colbert persuaded the council to end the tra
ditional tribal law of exacting blood revenge 
-for the murder of a kinsman. On the other 
hand, Colbert told a Methodist minister in 
1807 that white men are worse than Indians 
everywhere. The Indians never knew how to 
steal, get drunk or swear until the white man 
learned them. We want no preaching in our 
country. We are free, and intend to keep so." 

Undoubtedly, he meant what he said in 
1807, but by 1809 a flow of white intruders 
was settling on the outlying tribal lands. U.S. 
officials basically ignored the tribe's com
plaints. In 1816 the Chickasaw council 
demanded that the intruders (at least 300 fami
lies) be removed. Many of the intruders had 
been stealing and killing livestock. 
Tishomingo threatened to go to war against 
them. "If blood is spilled it will not be our 
fault," he said. 

The U.S. called for a meeting to dis
cuss another land cession. If the Chickasaw 
couldn't and the U.S. wouldn't protect 
Chickasaw land from intruders, clearly a 
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meeting was in order. Not only were white 
intruders becoming a big problem, but the 
ownership of some of the land on and near the 
Tennessee River was in--dispute between the 
Chickasaw and Cherokee. The U.S. commis
sioners were led by Gen. Andrew Jackson, 
lately the hero of the 1815 Battle of New 
Orleans and the 1813 Redstick war" against the 
Creeks. They met the Chickasaw at their coun
cil house near Pontototoc, MS. 

Since William and_ George Colbert and 
many other Chickasaw had fought with Gen. 
Jackson against the Creek, tribal leaders might 
have expected fair treatment. Instead, Jackson 
ignored th?se Chickasaw who showed him the 
charter signed by Pres. Washington in 1794, 
guaranteeing them their land. He told them 
bluntly that they had to become farmers, the 
hunt is over, the game is gone. Subsequently, 
he threatened the leaders, and then according 
to his secret journal, okayed offering them 
special inducements. Publicly, the U.S. and 
Chickasaw signed a treaty in which the U.S. 
agreed to pay the tribe $12,000 annually for 
10 years for land in northwest Alabama and 
northeast Mississippi. Levi Colbert, who had 
replaced his brother as chief tribal representa
tive, proved to be a skillful negotiator. That is 
why the commissioners resorted to reserving 
land grants to Levi and George Colbert. Two 
years later, Andrew Jackson and a partner 
secretly paid $20,000 to buy both tracts of 
land as a bargaining tool. 

The 1816 cession wasn't nearly all that 
the commissioners wanted, but it was a good 
first step toward getting a more substantial 
land cession just two years later. Jackson again 
pressed for more land. He dangled the pro
ceeds from the unpaid first annuity of 1816 as 
bait during the meeting, which was held at a 
council house near George Colbert's house at 
Old Town. The first annuity payment arrived, 
almost two years late, and the more than 300 
Chickasaw on hand were ready to listen to the 
commissioners' proposal. 

Jackson told the Chickasaw that the 
land they claimed in what is now western 
Tennessee and Kentucky actually had been 
sold to white land speculators by North 
Carolina and Virginia 35 years before to pay 
their Revolutionary War debts. The President, 
Jackson said, with apparently a straight face, 
had "allowed the red men to hunt the land. But 
now that the Chickasaw had killed all the 
game, making the land worthless to them, 
Jackson said it should be relinquished. 

But out of goodness of the President's 
heart he would trade their land for land to the 
west or pay the tribe for the land. He said if 
the Chickasaw refused, the land would be 
taken over by your white brethren. The 
Chickasaw retired to George Colbert's house 
to discuss their options. Despite Jackson's 
intimidation, there was substantial resistance 
for exchanging or selling the land. Hanging 
over the assembly was the explicit or implicit 
threat issued by some tribal members that 

• leaders who sold or exchanged Chickasaw 
land would be assassinated. 

At this point, Jackson recorded in his 
secret journal that the leadership (including 
George, Levi and James Colbert) had accepted 
$20,000 to move things along. It represented 
the money Jackson and his partner spent on 
Levi and George Colbert's land reserves from 
the 1816 treaty. Did this amount to a bribe, 
especially since it was made secretly? Most 
American historians agree that it was. But 
some Chickasaws today see it another way. 
That the payments were made secretly was 
Jackson's idea. It could be that the leaders 
would have agreed to split up the $20,000 
publicly. Kerry Armstrong, a family historian 
and Colbert descendant who maintains a 
Chickasaw research site on the web, calls the 
money and land grants "expected presents," 
rather than bribes. These presents, he says, 
"were a way of political life that had been fos
tered on the Chickasaw by the English, 
French, Spanish and later, the U.S. The 
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Chickasaw had learned that the U.S. govern
ment was always willing to pay a little more 
to get a job done, as it still does today. The 
Indians had been taught to.expect presents in 
one form or another in dealing with their great 
father." 

Ultimately, the Chickas·aw leaders did 
sell the remainder of their land abov&the 
Tennessee River (mainly western Tennessee 
and Kentucky) for $20,000 annually for fi!teen 
years. To get this large tract of land, Jackson's 
biographer, Robert Remini wrote that Jackson 
had "resorted to bribery, the deliberate and 
unconscionable withholdings of annuities and 
false [and malicious] statements of fact." 

The Chickasaw were left with their 
homeland in northeastern Mississippi and 
northwestern Alabama and the vain hope that 
they could continue to live in their ancient 
homeland in peace. 

A year later, traveler Adam Hodgson 
passed through the Chickasaw homeland and 
spent time with one family. The man talked 
disconsolately, his speech, a harbinger of the 
tribe!s dim future in the homeland. The man 
told Hodgson tbat "great changes had taken 
place among Indians, even in his life time." 
When he was young, "the children were made 
to plunge in the water, 'at daybreak and swim, 
in the coldest weather; and were then collected 
on the bank of the river to learn the manners 
and customs of their ancestors, and hear the 
old men recite the traditions of their forefa
thers." They were assembled "again at sunset 
for the same purpose and were taught to regard 
as a sacred duty the transmission to their pos
terity of the lessons thus acquired. The custom 
is all but abandoned now ... the whites having 
undermined it Only here and there, an old 
ancient fellow still upholds the way." 
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him $18,000. Johnson personally went around 
Washington with Buckner urging the claim. 
They left the War Department with two requi
sitions. At the Treasury 1kpartment, two checks 
were written, one to Buckner and one to· 
Johnson. And Buckner gave Johnson an interest 
free note. Johnson never paid t!,le money back, 
but did give Buckner an undivided half interest 
in his 400 acres and buildings at White Sulphur 
Springs. The House concluded that it wa~ solely 
the physical presence of the ViceJ>resident 
that got Buckner paid. 15 " 

A month after exposing Buckner and 
Johnson, the House committee published its 
findings on C. A. Harris, who had suddenly 
resigned as· Commissioner of Indian Affairs on 
October 19, 1838. The event was the resuJt of 
bad feelings between Harris and David Kurtz, 
chief clerk in the Office of Indian Affairs, who 
had criticized Harris's fiscal poJicy. What pre
cipitated the affair was this. Harris went out of 
town on business and instructed his wife to 
open the mail and separate personal from busi- -
ness. A personal letter from Thomas J. Porter 
in Mississippi got past her to Kurtz. It 
appeared from the contents that Harris was 
involved with Porter in buying Chickasaw 
land in Mississippi. When Kurtz reported this 
to the War Department, and it reported in turn 
to the President, the latter asked for an expla
nation. Harris gave one. It wasn't good 
enough. The President asked for another, and 
Harris resigned. When the House investigated 
in the spring of 1842, the correspondence 
relating to the case had disappeared. It seems 
that it had been kept separate from other War 
Department correspondence as long as Joel 
Poinsett was secretary. Shortly before he left 
office, Poinsett had the papers delivered to him, 
and they were not seen again. While the 
Congressmen couJd not prove graft without the 
correspondence, they could charge Harris with 
malfeasance. Tbey cited purchase of removal 
rations without bids. They argued that the 

Chickasaw fund had been systematically raided 
and cited specifically the giveaway of 
Chickasaw rations to Lorenzo Clark and his 
pat1ner David Thompson, who took the rations 
but defaulted on their contract. Strangely they 
mare no mention of the giveaway to Thompson 
and his brother-in-law John Drennen, who also 
defaulted on their contract (That may be 
another episode of "All .in the Family." Let it 
suffice to say that Drennen later parJayed his 
influence into the position of Superintendent 
of Indian Affairs for the Western District a few 
years later.).16 

Tmmediately following the House com
mittee reports on Buckrer and Harris, Hitchcock 
arrived in Washington and filed his report. He 
wrote to his mother, "One thing is pretty cer
tain-I shall arouse some violent hostility, but 
that I cannot help, as I must tell the truth as to 
my discoveries of fraud in the Indian Country." 
He exposed the loss resulting from Harris's 
over-purchase of Chickasaw rations in 1837. 
He condemned official action regarding 
Glasgow & Harrison. He came close to calling 
William Armstrong a liar regarding his roles in 
the contracts. 17 

The House decided to investigate fraud 
in Cherokee subsistence and asked for 
Hitchcock's report. Secretary of War John 
Spencer said not without his ''heart's blood." 
Hitchcock was treated like a leper by War 
Department officials and others. Although he 
waited in Washington, the War Department 
would not let him go near the House. The gen
eral of the Army threatened to send him to 
Florida to fight the Seminoles. Spencer recom
mended to the President that the report not be 
turned over. Meanwhile, he asked the solicitor 
of the Treasury for an opinion about criminal 
prosecution. The solicitor agreed that Glasgow 
& Harrison had issued inferior rations irregu
larly and fraudulently. But he concluded that 
prosecution was not practical because. many of 
those involved were dead or gone from the 
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Southwest. Only the case of Lorenzo Clark 
might be successfully prosecuted. 18 But Clark 
was small fry. 

Incidentally, Spencer bad asked the 
solicitor his confidential opinion of the culpa
bility of William Armstrong. There resulted a 
concerted effort to protect Armstrong. War 
Department officials closed ranks. One told 
Hitchcock-twice-that to accuse Armstrong 
publicly would have dire consequences _ 
because of the power of the Arrostrongs in 
Tennessee. It might even result in the death of 
John Bell, who as secretary, had appointed 
Hitchcock special investigator. The President 
evoked executive privilege and, despite 
repeated requests for the Hitchcock report 
from congress, be held it for many months. 19 

By the tirre Congress got tre papers, Raines w ~ 
dead, Kingsbury was dead, Collins was dead, 
Harris was dead, and Atmstrong had success
fully stonewalled and escaped exposure. 

Why did Armstrong have such power? 
He was a conceited authoritarian bureaucrat 
who rarely traveled outside the Southwest dur
ing his tenure in office. He had succeeded his 
brother Francis as superintendent in 1835. 
Francis was ,a West Point graduate who had 
fought in the War of 1812. He resigned from 
the Army in 1817 and went into business in 
Mobile. He was elected to the Alabama legis
lature for a number of terms as both represen
tative and senator. Francis was active in the 
election of Jackson, but Alabama was solidly 
Jackson. In 1831, the secretary of war appointed 
him to make a census of the Choctaws. On the 
day he completed it, he became agent for the 
Choctaws west of the Mississippi. In 1834, he 
became superintendent of Indian affairs for the 
western district. He died in 1835 and was suc
ceeded by his brother William. 20 

And what was William's background? 
From 1829 to 1832, he was mayor of Nashville. 
On July 2, 1832, he became special agent and 
superintendent for removal of the Choctaws. 

In 1835 he succeeded his brotber.21 There 
was nothing in his background that could be 
parlayed into power, at least on the surface. 

But there was Francis and William's 
brother Robert Armstrong. He commanded a 
company of Tennessee artillery under Andrew 
Jackson in the Creek War of 1813-1814. 
Jackson considered him the "hero" at 
Emuckfaw Creek in January 1814, where he 
was wounded. At Talladega he was wounded 
again, severely. He nevertheless fought under 
Jackson at the Battle of New Orleans. He 
received the political patronage of postmaster 
at Nashville in 1829 and held it until 1845. He 
took time off, however, in 1836 to serve as 
Brigadier General of the Tennessee Mounted 
Volunteers against the Seminoles at the Battle 
of Wahoo Swamp. Obviously, the postmaster 
of Nashville had been a good and faithful ser
vant of Jackson. But more than that! He was 
the apple of Andrew's eye. Contemporaries 
referred to him as the President's ''pet." He 
~stayed in the Hermitage when Jackson was 
away. Evidence of Jackson's closeness to 
Arm.strong is the fact that, in his will, Jackson 
bequeathed Robert the boxed pistols and the 
sword he had carried throughout his career.22 

So it was not the (X)Wer of the Armstrong family 
in Tennessee that the War Department officials 
feared in 1842. It was the source of their 
power, Andrew Jackson. 

All in the Family: Episode 2 
In 1830 in the Mississippi Valley west 

of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, from Canada to 
the Gulf, there were only thirty banks. In 1834 
a banking mania seized the country, but by 
1836 there were no banks of issue in Arkansas 
Territory. With removal, the need for a bank 
was great. There is evidence that Arkansas 
was admitted as a state in 1836, with only 
47,000 free pople, in order to provide an 
authority to create banks. The first legislature 
in 1836 created two-the State Bank of 
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Arkansas and the Real Estate Bank of 
Arkansas. 

ners laid out the town of D'Cantillon, where 
North Little Rock is now, and offered lots for 

Several months before he left the office sale. It was named for himself-Richard 
of disbursing agent for Indian removal west of 
the Mississippi, Captain Jacob Brown served 
as president of the Arkansas State Bank. 
Shortly after be left office as -di_sbursing agent 
in early 1837, he went to Washington where C. 
A. Harris, the commissioner of Indian affairs, 
promised to buy $300,000 in Arkansas b_?nds 
with money derived from the sale. of 
Chickasaw orphan lands ir{ Mississippi. With 
the onset of the Panic of 1837, land sales 
dropped, and only $146,000 was ultimately 
invested in the bank. The bank went belly up 
in 1843, in large part because officials in the 
bank loaned money to themselves and did not 
pay it back, including Governor James S. 
Conway, the partner of Glasgow & Harrison. 
Thus $146,000 of Chickasaw money went 
"poof," and it took the Chickasaws decades to 

D'Cantillon Collins. One of his partners was 
Simeon Buckner. In 1839 Collins was elected 
to the board of the main bank in Little Rock. 
Later that year he was elected president. In 
1840, he was replaced. One of the directors at 
that time was Simeon Buckner. By that time 
Collins was apparently mixing removal 
(apparently Chickasaw) money with bank 
funds, drinking heavily, and making bad loans. 
At one time, as much as $200,000 of removal 
funds was missing and Collins was contern
pla6ng suicide. When in died in 1841, some 
$215,000 was missing. This bank, too, went 
belly up, primarily because its stockholders 
and officials borrowed the money, which they 
could not repay. Among those who were 
indebted to the bank were C. A. Harris, John 
Drennen, and L. N. Clark. 

retrieve it. C. A. Harris had resigned as commis-
The first Arkansas legislature in 1836 - sioner of Indian affairs on October 19, 1838. 

also created the Real Estate Bank of Arkansas, By early November he was one of the direc
with branches throughout the state. One of the tors of the Real Estate Bank of Arkansas. He 
stockholders in the bank was Richard M. also served as cashier at a salary of $3,500 a 
Johnson. Jacob Brown's replacement as dis- year! A year later, he was president of the cen-
bursing agent for Indian removal west of the tral bank in Little Rock. In 1841, he was a 
Mississippi was Captain RD. C. Collins. In director. In 1842, two months after Hitchcock 
November following his talc.ing the job in filed his report, Harris died at Franklin, 
March, he became cashier of the bank. Collins Tennessee. Thus these banks resulted in the 
used his public position to support his private- loss of an estimated $375,000, the lion's share 
affairs. It will be remembered that rumors of which was Chickasaw money. What hap-
were common that he was in collusion with pened to that money is yet another episode of 
Glasgow & Harrison. In 1838, he and bis part- ''All in the Family." 
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Removal Forts Research Update and Federal Road Preservation lnitia.tive 

Doug Mabry 
Historic Resource Manager 
City of Villa Rica,. Georgia 

This presentation will cover three main cance of removal is much more complex than 
topics important to the Trail of Tears in just stating, "They left point A and went to 
Georgia: (})research on Camp or Fort Scolt, point B." I realize my objective or mission as 
Floyd County; (2) research on Port Means, the Georgia chapter research chairman is to 
Floyd County; and (3) an ~pdate on the Federal help locate all the point As, BUT as I do this 
Road Preservation Initiative in Georgia; this research I run across material that adds to the 
road was the main route from many of the overall understanding of WHY events hap-
removal sites out of Georgia to Ross' Landing. pened, and it is my responsibility to pass it 

On poth removal sites, I will go over along. My history training taught me to find 
the methodology or procedure of taJcing docu- the basic Wbo, When, and Where, and my 
ment clues and applying them to actual land anthropology training taught me to look for the 
sites. I researched over 300 land deeds in important cultural component of WHY events 
Floyd and Bartow Counties; dozens of maps happen. 
from 1831 - 1895, as well as current aerial Why was Camp Scott at Rome impor-
photomaps; hundreds of pages of American tant? In January 1836, many dynamics were 
state papers (Congressional records of military taking place in Georgia. The New Echota 
correspondence); local and state history books; - Treaty had just been signed. The state of 
and letl~rs from actual participants io the Georgia had also passed a law the month 
removal, including landowners, militia volun- before making it illegal for a Creek Indian to 
teers, and state officials. Several of the sup- be in the state of Georgia. In l836, the final 
portive documents came from research previ- roundup of thousands of Creeks in Alabama 
ously conducted by Dr. Sarah Hill. began. By September 1836, 14,609 Creeks had 

Camp or Fort Scott-Rome, Georgia 
This was possibly a .last-minute 

removal collection point for 70 Cherokees liv
ing west of Rome on or near the Coosa River. 
There is ongoing research to prove this connec
tion, BUT even if it was not a collection site, it 
is an important, almost unknown, military site 
in the Cherokee Nation that overlaps the END 
of Creek removal and the lead-up to Cherokee 
removal. 

Many presentations here this week 
were on a broader view or overview of 
removal.: the legality of removal, politics of 
removal, and economics of removal. These are 
very important because the historic signifi-

been rounded up and removed; of these, 2,495 
were declared as "hostile" and removed in 
chairs. There were numerous Seminole upris
ings on the Georgia-Florida border. Many 
Georgians feared a hostile uprising on three 
fronts: (1) Seminoles to the South, (2) Creeks 
to the West, and (3) a possible armed resist
ance in the Cherokee Nation to the Removal 
Treaty. Camp Scott was established in the 
Cherokee Nation, west of Rome near the 
Alabama state line in the Coosa river area. Its 
mission was Lwo-fold: to keep the Creeks from 
flowing into the Cherokee Nation and to guard 
against a possible alliance between the Creeks 
and the anti-removal faction of the Cherokee 
population. 
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Using the Documents to Find Camp Scott 
There are some accounts in local and 

state history books about the existence of the 
military site. "Orders wen> issued to Brig. 
Gen. James Hemphill to raise a battalion of 
militia and place them at Lashley's Ferry, on 
the Coosa River, for the purpose pot only of 
keeping the Cherokees in check, but also of 
preventing the Creeks from swarming into 
Georgia ... the battalion was organized u~der 
the command of en. James Hemphill and Jor 
Chas H. Nelson." 
" ... three cavalry companies from Floyd and 
one from Cherokee were organized into a bat
talion at Rom~, and were pt in camp at 
LashJey's Ferry eighteen miles below Rome, 
on the north side of Coosa. This command 
was known as the Highland Battalion and was 
sworn into the United States service by Capt. 
Paine U.S.A. and served until after most of the 
Indians had been removed to the west." 

There are some accounts from the 
American State Papers in the Congressional 
Records. Series 315 of Senate Document 120, 
from Gen. Wool to Major Payne on July 25, 
2836, states, "I am informed that the Governor 
of Georgia has stationed a force of two hun
dred men at Rome near the Creek country, at 
the head of Coosa River." Series 298 of House 
Document 140 includes a list of militia sta
tioned around the state in 1836. At Camp 
Scott, there were two companies, one with 272 
men, and one with 55 men, and were volun
teer infantry, which included 90 days of serv
ice (July 1 to October 1, 1836). 

There were personal accounts about 
Camp Scott, including documents from a 
widow of a private Drewery R. Smith apply
ing for a penion because Mr. Smith had served 
at Camp Scott with Highland Battalion from 
July 1 to October 1, 2836. Aletter from 
Robert Ware to Governor Gilmer, dated 
January 7, 1838, states," ... I have this day 
forwarded to you by Mr. Thomas Ware one 

hundred stand(s) of muskets, in order and out 
of order(,) it being the member left at Camp 
Scott near my residence by the Highland 
Battalion under ommand of Major Nelson in 
the summer of 1836.'' A letter from Rome 
dated the 13-th of February 1836, from James 
Lindell to Governor William Schley, states, 
"Gen. Hemphill prepared to enforce the laws 
of the state against 150' Creeks who have 
moved to both sides of the Coosa River." 

Lashley's Ferry matched up in several 
documents with later what would become 
Robert Ware's Ferry. A search of the deed 
mentions a ferry on land Robert Ware owned -
lot number 157, 15th district, 4th section. This 
lot matched up with an 1832 map showing 
that the only ferry crossing on the Coosa, 
below Rome and in Georgia, was at this site. 

The current landowner of lot 157 and 
the lot above it ( # 146), says there is a hill just 
out of the flood plane with a large spring that 
has always had buildings on it over the years. 
This site half way between the Coosa River 
and the AJabama Road would have been an 
excellent location for a camp or fort. The only 
reason the word fort is mentioned as a possi
bility is because several hundred arms and car
tridge boxes, as well as bayonets and scab
bards, were stored here for almost 18 months 
and would need permanent buildings and 
some kind of protection. An onsite investiga
tion will be made later this year. 

The only clues that the old Camp Scott 
might have been used as a removal site are 
three letters: ( 1) a letter stating the need for a 
collection point on the west side of Rome 
dated April 1838; (2) a letter from New 
Echota at the start of removal regarding a 
Captain Campbell and Captain Story being 
dispatched to Rome to collect Indians; and (3) 
a letter dated May 28, 1838, that states, " ... 
number of Indians in the possession of the 
Georgia volunteers for emigration reported to 
Brig. Gen. Floyd"; it was reported by Capt. 
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Campbell at Rome on May 27th that there 
were 70 Indians in other forts, sites, and num
bers listed, including Fort Means. So, there 
were two different collection points in Floyd 
County. 

Fort Means 
The search for a possible site for Fort 

Means was made simpler by a document writ
ten a few days before the removal that ~as a 
pre-removal inventory of ~here the Indians 
were in the 10-11 mile radius of the fort. The 
letter, dated May 22, 1838, from Capt. Means 
to Col. William Lindsey was titled "Fort 
Means, Floyd County." This letter lists 16 
landowners who have Indians on their proper
ty. It also lists the number of Indians and the 
members of cabins. For example, 1 ½ miles 
south of a Mr. Putman's plantation, on the 
west side of the Hightower on the Etowah 
River, there were 8 cabins with 50 Indians; 2½ 
miles from a Mr. Williams' plantation, on the 
south side of the river, there were 4 cabins 
with 30 Indians. 

I went to the deed books and looked up 
the men mentioned in the document and locat
ed the land lots they owned at the time of 
removal. I took the distances, directions, and 
"triangled" back to lot number 264, the 23rd 
district, 3rd section. This lot was the most log
ical place for a fort in the area. It was located 
halfway between the ferry crossing and the 
Alabama Road, the main east-west road in the 

county. The road beside the fort ran north over 
Wards Mountain to Rome/New Echota Road. 
The knoll on this road had ample water supply 
with a clear view to the river, and on the other 
side, it overlooked the Alabama Road. 

Federal Road Preservation Initiative 
This is a preservation initiative I pre

sented to the Georgia Department of 
Transportation in October 2003. The federal 
road was ordered to be made in 1805 across 
the Cherokee Nation to open up trade to 
Kentucky and Tennessee from Augusta, 
Georgia. This road became the main trans
portation route in North Georgia. Many of the 
removal forts fed into this main road for 
removal, thus making this the main· "Trail of 
Tears" for the State of Georgia. 

I was able to convince the DOT that 
this would be a great way to celebrate the 
200th anniversary of Georgia's first "federal" 
road. I also told them they could collaborate 

- with the Trail of Tears Association and the 
National Park Service to mark this important 
transportation corridor and gain some good 
public relations for the department. One year 
later, I was informed that the DOT was ready 
to talce on the first preservation project in the 
department's history. 
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fication, mapping, and signage will very, very 
much speed up our efforts to find and mark 
Georgia's part of the Trail of Tears. 



Sharing Mutual Space and Sense of Place: the Moravian Springplace Mission, 1805-1821 

Rowena McClinton 
Assistant Professor of History 

Southern Illinois University of Edwardsville 

Two hundred years ago, two disparate 
cultures came together on the Arne{ican South 
landscape creating long lasting friendships. 
One was German-American that promoted a 
religion of the heart know!} in eighteenth cen
tury European religious circles as Pietism I sig
nifying an individual journey toward penance 
and personal cbnversion. Moravian heart-felt 
sensibilitie~ led to blood theology that virtual-
ly let them embrace the wounds of Christ. The 
other, the Cherokees, a Southeast tribe 
emerged from centuries old Mississippian tra
ditions that imbued the physical world with 
spiritual meaning. Their very rocks and 
streams held life that transcended the secular 
Anglo-American world that would displace 
them in the infamous Trail of Tears, the 1838- -
1839 forced removal from the American 
Southeast. 

Likewise, Moravians had faced expul
sion in Europe for their stances against armed 
violence and church and state union.2 In 
America, Moravians eighteenth century min
istry to 1ndians in the Pennsylvania and Ohio 
valleys led to mission catastrophes compro
mising ties of friendship; Moravians fled from 
one mission post to another. 3 

But by the early nineteenth century as 
continental wars had abated, Cherokees in 
quasi-peaceful times looked to a group that 
might, perhaps, share in some of their histori
cal sensitivities. Unwittingly, both groups did 
possess commonalties: they perceived the spir
itual and secular realms as interwoven and 
sustained their values against the backdrop of 
heightened tensions over United States' dis
placement of Cherokees and dispossession of 
Cherokee lands. So two women emanated 

from these unique cultures, one, a Moravian 
missionary, Anna Rosina Kliest Gambold, and 
the other, Cherokee, 'Margaret Scott Vann 
Crutchfield or Peggy, and they formed a 
friendship that epitomized heart-felt caring. 

This paper traces the development of 
the way they practiced their friendship com
mencing in 1805 and ending in 1820, the 
death of Peggy, and why national and interna
tional politics played a significant role in its 
preservation. By the early nineteenth century, 
Cherokees had lost over two-thirds of their 
ancestral land base: both cultures, Cherokee 
and Moravian, seemed expendable and periph
eral to Early Republic policies.4 

Recording the intensity of the 
Cherokee-Moravian story was Anna Rosina, 
chief diarist of the Gambold Springplace 
Diary. According to Social Historian of 
Women's History, Carroll Smith-Rosenberg, 
the writings of women provide us with a 
"unique opportunity to hear women's own 
words directly, not filtered through a male 
record." 5 They developed their nurturing gen
der distinctness because they observed similar 
historical practices toward the opposite sex. 

Moravian women, for example, had 
historically bved in separate spheres. At the 
heart of Moravian spirituality was a world 
where men and women Jived disconnected 
lives so that each would experience life's 
stages as they corresponded to the life of 
Christ. To actualize the life of Christ, 
Architect and founder of the Renewed 
Moravian Church in 1827, Count Nicholas 
Ludwig von Zinzendorf divided his adherents 
into ten bands that d.ivided the sexes, for 
example, including children, both young and 
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older, Single Sisters, Single Brethren, 
Widows, and Widowers. Even married mem
bers, male and female, did not escape the 
quasi-monastic confines of the choir system. 

The choir sysrem gave Single Sistets 
the security to pursue positions of leadership, 
contribute to the strength of the community, 
and develop crucial awareness of self.6 
Similarly, in Cherokee society, a matrilineage 
had molded Cherokee women's lives histori
cally. Her enjoyment of power had rested on 
her economic command in a-matrilineage. 
Traditionally, a matrilineage was the basic kin 
unit, and members of a matrilineage lived 
together, owned property in common, and 
shared particular ceremonial privileges. 7 

Members of mau·ilineages also belonged to 
one of the larger kin groups known as a clan. 8 

This highly obligatory kinship system resonated 
with the sense of applying correctness in all 
situations-not the reasoning of good or bad. 
Unlike the matrilineage, the clan lacked an 
economic basis, but the clan provided social 
bonds so strong that aboriginal Cherokees 
needed no further political structure.9 

So Cherokee and Moravian women did 
not face the biases sprung from gender "inferi
ority" as suggested by feminist scholar and 
historian Nancy F. CottlO in The Bonds of 
Womanhood. Leading to the creation of this 
"lived"ll friendship was the fecundity of the 
Native landscape of the Cherokee Nation that 
extended from present-day states of western 
North Carolina, eastern Tennessee, northern 
Georgia, and northeastern Alabama Bristling 
with diverse peoples, Cherokee, Euro
American, and African, the last one, the 
encapsulation of involuntary enslaved labor, 
all produced a vibrant place called 
Springplace, a site located in what is now 
present day Northwest Georgia. Nestled in the 
valley between ridges and low and rounded, 
pock marked mountains that formed the 
Appalachians, dating back some 750 million 

years, 12 Springplace was so named for its 
abundance of waters. The region's three large 
springs flowed out of limestone beds into a 
creek that led to the Conasauga River, a tribu
tary of the Coosa. 

Though seemingly isolated in the 
lower reaches of the Appalachian Mountains, 
this particular Cherokee land faced unabated 
encroachment on their ancestral lands. 
Disquiet led Cherokee leaders to invite 
Moravian missionaries to dwell among them. 
A bilingual, dissident religious group stem
ming from German heritage, Moravians 
agreed to instruct Cherokee young people 
English, not German. Expediency was key to 
Cherokee elders because they knew that their 
children faced a world far more complicated 
and complex-a world filled with land hungry 
settlers poised ready to dislodge Indians from 
their hereditary domains. 

So to forestall removal and assist 
Cherokees to maintain their transmissible ties 
to tbe Southeast, Moravians affirmed the 
request to live with the Cherokees and by 
1801, they completed Springplace Mission, 
conveniently located near the worn path lead
ing to Tellico (near present-day Knoxville, 
Tennessee). 13 Arriving by canoes and horse
back, in October 1805, principal missionaries 
for seventeen years, husband and wife team, 
John and Anna Rosina Gambold, 14 brought 
the arts of civilization, reading, writing, arith
metic, and Christianity to the Cherokees-the 
very activities that governmental agents 
deemed worthy for ones seeking the so-called 
"civilized" life.15 Cherokees appeared primed 
to policy makers as peoples prepared to accept 
European instructions. 

Significantly receptive to the "civiliza
tion" program was a bicultural family 
descended from British steward and Scots 
trader Vann and Cherokee mother, Wawli.16 

By the late eighteenth century, the Vann fami
ly's leading son, James, had numerous wives, 
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one of whom was Peggy or Margaret Ann 
Scott; he built a plantation, Diamond Hill, 
owned over fifty slaves, planted cotton and 
corn, and grazed cattle. E..aised as Cherokee 
like most offspring of white males ("Cherokee 
Countrymen") 17 of European descent who 
married Cherokee women, Vann served the 
missionru.ies as patron and cultural b-roker, but 
was never receptive to Christianity. However, 
that was not the case with one of his Cherokee 
wives, who became a Moravian c9nvert 
Margaret Ann Scott Vann Crutchfield or 
Peggy, daughter of Scots descendant South 
Carolinian trader, Walter Scott, and Cherokee, 
Sarah Scott Brown. Peggy became a close 
confidant of missionary Anna Rosina.18 

Intensely aware of the precariousness 
of place, both looked to one another to tran
scend the secular world. Not blinded to lurk
ing dangers, their relationship took an odyssey 
of its own and began with the feeling of 
dependency and trust. So at times, Peggy 
sought refuge in the mission environs when 
her husband, James Vann, knocked her to the 
floor in their home. I 9 

According to Historian of Religion 
William G McLaughlin, Vann led multiple 
lives: one who mistreated his wives, slaves, 
and horse stealers and another as protector of 
the Cherokee Nation against unlawful white 
intruders.20 When fellow Cherokees assassi
nated Vann in 1809 for his unruly behavior, 
Peggy turned to Anna Rosina for comfort: 

l<I do not have tre ability to express how 
l am and how I feel. But r know this much that 
l could not have withstood the troubles I have 
met if I had not been supported. I always think 
I am still not clever enough for closer commu
nity with you; this is what I really desire." 

Sister Gambold calmed her on this 
account and told her among other things that 
whrever feels like that is a:n able subject for Him 
[tre Savior], Who cane to real the sick and with 
whom the self-righteous have no part .... " 

" ... she [Peggy] silently wished that 
we would not deny her our friendship .... " 
"Our wish was only that she would also be 
won away from her heathen existence and for 
the .Savior.21 

Moravian women looked to the Savior 
for total guidance and spiritual sustenance; 
they discouraged spiritual modeling from their 
own congregational members. Rather, every 
Moravian woman had to work out her own 
Buflkampf or the struggle for penance. So 
respected was the female that Moravians 
depicted the Holy Spirit in female form and 
that model even guided future adherents to 
Christianity.22 So Anna Rosina left that leap 
from "heathenism" to Christianity up to the 
Holy Spirit, and her own feelings for Peggy 
led to her revealing her true intentions. 
Throughout 1809 and into 1810, the mother 
spirit guided Peggy to her salvation, according 
to Moravian theology. 

On 13 August 1810, the Moravians 
_ accepted her into their membership as she 

became the "first fruit1123 in the Cherokee 
Nation, and she received Sister Margaret Ann 
(Peggy) as her baptized name.24 As a baptized 
member, she was known as Sister Peggy, 
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much of the time, our Sister Peggy. Thus, 
Sister Anna Rosina reflected: 

''Happy, like a quite blessed holy child, 
she talked with us a while about the great love 
and goodness of the dear Savior, especially to 
her, who herself bad proved to be completely 
unworthy. We accompanied her on her way 
home all the way into the thicket [this was the 
way home] and once again wished her a thou
sand blessings from the fullness of Jesus in 
her new life. "25 This new life included the 
abandonment of "heathen" or Indian wares 
such as Indian jewelry. For example, a few 
months after she became a Moravian, Sister 
Peggy went to Sumacb, a town some ten miles 
n01th of Diamond Hill, to buy a couple of pigs 
from another Indian. She paid for the pigs 



with part of her former heathen jewelry like 
earrings, silver bracelets, and such things. 
Anna Rosina reported that she was still here 
for our dosing service although she came 
late.26 

Even though Indians were not a time
oriented culture, Moravians expe~ted Indian 
converts to be time clock and attend ail 
Moravian services and rituals. For the next ten 
years, Moravian customs dictated Peggy's Jife, 
and along wjth Sister Anna Rosina, they 
enjoyed Holy Communion and the Pedilavium 
or foot washing 27 together. These practices 
drew them closer-to one another as Moravian 
customs disallowed both men and women par
ticipation together so the sexes experienced 
sacraments discretely. The Moravian choir 
system sustained communicants as they expe
rienced same sex celebrations and living con
ditions. 

Single Sisters lived as a large family 
and worked at their chosen duties that includ
ed the growing of apples, strawberries, white 
raspberries, gooseberries, and currants, sewing 
washing, and ironing.28 Sister Anna Rosina 
had even labored with the other Sisters in "an 
exclusive organization in which prevailed a 
communism not of goods but of labor:•29 
Likewise, this practice corresponded with the 
Cherokee custom of holding land in common 
through the matrilineage. 

Reinforcing their mutually respected 
values allowed them to engage the affections 
of the other naturally: sharing foodstuffs, 
household wares, and cloth. Located about 
two hundred miles from the nearest port, 
Charlestown (South Carolina), keeping the 
mission fortified with enough food and practi
cal commodities for numerous visitors, the 
students who roomed and boarded, and the 
missionaries themselves was a challenge. Like 
most pioneer communities, Anna Rosina faced 
frustrations of housekeeping without ready 
supplies.30 Knowing the dire condition the 

mission faced on many occasions, Sister 
Peggy brought pork, venison, sugar cakes, and 
tallow. Sometimes, Sister Anna Rosina sent 
sauerkraut and needles in return. At times even 
Sister Peggy helped Sister Gambold make 
cloth on herfoom and showed her how to 
quilt. Sister Peggy fit the image of what 
Moravians expected of a convert: one who 
was industrious and generous. When she left 
the mission, Sister Gambold said to her, "We 
would like to always have you near us."31 

Actualizing that heart-felt caring was 
ways both expressed leadership roles in their 
respective communities. As the botany teacher 
at the Female Seminary for Young Ladies at 
Bethlehem, Anna Rosina accompanied. her 
female students on mountain climbing or river 
jaunts; she chattered to her pupils about the 
many kinds of "wild flowers, the ancient for
est trees, the passing clouds, the twinkling 
stars, and even the stones." Subtly, under the 
guise of pleasure, she explained tactfully the 
science that lay behind the secrets of nature.32 
At Springplace, Sister Anna Rosina had an 
extensive garden and in March 1819 published 
a botanical paper in the American Journal of 
Science and Arts about her botanical exploits 
in the American South.33 Additionally, she 
shared her botanical knowledge daily with her 
mission pupils and herbs with Indians who 
asked for herbal cures and herbs for good luck 
in Indian games. 

As both Anna Rosina and Margaret 
Ann Scott Vann demonstrated utmost appreci
ation for land and land usage, land issues 
exquisitely pricked their hearts. Moravians, as 
well as Cherokees, land was not a commodity 
to be bought and sold; its intrinsic value tran
scended the secular world. Moreover, the 
Gambolds were aghast at the ways the United 
States government allowed government agents 
to threaten Indians to vacate their ancestral 
Jands.34 The Gambolds lamented that republi
can governments stood by and watched what 
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happened unjustly to Indians but did nothing 
to prevent the calamjties.35 

So when the Cherokee Council 
announced that Peggy would speak before 
them, Anna Rosina recorded her petition for 
posterity: 

''Beloved Children: We have called a 
Meeting among ourselves to consult,,on the 
different Points now before the Council, relat
ing to our National affairs. 

We have heard with painfl)l Feeling 
that the Bounds of the Land we now possess, 
are to be drawn into very narrow Limits. The 
Land was given to us by the Great Spirit 
above, as our common Right, to raise our 
Children, tnereon, & to make Support for our 
rising Generation. 

We therefore humbly petition our 
beloved Children, the Headmen & Warriors, to 
hold out to the last in the Support of our com
mon Rights; as the Cherokee nation have been 
first Settlers of this Land, we therefore claim 
the Right of the Soil. We well remember, that 
our Country was formerly very extensive, but 
by repeated Sales it has become circumscribed 
to the very narrow Limits, which we have at 
Present 

Our Father, the President, advised us to 
become Farmers, to manufacture our own 
Clothes, & to have our Children instructed. To 
this Advice we have attended in every Thing, 
as far as we were able. 

Now the Thought of being compelled 
to remove to the Westside of the Mississippi is 
dreadful to us, because it appears to us, that 
we by this Removal shall be brought to a 
Savage State again; for we have, by the 
Endeavors of our Father the President become 
too much enlightened, to throw aside the 
Privileges of a civilized life. We therefore 
unanimously join in one Meeting to hold our 
Country in Common as hitherto. 

Some of our Children have become 
Christians, we have Missionary Schools 

among us, we have heard the Gospel in our 
Nation, we have become civilized & enlight
ened; and are in Hopes, that in a few Years our 
Nation will be prepared for Instruction in 
other Branches of Sciences & Arts, which are 
both useful and necessary in civilized 
Society. "36 So what began as a friendship 
embodying heart felt caring became a bulwark 
against the political firestorms of national 
polemics: Indian expendability. Though each 
in their own cultural moorings could not pre
vent Cherokee removal that was to come in 
two decades, each had through the other 
expressed their intrinsic value in friendship. 

Their professed belief in Moravian 
Christianity had placed the Savior at the apex, 
in reality, their trust and respect for ,one anoth
er was a constant sustenance while encounter
ing the threat of loss. So what had begun as 
feminine heart-felt caring emerged as an 
example to all -

Moravian humility and simplicity 
_ incorporated the force of transnationalism37 

and therefore access to the Cherokee Nation. 
At the same time, the Moravian and Cherokee 
experience epitomized an alternative to the 
pervasive racism and cries for Indian removal 
that characterized the interactions of Native 
Peoples and most Americans of European 
descent. At Springplace, individuals chal
lenged each other's sensibilities, but then 
human beings sat down together at (our table), 
unser Tisch, where there was room for all. 
Cognizant of the missionaries' commitment to 
their fellow human beings, Cherokees did look 
to the Moravians for ways to adapt peacefully 
to an ever-changing world that was far more 
intolerant of diversity than were the 
Moravians. The friendshlp of Margaret Ann 
and Anna Rosina make the Moravian
Cherokee concepts of community plausible, 
not just for the past, but also for the future. 
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Trail of Tears Interpretation in Arkansas State Parks 

Jay S. Miller 
Administrator of Program Service 

Arkansas State f arks 

This program is about the process of 
identjfying the compelling stories to"be inter
preted at two specific sjtes of Indian Removal 
Routes. Arkansas State Parks has 5 l state 
parks and each has a specifjc mission and 
resources to protect and interpret that which 
relates to the natural world and history of 
Arkansas. Recently, we have learned that the 
Trail of Tears and Indian Removal is one of 
those stories. And recently we have come to 
realize just what a significant role Arkansas 
played in Indian Removal. We have several 
park sites that are on Indian Removal routes or 
provide dramatic overlooks of the routes, 
especially the Arkansas River water route. 
Two are especially significant and it's on those 
we are focusing our efforts now. 

Dardanelle State Park- Russellville 
A certified site on the designated 

water route of Cherokee Removal, this park 
offers the opportunity to interpret both the 
water route and land route through Central 
Arkansas. All five tribes came through this 
area making this one of only two locations 
where the stories of each of these tribes can be 
told. A few Indian Removal story possibilities 
include: 

• On the Arkansas River - water route 
• A crossing point of the Central 

Arkansas land route 
• A decision point for mode of travel 

for each tribe 
• An interpretation location for all five 

removed nations 
• Western Cherokee settlement here 

in the late l700s 
• Dwight Mission establishment here 

In addition, the park has facilities and services 
to accommodate visitors for long stays as they 
discover the many stories that can be told here, 
including a large, new visitor center, camping 
and picnicking, interpretive staff, and boat 
tours to the Arkansas River I 00 river miles 
downriver from Ft. Smith. 

Village Creek State Park 
This park consists of 7,000 acres in 

eastern Arkansas, about 30 miles west of 
Memphis. This trail segment is not on the con
gressionally sanctioned route but is a very sig
nificant location along Bell's route used by 
600 Cherokee and thousands from other Indian 
Nations, especially the Chickasaw Nation. A 

- few Indian Removal story possibilities include: 
• Memphis to Little Rock road - major 

route through the swamps of eastern 
Arkansas created largely for Indian 
Removal 

• The park is noted for beautiful, 
forested high ground out of the 
swampland 

• The Strong house was a way 
station/rest stop - now at edge of 
park 

• Thousands of Native Americans trav
eled here 

• Chickasaw and their horses came 
through 

Today the stretch of the removal route 
through Village Creek State Park, cut 10 to 12 
feet into the soil of Crowley's Ridge, is one of 
the most dramatic scenes anywhere on the 
Trail of Tears route, and has been listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places. 
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As at Lake Dardanelle State Park, 
Village Creek State Park has facilities and 
services to accommodate visitors for long 
stays as they discover the many stories that 
can be told here, and is an ideal stop for peo
ple following the route of the Trail of Tears. 
These services include a large ~isitor center, 
camping, picnicking, trails, beautiful'; modem 
cabins, an interpretive staff, and guided walks 
along the Trail of Tears. _ 

As Arkansas State Parks became aware 
of the rich opportunities for preserving and 
interpreting the Trail of Tears, we realized the 
need to bring people together and begin the 
process of research and identifying the com
pelling stories which should be told at these 
sites. As in every location, there are many sto
ries that can be told. One of the most impor
tant, yet often most difficult tasks of interpre
tation, is to filter through all the possible sto
ries and select those which the site tells the 
best - the stories which relate to the 
resources the visitor can see and touch, and 
which relate to the history that happened 
where the visitor is standing. These are com
pelling stories - stories with intellectual and 
emotional connection to the resource and to 
the visitor. These are the stories the visitor will 
remember. 

In August, Arkansas State Parks 
brought together a number of Arkansas agen
cies, the National Park Services trails office, 
representatives of the Cherokee and 
Chickasaw tribes, the Trail of Tears 
Association office, Dr. Daniel Littlefield and 
Dr. Charles Bolton from the University of 
Arkansas at Little Rock, the Arkansas chapter 
of Trail of Tears Assocaition, park staff and 
some interested local folks for a 3-day plan
ning session. We spent time in both of these 
dramatic but quite different parks, toured the 
Trail of Tears sites and worked through 
intense discussions. The outcome was very 
rewarding, especially to those of us just being 

introduced to the vast research and resources 
of the Trail of Tears. One of our park inter
preters, who is very creative and presents a 
wide variety of excellent programs in the park 
and in area schools, stated, following the ses
sion at Village Creek, that this was the most 
exciting interpretive opportunity she has had 
in years. 

Our goals were to learn a bit about the 
scope of evidence about the Trail of Tears, to 
identify and discuss the significance of each 
site, to identify a limited number of com
pelling stories to be the focus of interpretation 
at each site1 and to identify people and 
resources for further research. This is the first 
step in a process that includes identifying the 
background and compelling stories, research, 
developing the interpretation themes and mes~ 
sages, and developing interpretation media, 
programs, publications, audiovisul media, 
wayside exhibits, and interior exhibits. Our 
Phase I interpretation planning gave us a solid 

-background on Indian Removal at these two 
sites, and our process of discussion, listing 
important statements, and voting to identify 
the critical compelling stories of each site 
have provided a basis for moving to the next 
steps in the interpretation planning process. 

Interpretation is a process that makes 
inteUectual and emotional connections 
between the visitor and the resources_ The 
National Association for Interpretation states 
that, "Interpretation is a communication 
process that forges emotional and intellectual 
connections between the interests of the audi
ence and the inherent meanings in the 
resource." 

The Trail of Tears has amazing docu
mentation and 'intellectual content" associated 
with it. lam amazed at the depth of research 
being done and the details of this journey that 
are available. However, I can't think of any
thing with more emotional appeal. The oppor
tunity to make emotional connections with the 

60 



visitor is enormous - and people are emo
tional beings. They make decisions based on 
emotions, and people remember things that 
appeal to their emotion~ 

Freeman Tilden tells us that, "Interpre
tation is an educational activity which aims to 
reveal meanings and relationship through the 
use of original objects, first-hand e1tperience 
and illustrative media." Mr. Tilden says we 
want our visitor to exit the interpretation with 
more knowledge than they entered with; and 
he tells us bow to accomplish that. We will 
reveal meanings and relationships, provide 
people with orjginal objects and first-hand 
experiences, and show them illustrative media. 

All 'too often site managers want to 
jump immediately into exhibits and marketing 
of their site without asking the critical ques
tions to detennine what is truly important 
about their site. Thanks to the interest and 
cooperation of those who attended our meet
ings and who have provided support in this 
first phase, we are now in a much better posi
tion to move forward with powerful, memo~ 
rable messages. Both parks are ready to 
receive visitors, but given more time, the visi
tor experience will be enhanced with signage, 
exhibits, media, and marketing, all based on 
our discoveries in interpretation planning. 

What's happening now in Arkansas? 
The NPS is cost sharing wayside exhibits with 

the Department of Arkansas Heritage and 
Arkansas State Parks for five Trail of Tears 
sites; Arkansas State Parks is planning a 
research library at Lake Dardanelle State Park; 
and the Arkansas Historic Preservation 
Program is preparing National Register nomi
nations for Trail of Tears sites. Some, includ
ing the dramatic trail segment at Village Creek 
State Park, have already been listed. 

The Department of Arkansas Heritage 
has commissioned research into specific routes 
(complete or near complete). Arkansas State 
Parks is moving into phase 2 of interpretive 
planning for Lake Dardanelle and Village 
Creek state parks and is beginning to analyze 
other sites along the routes~ including the 
Water Route along the Arkansas River, 
Pinnacle Mountain State Park, Petit Jean State 
Park, and Mt. Nebo State Park. In addition, 
Arkansas State Parks are beginning to analyze 
the route used by the Choctaw crossing in 
south Arkansas that crosses through Lake 

_ Chicot State Park and Old Washington 
Historic State Park. 
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Thank you for your time today. I am 
enjoying being with you at this conference, 
and I appreciate your support as Arkansas 
State Parks tells more of the fascinating story 
of Indian Removal. 



American Indian Tribes as Sovereign Govemments 

Robert J. Miller 
Associate Professor 

Lewis and Clark Law School 

The United States Constitution provides that European governments wanted to legitimize 
. , 

"Congress shall have Power ... To regulate the transactions they ~ntered with Indian tribes 
Commerce ... with the Indian Tribes." It is no to buy tribal lands. Thus, they wanted to make 
surprise that American Indian tribes are men- the transactions look official and legal by buy-
tioned in our Constitution. Indian-tribes have ing Indian lands through governmental treaties 
always played a major part in the non-Indian so that other European countries could not 
exploration, settlement, and development of contest or object to these land sales. 
this country. When Christopher Columbus The United States adopted this tradi-
thought be bad discovered the "New World" in tion of dealing with fndian tribes as sovereign 
1492, it is estimated that 1030 million native governments from the European powers, From 
people lived in North America, that is, in the the very beginning of its existence, the U.S. 
present day countries of Mexico, United States dealt with Indian tribes on an official govern-
and Canada. These millions of people lived mental and treaty making basis. Political 
under governments of varying sophistication involvement in Indian affairs was a very 
and complexity. These native governments important part of governmental life in early 
were viable and fully operational political America. Indian tribes were very powerful in 
bodies which controlled their citizens and their - the 1700s and early 1800s in America and 
territories and were an important factor in the were a serious threat to the new United States. 
development of the United States government Hence, the United States government was 
we live under today. heavily involved in negotiating and dealing 

The European countries that colonized with tribes as part of its governmental poli-
No11h America dealt with the native tribal cies. The United States ultimately negotiated, 
governments as sovereign governments, that signed and ratified almost 390 treaties with 
is, as governments that had independent and American Indian tribes. Most of these treaties 
supreme authority over their citizens and terri- are still valid today. The United States did not 
tories. Espedally in the area of the present day give Indian tribes anything for free in these 
United States, the European powers interacted treaties. Instead, the treaties were formal gov-
with American Indian tribal governments ernment to government negotiations regarding 
through official diplomatic means. Starting sales of land and property rights that the tribes 
with England as early as 1620, and France, owned and that the United States wanted to 
Spain, and Holland, the European powers buy. The United States Supreme Court stated 
negotiated with Indian tribes through official in 1905 that United States and Indian treaties 
government to government council sessions are "not a grant of rights to the Indians, but a 
and by entering treaties which recognized trib- grant of rights from them - a reservation of 
al governmental control over the territory of those not granted." Thus, while tribal govern-
this "New World." The European countries ments sold some of their rights in land, ani~ 
bad a selfish motive for dealing with mals, and resources to the United States for 
American Indian tribes in this fashion. The payments of money, goods, and promises of 
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peace and security, the tribes held onto or 
reserved to themselves other lands and proper
ty rights that they did not sell in the treaties. 
The United States Supreme Court has likened 
these Indian treaties to contracts between "two 
sovereign nations." 

When the thirteen Ametic,an colonies 
decided to rebel against England and seek 
their independence, they formed the 
Continental Congress to manage their natismal 
affairs. This Congress operated from 1774-
1781 and dealt with Indian tribes on a diplo
matic, political basis and signed one treaty 
with the Delawar,e Tribe in 1778. The political 
interest of the United States at that time was to 
keep the tribes happy with the new American 
government and to keep Indian tribes from 
fighting for the English in the American 
Revolutionary War during 1775-1781. This 
Congress engaged in diplomatic relations with 
tribes by sending representatives to the tribes 
bearing many gifts and promises of peace and 
friendship to keep the tribes neutral in the 
United States' war with England. 

The thirteen American colonies then 
adopted the Articles of Confederation in 1781 
and convened in a new Congress to manage 
their affairs on the national level. This 
Congress also had to manage Indian affairs 
and keep the tribes from fighting against the 
United States. The new Congress also sent 
diplomatic representatives to the tribes and 
promised friendship and peace, and ultimately 
it signed eight treaties with Indian tribes 
between 1781-1789, including treaties with 
the Iroquois Confederacy, the Cherokee Tribe, 
the Shawnee Tribe and numerous other tribes. 
However, this Congress' power in Indian 
affairs was limited because the Articles of 
Confederation did not clearly give this 
Congress the exclusive power to deal with 
tribes. Thus, various states meddled in Indian 
affairs and actually caused wars between 
tribes and Georgia and South Carolina, for 

example, because the states were trying to 
steal Indian lands. The problems caused by 
states getting involved in Indian affairs led 
many people to call for the formation of a new 
and stronger United States government where
in the exclusive power over Indian affairs 
would be placed only in the hands of the 
national government and would be taken com
pletely away from the states. 

When the representatives of the thir
teen colonies/states started drafting the United 
States Constitution, to form the United States 
government we now live under, the "Founding 
Fathers" of this nation had to carefully consid
er the role of Indian tribes in the political 
arrangement of the new nation. As James 
Madison pointed out, much of the trouble that 
England and the thirteen colonies had suffered 
with Indian tribes from the 1640's forward 
arose when individual colonists or colonial 
governments tried to greedily take Indian 
lands. In those instances, the colonies and 
individual colonists would negotiate with 
tribes without the permission or the involve
ment of the English King or the American 
national leadership. The drafters of the U.S. 
Constitution tried to solve this problem by tak
ing Indian affairs out of the hands of the 
colonies/states and individuals and placing the 
sole power to deal and negotiate with tribes 
into the hands of the U.S. Congress. Thus, 
Indian tribes and their people, and the United 
States relationship with tribes are addressed in 
the U.S. Constitution. 

In Article I, the United States 
Constitution accomplishes the goal of exclud
ing states and individuals from Indian affairs 
by stating that only Congress has the power 
"To regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, 
and among the several States, and with the 
Indian Tribes .... " The United States 
Supreme Court bas interpreted this language 
to mean that the Congress was granted the 
exclusive right and power to regulate trade 
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and affairs with the Indian tribes. The very 
first United States Congress formed under our 
new Constitution, in 1789-1791, immediately 
assumed this power aod..._in the first five weeks 
of its existence it enacted four statutes con
cerning Indian affairs. In 1789, the new 
Congress, for example, established a 
Department of War with responsibility over 
Indian affairs, set aside money to negotiate 
Indian treaties, and appointed federal commis
sioners to negotiate treaties with ~bes. In July 
1790, this Congress passed a law which for
bids states and individuals from dealing with 
tribes and from, buying Indian lands. This law 
is still in effect today. 

Indian tribes are also referred to, but 
are not expressly designated, in Article VI of 
the Constitution where it is made clear that all 
treaties entered by the United States "shall be 
the supreme Law of the Land." In 1789, the 
United States had only entered a few treaties 
with European countries while it had already 
entered nine treaties with different Indian 
tribes. Consequently, this treaty provision of 
the U.S. Constitution states that the federal 
government's treaties with Indian tribes are 
the supreme law of the United States. 

Individual Indians are also mentioned 
in the Constitution of 1789, Article I, and 
again in the Fourteenth Amendment to the 
Constitution which was ratified in 1868. In 
counting the population of the states to deter
mine how many representatives a state can 
have in Congress, Indians were expressly not 
to be counted unless they paid taxes. In effect, 
fndians were not considered to be federal or 
state citizens unless they paid taxes. After the 
Civil War when citizenship rights were 
extended through the Fourteenth Amendment 
to ex-slaves and to "[a]ll persons born or natu
ralized in the United States," that Amendment 
still excluded individual Indians from citizen
ship rights and excluded them from being 
counted towards figuring congressional repre-

sentation unless they paid taxes. This demon
strates that Congress still considered Indians 
to be citizens of other sovereign governments 
even in 1868 when the Fourteenth Amendment 
was adopted. This view was corryct because 
most Indians did not become United States cit
izens until 1924 when Congress passed a law 
making all Indians United States citizens. For 
many years after 1924, states were still uncer
tain whether Indians were also citizens of the 
state where they lived and in many states 
Indians were not allowed to vote in state elec
tions. 

American Indian tribes have played a 
major role in the development and history of 
the United States and have engaged in official, 
diplomatic governmental relations with other 
sovereign governments from the first moment 
Europeans stepped foot on this continent. 
Indian tribes have been a part of the day to 
day political life of the United States and con
tinue to have an important role in American 

_ life down to this day. Tribes continue to have a 
government to government relationship with 
the United States and they continue to be sov
ereign governments with primary control over 
their citizens and their territory. It is no sur
prise, then, that the relationship between 
Indian people, tribal governments and the 
United States is addressed in the provisions of 
the United States Constitution. 

The Doctrine of Discovery 
From 1492 forward, European coun

tries and the United States justified their deal
ings with the natives and American Indian 
tribes in North and South America under the 
"doctrine of discovery." Under this pdnciple, 
the European country that first discovered a 
new area where Christian Europeans had not 
yet arrived could claim the territory for their 
own country. This did not mean that the 
natives lost the right to live on the land or to 
farm and hunt animals on it but it did mean 
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that the natives could only sell their land to 
the one European country that "discovered" 
them and that they should only deal politically 
with that one European country. In most situa
tions, the Europeans also enforced the doctrine 
of discovery against themselves because they 
recognized and agreed to be bouod by the 
principle that the discovering country"earned a 
protectible property right in newly discovered 
territories. The audacity of one country "d!S
covering" and claiming lands already occu
pied and owned by American Indians came 
from the idea that Christians and white 
Europeans were superior to people of other 
races and religions. When European countries 
first came to the New World, they were not 
strong enough militarily to just talce the land 
from the Indian tribes. Thus, they entered 
treaties with tribes to make the transactions 
look legal and valid, and they bought the lands 
they wanted. In addition, influential scholars 
in England and Spain, for example, believed 
that Indians had a legal right as free people to 
continue to own their lands and that a 
European country could only talce lands by 
force in an honorable war. 

In exercising its control over the 
American continent, the United States also 
enforced the doctrine of discovery. Thus, as 
the United States Supreme Court stated in 
1823, in the case of Johnson v. McIntosh, 21 
U.S. (8 Wheat) 543 (1823), the United States 
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acquired the sole right to buy lands from 
Indian tribal governments under the doctrine 
of discovery. Thus, sales of land that Indians 
had made to persons other than to the United 
States government were invalid. Tribes contin
ued to have ·the right to use and occupy their 
lands but their governmental sovereign powers 
were restricted in that they could only sell 
their lands to the Unitetl States. Johnson, 21 
U.S. at573-74. The United States gained this 
power under the doctrine of discovery from 
England and from other European countries as 
the U.S. bought or acquired the "discovery" 
authority of these European countries over 
various parts of the American continent. 

In upholding this power of discovery 
over Indian tribes for the United States, the 
Supreme Court had to ignore its own opinion 
that Indians possessed natural rights to their 
lands. In fact, the Supreme Court refused to 
say why American farmers, "merchants and 
manufacturers have a right, on abstract princi
ples, to expel hunters from the territory they 
possess" or to limit the tribal rights. Instead, in 
determining tribal rights to sell their lands, the 
Court relied on the doctrine of discovery and 
the fact that the United States had beaten some 
tribes in war to decide that only the United 
States could buy Indian lands. "Conquest 
gives a title [to the land] which the Courts of 
the conqueror cannot deny .... " (Id. at 588). 



Roads, Rails, and Waterways: 
Internal Improvements as a Contributing Cause to Creek and Cherokee Removal 

Vicki Rozema 
Author 

Historians have listed many causes of 
the Creek and Cherokee removals of the 
1830's. These include ethnocentrism, land 
fraud, discovery of gold in the Georgia woun~ 
tains, states rights issues, tl~e perceived threat 
of sovereign governments within the borders 
of autonomous states, western expansion, 
depletion of eastern soils due to poor agricul
tural practices, and other reasons. The comple
tion of the Federal Road through Creek lands 
in 1811 is often cited by historians ranging 
from 19th century Alabama biographer Albert 
J. Pickett to modem-day historian Michael 
Green as a major cause of the Creek War of 
1813-14. And several historians including 
Theda Perdue, Mary Young, and Govan and 
Livingood have mentioned Wilson Lumpk:in's 
survey of Cherokee lands in 1826 for a rail
road route through the mountains in their dis
cussions of events leading to the Cherokee 
removal. However, the desire by the southern 
states to make internal improvements to their 
roads and waterways and the arrival of the 
railroads as a cause of the Creek and Cherokee 
removals has not been closely examined. 1 

Leading white businessmen, politi
cians, and military leaders coveted Cherokee 
and Creek lands not just for agricultural pur
poses or for their gold mines, but also for their 
location along strategic waterways and trans
portation routes. The Cherokee and Creek 
nations were obstacles to their pursuit of eco
nomic trade and their desire to build postaJ 
and military roads. 

Travel on roads or horse paths in the 
early south was slow and dangerous because 
of weather, the poor condition of the roads, 
and a lack of roads. In 1805, Moravian mis-

sionaries traveling from Wachovia, North 
Carolina to Spring Place in the Cherokee 
nation reported the trip took almost five weeks 
and "was very tedious, with many difficulties 
and some accidents." 2 

Transportation of goods by waterways 
was also very slow due to flooding and 
drought that raised and lowered the river lev
els unpredictably, due to numerous obstacles 
in the waterways ranging from snags and 
sandbars to whirlpools, shoals, and the fall 
line. Before the steamboats came, cotton and 
other goods were floated to the ports on the 
Atlantic or the gulf in "cotton-boxes" or on 
pole-boats where the cotton-boxes would be 
broken up and sold as lumber and the pole-

- boats would be filled with supplies and labori
ously steered upstream to their origin. After 
the arrival of the steamboats, the states con
tracted for intemal navigation improvements 
so the steamboats could travel from the sea
ports to major cities located along the fall line 
like Augusta, Macon, Milledgeville, 
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Columbus, Fayetteville, Montgomery, 
Knoxville, and Nashville. At the cities along 
the fall line, steamboats would pick up goods 
floated downstream on smaller boats because 
the steamboats could not go above the fall 
line.3 

One of the earliest needs of the newly 
arrived white settlers in the old southwest was 
for the opening of postal roads. When the 
Territory South of the River Ohio was formed 
in 1790, there were no post roads within the 
territory or post roads which connected it with 
other parts of the country. The territorial gov
ernor William Blount complained of delays in 
mail delivery from washed out bridges and 



rare Indian attacks. The territory included 
large expanses of land still in the hands of the 
Cherokees. In 1794, Blount reported an inci
dent where an express rider was attacked 18 
miJes north of Southwest Point, presumably by 
Cherokees. 4 

In 1806 Captain Edmund P. Gaines 
was charged with mapping a four-foot wide 
post road from Athens. Georgia to Ft. Stoddart 
in the Mississippi Territory above present-day 
Mobile. The road passed through the village of 
Coweta in the heart of the Creek Nation. 
Numerous problems had been encountered 
with the delivery of the mail to and from the 
Mississippi Territory and they needed a more 
direct route. After the post road was completed 
in 1807, Captain Gaines reported to the post
master general that "the Indians are not well 
disposed" to the new post road. Gaines would 
later become the most senior ranking general 
in the south and would be involved in the 
Seminole wars and in trying to get the Creeks 
to accept the frauduJent Treaty of Indian 
Springs. Gaines would also become a leading 
advocate of a system of railroads through 
Indian lands for military purposes. 5 

Another need for roads through the old 
south was for military purposes. In 1801, 
Secretary of War Henry Dearborn, acting on 
directions from President Jefferson, sent com
missioners to talk with the Choctaws, 
Chickasaws. Cherokees and Creeks about 
opening a road through land they owned to 
Natchez in the Mississippi Territory. The talks 
with the Cherokees went poorly. The 
Cherokees, along with the Chickasaws, 
claimed land on both sides of the Tennessee 
River for some distance. Doublehead objected 
to the bujlding of roads through Cherokee land 
because so many people of different descrip
tions would pass on the road and cause diffi
culties. 6 

The military soon outgrew it's narrow 
post road to Fort Stoddert and the Mississippi 

Territory that had been opened in 1807 and 
began building a military road that would 
accommodate wagons full of supplies. This 
road opened in 1811 and orders were given to 
prov.ide "the Creeks the necessary -information 
and explanations - the United States must have 
roads for the purpose of transporting the 
Ordnance and military stores from one mili
tary post to another, as occasion may require." 
However, many of the Creeks resented the 
increase in traffic and settlers through their 
lands. Indian agent Benjamin Hawkins report
ed that between October 1811 and March 
1812, 233 vehicles and 3,726 people had 
passed the Creek agency on the Flint River 
headed west through Creek territory. 
Traditionalist Creeks, agitated over this threat 
to their way of life, became hostile, and a war 
broke out in 1813.7 

In preparing for the Creek War of 
1813, Governor D. B. Mitchell of Georgia 
corresponded with Tennessee Governor Willie 
Blount and Secretary of War John Armstrong 
about the best way to get the troops to ren
dezvous in the Creek territory. Governor 
Mitchell wrote that he was "apprehensive that 
the want of roads by which to transport provi
sion and ammunition will be a serious objec
tion to the junction of the troops from the two 
states in the Cherokees - From Fort Hawkins 
in our state, there is ao excellent road through 
the Creek Nation, passing in the immediate 
neighborhood of the hostile lnruans, and this 
route would be infinitely the most convenient 
for our troops to march by." Mitchell wrote to 
Secretary of War Armstrong that he thought 
the best route for the Tennessee troops would 
be for them "to descend the Coosa River, 
which would place them in the rear of the 
Inruans .... " Governor Blount responded 
that he thought if the Georgia and Tennessee 
troops were to rendezvous, the best route 
through the Cherokee country would be to 
"cross the Tennessee river at Lowry's ferry -
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thence into the road leading from East 
Tennessee to Georgia, passing by where David 
McNair lives on Conasauga." Other letters dis
cussed rendezvousing the__ troops from the two 
states at Turkeytown in the Cherokee Nation.8 
So, although new military roads had recently 
been opened through Choctaw, Chickasaw, 
Creek, and Cherokee lands, the military was 
still having great difficulty in transporting sup
plies and men. 

At the end of the Creek W<l_! Major 
General Thomas Pinckney sent Hawkins the 
terms of peace be was to deliver to the Creeks. 
These included .reserving the right of the 
United States to establish trading houses and 
military posts and "to make and use such 
roads as they may think necessary, and freely 
to navigate all the rivers and water courses in 
the Creek territory." 9 

Over the years a number of treaties 
with the Creeks and Cherokees included claus
es written by the Americans asking for guaran
teed safe passage along roads and rivers. 
These included treaties with the Chei;okees in 
1791, 1798, 1805, and 1817 and several Creek 
treaties including those concluded in 1805, 
1814, and 1816. This is only a partial list of 
treaties with safe passage clauses but it illus
trates the importance to the white population 
of safe transportation through Indian lands. 10 

Besides General Gaines, another 
prominent southern military leader who had a 
great interest in the establishment of military 
roads through Indian Territory was General 
Andrew Jackson. In June 1817, Jackson wrote 
to the acting secretary of war George Graham 
to tell him he had cut military roads through 
Indian territory and had established a military 
depot on the Tennessee River below the 
shoals.11 

Another type of road white settlers in 
the early south had a need for were turnpikes. 
The years from 1800 to 1830 have been called 
the "turnpike era" in the United States by 

some historians. This was true in the south 
and toll roads continued to play an important 
part in the south through the antebellum era. 
The southern states lagged behind their New 
England counterparts for a while. For example 
North Carolina built only 12 turnpikes before 
1810. By contrast, New England and New 
York had approximately 317 turnpike compa-
nies by 1811.12 . 

On March 8, 1813, the Cherokees 
signed a treaty at the Cherokee Agency at the 
Hiwassee Garrison giving permission for a 
turnpike company composed of both whites 
and Cherokees to cut a road from Telinessee to 
the Tugaloo River. After twenty years, the 
turnpike would revert to the Cherokees. The 
turnpike company was authorized to open 
public houses along the road and was author
ized to operate one ferry on the Tennessee 
River and other ferries as needed for the oper
ation of the turnpike. 13 This was the Unicoi 
road which roughly followed the old Cherokee 

_ trade path through the mountains and connect
ed the Overhill settlements and Charleston. 

In 1821 the state of Tennessee, fol
lowed by North Carolina in 1824, passed acts 
authorizing the Great Smoky Mountain 
Turnpike company to open a road from 
Sevierville in Tennessee through the Cherokee 
mountains to some place in Haywood County. 
The state of Tennessee directed that the east
ern terminus should be somewhere between 
the foot of the Smoky Mountain and the 
mouth of Soco Creek, in Haywood County. 
The state of North Carolina directed that the 
turnpike should run "to or near Abraham 
Wiggins's, on Deep Creek, in Haywood 
County." 14 

In addition to being dependent on 
roads through Indian lands for transporting 
goods to market, the south also depended on 
waterways through Cherokee and Creek lands. 
In 1812 the Niles' Weekly Register reprinted 
an article which originaUy appeared in the 
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Nashville Clarion arguing for the acquisition 
of west Florida from the Spanish in order to 
be able to import goods up from Mobile Bay 
through the Creek and Cherokee nations to the 
Hiwassee River and ultimately the Tennessee 
River. One of the proposed routes wm; up the 
Alabama and Coosahatchee and o.ver the 
portage to the Hiwassee. A second proposed 
route was to ascend the Tombigbee and take a 
portage 50 miles over land to Bear Creek, then 
entering the Tennessee River below the 
Muscle Shoals. The writer of this proposal 
points out how wonderful it would be to have 
European goods imported to Tennessee via 
this method. He also wrote "Imagination looks 
forward to the· moment when all the southern 
Indians shall be pushed across the Mississippi: 
when the delightful countries now occupied 
by them shall be covered with a numerous and 
industrious population; and when a city, the 
emporium of a vast commerce, shall be seen 
to flourish on the spot where some huts, 
inhabited by lawless savages, now mark the 
junction of the Alabama and Tombigbee 
rivers." 15 

In 1821, the Montgomery Republican 
and Niles' Register reported a rather remark
able journey of a keel boat through Cherokee 
territory. The boat was the Tennessee Patriot. 
She was 50 feet long and had been built at 
West Point in East Tennessee where she was 
loaded with barrels of flour and whiskey. She 
traveled 100 miles down the Tennessee River 
to the mouth of the Hiwassee, then traveled 65 
ntiles up the Hiwassee to the Wocoa [Ocoee] 
and up that river a few miles to a portage area 
that was commonly used by smaller boats. 
The portage area lay east of the McNair's and 
the Federal Road. After carrying the keelboat 
10 miles overland, she was placed in the 
Conasauga, floated down to the Eustanaula, 
then to the Coosa and Alabama rivers where 
she finally landed at Montgomery, Alabama. 
The total distance traveled was nearly 1000 

miles.16 One can see from this ralher remark
able story how difficult the trip was from the 
Tennessee River to the gulf and how deter
mined white entrepreneurs were to get their 
goods through Indian lands to market. 

Prior to 1815, North Carolina left the 
responsibility for internal improvements to 
private enterprise. But a North Carolinian by 
the name of Archibald Murphey was con
cerned that in the past twenty-five years more 
than two hundred thousand North Carolinians 
had left the state and moved to the river val
leys of the Ohio, Tennessee, and Mobile. 
Murphey complained that although North 
Carolina openly accepted the importance of 
internal improvements, the state acted contrary 
to this in her actions. 17 

In 1816 Murphey proposed that the 
state appropriate $150,000 per year for seven 
years to fund internal improvements. The bulk 
of the money was to be used to fund 
Navigation improvements with the balance to 
15e used to construct good roads through 
Cherokee country and across the mountains. 
Murphey felt that these western roads would 
not only assist the western citizens of North 
Carolina but would attract trade from East 
Tennessee and Virginia to the valleys of the 
Yadkin and Catawba rivers.18 

In 1819, the North Carolina legislature 
authorized the use of proceeds from the sale of 
former Clerdcee lands to capitalize the internal 
improvements fund. Two years later, it aug
mented the internal improvements fund with 
dividends from state-owned stock in banks. 
The so-called Cherokee bonds were used to 
fund other internal improvements projects. For 
example, in 1839, a new road from Frankl.in to 
Murphy through newly lost Cherokee lands 
was allocated $2,000 in bonds raised from the 
sale of Cherokee lands. On January 4, 1839, 
the North Carolina legislature ratified an 
amendment to use the Cherokee Bonds to help 
fund the Fayetteville and Western rai]road.19 

70 



From about 1790 to 1830, the United 
States experienced a surge in canal building. 
This was in response to a canal building era 
going on in Europe. While the southern states 
didn't participate as fully as their New 
England counterparts, the south did begin 
examining the use of canals to connect rivers 
and bypass the Muscle Shoals in the,. 
Tennessee River. In 1786, South Carolina 
chartered a private company to construct a 
canal between the Cooper and Santee rivers. 
This twenty-mile long canal was finished in 
1800 and was the second canal in the 
country.20 

There were many grand schemes for 
building can'als to connect rivers, most with 
the purpose of making it cheaper and easier to 
transport goods from the interior to the major 
seaports. One such proposal was to build a 
canal over or near the old portage place in the 
Cherokee nation that had been used for years 
to connect the Tennessee, by way of the 
Hiwassee and Ocoee to the Conasauga and 
Coosa rivers. This is the same portage area 
mentioned earlier in the keelboat story. An 
1826 report of the chief engineer of the 
Department of War listed the canal between 
the Coosa and Tennessee rivers as a project to 
be investigated.21 

South Carolina was the most progres
sive of the southern states in terms of public 
works. In 1817 the state started on an ambi
tious program of state operated internal 
improvements. The state appropriated $1 mil
lion to fund the improvements over the next 
four years. The canalization program in South 
Carolina continued in earnest until shortly 
after 1827 when the age of railroads arrived. 
In 1827 South Carolina authorized its first rail
road company and by 1830 the railroad was in 
partial operation. By 1833 the south's first 
railroad was completed between Charleston 
and Hamburg. As soon as the Charleston and 
Hamburg Railroad demonstrated the viability 

of shipping goods to market, all the leading 
merchants, politicians, and military leaders of 
the south began to plan ways of connecting 
roads, canals, and new railroads to the 
Charleston and Hamburg.22 

In 1820 the Board of Public Works, 
with Joel R. Poinsett as president, took over 
the internal improvement projects of South 
Carolina. Poinsett ove-rsaw the clearing of 
rivers in South Carolina to make them naviga
ble. Reports published in 1820 while Poinsett 
was President of the Board of Public Works 
outline ambitious plans to make as many 
streams navigable as possible and to build 
roads from North Carolina and the mountains 
to the rivers of South Carolina in order to 
attract trade from Tennessee and North 
Carolina to Charleston. One proposal even 
suggested a series of canals west of the moun
tains to connect the Ohio River valley, the 
Cumberland River, and the Tennessee River 
with the rivers of South Carolina to divert 

_trade from New Orleans to Charleston. South 
Carolina's first president of public works in 
South Carolina, Joel Poinsett, would later 
serve as Secretary of War during the Cherokee 
Removal. 23 

Another prominent South Carolinian 
who served as Secretary of War, advocated 
Indian Removal, and was directly involved in 
Internal Improvements, was John C. Calhoun, 
arguably the most powerful man in the south 
after Andrew Jackson. As Secretary of War, 
John C. Calhoun authored a report which 
included a plan for the removal of the Indians 
to the west of the Mississippi. In 1816-17, as a 
member of the U.S. House of Representatives, 
Calhoun promoted a system of public 
improvements. Calhoun's recommendations 
were similar to those outlined by Secretary of 
the Treasury Gallatin in 1808.24 

In 1819, Calhoun wrote a letter to 
Speaker of the House Henry Clay recommend
ing a survey be made by army engineers of the 
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entire country to determine priorities for a sys
tem of highways. Five years later in April 
1824, a law was finaJly enacted called "The 
Survey Bill," which called upon Calhoun's 
military survey to be made. The execution of 
the survey fell under Calhoun's authority as 
Secretary of War and he began the survey. In 
his final report in December, 1824 he recom
mended three routes receive top priority 
including establishing a road from Washington 
lo New Orleans uniting all of lhe South 
Atlantic States and also a system of canals and 
water routes connecting Lake Erie, the Ohio 
and Tennessee Rivers, and lhe Mississippi. 
This latter proposal included a canal around 
the Muscle Shoals on the Tennessee River.25 

In 1836, Calhoun and Col. Gadsden 
explored the Carolina mountains looking for a 
railroad route to connect South Carolina and 
Tennessee. He identified a gap he referred to 
as the Carolina Gap between the Tuckasiege 
and White Water valleys through which he felt 
a rail road could cross the mountains and con
nect to the Little Tennessee River. From the 
Little Tennessee in North Carolina, it would 
run towards the Tennessee River at Kingston 
and eventually hit the Mississippi near lhe 
mouth of the Missouri. On the South Carolina 
side of the line, the rail road would follow the 
old Cherokee Trade Path to Charleston. This 
grand scheme would open up the west from 
the Mississippi, Ohio, Cumberland, and 
Tennessee rivers for trade wilh Charleston.26 

Calhoun's plan was in opposition to a 
proposed route over the mountains by way of 
the French Broad River which was promoted 
by his friend Robert Y. Hayne. As a result of 
a convention held in Knoxville in 1836, the 
south Carolina legislature was urged to set up 
a bank to fund tbe railroad via Hayn.e's 
French Broad route. The financial panic of 
1837 put a damper on both Calhoun's and 
Hayne's plans. The railroad through the 
French Broad wasn't built until after the Civil 

War and Calhoun's Tuckasegee railroad was 
never built. 27 

Another leading proponent of Creek 
and Cherokee removal was Georgia Governor 
Geotge Gilmer. While Governor, Gilmer rec
ommended ,that the state take control of the 
gold mines in Cherokee country. He proposed 
that the income from tbe operations of the 
mines be used by the State to "improve the 
public roads, render the rivers navigable, and 
extend the advantages of education .... " 
Georgia passed a law to take control of the 
mines in 1830.28 So, like it's neighbor North 
Carolina, Georgia was using income from 
Cherokee lands to fund internal improve
ments. 

In 1825 the Georgia legislature created 
a board for public works. Wilson Lumpkin, 
governor of Georgia from 1831 to 1835, 
served on this board whose mandate was to 
improve river navigation, canal construction, 
and railroad construction. While visiting the 
Cherokee country as a member of the board of 
public works, Lumpkin visited with Cherokee 
leaders at the behest of Governor Troup to 
prepare them for the idea of a complete 
removal from the state to west of the 
Mississippi. 
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Lumpkin spent 25 days with the state 
engineer, Mr. Fulton, examining the country 
between north Georgia and the Tennessee 
River looking for the best place for a canal to 
connect the rivers of the two states. They set
tled upon a canal to be located near the 
McNair farm between the south fork of the 
Hiwassee River, which Lumpkin called the 
Amay, and the Conasauga River in Georgia. 
But Lumpkin also became convinced that the 
best solution was not a canal but a railroad. 

Lumpkin also recommended other 
means of connecting the Tennessee River with 
Georgia Rivers. One idea was to build a 100-
mile canal from the Tennessee River to Will's 
Creek and the Coosa River in Alabama_ 



Lumpkin also recommended the construction 
of a road from the Chattahoochee to the 
Tennessee River. About the road though 
Cherokee country, Lump~n wrote "the coun
try abounds in fine timber, water, suitable, 
stone for turnpiking, and masonry of every 
description." 

With regard to the fact tfie Cberokees 
still resided in an area where Fulton and 
Lumpkin planned to put a railroad, Lumpkin 
says in bis autobiography: "the resources·of 
Georgia could never be extensively developed 
by well devised system of internal improve
ments, and coIIl!Ilercial and social intercourse 
with other portions of the Union, especialJy 
the great West, until this portion of the state 
was settled by an industrious, enlightened, 
free-hold population." Lumpkin also wrote in 
bis autobiography that the "whole plan of this 
railroad was well matured in my mind in the 
year 1826, while taking a general reconnais
sance of the State, with a view to entering on 
works of internal improvement, in company 
with Mr. Fulton, our first State Engineer, and 
before I commenced my systematic plan for 
the removal of the Cherokee Indians from 
Georgia, in the year 1827, in the House of 
Representatives, in the Congress of the United 
States." 29 

Even before the Treaty of New Echota 
was signed in late 1835, the citizens of the 
state of Georgia were making plans for a rail
road through Cherokee Tenitory. On July 19, 
1834, the Southern Banner reported a mee.ting 
held at Rome in Floyd County " ... for tbe 
purpose of taking into consideration, the prac
ticability and importance of navigating some 
of our Western waters." It included citizens of 
Floyd, Cherokee, Cass. and Paulding counties. 
They appointed a committee to contact the 
United States Engineer and assist him while he 
was in the area surveying the route for the new 
rail road from Memphis, TN to Augusta, GA, 
i.e. the Georgia Union Rail Road. Supporters 

of the new railroad wrote in the Southern 
Banner - "No section of country between 
those distant points would be more immediate
ly and more immensely benefited by the Rail 
Road, than the now Cherokee counties of this 
State. Their, remote situation from trade - their 
productive soil, and their rapidly growing pop
ulation, all call aloud upon the people of that 
section, to be up and doing - to prosecute with 
energy and zeal, the noble work contemplated 
by their late meeting."30 

In late 1836, another convention was 
held in Macon, Georgia to discuss more rail
road plans. The convention wrote an open let
ter to the state legislature recommending that 
it commence a system of railway improve
ments by constructing a railroad beginning at 
the Tennessee line at or near Rossville and 
running it through the "Cherokee counties, on 
the most practicable route" to the 
Chattahoochee River. They also recommended 
that the state legislature grant charters to cre
ate branch lines from this new railroad to run 
to Columbus, Forsyth, Athens, Milledgeville 
and other places in Georgia On December 21, 
1836, the Georgia Legislature passed an act 
creatjng the Western and Atlantic Railroad and 
the following year Governor Gilmer sent 
General Daniel Newnan to Nashville to see 
the Tennessee Governor about permission to 
build the northern terminus at the Tennessee 
River. The Tennessee Legislature passed an act 
authorizing the Western and Atlantic to enter 
the state and connect with the river on January 
24, 1838. Construction began in Georgia in 
March 1838. 31 

On August 2, 1838, Rev. Daniel S. 
Butrick, a missionary to the Cherokees at 
Brainerd Mission in present-day Chattanooga, 
reported an encampment of railroad engineers 
at the Brainerd Mission. This group of engi
neers was most likely from the Western and 
Atlantic railroad. Chief Engineer Stephen H. 
Long had recommended a circuitous route 
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from Ross's Landing along Chickamauga 
Creek near the mission and around the end of 
Missionary Ridge, avoiding Rossville and a 
long and costly tunnel. Cherokees were still 
camped at Ross's Landing and Brainerd 
Mission waiting for emigration under the man
agement of the Ross brothers when the engi-
neers were inspecting the area.32' , 
Meanwhile, in I 836, businessmen and other 
leaders in East Tennessee, mostly from 
McMinn County, came up with a plan to build 
a railroad in the valley between the Great 
Smoky Mountains and the Tennessee River. 
The terms of its chruter stated the railroad 
would run from Knoxville south through the 
Hiwassee district to the Tennessee state line. 
They planned to hook up with a railroad that 
was being built from Augusta to Memphis. 
This of course was through the Cherokee 
Nation, but no doubt the commissioners con
sidered it just a matter of time before the 
Cherokees would all be removed based on the 
Treaty of New Echota which had been signed 
just a few months earlier. One of the commis
sioners for the railroad, and one of the stock
holders, was none other than General 
Nathaniel Smith, the McMinn County resident 
and Tennessee militia leader who was appoint
ed superintendent of the Cherokee Removal. 33 

The grading of the road began in 
October 1837 two miles below Athens, 
Tennessee. The enterprise was initially caJJed 
the Hiwassee Railroad but the name was later 
changed to the East Tennessee and Georgia 
Railroad. When the supporters of the 
Hiwassee Railroad learned of the plans for the 
Western and Atlantic to connect with 
Tennessee River at Ross's Landing, they were 
concerned it could destroy their railroad and 
protested that Georgia representatives to the 
Hiwassee Railroad convention in Knoxville 
had pledged to connect the Georgia Railroad 
to theirs near Red Clay. The Western and 
Atlantic railroad proceeded with plans for a 
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terminus at Ross's Landing with the idea of an 
eventual branch line to the Hiwassee 
Railroad. 34 

Although the surveying and grading of 
the Hiwassee Railroad began months before 
the Cherokees were deported, the work went 
slowly and was abandoned altogether in 1839 
after sixty-five miles had been graded and a 
bridge built over the Hiwassee River at 
Calhoun. The company renewed its effort in 
February 1848 under its new name of the East 
Tennessee and Georgia Railroad. The railroad 
was finally completed in 1855_35 

General Nathaniel Smith was not the 
only person directly involved in the Cherokee 
removal who was a stockholder in the 
Hiwassee railroad which cut directly through 
the Cherokee nation. Major Albert S. Lenoir, a 
member of the prominent Lenoir family of 
west North Carolina and east Tennessee, was 
also a stockholder. Lenoir was stationed at 
New Ecbota in 1836 and 1837 as issuing 
agent and then at Ross's Landing in 1838. He 
kept up to date on the progress of the railroad 
through letters from his family.36 

In February 1836, a man named John 
Williams wrote to U.S. Senator Willie P. 
Mangum that he had spoken with Colonel 
Gideon Morgan as Morgan was traveling to 
Washington. Colonel Morgan was a white 
man married to a Cherokee woman and had 
led a detachment of Cherokees in the Creek 
War of 1813-14. Williams suggested to 
Morgan that he meet with Cherokee leaders in 
Washington and speak to them about investing 
in the stock of the Charleston and Cincinnati 
rail road using two or three million of the five 
million dollars they were to receive from the 
treaty signed at New Echota. Morgan appar
ently told Williams be would meet with the 
Cherokees and try to persuade them to use 
half their money to invest in a railroad they 
would never use.37 



Conclusion 
The white population of the early 19th 

century south coveted Cherokee and Creek 
lands not just for the agricultural and home-

' steading opportunities these lands offered, and 
not just for the value of their gold mines, but 
also for their location along strategic trans
portation routes. Ferries and tavernsJocated in 
Indian Territory along these routes offered 
lucrative economic opportunities. Many of the 
south's largest cities including Chattanooga, 
Augusta, Macon, and Columbus grew up on 
strategic transportation spots on newly ceded 
Creek and Cher~kee lands. The early south's 
most prominent military and political leaders 
were proporrents of or directly involved in 
internal improvements in Indian lands and 
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were also involved in the ceding of these lands 
or the removal of the Creeks and Cherokees in 
1836-1838. These leaders included Jackson, 
Gaines, Calhoun, Poinsett, Gilmer, and 
Lumpkin. State militia officers and local fami
lies directl)( involved in the Cherokee removal 
speculated in railroads through Cherokee lands 
before removal. The military and political 
leadership of the south saw the lndjans as 
obstacles in establishing postal and military 
roads, turnpikes, railroads, and water routes 
wruch they felt were crucial for military 
defense and economic opportunity. After forc
ing the Creeks and Cherokees to give up their 
lands, the political leaders of the south turned 
around and used those lands to finance inter
nal improvements. 
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University of Kentucky. 

Jay S. Miller is Administrator of Program Services with Arkansas State Parks . The Program Services Division is 
responsible for annual publications; designing, building, and installing exhibits; and training and directing annual 
interpretation and education programs within the state's 51 state parks and museums. Over the past several years 
the interpretation/education program has received national and regional awards of excellence. 

Robert J. Miller is an associate professor at Lewis & Clark Law School in Portland, Oregon. He teaches Indian 
Law and is the Chief Justice of the Court of Appeals for the Grand Ronde Tribe. He has published numerous arti
cles on Indian law issues and has spoken at dozens of conferences across the country. He is currently writing and 
speaking about tbe Lewis & Clark Expedition. Mr. Miller is a citizen of the Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma. 

Jack Pate is a tribal member of the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma (CNO), where he has worked since 1997 as the 
Executive Director of Special Programs. Previously, he worked as the Tribal Self-Governance Coordinator of the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs. He served 33 years with various tribes and agencies, including the Jicarilla Apache Tribe, 
the Navajo Nation, the eight northeastern tribes of Oklahoma. and the Talihina Agency, 

Vicki Rozema is the author of three books on Cherokee history: Voices from the Trail of Tears; Cherokee Voices; 
and Footsteps of the Cherokees, which received an award of merit from the Tennessee Historical Commission. Her 
articles have appeared in Native Peoples and Blue Ridge Country magazines. Ms. Rozema currently serves as the 
secretary of the Tennessee chapter of TOTA. 
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