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			This book is dedicated to the memory of the victims of the atrocities on the wild frontier. Settlers, soldiers, and Indians often fought dishonorably there in our longest and cruelest war.
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		Introduction

		The wild frontier commenced in 1607 with the arrival of the first permanent settlers and was declared ended by the Bureau of the Census in 1890. The war between the settlers and the Indians began in 1622 in Virginia and also ended in 1890 in South Dakota. The outcome of this war determined who would control the North American continent. It was played on a stage that was new to European peoples, and many of its dramatic events had not been seen before in history and would never be seen again. This was a first-time clash between 2 cultures.1 Robert Hughes, in Culture of Complaint, said, “Surprises crackle, like electric arcs, between the interfaces of culture.”2 Surprises also crackle with atrocities. The war lasted 268 years, the longest in the history of our nation. The United States itself will not be 268 years old until the year 2044.

		IN The West: An Illustrated History, edited by Henry Steele Commager, an article by M. A. Jones pointed out that “the realities of frontier life have regularly given way to the requirements of myth.”3 Myths cloud history and impair its classic function—to help us solve present-day problems. This accurate analogy has been drawn by Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., in The Disuniting of America:

		
			For history is to the nation rather as memory is to the individual. As an individual deprived of memory becomes disoriented and lost, not knowing where he has been or where he is going, so a nation denied a conception of its past will be disabled in dealing with its present and its future.4

		

		The Indians agreed. There is an old Sioux saying—”A people without history is like wind upon the buffalo grass.”5

		Military historian S. L. A. Marshall in Crimsoned Prairie said in some despair, “Taken as a whole, books about the Plains wars have one salient characteristic, that of discrepancy.”6 As Carl Waldman noted in his preface to Who Was Who in Native American History:

		
			A book covering such a wide range of material can be no more accurate than its sources. Much of the material comes from writers who were explorers, missionaries, traders, or army officers first, in addition to amateur historians or anthropologists. Hearsay and legend play a part in what has been passed down. Contradictions abound.7

		

		Edwin T. Denig, who lived with the Indians from about 1800 to 1850 and married 2 Indian women, noted another disagreement. “We find two sets of writers, both equally wrong, one setting forth the Indians as a noble, generous, and chivalrous race above the standards of Europeans, the other representing them below the level of brute creation.”8

		Generally speaking, most of the earlier writers were settler advocates, while many who came later were Indian advocates. Fergus M. Bordewich, who spent much of his childhood living on Indian reservations, put it this way in his book Killing the White Man’s Indian:

		
			Until not long ago, Americans were generally taught to view the nation’s westward movement as a saga of heroic pioneering and just wars that carried European immigrants from the shores of the Atlantic to those of the Pacific. At the center of that essentially mythic vision stood the Indian, simultaneously noble and barbaric, man of nature and bloodthirsty savage, and destined for tragic extinction. The epic of the Indian wars added color and grandeur to the saga of national expansion: in their apparent savagery, Indians dramatically underscored Euro-Americans’ notions of civilization, while their repeated military defeats seemed unchallengeable proof of the white man’s technological and moral superiority.

			More recently, revisionist scholars and educators have tended to portray that same history as one of deep, unredeemed tragedy, of which the destruction of the Indian is a central, equally mythical example, apparent proof of the barbarism of Euro-American civilization.9

		

		The word settler is meant to include colonists, soldiers, militia, government people, farmers, hunters, trappers, merchants, miners, and other Americans who came in contact with the Indians between 1607 and 1890, as well as the English colonists before the American Revolution.

		This war was a “complex and intense struggle,”10 fought over a time span of more than 26 decades. Hundreds of Indian tribes were involved. The tribes were not only fighting one another, but the Dutch, the Spanish, the English, the French, and the settlers, often at the same time. European wars were frequently fought in part in North America. Participation in those wars by the Indians depended upon the wishes of each tribe. During the American Revolution, most tribes sided with Great Britain. One author, Carl Waldman, in Atlas of the North American Indian, concluded that if the British had given the tribes better support, they “probably would have won the war.”11

		NO ONE knows for certain where the Indians originally came from. Some experts today believe that they came from some unknown part of Asia centuries ago over the Bering Land Bridge when Asia and America were connected. A growing number of other experts say the glacier there prevented use of the Bering route to our eastern seaboard until 11,500 years ago.12 These experts believe Asians and perhaps even Europeans hugged the ice sheets in animal skin kayaks and reached America long before the Bering people.13 There are also fairly recent archeological finds that hint that the Bering people may not have been in the first group to migrate to America. Anthropologist Walter Neves flatly stated, “We can no longer say that the first colonizers of the American continent came from the north of Asia.”14 The Indians encountered in Virginia, Massachusetts, and elsewhere may or may not have been in the first group and, if not, would not have been the First Americans.

		The Indians had no word for themselves similar to the word Indian.15 According to Alvin Josephy,

		
			Many groups of native Americans were given their historic names by white men who either contrived descriptive terms of their own for them (Creeks) or adopted expressions by which they were known to other tribes.16

		

		When they gave themselves a tribal name, however, as Clark Wissler in Indians of the United States noted, often it was something like “we, the people.”17

		SOME HAVE referred to the skirmishes and battles considered here as the Indian wars. Others have preferred to call them simply one war, the Four Hundred Year War (1492 to 1890) or the Four Century War. The latter is the approach taken here because the separate “wars” have been characterized by Alan Axelrod in Chronicle of the Indian Wars as “barely differentiated.”18

		Cheyenne chief Black Kettle said, according to Dee Brown in Bury My Heart at Wounded Knee, “There are bad white men and bad Indians. The bad men on both sides brought about this trouble.”19 The war in the main was “ugly and dark,” according to Axelrod.20 For Marshall, “The war was waged with excessive brutality on both sides.”21 Furthermore, as John Tebbel and Keith Jennison pointed out in The American Indian Wars, “There was little to choose in placing the blame for the atrocities.”22

		A partial chronology up to the end of the war may be helpful to the reader.

		1607—First English settlers arrived in the Jamestown area

		1622—War between Jamestown settlers and Powhatan Indians began

		1675—King Philip’s War began

		1754—French and Indian War began

		1763—Pontiac’s Rebellion began

		1775—Revolutionary War began

		1812—War of 1812 began

		1824—Bureau of Indian Affairs established

		1830—Indian Removal Act became effective

		1831—Trails of Tears began

		1832—Black Hawk War began

		1848—California atrocities began

		1861—Civil War began

		1862—Santee Sioux Uprising in Minnesota

		1864—Sand Creek Massacre

		1866—Fetterman’s Massacre

		1876—Battle of the Little Bighorn (Custer’s Last Stand)

		1890—Wounded Knee Massacre

		1890—Census Bureau declared the frontier ended

	
		  CHAPTER 1  


Settler and Other American Attitudes About the Indians

		There was a “long-standing American ambivalence over Indians,” according to John M. Coward in The Newspaper Indian.1 Changes in settlers’ attitudes resulted in part from the changes in writers’ attitudes. The New York Times editorials from 1860 to 1890 often reflected these changes. Although the Times was not as influential then as it is today, nevertheless it was a strong voice and, perhaps even more important, a spokesman for the East on Indian issues. The Times generally supported the Indian causes and concluded that most instances of open conflict between Indians and settlers were caused by settler injustice.2 Paradoxically, the Times treated many of the chiefs harshly. Sitting Bull, Geronimo, and Satanta especially were the subject of editorial wrath.3

		Brian W. Dippie, in The Vanishing American, summarized the important east-west division of opinion about the Indians:

		
			So vivid was the contrast between eastern and western attitudes that few writers on the Indian question failed to mention it. One experienced observer pictured the states “divided into two great parties, one crying for blood, and demanding the destruction of the Indians, the other begging that he may be left in his aboriginal condition, and that the progress of civilization may be stayed.” Their views, another writer noted, were conditioned “by contact, cupidity and prejudice, on the one hand; and enthusiasm, benevolence and remoteness, on the other.” The pertinent point was that easterners had solved their problem by moving the Indians out of the way, and had “long since forgotten the savage war whoop”; while in the West, “the Indian question is a live question,” men live “in constant danger,” and their “only appellation” for the Indians is “red devils.”4

		

		The Times pointed out that “contemporary treatment of Indians in the West simply paralleled what had begun on the East Coast a century ago.”5

		FROM THE beginning of the European invasion of the New World, those attempting to exploit the Indians claimed that they “were not normal people but rather members of a subhuman or animal species, lacking souls.”6

		The first settlers were English for the most part, and a flood of reports from the New World presented a grim picture of what they might encounter. Gary B. Nash gave one example in Red, White, and Black:

		
			Crafty, brutal, loathsome half-men whose cannibalistic instincts were revealed, as one pamphleteer wrote in 1578, by the fact that “there is no flesh or fishe, which they finde dead, (smell it never so filthily) but they will eate it, as they finde it, without any other dressing [cooking].”7

		

		Other more dread aspects of Indian conduct circulated among settlers before they left their ships, according to Michael Kraus in The United States to 1865:

		
			The “noble savage” had, however, a terrifying aspect also; stories were told of how he attacked in the dead of night with blood-curdling yells, how he set houses afire with flaming arrows, and how he scalped the fleeing inhabitants. There were horrifying narratives, too, of cannibalism told with all the grisly details. The earliest settlers, leaving the comparative safety of their ships, were understandably fearful about the reception that awaited them.8

		

		But as Page Smith pointed out in A New Age Now Begins, there was another view vying for settlers’ consideration, that of Voltaire and Rousseau, whose philosophy was so important to the framers of the Constitution of the United States, but who had never been to the New World. These philosophers romanticized the Indians, whom they saw as being natural men:

		
			The European mind was captivated by the idea of the noble savage as it had been by few ideas in its history. Both Voltaire and Rousseau, philosophers who nurtured the Enlightenment, saw society as corrupt and decadent, far removed from the wholesomeness and simplicity of the natural man. They romanticized the savage man, whom they saw as being close to nature, his intelligence unclouded by priestly superstition, by social conventions, fashion, greed, and ambition.9

		

		The settlers were thus faced with strongly conflicting attitudes toward Indians. They chose to emigrate in great numbers. Why would they continue if these terrible stories were true?

		INDEED, THEY lived in relative peace with the Indians for almost 15 years from their arrival at Jamestown, Virginia, in 1607 and Plymouth, Massachusetts, in 1620, although there were skirmishes. Then attitudes changed dramatically with the Powhatan Wars, which also were the beginning of the American-Indian War. In 1621, before war had even commenced, a Virginia poet wrote that Indians were irrevocably “Rooted in Evill, and opposed in Good; errors of nature, of inhumane Birth, The very dregs, garbage and spanne of Earth.”10 Opechancanough became the dominant leader of the powerful Powhatan Confederacy in 1618. He attacked Jamestown and other settlements on the James River in 1622 without warning, killing hundreds.11 After that, according to Roy Harvey Pearce in The Savages of America, the settlers “ceased trying to understand the Indian; for such understanding would avail them little.”12 And in retaliation for the massacres noted, Bernard W. Sheehan in Seeds of Extinction said, “the Virginians followed a policy of extermination.”13 The Indian attitude toward the settlers hardened as well.

		When the administrators of the Virginia Company protested that the colonists had gone too far in dealing with the Indians following the 1622 attack, the Virginia Council of State replied that

		
			wee hold nothing inuiste [unjust] … that may tend to theire ruine…. Stratagems were ever allowed against all enemies, but with these neither fayre Warr nor good quarter is ever to be held, nor is there other hope of their subversione, who ever may inform you to the Contrarié.14

		

		This was about as bad as settler attitudes could get.
The American-Indian War—rightly characterized by Bil Gilbert in God Gave Us This Country—was one of

		
			unique ferocity…. Generally the antagonists believed that this was a winner-take-all competition, that compromise and accommodation were neither possible nor desirable…. The savages—red and white-did things to each other which sensitive outsiders found unbelievable.15

		

		That ferocity surely arose out of the 2 parties’ conflicting cultures and characters involved, a principal theme of this book.

		TO THE north, the attitude of the Massachusetts colonists toward Indians was much the same. William Bradford was governor of the Plymouth colony from 1621 until 1656 except for the years Edward Wins-low served. He maintained peaceful relations with the Wampanoags, but made war on the Pequot.16 Bradford wrote in his history of the colony that the English had come expecting the “continual danger of the savage people, who are cruel, barbarous, and most treacherous,” which made “the very bowels of men to grate within them and make the weak to quake and tremble.”17

		The Reverend Cotton Mather, who was influential in Massachusetts Bay Colony government, believed it was futile to attempt to Christianize and civilize Indians. He contended they were sent to North America by Satan and should therefore be exterminated.18 Mather preached after the Indians were defeated in a battle of the Pequot War that “in a little more than one hour, five or six hundred of these barbarians were dismissed from a world that was burdened with them.”19

		BEFORE THE Revolutionary War started (1775-83), Prime Minister North in Parliament tried to defend use of Indians as British allies. Opposition leader Lord Chatham called Indians scalpers, cannibal savages, roasting and eating, torturing, murderous barbarians, and savage hellhounds,20 statements not likely to improve settler attitudes. The war itself only aggravated settler feelings against the Indians. The Declaration of Independence, written by Thomas Jefferson, declared that one of the charges against King George III was that he “had endeavored to bring on the inhabitants of our frontiers, the merciless Indian Savages whose known rule of warfare is an undistinguished destruction of all ages, sexes and conditions.”

		English governor William Tryon urged the British ministry to “loose the savages against the miserable Rebels in order to impose a reign of terror on the frontiers.”21 It was done. There were depredations by Indians against settlers that had far-ranging effects. Scars were left by the Revolution which led to atrocious conduct by the settlers.

		ONLY 4 DAYS after the Revolution ended, George Washington wrote to James Duane outlining a policy of purchasing land occupied by Indians instead of seizing it:

		
			I am clear in my opinion, that policy and oeconomy [sic] point very strongly to the expediency of being on good terms with the Indians, and the propriety of purchasing their Lands in preference to attempting to drive them by force of arms out of the Country; which as we have already experienced is like driving the Wild Beasts of the Forest which will return as soon as the pursuit is at an end and fall perhaps on those that are left there; when the gradual extension of our Settlements will as certainly cause the Savage as the Wolf to retire; both being beasts of prey tho’ they differ in shape. In a word there is nothing to be obtained by an Indian War but the Soil they live on and this can be had by purchase at less expense, and without that bloodshed, and those distresses which helpless Women and Children are made partakers of in all kinds of disputes with them.22

		

		Secretary of War Henry Knox also opposed taking by force the lands acquired from England that were occupied by Indians.23 He also believed that the view of many contending it impracticable to civilize the Indians was “probably more convenient than just.”24 Even at this early date and so soon after the conclusion of the Revolutionary War, a high government official was concerned about justice for the Indians. However, that same year, Knox took Washington’s idea of buying land occupied by Indians several steps further. He foresaw that if the settlers would approach the Indian land and drive the game away, making the land less valuable to the Indians, they would be willing to sell cheaply, and they would be reduced to a very small number.25

		Washington’s attitude toward the Indians changed dramatically, however, after the embarrassing victory of the Miamis and their allies in 1790 over General Josiah Harmar’s army, which Washington had sent to the Northwest Territory to pacify the Indians. Washington no longer talked about peacefully occupying the West. He now decided that the Indians must be punished severely in order to defend the frontier and national honor. He sent General Arthur St. Clair to fight the Miami allies, but St. Clair was even more roundly beaten by the Indians in 1791.26

		After the Miami allies were finally defeated by General Anthony Wayne in 1794, however, the government “adopted a relatively conciliatory policy in its dealings with the natives. Government officials could afford to be benign” because control over the Northwest Territory had been established and settlers’ hunger for land in that area had been satisfied temporarily.27 Washington then followed the policy formulated by Secretary of War Henry Knox, which recognized the Indians’ claim to the land they occupied and denied that the government was entitled to that land by the right of conquest. He shared Knox’s view that the government’s authority over land occupied by the Indians consisted only of the exclusive right to negotiate with Indians for its purchase. Washington also started the practice of meeting with delegations of tribal leaders.28

		BEFORE HE became president, Thomas Jefferson supported military actions against Indians. As president, he was the first to advocate removal of the tribes to the West as a solution to the conflict between Indians and settlers. He proposed locating settlers as near to tribal areas as possible, hoping to impede the Indians’ hunting-based culture. Jefferson also believed that if Indians could be protected from white civilization for a period of at least 50 years, that might be enough time for assimilation. He regarded the Indians as noble savages.29 But after he had left office, Jefferson changed his views about the Indians. He came to believe that “ferocious barbarities justified extermination.”30 The transformation was startling. It came about, of course, because of the atrocities.

		President James Madison reported in his first annual message to Congress in 1809 that “our Indian neighbors” had remained at peace.31 War with Britain was approaching again, however, and in 1811 Madison’s attention was drawn to the Indian murders and depredations on the northwest frontier.32 On June 18, 1812, Congress declared war on Britain. Several tribes fought with the British, so Madison announced that “the hand of friendship, extended in vain, was now withdrawn.”33 In 1815, after the war was over, Madison was “happy” to report that tranquility had been restored in the northwest and that “our Indian neighbors” were back in the government’s good graces.34

		But the War of 1812 “had permanently altered Indian-white relations in North America.” Furthermore, according to Dippie, “by siding with the British, the ungrateful Indians had forfeited any claim to sympathy. The country owed them nothing; its sense of fair play was now their sole protection.”35 Novelist Washington Irving wrote in 1814 that there was a hardening of “popular feeling” toward the Indian. He urged restraint, a view not held by many settlers at that time.36

		President James Monroe declared in his first inaugural address in 1817 that “with the Indian tribes it is our duty to cultivate friendly relations and to act with kindness and liberality in all our transactions. Equally proper is it to persevere in our efforts to extend to them the advantages of civilization.” The concept of “cultivating friendly relations” with Indians seems to have disappeared by 1818, however, when President Monroe wanted to take “complete and undisputed control” over them. But 3 years later, he was talking about “real benefactors” and “Great Father” ideas.

		SOME SETTLERS viewed Indians as wild animals. After the settler murderers of 9 Indians in Indiana were apprehended in 1824, their defense was that it was “no worse to kill an Indian than to kill a wild animal.”37 Similarly, Helen Hunt Jackson in A Century of Dishonor told how around 1878 in Dakota County, Winnebago Henry Harris, who was employed to cut wood, was shot through the heart. Harris had had several disputes with a white man named D. Balinska, and Balinska had threatened Harris’s life a few months before. Investigators found footprints in the snow leading from Balinska’s home to the place from where the shot was fired. The rifle ball which killed Harris was the same weight as one found in Balinska’s shot pouch. The grand jury was unwilling to indict for the apparent reason “that it was only an Indian that was killed.”38

		Missionaries of course believed the Indians could be saved. They held that view “in relative isolation,” however, until about 1850, when others began to feel that way too.39 There was interest growing in the government in helping the Indian as well. Secretary of War John C. Calhoun reported to House Speaker Henry Clay in 1818 that “helplessness has succeeded independence” among the western Indians, and “the time seems to have arrived when our policy towards them should undergo an important change…. Our views of their interest, and not their own, ought to govern them.”40 This analysis favorable to the Indians was widely accepted. Calhoun created the Bureau of Indian Affairs within the War Department in 1824. He sent military expeditions west for several purposes, 2 of which were to contain Indians within treaty lands and to prevent settlers taking such lands. (Later he saw the Indians as an obstacle to settler westward expansion.)41

		DURING THE 1820s the idea became common that the Indians were dying out and when they did, there would no longer be an Indian problem. In 1820 Massachusetts orator Edward Everett predicted that if the red man could change from savagery to civilization on his own, that was good, but if he could not, he should be left to the operation of his character and habits, and when he was gone a civilized man would take his place.42 Secretary of State Henry Clay in an 1825 cabinet meeting said that Indians were by nature incapable of civilization, were essentially inferior to the Anglo-Saxon, and were destined to extinction probably within 50 years.43

		President Monroe in his 1818 annual address argued that to civilize the Indians

		
			and even to prevent their extinction [it] was indispensible that their independence as communities should cease, and that the control of the United States over them should be complete and undisputed.44

		

		Monroe later added that to use force to do this would be “revolting to humanity and entirely unjustifiable.”45

		THE RESERVATION system required Indians to remove to west of the Mississippi. But Wilcomb E. Washburn sounded a dark note about settler attitudes toward Indians in his book The Indian in America:

		
			Whatever else the reservation system may represent it does mark an acceptance of the Indians’ right to live and to retain land and resources for their support. While such a concession may not seem exceptional, on balance it ran against a persistent current of thought—not solely in America—that cared little whether aborigines disappeared from the face of the earth.46

		

		Andrew Jackson wrote to William Henry Harrison in 1811 accusing Indians of being deceitful, unrelenting barbarians and adding that “the blood of our murdered countrymen must be revenged. The banditti ought to be swept from the face of the earth.”47 Jackson also likened Indians to wolves.48

		However, in his first inaugural address in 1829, President Jackson promised,

		
			It will be my sincere and constant desire to observe toward the Indian tribes within our limits a just and liberal policy, and to give them that humane and considerate attention to their rights and their wants which is consistent with the habits of our Government and the feelings of our people.

		

		This is a breathtaking apparent change in attitude from wanting to sweep the Indians from the face of the earth in 1811 to desiring to treat them justly and liberally only two decades later.

		But by this time, most settlers no longer thought that the Indian could improve. A religious writer noted in 1830 that although missionaries never doubted the Indians’ capacity for improvement, “the great mass of the community” did not share that view.

		By the 1840s, it was obvious there was an impending crisis in Indian affairs because continued settler expansion impaired Indian isolation in the West. There were many different views concerning how to solve this worsening situation,49 but at least there was some thinking about the Indians and their problems.

		ROBERT G. Hays in A Race at Bay noted the change in attitudes toward Indians brought about by the Civil War. “Inevitably, attention to the Indian problem diminished as the nation moved closer to civil war.”50 The earlier general interest in improving the lot of the Indians waned. Horace Greeley went to the West Coast by train in 1859 and sent back dispatches as he proceeded:

		
			I have learned to appreciate better … than hitherto … the dislike, aversion, contempt, wherewith Indians are usually regarded by their white neighbors, and have been since the days of the Puritans. [One] needs but little familiarity with the actual, palpable aborigine to convince any one that the poetic Indian—the Indian of Cooper and Longfellow—is only visible to the poet’s eye.51

		

		In 1860 a California paper reported, “The Indians are in a starving condition; they kill stock to live. The whites cannot afford horses and cattle for their sustenance, and will not. Ergo, unless Government provides for the Indians, the settlers must exterminate them.”52

		The Santee Sioux Uprising in Minnesota in 1862 caused settler goodwill, according to Marshall, to “run out.”

		
			One tribe of the Dakota [the Santee Sioux] had proved to be not only treacherous but barbarous in the extreme. It would not be forgotten by the whites of the frontier. The Indians were no less served warning that when crossed, Government and its security forces would retaliate beyond reasonable limits, exiling or exterminating a great body of people, if that were deemed the expedient course.53

		

		Following the Sand Creek Massacre by the Colorado militia in 1864, however, some newspapers condemned the attack against the Indians. The Louisville Journal expressed the opinion that the Indians were “poor children of nature” and they deserved “pity from the philanthropic world.” The attack “should excite for those poor creatures the generous pity of the nation, and we are gratified that it is to be subjected to Congressional investigation.”54 On the other hand, the superintendent of the Denver mint worried that “every band of Indians of any size on the plains is united for the purpose of exterminating and driving all the white men from these mountains and plains.”55

		IN 1865 there were several comments in the Times about the post-Civil War period. It “openly called on the government to treat the Indians … more fairly.”56 Matters did not improve, so the Times suggested that it would be a happy thing for both Indians and settlers if the Indians would move to Mexico, where the bulk of their race was concentrated.57 The Times also reported that “many of the Western settlers are very anxious for a war of extermination against the Indians, and assert that outrages and atrocities will never cease until this is adopted and ended.”58

		In the 1860s, the Times again changed its attitude concerning Indians. Its principal interest became the protection of settlers on the frontier, and it was outspoken in condemning policies it believed were too lenient on warlike tribes.59 In later decades, although it could not condone Indian atrocities, it tended to blame the government for them, leaving the implication, at least, that the atrocities were justified.60

		John M. Coward concluded that “many post-Civil War newspapers and their readers were advocating a more complex view of Indians: They might still be ‘savage,’ but they could also be seen as innocent victims of their ‘degraded’ state.”61

		AFTER FETTERMAN’S Massacre in 1867, General Sherman urged that the army should act with vindictive earnestness against the Sioux, even to the extermination of men, women, and children. Congress didn’t agree and created a peace commission instead.62

		A committee of investigation was appointed which included four generals: Alfred Sully, Ely S. Parker, John Buford, and John B. Sanborn. The committee’s report in 1867 was sobering. Frontiersmen and army contractors had made false reports of alleged massacres by Indians, then called on the government to send troops to protect them.63 The Times supported the view that the settlers constantly provoked the Indians:

		
			It has justly been said in Congress by those who have investigated the matter, that the Western settlers are a constant source of irritation to the Indians, committing petty depredations upon them, driving them from their lands, and in a thousand little ways stirring up their ill-blood.64

		

		In 1868, after President Grant had been elected but before he took office, some members of the Sac and Fox tribes met with President Andrew Johnson to protest that a thieving Indian agent had them put in prison. Johnson remarked that “the agent of the Government should have been put in jail instead of the chiefs.”65

		By the following year, the Times observed that the “extermination remedy” was gradually dropping from the range of possibilities in deciding what to do with the Indian. Wryly it noted that a London newspaper nevertheless thought it was a proper thing to do.66 The Times further hoped that the Indian might receive fair play “now that the army officers have so strenuously taken his part.” The Indians’ worst foes were the settlers, the sutlers, the peddlers, the traders, and the frontiersmen who had defrauded them.67

		Finally, near the end of the year, the Times concluded that “the new view is not to exterminate, but to civilize the Indian.”68 To the extent that this was the majority attitude, progress was being made in settler attitudes.

		Ulysses S. Grant announced a new federal Indian policy when he assumed office in 1869. Quakers played such a dominant role in Grant’s Peace Policy that it was called the Quaker Policy by some. Grant is reported to have said that if his policy could make Quakers out of the Indians, it would help take the fight out of them.69

		Yet, during Grant’s second administration, there was a growing public reaction against numerous Indian aggressions, and the Peace Policy collapsed. Robert F. Berkhofer, Jr., summarized the situation in The White Man’s Indian. Many vocal westerners opposed the Peace Policy as just another example of “sickly sentimentalism” toward savage Indians, while eastern humanitarians looked to new ways of converting the Indian to Christian civilization after the 1870s.70 For instance, about 1870, the Montana Post was fed up:

		
			It is high time the sickly sentimentalism about humane treatment and conciliatory measures should be consigned to novel writers, and if the Indians continue their barbarities, wipe them out.71

		

		But by 1871 the Times had become optimistic about the future of the Indian:

		
			If the Indian is to survive on this continent at all, it must be by elevating himself to the social, industrial, and political level of the white man. With time and opportunity, it is pretty obvious that he can do this.72

		

		When a group of chiefs came to New York in 1872, the Times observed that easterners might smile at such names as Red Cloud, Red Dog, Blue Horn, and Slow Bull, “but in the North-west their names recall a long series of bloody massacres, and they are mentioned with hatred and dread.”73

		THE POOR condition of the Indians in 1875 was the subject of another Times editorial decrying that the Indians were “practically friendless and helpless. On the frontier, between the settlers and the adventurers, closing in on them alike from the West and the East, and with the treatment they are sure to receive from the Government, the Indians might as well be between the upper and nether mill-stones.”74

		After several Indian uprisings earlier in 1875, the Times apparently came to feel that readers were becoming bored with Indian stories and cared little for either their present or future condition. All that changed with the Battle of the Little Bighorn in 1876. That battle (Custer’s Last Stand) was an unprecedented shock to the settlers and spoiled the country’s centennial celebration.

		Edward Lazarus in Black Hills/White Justice wrote that “not since Lincoln’s assassination, and some said not even then, had there been such an outpouring of public grief…. Grief soon gave way to rage and rage to calls for revenge…. Nebraska Senator Algernon Paddock introduced a bill calling for the extermination of the Indians.”75 If ever the proposition of Indian extermination could succeed, it was in 1876. But the Paddock bill did not pass even though the Times openly asserted on July 7 that Custer’s command had been butchered by the Indians.76

		After the Battle of the Little Bighorn, the Bismarck Tribune expressed what many in the West were feeling:

		
			Let that christian philanthropy which weeps over the death of a lazy, lousy, lying and stealing red skin, whose hands are still reeking with the blood of defenceless women and children, slain on the frontier, and who are ever ready to apologize for these murderers, take a back seat. Invite the soldier to the front and sustain him while he causes the Indians to realize the power, and those that still live to respect the white man. Wipe out all treaties, rub out all agencies and reservations, and treat the Indians as they are, criminals and paupers.77

		

		IN THE 1870s Selden N. Clark of the Bureau of Indian Affairs published a pamphlet that concluded that the theory that the Indian was destined to decline and finally disappear “should probably be abandoned.” This created a “minor sensation.”78 Many were beginning to take this view. On the other hand, Indians were sometimes receiving respectful treatment in the courts. Two Poncas and some Sioux were visiting the Yankton Reservation in 1875. The Sioux attacked the Poncas outside the reservation’s agency, killing one and seriously wounding the other. Charges were brought, but the case was dismissed on the grounds that the court had no jurisdiction over crimes committed by one Indian against another in Indian country.79

		Four years later, a group of Poncas were taking the son of Chief Standing Bear to his boyhood home for burial. Due to government bungling, they were detained by the military. Indians had been generally excluded from the judicial system until federal judge Elmer Dundy held that the Poncas were “persons” under the Constitution and could apply for a writ of habeas corpus. He released them from detention. The realization that Indians were now afforded some protection by the judicial system “jolted” the country.80 After that decision, Robert G. Hays concluded, the Poncas (and the settlers) understood that “the Indian is just as good as a white man, as long as he behaves himself,” at least in a court of law.81

		Still, Indians were seen as a menace by some. The New York Herald called for their extermination in 1879. “The continent is getting too crowded.” But William Brandon in Indians correctly observed that “no one really took that seriously anymore.”82

		In spite of this progress, in 1881, the Times reported that the Colorado legislature considered a bill “for the destruction of Indians and skunks.” A committee recommended that it pass. “To class Indians and skunks together is the habit of the free and boundless West. Only the sickly sentimentalists of the East demur at such a classification.”83 The bill did not pass. That same year, “several hundred thousand people addressed a memorial to Congress asking that body to keep faith with the Indians.” A significant number of people thus supported the Indian cause.84

		The perceived success of the Carlisle and Hampton Indian schools, where young Indians were sent to be “civilized,” convinced the country that Indians were capable of receiving a Christian education. President Grover Cleveland told Congress in 1888 that the “capacity of the Indian no longer needs demonstration.”85

		THE Times editorialized after the Battle of Wounded Knee that it was “proof of a high degree either of desperation or of fanaticism that the captives should have preferred to trust the chance of resisting an irresistibly superior force of whites. They must have known when they emptied the rifles they were required to surrender into the ranks of armed soldiers that surrounded them that they were sealing their own doom.”86

		James Wilson in The Earth Shall Weep asserted that Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes (who died in 1894) described Indians as “this sketch in red crayons of a rudimental manhood[,] to keep the continent from being a blank until the true lord of creation should come to claim it.”87

		Near the end of the century, the Times decided that culture even among the civilized tribes was seldom deemed noteworthy and that the Indian “was not a particularly creditable specimen of humanity.”88

		——

		THEODORE ROOSEVELT was the last president to undergo a change in attitude toward Indians. Shortly before he became president in 1901, he said, “I don’t go so far as to think that the only good Indians are dead Indians, but I believe nine out of every ten are, and I shouldn’t like to inquire too closely in the case of the tenth. The most vicious cowboy has more moral principle than the average Indian.”89 His position was that the Indian was a savage, the Anglo-Saxon a civilized man, and civilization always had priority over savagery.90 However, Roosevelt’s views soon altered. After he took office, his policy was to prepare Indians for freedom from the reservation system while protecting them from their inexperience in the hard world.91 He later said that each Indian should be given a piece of land and “thrown loose to shift for himself, as a citizen amongst other citizens, as soon as he can be prepared for the ordeal.”92 In his diary, moreover, he wrote that he “regretted he didn’t have a strain of Indian blood” in his veins.93

		IN THE decades from the 1920s to the 1940s, Indians began agitating in a way that did not sit very well with most whites and perhaps with most Indians. Cayuga chief Deskaheh went to the League of Nations in 1922 unsuccessfully seeking recognition of his tribe’s sovereignty. The Sénecas issued a declaration of independence to the state of New York in 1939. In World War II, although many Indians fought and died heroically for the United States, the Iroquois League independently declared war on Germany; others, including Iroquois, Ute, Papagos, Hopi, and Seminole, ignored Selective Service and were put in jail.94

		Many whites found renewed Indian activism in the 1960s unacceptable. Those activities seem to have divided Indians as well and even retarded Indian progress. Peter Matthiessen’s In the Spirit of Crazy Horse reported that they were directed by the radical American Indian Movement, or AIM. Its predecessor was founded in 1962 by 2 Ojibway inmates of Minnesota’s Stillwater State Prison, Clyde Bellecourt and Eddie Benton Banai. In 1968 Bellecourt, Banai, George Mitchell, and Chippewa Dennis Banks formed AIM.95

		AIM people were connected with a number of events ostensibly meant to further the Indian cause. They occupied the former federal prison on Alcatraz Island in 1969. They occupied federal buildings in Littleton, Colorado; Fort Lawton, Washington; Mount Rushmore; Stanley Island; Ellis Island; Plymouth Rock; a replica of the Mayflower; and a Coast Guard station in Michigan. According to Wilson, in 1971 AIM established the International Treaty Council, which tried to win recognition of Indian sovereignty from the United Nations and other countries.96

		There was a march on Washington called the Trail of Broken Treaties Caravan in 1972 and a subsequent 6-day demonstration during which AIM occupied the Bureau of Indian Affairs offices and destroyed public files.97 The National Tribal Chairmen’s Association, headed by Webster Two Hawk, chairman of the Rosebud Sioux, denounced the occupiers. AIM carted off dozens of documents and looted and defaced the building.98

		In 1973 AIM and its supporters occupied the Sioux Pine Ridge Reservation, where the Wounded Knee Massacre had occurred. AIM wanted to throw allegedly corrupt tribal leaders out of office. They held out for 71 days, and during that time 2 Indians were killed and a United States marshal wounded. Two years later, there was another shoot-out at Pine Ridge, and 2 FBI agents were murdered.99

		William T. Hagan, author of American Indians, reported that these and other AIM activities caused whites to “become alarmed at the violence and property destruction associated with” the occupation of the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Pine Ridge Reservation. There was a “shift in public opinion—a white backlash” suggesting that “such confrontations had become counter-productive, particularly for a people increasingly dependent upon the good will of Congress.”100 Edward Lazarus, who had a chapter in his book about AIM and related movements, concluded that some of these events further deepened divisions among Indians.101 Middle-of-the-road tribal people were sometimes affronted by the fundamentalist fervor of “born-again Indians.” One Sioux said, “I don’t need some urban activist to come and tell me how to be an Indian. I’ve always been an Indian. I don’t have to put on feathers to prove it.”102 And Washburn observed this about AIM:

		
			AIM does not represent a majority viewpoint among Indians…. The dominant white majority, upon whose goodwill any major change in Indian policy is ultimately dependent, does not stand behind the radical outlook presented by AIM…. AIM leaders at Wounded Knee proved unable to relate their demands to the context of American political realities, thereby letting slip an opportunity to promote Indian advancement. In their assault on elected tribal leaders like Richard Wilson of the Oglala Sioux, and by their demands that such leaders be summarily removed and the elective system abolished, AIM leaders threatened one of the major props of Indian autonomy and self-government…. Even AIM’s cavalier asssumption that its members could not be hurt by the white man, no matter how violently they acted in destroying the symbols of his authority, smacks of the belief of the Ghost Dancer followers … that their Ghost Shirts were invulnerable to the white man’s bullets.103

		

		In the last few decades, the view of the western migration and of Indian history has changed dramatically for some, from the belief that the migration was heroic to the belief that it was a deep tragedy. This radical transformation came about in part because of the 1970 Dee Brown book, Bury My Heart at Wounded Knee, which “stunned the nation”104 and exerted a great influence on white attitudes about Indians. Wilson said that book, “perhaps more than anything else, helped to promote the more sympathetic view of Indians.”105

		The revised view also came about because of the political correctness movement. Almost everyone remembers the turbulent sixties and seventies and the Vietnam War protestors, many of whom are now college professors and leaders in the political correctness movement, which admittedly has contempt for American history. Indians hold a special place in politically correct hearts. Columnist John Leo described the movement as an attempt “to portray American Indian cultures as unremittingly noble, mystical, gender-fair, peace-loving, and living in great harmony with nature.”106

		One’s attitudes toward Indians today will as likely as not be governed by one’s political views. Liberals argue that the present dismal state of the Indian results from the failure of government to remedy mistreatment. Conservatives argue that their state results from Indian failure to adapt to American society. Something can be said in support of both positions.

	
		  CHAPTER 2  


Some Indian Cultural Characteristics

		Some view Indians as angels, while others view them as devils. (The former view is advanced by numerous recent motion pictures and television programs.)1 The truth of course lies somewhere between heaven and hell.

		The hundreds of Indian tribes that existed in 1622 were diverse in many ways, yet they also had many common characteristics. Edward H. Spicer said in The American Indians that

		
			in the early 1600s at least 75,000 American Indians lived along the coast from Maine to North Carolina. Divided into approximately 40 groups, they differed from one another in language, customs, and sense of collective identity. However, all of their languages belonged to one linguistic family—Algonkian—and they shared many basic cultural traits, such as the small-scale cultivation of corn, beans, and squash; a religious belief centered on the acquisition of supernatural power through shamans; and a strong tradition of absolutist and hereditary political authority with tribute payments to a principal headman.2

		

		Angie Debo noted that these characteristics have influenced their history and persist to the present day in many of their descendants.3

		Clark Wissler came to the conclusion more than 50 years ago that “the white man defeated the Indian, traded with him, sometimes married his women, usually held his opinions and ways in contempt, but never understood him” (emphasis added).4

		George Catlin, the famous Indian portrait painter, gave up his law practice, painted portraits in Philadelphia and Washington, D.C., and then spent from 1831 to 1839 visiting Indians from 48 tribes. He was armed with letters of recommendation from President Jackson and his secretary of war. By the time he returned, he had additional recommendations—he had been made a medicine man in 3 tribes because of his magnificent Indian portraits. He wrote a book about his experiences called Letters and Notes. Catlin called himself a “professed philanthropist”5 and an Indian advocate. He respected and admired them: “The North American Indian in his native state, is an honest, hospitable, faithful, brave, warlike, cruel, revengeful, relentless—yet honourable, contemplative and religious being.”6 If the reader could only read one book about the character of Indians during this period, Catlin’s book is the one to read.

		A PRINCIPAL common characteristic of Indians, love of warfare, understandably related directly to atrocities. Several writers and historians, however, have reached the stunning conclusion that the Indian tribes were peaceful. Tebbel and Jennison said as much in The American Indian Wars:

		
			Before the white man came, the vast, magnificent, and comparatively empty region that is now the United States was inhabited by one million Indians, organized into six hundred distinct societies and scattered from the desolate wastes of the Far North to the hot swamps of the South; from the great forests of the East to the plains, deserts, and mountains of the West. These Indian societies existed in balance with themselves…. The tribes of eastern North America were relatively free of warfare.7

		

		S. L. A. Marshall observed with sarcasm that “quite familiar is the saying that the American Indian was a peace-loving, peace pipe-smoking being until the white man came.”8 James Adair, for instance, claimed, “The Indians did not wage war on each other unless prompted to it by the white traders.”9 Larry Lee Carey similarly argued that “although some tribes (notably the Mohawks) had a predilection for warfare, most Indians did not become hostile except when seeking redress for blatant injustices.”10 John Collier in his Indians of the Americas asserted that Indian warfare “was limited, not unlimited or excessive.”11 James Wilson claimed that Indian warfare “was seldom undertaken either to exterminate or to dispossess an enemy,”12 and that “after inflicting limited damage, the victors usually withdrew.”13 The fighting “was (in some ways) closer to a sporting contest than to total war.”14

		But the 500 or so tribes were emphatically not “in balance with themselves,” nor were they “relatively free of warfare,” and they were certainly not “peace-loving … until the white man came.” Widespread fighting started long before then. Indian war was not limited or even close to a sporting contest. The fact is, according to Page Smith, the Indian loved warfare. “Cruelty, violence, and constant warfare were the facts of [Indian] daily life.”15

		In a tract published around 1504-06, Amerigo Vespucci observed that “the nations wage war upon one another without art or order. The elders by means of certain harangues of theirs bend the youths to their will and inflame them to wars in which they cruelly kill one another.”16

		The Iroquois Confederacy illustrates the Indian love of warfare. No Indians were more addicted. The first explorers of the American coast, and settlers as well, found many Algonquins fighting one another and the Iroquois.17 The situation became so bad that the Iroquois Confederacy, or League of Five Nations, was formed among 5 tribes in an attempt to end the constant feuding.18 The confederation consisted of the Mohawk, Oneida, Onondaga, Cayuga, and Seneca tribes. Even after that, however, said Gary Nash, there was “an impressive amount of fighting … between the Five Nations and surrounding Algonkian people.”19

		From 1638 until 1684, 46 years later, the Iroquois* fought the so-called Iroquoian Beaver Wars against 13 other tribes—the Hurons, Tobaccos, Neutrals, Eries, Ottawas, Mahicans, Illinois, Miami, Susquehannocks, Nipissings, Potawatomis, Delaware, and Sokokis.21 The Iroquois, according to Alvin Josephy, “were almost constantly engaged in wars with Algonquians or with other Iroquoian peoples.”22 They killed more than 10,000 Hurons. “They hated the Huron intensely, like brother against brother.”23

		The fall of the Iroquois has been attributed to fighting among those tribes. Wissler put it as bluntly as possible:

		
			It was not the white man who destroyed the Iroquois Family, but a case of brother against brother. Probably this is a case of what was going on in America before the white man came and would have continued indefinitely had he stayed away.24

		

		Similarly, Sheehan noted that

		
			one of the more gruesome episodes in the history of Indian warfare had been the Iroquois conquest of the Hurons. From it the Five Nations acquired their reputation for military superiority. Whatever the real reasons for the conflict and for the decisive victory of the Iroquois, it constituted a startling sample of the violent propensities supposedly inherent in the primitive state. And it occurred, in the Jeffersonian view, without the influence of the whites. Indian set upon Indian. Surely the inherent viciousness of the natives had caused the conflict.25

		

		About 1670 the Iroquois, who were based in New York, invaded the western country (what is now Indiana and Illinois) and caused a panic among the tribes there. They had succeeded in getting firearms from the Dutch about 1630. During the next 40 years they waged incessant and victorious war on all their neighbors—the Delawares on the south, the Eries on the west, and the Hurons on the north and northwest.26

		The war between the Iroquois and the Hurons finally ended in 1684. Francis Parkman had little sympathy for what happened:

		
			It was a strange and miserable spectacle to behold the savages of this continent at the time when the knell of their common ruin had already sounded. Civilization had gained a foothold on their borders. The long and gloomy reign of barbarism was drawing near its close and their united efforts could scarcely have availed to sustain it. Yet in this crisis of their destiny these doomed tribes were tearing each other’s throats in a wolfish fury, joined to an intelligence that served little purpose but mutual destruction.27

		

		About 1776 there was an Iroquois civil war. Mohawks attacked Oneidas, and Oneidas attacked Mohawks. Iroquois fought Iroquois at the Revolutionary War battles of Bennington and Saratoga, both of which were won by the Continental army.28

		Speaking of the Iroquois, Albert Gallatin,* secretary of the treasury to Jefferson and Madison, tellingly noted that Iroquois “conquered only to destroy; and, it would seem, … solely for the purpose of gratifying their thirst for blood…. They made a perfect desert of the whole country within 500 miles of their seats.”30

		In the 1830s, Catlin discovered that the Crow and the Blackfeet “are always at war, and have been, time out of mind.”31 The Mandans were engaged in “almost continued warfare.”32 He generalized that “many different and distinct nations, [were] always at war with each other.”33

		Catlin learned that little parties of 6 or 8 Delawares† from 2,000 miles away had visited tribes in the Upper Missouri. In several instances, the visitors, after being feasted and having solemnized articles of everlasting peace, received many presents, “and [having] taken affectionate leave, have brought away 6 or 8 scalps with them.”35

		In 1846 an Indian agent in the Upper Missouri Agency remonstrated with a Sioux chief about the perpetual wars Indians had with one another. The chief answered, “If their great-grandfather desired them to cease war with their enemies, why did he not send each of them a petticoat, and make squaws of them at once?”36

		In 1855 a group of 250 Comanche warriors out on a buffalo hunt encountered by chance a group of their old enemies, the Apache. There was a battle in which both sides lost about 17 men. Nelson Lee, who had been captured by the Comanche, observed that

		
			at that time a deadly strife existed between the tribes, and it would have been a scandalous violation of an Indian’s idea of manhood to have separated without a bloody tilt at arms…. When a warrior dies on the field of battle, their joy knows no bounds.37

		

		Dozens of writers have commented on the warlike nature of the Indians. The warlike nature and bold provocations of some tribes or groups of warriors led to violence and injustices that might not otherwise have taken place.38 An important conclusion was that “combat among different tribes or among different bands within a tribe was, if anything, far more frequent than war between Indians and whites.”39 Harold E. Driver even concluded in Indians of North America that “probably as many Indians were killed fighting each other after White contact as were killed in wars with the Whites.”40 The World Book Encyclopedia states forthrightly that

		
			the European settlers did not bring the first warfare to North America. Indian tribes had fought among themselves for thousands of years. They struggled constantly for the best hunting grounds and village sites, for revenge after the killing of a tribesman, and for personal glory…. But not all tribes were equally warlike. Some, including the Iroquois and the Apache, fought almost all the time.41

		

		Edward H. Spicer in The American Indians agreed:

		
			A … characteristic of the … peoples of the northern plains was that they became especially concerned with and adept in warfare. The competition for hunting grounds was intense as more and more Indians moved into the region. Thus for survival they developed fighting techniques, and warfare became a major orientation of their cultures.42

		

		Warfare performed several valuable functions for the tribes. Bil Gilbert reported a Cherokee chief in the 1700s saying to an English agent that the idea of making peace with another tribe was not attractive because the Cherokee must then immediately look for another tribe with whom they could engage in “our beloved occupation.”43

		Carl Waldman listed a variety of functions served by war in tribal culture:

		
			as ritual, a rite of passage to manhood or a means of achieving godlike qualities, such as among the Plains warrior societies; as economy, for a source of sustenance through raiding, as practiced by the Apaches of the Southwest; as limited political purpose, a way to establish tribal confederacies, as in the case of the Iroquois League of the Northeast; and as official state policy, as demonstrated by the Aztecs of Mesoamerica, who maintained their social structure through military expansion.44

		

		The Cheyenne fought for the joy of combat and to gain the approval of others. War was a great hunt, and the young braves went to war with pleasure. To enjoy life fully, to feel satisfied, they needed someone to fight, and in their wanderings across the Plains, it was seldom difficult to find strangers to attack. To the Cheyenne, anyone who was not of their own tribe was an enemy.45

		THE SIOUX started west around 1750 because their enemies, the Chippewa, had obtained guns from the French. The Sioux forced western tribes to move.46 Sioux author Vine Deloria candidly admitted that the Sioux

		
			have a great tradition of conflict…. And when we find no one else to quarrel with, we often fight each other…. During one twenty-four-year period in the last century the Sioux fought … against the Crow, Arapaho, Cheyenne, Mandan, Ankara, Hidatsa, Ponca, Iowa, Pawnee, Otoe, Omaha, Winnebago, Chippewa, Cree, Gros Ventre.47

		

		Francis Parkman expressed the same view about the Sioux attitude toward warfare:

		
			War is the breath of their nostrils. Against most of the neighboring tribes they cherish a rancorous hatred, transmitted from father to son, and inflamed by constant aggression and retaliation.48

		

		Harold E. Driver found even more significance in the Indian obsession with war:

		
			No young man ever thought of getting married or of being accepted as an adult citizen until he had slain an enemy and brought back a scalp to prove it. So important was this achievement to the individual that when war parties failed to contact the enemy and to obtain the necessary scalps, they sometimes killed members of their own tribe, whom they accidentally encountered on their way home, rather than return empty-handed and in disgrace.49

		

		In the 1780s, Jefferson came to a similar realization. “Their [Indian] souls are wholly bent upon war. This is what procures them glory among the men, and makes them the admiration of the women. To this they are educated from their earliest youth.”50

		Intertribal warfare finally reached the point where, Brian Dippie claimed, “[m]any treaties negotiated by the government … attempted to establish boundaries between the tribes in the hope of ending internecine warfare.”51 Clark Wissler, who lived with 10 Indian tribes in 1905,52 noted another indication that Indians were natural enemies. “Many Indians were ambitious to collect scalps but usually preferred Indian scalps.”53

		Carl Waldman, however, concluded that land was the central issue in a majority of Indian wars.54 He stated that the fighting among the Indians was for the same purpose that had occurred before and that would occur again when the settlers came, namely, “a stronger people pushing aside a weaker one while expanding territorially.”55 Robert M. Utley and Wilcomb E. Washburn also found in Indian Wars that the Sioux (this applies to almost every tribe) “fought for possession of hunting grounds, in defense against the forays of equally aggressive enemies, and in reprisal when an enemy scored a success.”56

		The depth of feeling one tribe could have against another was illustrated when General George Crook was trying to get Crow scouts in the Great Sioux Wars. He called a general council with his officers and tribal chiefs. Old Crow, the paramount chief, made this statement:

		
			These are our lands by inheritance. The Great Spirit gave them to our fathers, but the Sioux stole them from us. They hunt upon our mountains. They fish in our streams. They have stolen our horses. They have murdered our squaws, our children…. Our war is with the Sioux and only them. We want back our lands. We want their women for our slaves, to work for us as our women have had to work for them. We want their horses for our young men, and their mules for our squaws. The Sioux have trampled upon our hearts. We shall spit upon their scalps.57

		

		Crow-Sioux enmity erupted again in 1877 when 5 Sioux chiefs approached the camp of General Nelson A. Miles under a flag of truce. They were a peace faction which was gathering strength. Miles had anticipated their arrival, so he had instructed his Indian scouts to honor anyone approaching under a white flag. As the Sioux approached the camp of the Crow scouts, the Crows ambushed and massacred the Sioux, their ancient enemies.58

		A trapper and hunter named Wootton—but called Uncle Dick—noted that before the settlers came, the Indians not only robbed and plundered and stole from one another, but killed, scalped, mutilated, tortured, and enslaved. When the settlers came, they did these same things to them.59

		THE SIGNIFICANT wars among Indians are described in Appendix A, which lists more than 500 known intertribal wars60 between 1622 and 1890. Wars that are not important to the subject of this book are merely listed in skeletal fashion, giving only the date and the belligerents. Probably there was not a time between 1622 and 1890 when Indians were not fighting other Indians.

		Many of these intertribal wars occurred before the settlers arrived in any significant numbers, and more than 450 occurred after the Powhatan Wars began in 1622—that is, after the Indians became aware that battles with the settlers might occur. Earlier, King Powhatan had expressed fear that the settlers were going to invade and possess land occupied by Indians.61

		ONE OF the most telling illustrations of Indian love of warfare is that Indians very frequently served as mercenaries and scouts for pay for the English, French, and American armies against other Indians, even other Indians from the same tribe. Such events are included in Appendix A. Marshall saw this as “another sad chapter in the story of Indian betrayal of Indians.”62 Cyrus Townsend Brady in his Indian Fights and Fighters believed that this situation was instrumental in the success of American arms against the Indians:

		
			It is a singular thing to note the looseness of the tie with which the members of the various tribes were bound. Frequently we find bands of the same tribe fighting for and against the United States on the same field. One of the most fruitful causes of the success of our arms has been this willingness on the part of the Indians to fight against their own people, of which the government has been willing to avail itself.63

		

		The conflicting views about Indians in general also applies to the effectiveness of their warfare. On the one hand, Waldman believed that the Indians were “among history’s most effective warriors, and their guerrilla tactics—emphasizing concealment and individual initiative”—were adopted by many modern armies.64 William Brandon praised the Indians’ “remarkable courage.”65 Roy Harvey Pearce observed that the Indian “will defend himself against a host of enemies, always choosing to be killed rather than to surrender.”66 Harold E. Driver similarly noted that

		
			few indigenous peoples in the world at the same level of culture have fought so valiantly against European intruders as did the Indians east of the Rocky Mountains in the United States. Man for man, bow for bow, and gun for gun, they were a match for the best troops sent against them and were overwhelmed only because of the greater numbers and superior armament of the English and French colonizers.67

		

		On the other hand, Page Smith made a detailed critique of the Indian as a warrior. He said that the Indian had a basic weakness in warfare in that he was not prepared for protracted campaigning. The Indian preferred stealthy raids, was unwilling to sustain heavy casualties, and did not have the will to persist in the face of heavy odds. He fought for glory and spoils but not for victory, was capable of effective attack but not defense, and could not be restrained or controlled once aroused. The Indians would stand fast in the face of attack by a superior force only when confronted with death or surrender, in which event death was almost always chosen.68

		Lack of Indian staying power in battle has also been noted by others.69 Indians had a tendency to run away from a battle. Old West writer Bret Harte put it like this:

		
			The red men had different ideas of bravery than those to which whites had been schooled. Most Indians saw no glory in dying nobly for a doomed cause when it was possible to get away and resume the battle elsewhere under better conditions.70

		

		General Philip Henry Sheridan discovered that “Indians seldom [make a] stand when the force is able to defeat them…. They will scatter.”71 “Indians rarely fought,” according to Axelrod, “unless they enjoyed substantially superior numbers.”72 Cyrus Townsend Brady put it another way: “The well-known disinclination of Indians to fight pitched battles is a factor which enters largely into every campaign.”73 And he noted another drawback:

		
			One of the curious Indian superstitions, which has often served the white man against whom he had fought to good purpose, is that when a man is killed in the dark he must pass all eternity in darkness. Consequently, he rarely ever attacks at night.74

		

		And there was another inhibiting factor noted by Ralph K. Andrist—cold. “Indian war parties very seldom operated in winter.”75 Very few combatants have the advantage of knowing that the enemy will probably not attack at night or in the winter. Andrist further said the Indians often did not have “the ability to improvise tactics.”76

		Charles Robinson called attention to one more liability of the Indian as a fighter:

		
			The average Indian thought almost entirely as an individual, and not as part of a larger organization. Strategy, communications, even numbers of people in a particular location—essential to any white history—were seldom noted because they did not affect most Indians as individuals.77

		

		NOT SURPRISINGLY, ruthlessness in warfare was another Indian characteristic. When the Sioux were fighting the Ute, Sioux chief Red Cloud* saw that a Ute warrior trying to cross a stream was about to drown because of a wounded horse. Red Cloud went into the stream, saved the warrior from drowning, then scalped him. Later Red Cloud killed an Indian child who was tending a horse herd before running the horses away.79

		CRUELTY IS an indispensable element of an atrocity—and was another characteristic shared by the Indians and the settlers. James Adair, an Irish trader who married many Indian women and fathered many Indian children, recalled that “once the contest began, the Indians had no sense of where to end it. Their thirst for blood of their reputed enemies is not to be quenched with a few drops—the more they drink, the more it inflames their thirst.”80 Catlin reported that “cruelty is one of the leading traits of the Indian’s character…. In the treatment of their prisoners also, in many tribes, they are in the habit of inflicting the most appalling tortures.”81

		Missionary John Heckewelder, who was a friend of the Indians, acknowledged in 1818 “that the Indians are in general revengeful and cruel to their enemies. That even after the battle is over, they wreak their deliberate revenge on their defenseless prisoners.”82 Catlin also found that “the Indians are hard and cruel masters.”83

		Captive Mary Jemison married a Delaware, then later married a Seneca warrior named Hiokatoo, who was second in command to* Joseph Brant, a Mohawk leader, at the Cherry Valley Massacre.84 Her account of her life looked on the Indians with sympathy, but she candidly described Hiokatoo’s early training:

		
			In early life, Hiokatoo showed signs of thirst for blood by attending only to the art of war, in the use of the tomahawk and scalping knife; and in practicing cruelties upon every thing that chanced to fall into his hands, which was susceptible of pain. In that way he learned to use his implements of war effectually, and at the same time blunted all those fine feelings and tender sympathies that are naturally excited, by hearing or seeing, a fellow being in distress. He could effect the most excruciating tortures upon his enemies, and prided himself upon his fortitude, in having performed the most barbarous ceremonies and tortures, without the least degree of pity or remorse. Thus qualified, when very young he was initiated into scenes of carnage, by being engaged in the wars that prevailed amongst the Indian tribes.85

		

		Fanny Kelly, who wrote My Captivity Among the Sioux Indians, observed the same thing:

		
			Cruelty is inherent in them, and is early manifested in the young, torturing birds, turtles, or any little animals that may fall in their hands. They seem to delight in it, while the pleasure of the adult
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