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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The end of the War of 1812 was followed by a popu-
lation surge that brought Americans to the banks of the
Missisgippi River and beyond in less than a decade. As
land in the East was occupied, the public demanded that the
government fulfill promises to remove the Indians from the
path of settlement. Although the federal government had
encouraged removal since the administration of Thomas Jef-
ferson, it was not until public pressure compelled action
that federal officials gave removal serious consideration.

James Monroe's Secretary of War, John C., Calhoun,
believed that relocation of the Eastern Indians beyond the
area of white settlement would allow them time to adjust to
the culture and technology of the white man, but like his
predecessors Calhoun was not ready to compel the reluctant
tribes to vacate their Eastern lands. He hoped to persuade
them of the benefits of removal. That task was rendered
difficult by strife between the Osages and Cherokees in the
area Calhoun planned to settle many of the Eastern tribes.
To pacify the region and make it more attractive to them,
Calhoun sent a single company of riflemen up the Arkansas

1
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River in 1817 to Belle Point where Fort Smith was estab-
lished. Although the troops did reduce friction, one
company was clearly incapable of stopping it entirely. The
garrison was reinforced and later moved to the Grand River
close to the center of the area contested by the feuding
tribes. From that site, eventually named Fort Gibson, for
the next two decades the army endeavored to maintain the
reace while fifty thousand Eastern aboriginal immigrants re-—
2stablished themselves in new homes. The soldiers surveyed
boundaries, constructed roads, escorted delegations of
Eastern Indians on reconnaissances of the region, established
relations with the Plains tribes, mediated intertribal dis-
putes, and attempted to implement the government's removal
policy in dozens of other ways.

Charged with executing a policy many Indians bit-
terly opposed, the army at Fort Gibson became the natural
adversary of the tribes residing in the vieinity. Newspapers
and letters suggest that conflict was anticipated and on
several occasions war hysteria swept the region. Yet,
during the emotionally charged years of Indian removal there
were no clashes between the Indians and soldiers from Fort
Gibsonj no Indian was killed by the army and only one sol-
dier from the post died at the hands of the Indians. The
study of army-Indian relations at Fort Gibson during the
era of removal indicates considerable restraint on both

sides and suggests that sweeping indictments concerning
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the inhumanity of the army to the Indian during the period
of removal must be qualified. During the 1820's and 1830's,
the troops at Fort Gibson assisted in the resettlement of
the immigrant Indians and cushioned the cultural shock
caused by the clash of two divergent cultures.

The histcry of the first two decades of the post'is
marked by no dramatic battles or massacres; rather, it is a
recital of repeated and frustrating attempts to arrange
truces between feuding tribes, to pressure the warlike Plains
Indians to abandon their bellicose tendencies, and to re-
solve intratribal conflicts. Although these mundane peace
keeping activities were not glamorous and received scant
attention in most accounts of Indian removal, they restrained
the anger and bitterness of fifty thousand immigrant Indians
and prevented an uprising that could have set the entire
frontier aflame.

The officers and men of Fort Gibson shared the ambi-
tions and prejudices of their civilian countrymen. Many
viewed the Indians who were settling around the post wit
contempt and suspicion. Unlike civilian pioneers who were
vying with the Indians for land or were attempting to turn
a profit by trade with them, the soldiers were not in com-
petition for their land nor in pursuit of maximum return
from the sale of trade goods. Consequently, the army at
Fort Gibson usually represented the interest of the Indian

more conscientiously than any other frontier institutione.
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Elected officials at all levels from local through
national were frequently confronted with requests from
constituents that were difficult to ignore. When popular
pressure ran counter to the best interest of the Indian
few politicians could resist the desires of the electorate.
Regular army officers were not elected and their responsi-
bility was to the federal government. Unlike officials in
territories or states bordering the Indian frontier, they
were better able to resist popular pressure and protect the
rights of the Red man.

Since there was relatively little danger to the
troops in Indian Territory from hostile Indians and the
army and tribes lived in close proximity, the soldiers had
a better opportunity than most frontiersmen to come to know
and understand the Indian and his way of life. Because of
the cultural gap separating them, few soldiers could appre-
ciate the Indians' traditions and morality, but some could
understand the problems confronting the tribes as they were
forced to accommodate to white society. As a result, mili-
tary personnel generally were more willing to make allow=-
ances for the failures of the Indian to conform to Anglo-
Saxon law and Christian morality.

The army of the early nineteenth century was a fairly
stable institution. Commanders at all levels retained
their positions for years, even decades., Mathew Arbuckle,

who founded Fort Gibson, remained at that post until 1841.
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During that same period the nation had six Presidents and
eight Secretaries of War. These men had varying ideas con-
cerning Indian policy &nd used their high offices to imple-
ment them. Although American Indian policy was often erratic
the army tended to minimize the impact of the government's
ambivalence and vacillation. During his twenty years in
command of the Southwestern frontier, Arbuckle developed a
close relationship with the Indians. The tribes of the
area knew him and learned to anticipate his reactions.

Even though national policy changed, Arbuckle's presence
provided an element of stability in government-Indian rela-
tionse.

Mathew Arbuckle and the soldiers at Fort Gibson were
not the shock troops of white expansion but rather a cul=-
tural buffer between the white and Red man. The stereotype
that pits the army against the Indian is not confirmed by a
study of Fort Gibson during the 1820's and 183%0's. Although
there are exceptions, military policy was generally designcd
to ease the clash of cultures and many of the officers who
served at the post seemed truly concerned about the welfare

of the Native American.



CHAPTER IT
THE OSAGE-CHEROKEE RIVALRY

General Mathew Arbuckle wrote his last report from
Fort Gibson on June 21, 1841, with unconcealed pride. For
almost two decades he had commanded the turbulent South-
western frontier and served as a principal agent in imple-
menting the government's policy of Indian removal. Over-
coming chronic shortages of manpower and funds, the small
garrison commanded by Arbuckle had reduced intertribal
strife, opened channels of communication to the Plains
tribes, and maintained order as tens of thousands of bitter
immigrants established themselves in Indian Territory.
Never dashing nor heroic, Arbuckle commanded the nation's
Southwestern frontier with reason and restraint. His men
avoided battle, sought compromise, and endeavored to buffer
the cultural shock to tribes uprooted by the government's
policy of Indian removal. While many soldiers who served
at Fort Gibson were contemptuous of the Indian, the army
protected his interests better than any other public or
private institution.

Such service earned the general and his men no fame

and little appreciation, but it enabled Arbuckle to leave
6
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Forﬁ Gibson reporting that "at no period nave Whites on our
border or the Red people of this frontier been in a more
perfect state of gquiet and Security than they enjoy now."l
In 1822, when Arbuckle arrived in the Southwest, the Ameri-
can frontier was hardly quiet and secure. The entire area
resounded with the battle cries of Indians fcrced there by
the surge of American settlers filling the interior valley
of the continent.

The Osages were one of the first tribes to migrate
because of white pressure to the area that would eventually
be designated Indian Territory. In 1802, the year before
the United States acquired Louisiana from France, the gov-
ernor-general of the province revoked the monopoly to trade
with the Osages which had bteen granted Auguste Chouteau, a
St. Louis merchant. Refusing to relinquish this profitable
commerce, Chouteau sent his half brother Pierre who per-
suaded a number of influential chiefs, including Clermont
and Pawhuska, to move their bands to the southwest near the
confluence of the Arkansas, Grand, and Verdigris Rivers.

In this Three Forks region Chouteau could maintain his com-
mercial relations with the Osages without violating the
terms of the monopoly which had been transferred to one

f)
of his rivals.”

1Arbuckle to Jones, June 21, 1841, National Ar-
chives, Record Group %93, Records of the United States Army
Continental Commands, 1821-1920, Fort Gibson Letterbooks.

2Francis La Flesche, "The Osage Tribe," in
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When the United States acquired Louisiana, efforts
were made to persuade the Osages living near the Three Forks
to rejoin the tribe in Missouri. Pierre Chouteau, who had
been appointed Agent of Indian Affairs for Upper Louisiana,
promised his superiors that he would strive to effect such
a reunion. By 1806, however, it was apparent that he would
be unable to convince the Osages to abandon the region.
The same year, Captain Zebulon M. Pike, who visited the
Osage villages in Missouri, recommended that the government
alter its policy and encourage the entire tribe to move to
the Arkansas River to promote white settlement of Upper
Louisiana. ZIEventually, Pike's recommendation was accepted
and by the mid-1820's, the majority of the tribe resided in
villages along the Grand and Verdigris.3

The Osages' claim to their new home did not go un-

challenged; the Cherokees were also interested in the

Thirty-Sixth Annual Report, Bureau of American Ethnology
(Washington, 1921), 43-4L., John Joseph Mathews, The Osages:
Children of the Middle Waters (Norman, 1961), 297=-09.” Wil-
Tiam J. Ghent, "Rene Auguste Chouteau," in Dictionary of
American Biography, eds. Dumas Malone and Allen Johnson (22
Vols.; New York, 1928-1958), IV, 94-95, Touis Houck, ed.,
The Spanish Regime in Missouri (2 Vols.; Chicago, 1909), II,
1071, EEG-TB. Richard Edward Oglesby, Manuel Lisa and the
Opening of the Missouri Fur Trade (Norman, cl963), 22-26,
?87—93. “E1Tiott Coues, ed., The Expeditions of Zebulon

Montogomery Pike: To Headwaters of the M1SS1iSSippl River
ou ouisiana Territo and in New opain, Burin the
Years 1805=6=7 (3 Vols.; ﬁew York, 1895), 1L, 529-30, 557-58.
3Grant Foreman, Indians and Pioneers: The Story of
the American Southwest Before 1870 (Rev. ed.; Norman, 1936),

20-2T, &3, 12%. UNathews, The Osages. 517-18. Coues, ed.,
The Expeditions of Zebulon Montgomery Pike, II, 530.
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region beyond the Mississippi. In the mid-1790's, they
asked the Quapaws' permission to settle along the Arkansas
River. The episode that stimulated the first significant
movement of the Cherokees across the Mississippi occurred
in 179%4. An anti-white faction of the Cherokees led by
Chief Dowles quarreled with a party of white immigrants on
their way down the Tennessee River. A number of whites were
killed, and Chief Rowles, in fear of reprisals, led his
followers across the Mississippi to the St. Francis River
valley, outside the Jjurisdiction of the United States.4

During the administration of Thomas Jefferson, fed-
eral officials were actively encouraging Cherokee removal.
In 1808, Jefferson's Secretary of War suggested that the
tribe exchange Eastern lands for a tract in Arkansas. The
same year, in an effort to facilitate removal, the govern-
ment induced the Osages to cede to the United States their

claim to much of the land in what is now Missouri and

4Statement of the Former Spanish Commandsnt, June 5,

1816, The Territory of Louisiana-Missouri, l81%—1821 Vol.
XV of The Territorial Papers of the United otates, sd. Clar-
ence E, Carter (Washington, 1951), 179. Charles C. Royce,
"The Cherokee Nation of Indians," in Fifth Annual Report
Bureau of American Ethnology (Washington, 1887), 20%, main-
tains that a few Cherokees dissatisfied with the Treaty of
Hopewell moved to the St. Francis valley in Spanish terri-
tory snortly after the negotiation of the treaty of 1785.
Emmet Starr, History of the Cherokee Indians and Their Leg-
ends and Folk Lore idE-aHoma City, 192I), %8. Cephas WEEE-
burn, Reminiscences of the Indians, ed. Hugh Park (Van
Buren, Arkansas, 1955), 6l. Mary Whatley Clarke, Chief
Bowles and the Texas Cherokees (Norman, 1971), 9-10. Fore-
man, lndians and Pioneers, o6-27. Foreman relates that
Chief Bowles settled south of the irkansas River.
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Arkansas. Jefferson notified the Cherokees that they were
free to exchange their Eastern lands for a tract beyond the
Mississippi. Cherokee reconnaissance parties were dis-
patched and returned with favorable reports on the region.
Although no formal agreement was negotiated, many Cherokees
relocated on lands ceded by the Osages.5

In December, 1811, violent earthquakes rocked the
St. Francis River region where most of the Western Chero-
kees had settled. Secondary tremors continued for many
years, convincing the Cherokees that the Great Spirit dis-
approved of the region. Abandoning the area, the Indians
moved westward resettling between the Arkansas and White
Rivers. The migration of so many Cherokees made it dif-
ficult for the agency in Tennessee to supervise the entire
tribe. In June, 1813, William L. Lovely, who had been as-
sistant agent in Tennessee, established an agency for the
Western Cherokees on the Arkansas River. Within a few

months after his arrival Lovely was reporting conflict

5Francls Paul Prucha, American Indian Policy in the
Formative Years: The Indian Trade and Intercourse Acts, 1790-

ambridge, Mass., 1962), 226. Charles J. Kappler,
comp. and ed., Indian Affa1r5° Laws and Treaties (3 Vols.;
Washington, 190%), 11, 96. American state Papers, Iundian
Affairs, I, 765, II 125e Foreman, Indians and ploneers
$3-3%.  Jefferson to Cherokees, January 9, 1800, Arkansas
Gazette, June 25, 1828, p. 1. Royce, "The Cherokee Nation
of Indians," 203. James Mooney, "MytLa of the Cherokee,"
in Nlneteenth Annual Report, Bureau of American Ethnology
(2 parts; Washington, IEUUS, 1st Part, 102. Grace Steele
Woodward, The Cherokees (Norman, 19635

129-31,
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between the Cherokees and Osages.6

The Osage-~Cherokee rivalry was of long standing; as
early as 1777, a Spanish official reported that the Osages
were hostile to the tribes residing east of the Mississippi
in the "English district." The antagonism between the two
tribes increased as their relocatioiis brought them closer
together. By 1808, the Osages were protesting against
Cherokee hunting parties on the White River which "crept
into [the area] without there promission."‘7

The American government expressed little concern
over the conflict which existed in the Indian country be-
vond the frontier until whites began settling along the
Arkansas River. Intertribal warfare often produced white
victims. With the tide of westward settlement moving across
the Mississippi, the danger to American citizens could no
longer be ignored. Agent Lovely's major concern after his
arrival in the country being settled by the Arkansas Chero-
kees was to protect whites by ending hostilities among the

tribes. Accordingly, in the fall of 1813, TLovely persuaded

6Starr, History of the Cherokee Indians, 38-39.
T'oreman, Indians and Pioneers, 2035, footnote 38. Lovely
to Secretary of War, May 2/, 1815, Territory of Louisiana-
Missouri, XV, 49-50. Lovely to Secretary of War, October 1,

s ltussell to llempstead, November 1, 1813, The Territory
of Louisiana-Missouri, 1806-1814, Vol. XIV of The Terri-—
Torial Papers of the United otates, ed. Clarence E. Carter
(Washington, 1949), 720-21.

2 . . i . .
Houck, ed., The Spanish Regime in Missouri, I, 144,
Clark to Secretary’of War, September 23, 1808, Ter%itagz of

Touisiana-Missouri, XIV, 224-28.
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the Cherokees to send a chief and eight men to the Osage
villages to propose an end to the strife. About the same
time, a deputation of Osages reached the Cherokee agency
bearing letters of peace. Lovely succeeded in negotiating
a shaky truce between the feuding tribes.8

The frontier's problems were not exclusively Indian
in origin. ILovely described some of the whites living in
the Arkansas valley as having "the Worst Character" and as
being dangerous to the peace of the area. Because of their
presence and the collapse of the Osage-Cherokee truce, the
agent ultimately concluded that two companies of troops
were "absolutely necessairy" to maintain peace. Terri-
torial Governor William Clark concurred with Lovely's eval=-
uation and predicted inaccurately that a corps of troops
would probably be stationed on the Arkénsas in the summer
of 1815.9 Two more years would elapse before the War De-
partment established a garrison on the river.

While Clark's recommendation was being considered in
Washington, Lovely arranged another council between the
Osages and Cherokees at the Three Forks in the summer of
1816. There he suggested that tension between the tribes

might be eased if the Osages allowed the Cherokees access

8Lovely to Clark, October 1, 1813, Lovely to Clark,
August 9, 1814, Lovely to Secretary of War, May 27, 1815,
Territory of Louisiana-Missouri, XV, 51, 53, 49.

9Lovely to Clark, October 11, 1814, Clark to Lovely,
%Egggt 21, 1814, Clark to Lovely, January 25, 1815, Ibid.,
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to the Western hunting grounds. Promising that the gov-
ernment would reimburse the Cherokees and whites who had
claims against them, Lovely persuaded the Osages to cede a
seven=-million-acre tract to the Cherokees as a hunting out-
let. This cession, known as Lovely's Purchase, encompassed
the region north of the Arkansas River extending from the
Western Cherokees' settlements to the Verdigris River.lo

The Osages regarded their agreement with Agent Lovely
as something less than total commitment. The Indian concept
of land proprietorship was summarized subsequently by Cler-
mont who asserted that the sale of Lovely's Purchase "did
not give to the Cherokees all the Beaver, Bear, Buffaloe
and Deer on our Lands--we Sold . . . Land but not the game

1l The Osages' resentment of Cherokee en-

on our Land."
croachment in their hunting territory provoked renewed
conflict. By August, 1817, Governor Clark had received
complaints of Osage outrages which were turning the rivers
"red with the blood of Cherokees." The enraged leaders of
the Arkansas Cherokees informed the governor that they in-

tended to march against the Osages to recover stolen horses.

The Cherokees promised to try to aveid bloodshed, but the

loSecretary of War to the Indian Commissioners, Sep-

tember 17, 1816, Ibid., 173-75. U.S. Congress, House,
Document, No. 263, 20th Cong., lst Sess., 38.

llSpeech to an Osage Council, September 15, 1821,
The Territory of Arkansas, 1819-1825, Vol. XIX of The Terri-
Torial Papers ol the United States, ed. Clarence E. Carter
(Washington, 1953), 300-22.
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bitterness of their complaints suggested that recovery of
stolen horses was a secondary objective. The Cherokees
seemed determined to exact revenge. A St. Louis newspaper
of August 23, 1817, reported that a formidable coalition
of tribes hostile to the Osages was assembling at the
Cherokee villages on the Arkansas River.12

In October, 1817, this multi-tribal force marched
west. The Osages, who had been lulled into a feeling of
security by Cherokee messages of friendship, had departed
on their fall hunt little concerned for the safety of the
women, children, and old men left behind. The six-hundred-
man invading force stopped short of Clermont's village and
sent forward a few messengers who invited the Osages to at-
tend a peace council. In Clermont's absence an o0ld man was
designated to meet and negotiate with the Cherokees. He
became their first victim. Now aware of the defenseless
state of the Osage village, the invaders rushed forward to
exact retribution for the wrongs their people had endured.
The villagers offered little resistance as the Cherokees and
their allies plundered and burned thé settlement and killed
or enslaved those not fortunate enough to escape. Some
eighty Osages died in the attack and over one hundred were
taken prisoner. Several of the attackers were wounded

but only one, a Delaware, was killed.15

12Niles Weekly Register (Baltimore), September 27,
1817, p. 7%, 80.

415Edwin James, Account of an Expedition from
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This engagement, generally called the Battle of

Claremore Mound, resolved nothing. Its melancholy conse-
quences appear even more tragic in view of the War Depart-
ment;'s approval of Lovely's three-year-old request to locate
troops on the Arkansas River. The troops that might have
prevented the massacre were en route the day the Cherokees
struck. In late July, the War Department had ordered Gen-
eral Andrew Jackson, commander of the army's Southern De-
partment, to establish a garrison on the Arkansas near the
Osage-Cherokee border to restore peace. Major Stephen H.
Long, a member of the army's Corps of Topographical Engi-
neers, made a hasty reconnaissance and selected a site
where the Poteau River Jjoined the Arkansas. The actual work
of constructing and commanding the post, designated Fort
Smith, was left to amnother major, William Bradford, a vet-
eran of the War of 1812. He reached the site selected by
Long Christmas Day, 1817.14

Although fewer than one hundred men were assigned to
the garrison, the presence of the military temporarily re-

strained the warring tribes. ILeaders of the Cherokees,

Pittsburgh to the Rocky Mountains, Performed in the Years,

%ETEEU oTumes XTT, T ITT - and TVIT of Ferls Westoesn
ravels %%48-1846, ed. Reuben G. Thwaites (Cleveland, 1905),
XVIT, I@- . omas Nuttall, Journal of Travels into the
Arkansa Territory during the Year, 1819, Volume XI1l of
Larly Western lravels ZEE: , ed. Reuben G. Thwaites

5! ClIggeIana, 19057, If;i- . Yoreman, Indians and Pioneers,

1444 Bearss and Arrell M, Gibson, Fort Smith: Little
Gibraltar on the Arkamnsas (Norman, 19695, 12-1%, 17-13.
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accompanied by their new agent, Reuben Lewis, enlisted Major
Bradford's assistance in terminating hostilities. Bradford
informed the Osages of the Cherokees' desire for peace and
proposed a meeting of the belligerents. In September, 1818,
both tribes sent delegations to St. Louis where they af-
fixed their marks to a document which obligated them to
keep the peace. At the same time, another treaty was nego-
tiated by which the Osages ceded to the United States the
land purchased unofficially by William Lovely in 1816. They
also agreed not to restrict the free passage of the Chero-
kees to the hunting grounds.15
The truce negotiated at St. Louis was of short dura-
tion. By winter both tribes were accusing the other's hunt-
ing parties of stealing horses or furs. The Cherokees re-
fused to honor the provisions of the St. Louis treaty ob-
ligating them to return the prisoners. The Osages consid-
ered war, but were reluctant to renew large-scale hostili-
ties with their better-armed adversaries. Nathaniel Pryor,
a trader residing among the Osages, hurried to Fort Smith
seeking the army's assistance in forcing the Cherokees to
honor the treaty. At the insistence of Major Bradford both
tribes met at the post in September, 1819, where the Chero-

kees returned most of the Osage prisoners. Their refusal to

restore all the captives insured that the intertribal

O1pid., 23-24. Clark to Secretary of War, October,
1818, Territory of Louisiana-Missouri, XV, 454-55. Kappler,
comp. and ed., Indian Affairs, 1l, 16/-68.
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animosity would continue.16

Before the spring of 1820, the Cherokees accused
Osage hunting parties of stealing horses and killing at
least three of their men. Arkansas' first territorial gov-
ernor, James Miller, warned the Secretary of War that "The
Cherokees are very strongly inclined to make war on the
Osages." The observation was accurate. In February, 1820,
a Cherokee war party surprised a number of Osages at Pryor's
trading post on the Verdigris River. Pryor diverted the
Cherokees long enough to enable the Osages to escape. The
enraged Cherokees retaliated by stealing 150 pounds of
beaver pelts from Pryor.17 In this charged atmosphere a
full-scale resumption of hostilities seemed certain.

The energetic response of Arkansas' newly appointed
governor served to delay the inevitable. Shortly after
reaching the territorial capital at Arkansas Post, Governor

Miller traveled to the Cherokee settlements where his dis-

cussion with tribal leaders convinced him that their claims

19pradford to the Secretary of War, February 4, 1819,
Lewis tc *the Secretary of War, March 16, 1819, Lewis to
the Secretary of War, March 28, 1818 [1819], Territory of
Arkansas, XIX, %3-34, 55-56, 57-59. Nuttall, 3ourna§ of
Travels into the Arkansa Territory during the Year, 1810,

]

17 prkansas Gazette, March 18, 1820, p. 3. Lewis to
the Secretary of War, January 21, 1820, Cherokee Council to
Lewis and Bradford, February 10, 1820, Miller to the Secre-
tary of War, March 24, 1820, Territory of Arkansas, XIX,
136-37, 151-52, 153-55., Walter B. Douglas, ed., "Documents—-
Captain Nathaniel Pryor," The American Historical Review,
XXIV (January, 1919), 255-57<
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against the Osages were exaggerated. The Cherokees seemed
to be attempting to create a justification for plans to
seize Osage lands which were considered superior to their
own holdings between the Arkansas and White Rivers.18

Despite doubts concerning the accuracy of the Chero-
kee accusations, Miller traveled to the Osage country where
tribal leaders confessed that some of their men were guilty
of robbing and killing three Cherokees. While expressing
their willingness to surrender the assailants, the Osages
protested that the Cherokees' demands for justice appeared
contrived in view of their refusal to honor the St. Louis
treaty of 1818 which called for a restoration of all cap-
tives. When four young Cherokee warriors who had accom-
panied the governor confirmed that their tribe still held
Osage captives, Miller decided to defer action until both
sides were willing to comply fully with their promises.
Representatives of the two tribes agreed to meet in October
at Fort Smith where both pledged to fulfill their commit-
ments.19

The meeting planned for Fort Smith had to be post-

poned because Governor Miller was unable to leave Arkansas

Post while the territorial legislature was in session. By

l8Arkansas Gazette, April 8, 1820, p. 3. Miller to
the Secretary of War, March 24, 1820, Territory of Arkansas,
XIX, 153-55.

uiller to the Secretary of War, June 20, 1820,
Ibid.’ 191-95.
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the time he reached the fort in November, prospects for
reconciliation between the two tribes had been shattered by
an Osage attack on a Cherokee party hunting on the Canadian
River earlier in the month. Miller, who had spent almost a
year trying to bring the tribes to terms, held ocut little
hope for "settling the difficulties.” The governor's pes-
simistic evaluation was confirmed by the Osage refusal to
attend the conference at Fort Smith.eo

Not ready to admit failure, Miller journeyed up the
Arkansas River to negotiate directly with the Osages. Ap-~
parently, they promised to refrain from immediate offensive
action until the governor informed them of Cherokee inten-
tions. The Cherokees were in no mood to compromise; they
had already determined on retaliation. By December, Shawnee
and Delaware warriors were reported en route from Indiana
to join the Cherokees in a campaign against the Osages. The

Arkansas Gazette reported that "Miller was reluctantly

obliged to let them [the Cherokees] settle their dispute in

their own way."gl'

Immediate conflict was averted by the intercession of

2OMiller to the President, October 8, 1820, Bradford
to Secretary of War, December 3, 1820, Miller to the Secre-
tary of War, December 11, 1820, Ibid., 220, 242-43, 244-46,
Arkansas Gazette, December 30, 1820, p. 3. "Journal of
Union Mission" (typescript in Cherokee Room, Northeastern
Oklahoma State University), January 22, 1821, 43,

2lpradford to Secretary of War, February 10, 1821,
Territogx of Arkansas, XIX, 263-64. "Journal of Union
ission," March 1%, 1821. Arkansas Gazette, December 30,
1820, p. 3.
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Matthew Lyon, the government agent at the United States
Factory at Spadre Bayou, who persuaded the Cherokees to
delay theif planned counterattack. Iyon's efforts to re-
strain the Cherokees suffered a setback when the chiefs re-
ceived a letter from Governor Miller which reiterated his
decision to free the Cherokees to resolve their problems
with the Osages in their own way. Although Lyon grumbled
that Miller's letter had left the Cherokees "at liberty to
let loose the Dogs of War," the chiefs did not send their
war parties against the Osages.22

Not everyone learned that the Cherokees had been re-
strained. The Osages, who had kept their promise not to
renew the conflict until they heard from Governor Miller,
were informed by messengers from Major Bradford that the
Cherokees had decided on war. This breakdown in communica-
tion was a reflection of conflicting instructions from Wash-
ington. The War Department directed the governor to endea-
vor by "prudent exertion of your influence and authority"
tc preserve peace. If the tribes persisted in their hos~
tilities, Miller was instructed not to intervene except to
protect Americen lives and property. About six weeks ear-
lier, Secretary of War John C. Calhoun, the author of Mil-

ler's instructions, advised Major Bradford that the

22Lyon to Secretary of War, March 22 [1821], Ar-
kansas Cherokees to the President [March 17, 1821], Miller
to the Cherokee Indians, March 20, 1821, Lyon to Secretary
of War, April 7, 1821, Territory of Arkansas, XIX, 333-34
272-75, 335-36, 336=38. - ’
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Cherokees '"must not go to war to obtain" redress even if
they had been injured by the Osages.23

In effect, the Secretary of War sent two of his
agents contradictory instructions. Miller was following
his orders when he sanctioned the resumption of hostilities.
Not surprisingly, Bradford wrote his superiors, "I felt
Some delicacy in interfering while Gov. Miller was here in-
asmuch as his and my views on Indian Subjects differ." How~
ever, when Miller left Arkansas Territory to spend the sum-
mer in New Hampshire, Bradford resorted to threats to pre-
vent conflict. He sent warnings to both parties that re-
fusal to allow government authorities to resolve their dif-
ferences would result in a termination of government "fa-
vours."24 Although Bradford and Lyon were successful in
their endeavor to restrain the Cherokees, news of their
success apparently failed to reach the Osages.

In early April, 1821, the Osages, assuming that war
had begun, assembled a force of about four hundred men and
marched down the Arkansas valley to strike the Cherokees on
their own ground. En route the Osages requested gunpowder
at Fort Smith. Had Major Bradford been there he might have
turned the Osages back by informing them that the Cherokees

25"Journal of Union Mission," March 28, 1821, 53.
Secretary of War to Miller, June 29, 1820, Secretary of
War to Bradford, Mav 12, 1820, Territory of Arkansas, XIX,
339, 181-82.

24Bradford to Secretary of War, August 10, 1821,
Ibid., 308-10.
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had been restrained. Unfortunately, at the time the mgjor
was visiting his family in St. Louis and the officer left
in command, fearing the garrison was about to be attacked,
refused to allow the Osages to cross the river. Within
sight of the fort the war party killed three Quapaws and
then continued downriver. Advance parties reached the
outskirts of the Cherokee settlements where they killed
three Delawares before being forced to retreat by Cherokee
defenders. The incursion left the Cherokees determined to
carry the war to the heart of the Osage Nation. Seeking the
assistance of the Eastern Cherokees and neighboring tribes,
the Arkansas Cherokees planned to attack in late May. Pleas
of government agents for moderation were ignored.25

Sensing the danger to his people, Clermont, who ap-
parently consented to the attack on the Cherokees, announced
that he deplored the killing of the Quapaws and Delawares
and the looting of the property of American citizens. Many
of the Osage chiefs were "sick of the war, and sorry for the
misconduct of their people.”" Hoping to avoid more conflict,
Clermont sent word to Cherokee chief Walter Webber offering
to restrain his warriors for three months to give the Cher-
okees time to decide whether they would retaliate or serk

peace. The chief warned that he was not begging for peace;

25wJournal of Union Mission," April 4, 1821, 56.
Bradford to Secretary of War, August 10, 1821, Bradford to
Cherokee Chiefs, March 16, 181 [1821i], Brearley to Secretary
of War, April 26, 1821, Territory of Arkansas, XIX, 308-10,
340-41, 285.
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if the Cherokees rejected his offer, he threatened to "send
an army of 1500 warriors" who would continue the war "with
vigor."26

Anticipating further violence in the Southwest, the
War Department ordered the Seventh Infantry from Georgia to
posts on the Arkansas and Red Rivers. Before the regiment
arrived, the Cherokees rejected Clermont's offer of peace
and sent a war party under the command of Walter Webber to
invade the Osage country. On June 23, 1821, this force
attacked the trading post of Joseph Revoir, a French-Osage
business associate of Auguste Pierre Chouteau. After kil-
ling Revoir and looting his trading post, the Cherokees re-
tired without further acts of violence.27

The attack left the frontier alive with rumors during
the summer. White settlers were advised to evacuate their
homes because of Cherokee plans to resume offensive opera-
tions. The Osages were reported gathering a 1,500-men force
on the White River. Their agent asserted that the Arkansas

band was "decidely in favour" of war. Major Bradford worked

vigorously to avert a renewed confrontation. In early

26"Journal of Union Mission," April 7, 1821, May 17,
1821, 58-59, 62-63.

27 pdjutant General to Arbuckle, May 10, 1821, Let-
ters Sent, Office of the Adjutant General, 1800-1890, Na-
tional Archives, Microcopy 565, Roll 6. Arkansas Gazette,
September 15, 1821, p. 3. Mathews, The Osages, 475. "Jour-
Ealdgf gnioncMission," June 24, 1821, June 53, 1821, 67-68.

radford to Secretary of War, August 10, 1821, Territory of
Arkansas, XIX, 3C8-10. » ST ’ ’ =
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September, he visited Clermont who again indicated a wil-
lingness to restrain his warriors until negotiations could
be arfénged. Bradford immediately notified the Cherokees
who refused to consider the new peace proposal. They did
agree to confer with him on their way to attack the Osages.
At the meeting the major explained the Osage proposal and
assured the Cherokees that the "President would see Justice
done them in every respect." The Cherokees rejected the
offer explaining that "they had started for war and they
was determined to have satisfaction in their own way."
Neither reason nor threats dissuaded the Cherokees. The
three-hundred-man party continued on its mission of revenge.28

As in 1817, the Cherokees had picked a time for at-
tacking when most of the Osage warriors had marched west to
the Plains. The fall campaign of 1821 was in some respects
similar to the 1817 attack that resulted in the massacre at
Claremore Mound. About November 1, the Cherokees stormed an
Osage village. Although a few warriors in the village were
able to hold the Cherokees at bay until some of the women
and children escaped, Osage losses were estimated at about

29

one hundred killed or captured.

28Arkansas Gazette, September 1, 1821, p. 3. Graham
to Secretary of War, september 20, 1821, Clarimare's Speech
to an Osage Council [September 15, 1821], Arkansas Cherokee
Agents to Bradford, Sgptember 28, 1821, Bradford to Secre-
tary of War, October 22, 1821, Territory of Arkansas, XIX
315216, 320222, 346-47. ’ ————

29"Journal of Union Mission," December 10, 1821, 89-90.
Bradford to Secretary of War, November 18, 1821, Territory



25

In the months following the Cherokee attack a number
of efforts were made to restore peace. Governor Miller sent
the Osage subagent, Nathaniel Philbrook, to confer with
Clermont who was bitter about duplicity on the part of gov-
ernment agents who had restrained his warriors while allow-
ing the Cherokees to attack. Tally, the second chief of
Clermont's village, proved more receptive. He and Philbrook
eventually convinced Clermont and his warriors of the desir-
ability of peace. Weary of the constant strife, Tally told
his people, "I do not want to Jive always with my thumb on
the lock of a gun.">°

Philbrook carried the Osage appeal for peace to Gov-
ernor Miller who decided to relay the offer to the Cherokees
in person. When he arrived at their settlements, he learned
that war parties were already out. The principal Cherokee
chiefs refused to discuss peace until their return. The
governor sent Philbrook to the Osages to urge continued re-
straint. Over two months had elapsed when Philbrook re-
turned to the Three Forks. It had been a difficult time
for the Osages who were apprehensive about renewed Cherokee
incursions. The threat of imminent attack kept Osage hunt-
ers close to their villages, and by March, their provisions

were almost exhausted. Osage anxiety was heightened by

of Arkansas, XIX, 555-56.

30"Journal of Union Mission," January 14, 1822,
January 25, 1822, 95-96.
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Cherokee war parties which roamed the country. The plight
of the Osages convinced the residents at Union Mission that
"the chiefs and all the people want peace." Philbrook told
the Osages the governor was attempting to persuade the Cher-
okees to end the fighting. He also promised to urge the new
commander of Fort Smith to prevent the Cherokees from fur-
ther incursions against the Osages.-51

The arrival of Colonel Arbuckle and half the com-
panies of the Seventh Infantry at Fort Smith on February 26,
1822, significantly augmented the government's power on the
Southwestern frontier. With 250 soldiers between the Osages
and Cherokees, the colonel was optimistic that a treaty
could be worked out, but he warned that neither side would
honor it unless "they are induced to comply from a fear of
the Military force at this post."52

The resolute stand taken by Philbrook and Arbuckle
apparently influenced Cherokee Chief John Jolly to call the

other chiefs together to consider an armistice. Without

the usual delays, the Cherokees agreed to suspend hostilities

51Union Mission, located about twenty-five miles above
the mouth of the Grand River, was established by the United
Foreign Mission Society in 1820 to minister to the spiritual
needs of the Osages. Osage Chiefs to Miller [January 21,
1822], Miller to Secretarg of War, March 1, 1822, Miller to
Secretary of War, May, 1822, Territory of Arkansas, XIX
408-11, 437-40. “"Journal of Union Mission," March 8, 1é22,
?ar08515, 1822, March 21, 1822, April 12, 1822, 101-02,
04-05.

52Arbuckle to Adjutant General, March 4, 1822, Ar-
buckle to Secretary of War, March 16, 1822, Territory of
Arkansas, XIX, 414, 417-18. ’ ’ =
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until a general peace council could be convened at Fort
Smith. Philbrook carried the news to the Osages who readily
affixed their marks to the preliminary treaty,.53 The armis-
tice reassured the destitute Osages, who could now turn their
attention to hunting.

From his headquarters at Louisville, Kentucky, Gen-
eral Edmund P. Gaines, commander of the army's Western De-
partment which included Fort Smith, wrote the chiefs of
both tribes urging them to observe the armistice. When
Tick-e~Toke, a revered Cherokee leader known as the Beloved
Man, received the letter he scoffed at the proposal of peace
and hurled the letter down, ground it to shreds with his
foot, and spit on it. Tick-e-Toke was convinced that "the
treachery, faithlessness, and deceit of the Osages" would
prevent them from honoring any treaty. His solution to the
Osage problem was extermination.54

As the date of the meeting approached, Tally, con~
sidered by the missionaries at Union as the most progres~
sive of the Osage chief, initially refused to participate in
the conference at the fort. The absence of a leader of

his stature would have lessened the chances of reaching an

53Miller to Secretary of War, May, 1822, Ibid.,
437-40. “"Journal of Union Mission," May 22, 1822, 112-~13.
Arkansas Gazette, June 4, 1822, p. 3.

34Gaines to Cherokee and Osage Chiefs, June 24, 1822,
Territory of Arkansas, XIX, #442-43. Washburn, Reminis-
cences gi The Indians, 94-95, 149. Washburn gives 1%23 as

e date ol this episode, but the Gaines letter was written

and the peace conference was held in 1822.
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agreement. His opposition probably stemmed from a differ-
ence of opinion with Clermont, not an objection to the meet-
ing. He eventually relented and joined the other chiefs on
their journey to Fort Smith. En route Clermont sounded a
note of optimism. "Our heads . . « have been under a cloud,
and we could not see. But now the darkness was to be
dispersed."55

Despite misgivings on both sides, the conference con-
vened on schedule. A delegation of 150 warriors led by
Clermont and Tally represented the Osages. Most of the
Cherokee chiefs with the conspicuous exception of Tick-e-
Toke participated. The government delegation was headed by
Governor Miller and included Colonel Arbuckle, Cherokee
agent David BRrearley, =nd Osage subagent Philbrook.36

The negotiations werée acrimonious. The Osages were
disturbed by Tick-e-Toke's refusal to participate and the
Cherokees considered the Osage demands for the return of
all captives unreasonable. It required over a week of ne-
gotiation, but on August 9, members of both tribes affixed
their marks to a treaty which formally ended hostilities,
required the return of Osage captives, granted mutual con-

cessions concerning access to the hunting grounds, and

limited redress to legal channels rather than retaliatory

55"Journal of Union Mission," July 22, 1822, July
30, 1822, 124-25.

56 Washburn, Reminiscences of the IndlanS, 95. Bearss
and Gibson, Fort Smith, 63-64.
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A faction of the Cherokees led by Tick-e~Toke re-
fused to honor the treaty and elected voluntary exile rather
than accept the peace. With his followers the old chief
migrated to the Kiamichi valley north of the Red River.

This settlement from its establishment irritated relations
between the Osages and Cherokees.58
The first threat to the peace established by the

treaty came not from the dissident Cherokees of Tick-e-~
Toke’s village but rather from the Choctaws. This trite,

like the Cherokees, had a history of conflict with the Osages.
In mid-September, 1822, wounded Osages sought medical as-
sistance at Union Mission. They told the missionaries they
had been attacked by Indians from the Red River. A skir-
mish had occurred on September 12 near the mouth of the
Canadian River while the Osages were going to Fort Smith to
receive captives the Cherokees had agreed to return. Initial
reports reaching Arbuckle which implicated the Cherokees in

the attack diminished the prospects that the Fort Smith

treaty would be honored. When the colonel learned that only

37Washburn, Reminiscences of the Indians, 96. Bearss
and Gibson, Fort Smith, o4.

58Arkansas Gazette, September 16, 1823, p. 3. Mis-
sionary Herald (Boston), XX (February, 1824), Pe. 46. Wash-
burn, Reminiscences of the Indians, 96~98, 149, Washburn
relates that some Cherokees, exasperated by outrageous
Osage demands, left the peace conference, raised an eighty-
man force, and invaded the Osage country. Clarke, Chief
Bowles and the Texas Cherokees, 13-14.
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Choctaws were involved in the skirmish, he rushed this in-
formation to the Osages and dispatched an express to advise
the culprits that the President of the United States "Will
not longer permit them to Continue the War with the osages."59

Representatives of the Arkansas Cﬁerokees at Fort
Smith for the prisoner exchange also hurried to the Osages
to assure them they had no role in the attack. Chiefs Wal=-
ter Webber and John Rogers emphasized that the Cherokees
still intended to carry out the treaty's promises by re-~
turning the prisoners. Their assurances and Arbuckle's
prompt action helped maintain the peace. In fact, the

Arkansas Gazette reported that after the prisoner exchange

at Fort Smith the Cherokees and Osages "took leave of each
other in good friendship.“4o
Prospects for further stabilization of the Osage
frontier improved when Auguste P. Chouteau decided to rees-
tablish the Revoir trading center. ILocated on the site of
the 0ld Revoir settlement, the new post increased the Chou=
teaus' influence over the Arkansas Osages Jjust before they

were Jjoined by the remainder of the tribe from Missouri.

Reports of the impending migration caused Arbuckle to urge

39"Journal of Union Mission," September 19, 1822,
September 21, 1822, 135-3%6. Arbuckle to Acting Adjutant
General, September 30, 1822, Arbuckle to Acting Adjutant
General, October 13, 1822, English to Arbuckle, September
2%, 1822, Territory of Arkansas, XIX, 462-65.

4O“Journal of Union Mission," September 25, 1822, ’
136. Arkansas Gazette, October 29, 1822, p. 3 [page % of
this issue 1s incorrectly dated October é2, 1822].
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officials in Washington to station an agent in permanent
residence with the Arkansas Osages.41

The colonel also proposed that the garrison he com~
manded at Fort Smith be relocated higher up the Arkansas
near the mouth of the Verdigris. Located there, Arbuckle
reported, his command could provide greater security for
the territory and would encourage white settlement of the
area. The commanding general of the army and the Secretary
of War considered the proposal to relocate Fort Smith but
rejected it.*e

The decision reflected Calhoun's conviction that the
Indians should be segregated from the white population in a
Western territory of their own. The secretary apparently
believed that the establishment of a fort at the Three
Forks would encourage white settlement of the area he wanted
reserved for the Indians. Land hungry whites needed no such
encouragement; by early 182%, Arbuckle informed the War De-
partment that white settlement above the fort was well under-
way and that many more families were "coming from the Mis-
souri and other places, to Settle on the Arkansas between

the Poteau & Canadian." Their homes extended forty to fifty

miles beyond the garrison and, the colonel warned, "Should

41“Journal of Union Mission," November 13, 1822, No-
vember 30, 1822, 144-46,., Arbuckle to Acting Adjutant Gen-
eral, November 22, 1822, Territory of Arkansas, XIX, 466-67.

42Arbuckle to Acting Adjutant General, September 30,
1822, Kirby to Arbuckle, December 12, 1822, Ibid., 462-64,
479273, Arkansas Gazette, November 28, 1822, p. 3.
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their be further difficulties between the Osages and Cher-
okees . « o the Settlers will be much exposed to the depre-
dations of both parties." If the colonel believed the dan~
ger to the settlers would cause Calhoun to reconsider his
decision against moving the garrison farther up the Arkansas
he was incorrect. The secretary's response to Arbuckle's
report was an order to remove all whites settled beyond
the Poteau Jjust as soon as the harvest was completed.45

Despite the explicit nature of Calhoun's order to
evict white squatters, Arkansas' acting territorial governor
Robert Crittenden authorized the settlement of four white
families in the area and forwarded a persuasive appeal to
the Secretary of War. Describing Lovely's Purchase as 'the
garden spot, of our Territory, its boast and its pride,"
the acting governor urged that the prohibition on white
settlement be lifted. He informed Calhoun that the people
of the territory refused to believe that the tract would be
turned into an Indian hunting ground. It would be far bet-
ter, according to Crittenden, to open the territory for
white settlement thus converting it into a barrier between
the feuding Osages and Cherokees. Within a month the ter-
ritorial legislature seconded Crittenden's recommendation

requesting that Congress extend the territory's western

45Marg;aret L. Coit, John C. Calhoun: American Por-
trait (Sentry ed.; Boston, cl950), 121. Arbuckle to Se-
retary of War, January 12, 1822 [1823] Secretary of War
to Arbuckle, May 1, 1823, Terrltory of Arkansas, XIX,
480-82, 510-11.
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boundary to include Lovely's Purchase. The territorial
delegate also urged immediate action suggesting that the
Secretary of War move the garrisons on the Red and Arkansas
Rivers farther west where they could tetter protect the
frontier.44
The disintegration of the peace established by the
treaty of 1822 reinforced the recommendations of Arkansas'
territorial delegate and Colonel Arbuckle that the troops
at Fort Smith be relocated higher up the Arkansas River.
By December, 1822, there were clear indications that the
treaty of August was no guarantee of peace on the frontier.
In Miller County a party of twenty Osages attacked and
wounded a white man. Less than a month later Cherokee hunt-
ers reported that one of their companions had been shot
and mutilated by an Osage party while he was hunting on the
North Fork of the Canadian. The victim was Red Hawk, a
nephew of Thomas Graves, a respected Cherokee chief. The
Osages, who acknowledged that one of their warriors had
killed a Cherokee, were reluctant to turn him over to the

military for punishment.45

44Arbuckle to Secretary of War, June 22, 1823, Crit-

tenden to Secretary of War, September 28, 1823, Memorial to
Congress by the Territorial Assembly [October 18, 182%],
Conway to Sscretary of War, January 30, 1824, Ibid., 525,
546-50, 557-58, 602-03.

45Arkansas Gazette, December 17, 1822, p. 3. Miller
County, established in 1820, was on Arkansas' southwestern
frontier. ILand in what is now southwestern Arkansas and
southeastern Oklahoma was incorporated within its bound-
aries. Missionary Herald (Boston), XXI (August, 1825),
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In September, after months of futile negotiations,
Arbuckle personally visited the Osages whom he found unre-
éeptive to his suggestions concerning the punishment of the
individual accused of killing Red Hawk. Their attitude
was not a gesture of defiance; Clermont and many of the
leaders of the tribe sincerely desired peace. Hoping to
avoid a renewal of fighting, they proposed a compromise
which Arbuckle conveyed to the Cherbkees. As an indemnity
for the death of Red Hawk, the Osages offered to transfer
to the Cherokees a part of their annuity. The Cherokees
refused, insisting that the letter of the treaty be en-
forced; this called for the surrender of the accused Osage.46

Later in September, Arbuckle again met with the

Osages and discussed Red Hawk's murder and a recent skirmish

p. 246. Arbuckle to Secretary of War, January 12, 1822
(18231, Territory of Arkansas, XIX, 480-82. Foreman, In-
dians and Pioneers, 127. Grant Foreman identified the mur-
dered Cherokee as Red Hawk, the nephew of Thomas Graves.
Correspondence in the Territory of Arkansas confirms the
murder but not the identity of the victim. The Journal of
Dwight Mission records that Graves' nephew was killed by the
Osages after the establishment of Cantonment Gibson during
the winter of 1824-25. Although this writer has not seen
the correspondence on which Foreman based his identifica-
tion, he accepts Foreman's version and believes that the
missionaries at Dwight were in error concerning the date of
the incident. This assumption is supported by a letter from
Atkinson to Adjutant General, January 9, 1827, Territory of
Arkansas 1822-22, Vol. XX of The Territorial Papers o% the
United S%a es, ed. Clarence E. Carter (Washington, 195%),
361, which mentions an 7°.822 episode in which "an Osage In-
dian killed a Cherokee, son of Graves." Arbuckle suggests
that the attack occurred in early January, 1823. "Journal
of Union Mission," January 7, 1823, January 17, 1823, 152-53,

46)rbuckle to Adjutant General, October 5, 1823,
Territory of Arkansas, XIX, 550-51.
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with the Cherokees of Tick-e~Toke's band. As a result of
these discussions, the colonel was confident tinat his dip=-
lomacy would keep the antagonists apart at least through
the hunting season. He was not optimistic about the fol-
lowing spring. If no solution had been reached by March
or April, Arbuckle predicted that the Cherokees and their
allies would attempt to administer justice themselves. By
then military strength on the Arkansas frontier would be
critically low. Accordingly, Arbuckle repeatedly warned
the War Department of his dwindling manpower. Other than
a stinging rebuke from his immediate superior, General Win-
field Scott, for departing from the chain of command by
appealing directly to Washington for replacements, Arbuckle
accomplished very 1ittle.47 Officials in the War Department
moved slowly in response to the colonel's pleas for re-
placements until an Osage war party spurred them into action.
The Osages were showing the strain of a decade of
intermittent warfare in which they suffered heavy casual-
ties and endured great hardship. In November, 1823, in an
act of impetuous vengeance, Mad Buffalo, an Osage chief,

led his warriors in an attack that produced reverberations

“7prbuckle to Adjutant General, October 5, 1823, Ar-
buckle to Secretary of War, November 8, 1823, Ibid., 550-51,
563-64, Arbuckle to Nourse, November 4, 1823, Letters Re-
ceived, Office of the Adjutant General, 1822-60, National
Archives, Microcopy 567, Roll 6. ©Smith to Arbu~kle, Janu-
ary 15, 1824, National Archives, Record Group %93, Records
of the United States Continental Army Commands, 1821-1920,
Letters Sent, Western Division, 1821-1842.
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all the way to Washington. Two parties of hunters had es-
tablished camp on the Blue River, a tributary of the Red,
about 170 miles southwest of Fort Smith. OCne party of
about a dozen mixed-blood Quapaws was led by Antoine Bar-
raque, a French trader who lived among the Quapaws. They
were joined by nine white hunters led by Major Curtis Wel-
born. Mad Buffalo and about eighty warriors were passing
threugh the same area on their return from an unsuccessful
raid against the Caddoes. Osage custom required that lives
of warriors lost to an enemy be revenged. The Osages dis-
covered the camp of the Barraque-Welbern party and recon-
noitered it for a day before deciding to attack. Thereupon
the Osages quickly overpowered the hunters, who could offer
iittle resistance against the larger attacking force. It
was every man for himself as the hunters fled leaving four
or more of their comrades, including Welborn, dead or dying
at the hands of the Osages. A captured Quapaw pleaded with
the Osages to spare him because he too was an Indian. Ex=-
ulting over their victory and anxious that word of it travel
rapidly, the Osages spared the Quapaw, ordering him to
spread the news that "all were dead." To insure that they
received the credit due them, the Osages took care to iden-

tify themselves as belonging to Clermont's band.48

48Gin{§er L. Ashcraft, "Antoine Barraque and his In-
volvement in Indian Affairs of Southeast Arkansas, 1816-
1832," Arkansas Historical Quarterly, XXXII (Fall, 1973),
227-28. Arbuckle to Gaines, December 3, 1823, Territory of
Arkansas, XIX, 570-71. Arkansas Gazette, June 22, 182k,
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Reaction to the attack was varied. In its account

of the episode, the Arkansas Gazette asserted that relations

with the Indians had reached a crisis. The editor recom-
mended prompt government action to insure the safety of
American hunters and traders.‘ Colonel Arbuckle asserted
being disposed to go to war with the United States." Fur-
ther forbearance on the part of the government, Arbuckle
believed, would lead to more aggression. The missionaries
at Union disagreed with Arbuckle's conclusion that the mas-
sacre was an act of "national hostility."” They insisted
that "the chiefs of the Nation wholly disapprove of the act
and regret it[s] occurrence." The Reverend William F. Vaill,
superintendent of Union Mission, hurried to Chouteau's set-
tlement where he discussed the attack with Clermont who was
attempting to recover the horses and plunder stolen by his
warriors. While not condoning the attack, Vaill noted that
the Barraque and Welborn parties were hunting on Indian
land without a license.49
Arbuckle's position mellowed somewhat when he learned
that Clermont had disavowed the act and offered to surrender

the offenders, two of whom were his own sons. To test the

P. 3, October 26, 1824, p. 3. "Journal of Union Mission,"
December 4, 1824, 198-99,

49Arkansas Gazette, December 9, 1823, p. 2. Arbuckle
to Gaines, December 3, 1823, Territor of Arkansas, XIX,
570-71. '"Journal of Union Mission," %ecember I, 1823,
December 10, 1823, December 18, 1823, 198-201.
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cooperation pledged by Clermont the colonel sent Major
Alexander Cummings to his village to demand the surrender of
those guilty of the murder of the whité hunters. The Osage
chiefs, including Mad Buffalo, returned some of the horses
and furs that had been stolen. They again expressed sorrow
over the episode and explained that their warriors had not
realized they were attacking white men, but when asked to
surrender the leaders of the attack, the Osages were eva-
sive. Arbuckle advised General Gaines that the Osages
would probably not surrender the culprits without a show
of force and urged that the military garrison on the Arkan-
sas be reinforced and a small fort established on the Red
River near the mouth of the Kiamichi.so

The colonel's superiors ordered him to demand the
surrender of those responsible for the attack on the white
hunters as well as the death of Red Hawk. Arbuckle again
sent Major Cummings to the Osage villages to relay a "final
demand." Even before he learned the results of the meeting,
the colonel predicted that Cummings would "have but little
if any prospect for Success." O0f the principal chiefs only
Clermont was present; the others were reported to be "scat-
tered on their hunts." Despite Clermont's promise to en-

deavor to send the culprits to the garrison within fifteen

50Arbuckle to Gaines, December 4, 1823, Territory of
Arkansas, XIX, 172=74. "Journal of Unlon Mission, ecember
’ 200—01. Cummings to Arbuckle, December 22, 1823,
Arbuckle to Gaines, December 22, 1823, Letters Recelved, Of-
fice of the Adjutant General, 1822-60 National Archives,
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days, Cummings was certaiﬁ that the Osages had no intention
of surrendering them. The missionaries, who had observed
the tribe's inability to\honor similar commitments, also
doubted that the chief would be able to make good on his
promise. Despite the seeming finality of Cummings' demand,
the army was not prepared to risk a full-fledged Indian war.
The major told the missionaries that Arbuckle would do
nothing to force the issue until he received specific in-
structions from Washington. The War Department moved cau-
tiously waiting to see how the Osages would respond to the
demands for the surrender of Mad Buffalo and his principal
subordinates.51

Convinced that the Osages would commit further acts
of violence if they were not punished for their earlier
offenses, Arbuckle began increasing the pressure on them to
surrender the accused warriors. The colonel summoned Sub-
agent Philbrook and instructed him to repeat Cummings' de-
mand to the tribe. Philbrook more than any other man was
responsible for the negotiation of fhe 1822 treaty. If any-

one could persuade the Osages to surrender the accused

Microcopy 567, Roll 12. Toreman, Indians and Pioneers, 165-66,

51"Journal of Union Mission," -March 15, 1823, 211-12.
Acting Adjutant General to Scott, February 16, 1824, Ar-
buckle to Acting Adjutant General, February 29, 1824, Ter-
ritory of Arkansas, XIX, 609, 612. Arbuckle to Smith,
March 1%, I82L, Letters Received, Office of the Adjutant
General, 1822-60, National Archives, Microcopy 567, Roll 12.
Cummings to Arbuckle, March 17, 1824, Grant Foreman Col-
lection, Gilcrease Institute.
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warriors, he was the man. The subagent left Fort Smith in
late March for the Three Forks. En route, probably while
attempting to cross the swollen Grand River, Philbrook was
fatally shot by an assailant whose identity was never dis-
covered.52

The death of Nathaniel Philbrook was dramatic proof
of the inadequacy of the War Department's response to the
Osage-Cherokee rivalry. By reacting to the conflict in-
stead of anticipating the predictable consequences of en-
couraging the tribes to relocate in the West, the department
made it difficult for Major Bradford and Colonel Arbuckle
to adopt effective measures to resolve the feud. The at-
tack on the Barrague-Welborn party and its aftermath under-
scored the inability of the military to police the Indian
frontier from Fort Smith. In the years since its founding
the tide of white settlement had swept past the garrison.
Mathew Arbuckle realized that Fbrt Smith's lozation had
lost its strategic importance within six months of his
arrival. In September, 1822, he had suggested that the
fort could provide greater security for the territory if
it were located higher up the Arkansas a few miles above
the mouth of the Verdigris. By 1824, developments on the
Southwestern frontier compelled the War Department to

accept Colonel Arbuckle's recommendation.

52prbuckle to McRee, March 18, 1824, Ibid. Crittenden
to Secretary of War, September 12, 1824, Territory of Arkansas,
XIX, 691-94, Arkansas Gazette, April 20,"I82E_rl, D. 24 May 25,
1824, p. 3. "Journal of Union Mission," April 7, 1824, 214-15,




CHAPTER TII
GARRISON ON THE GRAND

The establishment of a post at the Three Forks had
long been advocated by officers and civilians aware of the
geography and native rivalries of the region. Early in the
nineteenth century explorers including James Wilkinson,
Stephen Long, and John Bell recognized the strategic impor-
tance of the area. Mathew Arbuckle and Arkansas officials
had recommended movement of troops to the Three Forks, but
until 1824 their proposals had been rejected. The refusal
of the Osages to surrender warriors involved in the attack
on the Barraque-Welborn camp and a Congressional decision
to extend the Arkansas boundary forty miles to the west
created a more receptive climate in Washington.1

In January, 1824, two recommendations for bolstering
the defenses of the Southwestern frontier were sent to the
War Department. Arkansas' Congressional delegate urged
Secretary of War John C. Calhoun to relocate the troops on

the Red and Arkansas Rivers, and General Winfield Scott,

lLouise Morse Whitham, "Early Times Along the Arkansas
River," Chronicles of Oklahoma, XXIIT (Spring, 1945), 28.
U.S. Statutes at Large, 1V. Z0-41.
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commander of the Western Department, recommended the estab-
lishment of a post on the Red River near the mouth of the
Kiamichi to check the "evils existing, on the Spanish bor-
der." About the same time, Scott received a report from
Colonel Arbuckle recommending the movement of his command
up the Arkansas River. On February 7, 1824, Jacob Brown,
the General-in=Chief of the Army, authorized an extension of
the military frontier in the Southwest. A month later, Gen-
eral Scott ordered Arbuckle to move his garrison to the mouth
of the Verdigris. Scott also ordered two companies of the
Seventh Infantry stationed on the Red River to establish an
outpost at the mouth of the Kiamichi. The decision to aban-
don Fort Smith was influenced by the post's unhealthy condi-
tion. In August, 1823, Arbuckle had reported that his "loss
by deaths had been considerable," and Scott characterized
the post as "an extremely sickly position.“2

When Scott's directive reached Fort Smith on April 2,
1824, Arbuckle lost little time in executing the orders he

had long been recommending, Within a week the colonel had

2Conway to Secretary of2War% {an§%§y goéh18%4, The

Territo;z of Arkansas 1812-18 E, ol. XIX of The Terri-
orial Papers of the Bnl e ates, ed. Clarence E. Carter
(Washington, 1953), 602. omith to Adjutant General, Jan-
uvary 16, 1824, Arbuckle to Gaines, September 3, 1823, Scott
to Nourse, March 3, 1824, Letters Received, Office of the
Adjutant General, 1822-1860, National Archives, Microcopy
567, Roll 12, Arkansas Gazette, March 23, 1824, p. 3.
Scott to Adjutant General, March 8, 1824, National Archives,
Record Group 393, Records of the United States Army Contin-
ental Commands, 1821-1920, Letters Sent, Western Division,

1821-1842, Ed Bearss and Arrell M. Gibson, Fort Smith:
Little Gibraltar on the Arkansas (Norman, 1969), 94-05.
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completed plans for moving his five companies and essential
military supplies to the Three Forks. On April 9, the
Seventh Infantry abandoned Fort Smith. Two keelboats car-
ried supplies and a few troops up river. Most of the sol-
diers accompanied the regiment's wagons west along a trail
already well marked by the Indians, white traders, and mis-
sionaries. The supplies that could not be taken and the
abandoned facilities at Fort Smith were left in the custody
of a fourteen-man caretaker force under the command of Lieu-
tenant Benjamin L.E. Bonneville. Although the relocation of
the garrison was hampered by a "great scarcity of officers
and men," operating under strength was the rule in the peace-
time army of the nineteenth century and seems to have pre-
sented no serious problems in the movement of men and equip-
ment. By April 22, Arbuckle had selected a site and named
the new post after the army's Commissary General, Colonel
George Gibson. Apparently the danger of Indian uprisings on
the Arkansas frontier was sufficient to prompt the War De-
partment to respond to Arbuckle's repeated requests for re-
placements for his depleted companies. Within a month of
the establishment of Cantonment Gibson, two steamboats car-

ried 102 replacements up the Arkansas.3

5Arbuckle to Acting Assistant Adjutant General, Western
Department, April 7, 1824, typescript, Grant Foreman Collec-
tion, Thomas Gilcrease Institute of American History and Art.
Galt to Arbuckle, June 18, 1824, National Archives, Record
Group 393, Letters Sent, Western Division, 1821-1842.
?ggiss ang Gibson, Fort Smith, 95. Arkansas Gazette, May 11,
sy Pe Do
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At the same time Arbuckle was establishing Cantonment
Gibson, Major Alexander Cummings proceeded from Fort Smith
to the mouth of the Kiamichi where he rendezvoused with
troops from Cantonment Jesup and established a garrison to
guard the upper Red River frontier. The post was named Can-
tonment Towson in honor of General Nathan Towson, Paymaster
General of the Army and a hero of the War of 1812.Llr Since
both of the companies that garrisoned Cantonment Towson as
well as those that remained at Cantonment Jesup belonged to
the Seventh Infantry Regiment, those posts were under the
operational jurisdiction of the regimental commander, Colonel
Arbuckle. Cantonment Gibson was actually the headquarters
for all American troops on the Southwestern frontier although
it would be ten years before the War Department would give
it that official designation.

Arbuckle's orders instructed him to establish his post
at the mouth of the Verdigris River. Since the landing

sites for several miles from the mouth of the Verdigris were

4Although the term "cantonment" normelly refers to a
temporary military camp, from the establishment of Canton-
ment Snelling in 1817 the army used the term to designate
new military installations. By 1832, the War Department ap-
parently decided that the designation was inappropriate since
Cantonments Snelling and Gibson, which were fifteen and eight
years old respectively, could hardly be considered temporary
outposts. Accordingly, General Order 11, dated February 6,
1832, directed "that all the Military Posts designated Can-
tonments be hereafter ;alled Forts." Robert W. Frazer, Forts
of the West: Milita orts and Presidios and Posts Commonl
Called Forts West QE,_EQ Mississippl River to (Norman,

, XX=XXi. Cummings to Scott, May 26, 1824, Microcopy
567, Roll 17.
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already occupied by small settlements of Indian traders and
fur trappers, the colonel decided that the best place to lo=-
cate the new post would be three miles up the Grand River on
its eastern bank where a rock ledge extending into the river
formed a natural landing. In the vicinity of the post, an
extensive canebrake bordered the river forming an almost
impenetrable barrier two miles wide in some places. Beyond
the canebrake was a prairie drained by Bayou Menard, which
ran to the northeast. The valley was densely timbered with
oak, ash, and hackberry and heavily overgrown with nettles
and tall weeds. The location was described as a commanding
and healthy place "admirable calculated to give security to
our western frontier." An excellent spring was located
within two hundred yards of the post.5

The men, temporarily housed in tents, set to work
hacking back the cane and undergrowth, felling trees, and
sawing and hewing logs for buildings for the new garrison.
Work continued steadily throughout the post's first year.
The health of the men was excellent. No one suspected that

malarial fevers and gastro-intestinal maladies endemic to

the area would soon give the post the distinction of being

5Grant Foreman, Fort Gibson: A Brief Histo (Norman,
19%6), 4. Thomas Nuttall, Journal of Travels into the Ar-
kansa Territory during the Year 1819, Volume X111l of rarl
Western Travels -1846, ed. Reuben G. Thwaites (Cleve-
Tand, 1905), 23ﬁ. uttall recorded that there were already
two trading houses on the Verdigris by 1819. Arkansas
Gazette, April 13, 1824, p. 3. "Journal of Union Mission"

(typescript in Cherokee Room, Northeastern Oklahoma State
University), December 24, 1821, Ol.




46

the '"Charnal House" of the army. By May, 1824, Arbuckle
could report that work was nearing completion. Three sides
of the garrison's breastworks and barracks for the enlisted
personnel were completed. The remaining wall and officers’
quarters were scheduled for completion by June. Arbuckle's
timetable was optimistic, for in January, 1826, the fourth
side of the cantonment remained incomplete and a number of
rooms were still under construction. The slow progress on
the post prompted General Edmund P. Gaines, the new com-
mander of the Western Department, to express his concern for
the defense of the installation in the event of Indian hos~
tilities. Gaines' apprehensions proved groundless; no In-
dians had threatened the post by April, 1827, when Arbuckle
reported the breastworks completed.6

The accommodations at Cantonment Gibson were ser-
viceable but not luxurious. Milled lumber and pine for
window sashes had to he brought up the Arkansas and conse-
quently were in short supply. DMost of the building materials
used in the construction of the garrison were fabricated by
the troops from the plentiful oaks. ILogs for buildings and
pickets for the breastwork were hewed by the soldiers; planks

were hand sawed; and shingles were split from oak logs. Mud

6

Arkansas Gazette, May 25, 1824, p. 3, January 4, 1825
p. 3, May 10, 1825, p. 5. Arbuckle to Jesup, January 2, 1826:
typescript, Grant Foreman Collection, Gilcrease Institute.
Gaines to Arbuckle, April 11, 1826, National Archives, Record
Group 393, Letters Sent, Western Division, 1821-1842. Ar-
buckle to Jones, April 4, 1827, Microcopy 567, Roll 25,
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was used to chink cracks. Unfortunately, the green logs did
not prove to be a durable building material. Within ten
years the post would be "fast going into decay."7

The residents at Union Mission did not mind the can-
tonment's crude appearance. Its location, approximately
half a day's ride down the Grand, provided more protection
than the missionaries had enjoyed since their arrival in
1820, One of the ministers wrote, "the presence of an ade-
gquate military force to awe the uncivilized Indians whose
passions are so easily excited, and whose hands are so fre-
quently stained with blood is a consideration which calms
and cheers the mind."8 The prospect of more frequent and
faster mail service provided by Colonel Arbuckle's bi=-
monthly military courier was an added advantage of having
the post close by.

Improving the lines of communication and transporta-
ticn to the new outpost was essential. The trail from Fort
Smith to the Three Forks had been adequate for the early
traders but not for an army post. In March, 1825, Congress
authorized the survey of a road between Little Rock and Can-
tonment Gibson. Because of stringent budgetary limitations

the Secretary of War directed the commander of Cantonment

7Henry Leavitt Ellsworth, Washington Irving on the
Prairies or A Narrative of a Tour of the soutkwest iIn the
ear 2, ed. otanley T. Williams and Barbara D. Simison

(New York, 1937), 4.
8ugournal of Union Mission," April 20, 1824, 216.
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Gibson to employ his troops in building the road. Arbuckle,
whose men were still constructing the buildings and forti-
fications, informed the War Department that "Want of Money,
Tents & Tools," made it impossible to begin work immediately.
If his troops were scattered on road building parties, the
colonel warned, the possibility of a full-fledged Indian
war would be increased. Construction of a road to Little
Rock would require a force of at least one hundred men for
six to eight months, Arbuckle wanted his troops available
for immediate assignment, not miles from the post performing
common labor on a road.9

Apparently Arbuckle's reluctance prompted the Adjutant
General to appoint a Quartermaster officer to superintend
the construction of the road. By November, 1825, the Indian
danger had subsided and work on the post had advanced enough
that Arbuckle agreed to provide a detail of men to open the
road. Despite the colonel's promise, no troops had been de-
tailed for road work eighteen months after Congress had auth-
orized the survey of the route. In December, 1826, the House
of Representatives asked the President to inform it of the
status of the project. The War Department explained that the

survey had been completed but that Colonel Arbuckle had not

9U.S. Statutes at Large, IV, 135. Secretary of War to
Commanding General, March 1826, Arbuckle to Adjutant
General, 8ggy 7, 1856 Arbuckle to Quartermaster General,
May 5, 1 The Terrlto of Arkansas, 1825-1829, Vol. XX
of Thé TerrltoridI PaBers of the Unlﬁeé ates, ed. Clar-

ence E. Carter (Washington, 19054),
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been able to spare the men to begin work on the road. Ob-
viously irritated by Arbuckle's dilatory tactics, the Adju-
tant General ordered him to provide the troops to begin work.
Captain Pierce Butler and a detachment of fifty-five soldiers
were assigned the task of constructing the section between
Cantonment Gibson and Fort Smith. By late August, 1827,
Butler had completed the road as far as Fort Smith, and
civilian contractors had been hired to construct most of
the remainder of the route to Little Rock.10

Before construction began on the Cantonment Gibson=
Little Rock road, the Adjutant General reported that a road
connecting Cantonment Jesup to Cantonments Towson and Gibson
was necessary for the defense of the frontier against Indians
and potential foreign powers beyond the Red River. In June,
1826, Congress authorized construction with one modification;
Arkansas delegate Henry Conway amended the War Department's
proposal to make Fort Smith rather than Cantonment Gibson
the northern terminus of the road. Once again the War De-
partment was called upon to provide troops for the project.
Arbuckle advised the War Department that a direct route be-
tween Cantonment Gibson and Cantonment Towson would provide

better protection for the frontier. The colonel was informed

lODawson to Quartermaster General, November 16, 1826,
Resolution of Congress Re Road to Fort Gibson, December 12,
1826, Quartermaster General to Secretary of War, December
21, 1826, Adjutant General to Arbuckle, March 5, 1827, Dawson
to Quartermaster General, August 28, 1827, Arbuckle to Adju-
tant General, November 20, 1827, Ibid., 303-05, 323, 338,
414, 519-22, 554, Arkansas Gazetfe, June 19, 1827, p. 3.
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that the route had been designated by Congress and could not
be changed. Construction on this road did not advance rap-
idly. Cantonment Towson was permanently short of troops,
and in 1828, acute Indian problems along the Red River and
poor weather forced the commander of the garrison to discon-
tinue work. Construction on a road running from Fort Smith
toward Cantonment Towson would not be resumed until 1832
when the Choctaw agent pressed the War Department to open
the route to facilitate the Choctaw migration.11

Despite the efforts of the military to improve over-
land routes, the Arkansas River continued to be the primary
link connecting Cantonment Gibson to the rest of the nation.
When the post was established, its heavy equipment and sup-
plies were poled upstream in keelboats. Poles soon gave way
to steampower, but the river remained the post's principal
avenue of resupply for replacements as well as materiel.
Until 1824, Fort Smith had been considered the head of steam-

boat navigation on the Arkansas. Beyond there the river

could be treacherous, but the stimulus of army contracts to

11Quartermaster General to Secretary of War, January
20, 1826, Quartermaster General to Dawson, March %0, 1827,
Quartermaster General to Arbuckle, December 19, 1827, Newell
to Q?artermaster General, October 235 18284[regéster engry
onlyl, Territo of Arkansas, XX, 185-87, 435=3% 568=69,
footnote 93, EE% ~ Arkansas Gazette June 27, 1826, De 3.
U.S. Statutes at Large, LV, o4, Irbuckle to Jones, August

827, Microcopy ’ Roll 25. Cummings to Jones, November

1 1827, Microcopy 567, Roll 26. Carolyn Thomas Foreman,
"Report of Captain John Stuart on the Construction of the
Road from Fort Smith to Horse Prairie on Red River," Chroni-
cles of Oklahoma, V (September, 1927), 333-34.
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supply the new post spurred enterprising steamboat captains
to extend their service to the Three Forks. Cantonment
Gibson was not yet a month old when the Florence left Little
Rock carrying recruits for the Seventh Infantry and thirty
tons of freight for the post store. The next spring the

steamboats Spartan and Louisville delivered contractors' sup-

plies and more merchandise for the sutler's store to Canton-

12 Traffic on the river grew steadily serving

ment Gibsone.
not only the army but civilian merchants and traders residing
in the area. In 1827, the steamers began carrying a new
cargo to the frontier, the displaced Indians from the East.
The presence of Cantonment Gibson did more than stime-
ulate steamboat navigation above Fort Smith; it also pro-
vided justification for a request by Arkansas' territorial
delegate for federal funds to improve the river. The dele-
gate argued that "it should not be forgotten that the troops
of the garrison are stationedon this river which are designed
for the protection of the frontier and that through this
channel they are annually supplied." He urged that $15,000
be appropriated to "improve the navigation of the Arkansas
river" which "is filled with snags and renders the danger of
navigation verry great." In 1832, Congress approved the
project. The following year Captain Henry M., Shreve, who de-

veloped the army's river clearance program on the Ohio and

125 rkansas Gazette, May 11, 1824, p. 3, May 31, 1825,
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Mississippi, was ordered to begin work on the Arkansas as
soon as his current project was concluded. Shreve's crews
worked steadily, but the river was never completely cleared.
Seasonal flooding furnished newly uprooted trees to replace
those cleared by Shreve's snagboats. But the effectiveness
of his work was reflected in the decliining insurance pre-
miums paid by riverboat owners.13

Congressmen could be generous in their appropriations
to the military if it served the interests of their constit-
uents, but few military activities had as much popular sup-
port as the army's river clearance project. Throughout most
of the nineteenth century, the peacetime military operated on
an austerity budget, and army posts had to be as self-
sufficient as possible. Not only were the troops at Canton-
ment Gibson expected to build their own fort and construct
roads through the frontier, but they were also encouraged to
grow as much of their own food as possible. In 1818, the
War Department had issued a General Order which reguired
military commanders to assign troops to cultivate vegetable
gardens. Although no funds were provided for seeds, farm

implements, or fencing materials, the department thoughtfully

5Sev1er to Howard, January 27, 1831, Brown to Chief
Engineer, May 8, 1833, Chief Engineer to Shreve May 9, 1833,
Shreve to Chief Englneer, March 10, 1834, The Terrltorv of
Arkansas, 1829-1836, Vol. XXI of The Terrltorl 1L Papers of
the United otates, ed. Clarence E, Carter (Washington, 1054),
II-12, 7I4=22, 725 921-25. Louis C. Hunter, Steamboats on
the Western Rlvers. An Economic and Technological Histogz

ambridge, 1949), 200.
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sent commanders copies of The American Gardener.14

The men required to tend the garden plots outside the
walls of Cantonment Gibson, like those erecting buildings
and constructing roads, were often excused from military
drill which probably explains the observation of the army's
Inspector General, George Croghan, that soldiers of the post
knew nothing "about the manual of Artillery or of Lt Infty
exercises." Such criticism was valid, but in an army which
provided only pork, flour, beans, vinegar, salt, and whisky
for its troops, the post vegetable garden added variety and
nutrition that were as essential to the army's well-being as
military proficiency. Cantonment Gibson's garden in the
fertile bottom of the Grand River usually produced bumper
crops. In 1827, it was reported that the troops at the post
"have raised . « « & sufficiency of vegitables and other
products of the soil, to render them as comfortable as their
isolated situation will admit of." Even in 1830, a year of
drought, the post gardens provided "sufficient to supply the
wants of the Post, and leave a considerable surplus."15

The criticism of Croghan and others concerning the

lqugar Bruce Wesley, Guarding the Frontier: A Stu
of Frontier Defenge from inneapolis, 1935), 8%.
Trancis Paul Prucha, Broadax and Bayonet: The Role of the
United States Army in the Development of the Northwest,

T815-1860 (Madison, ¢1953), .

15Inspector General's Report, Cantonment Gibson,
August, 1827, Inspection Reports of the Office of the In-
spector General, 1814-1842, National Archives, Microcopy 624,
Roll 2. Arkansas Gazette, August 24, 1824, p. 3, November
1%, 1827, p. 3, October 27, 1830, p. 2.
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employment of soldiers as farmers prompted the War Department

to modify its policy in 1833 by greatly restricting the scope
of post gardens and limiting the employment of troops as farm
hands. The new directive did allow gardening on a limited
scale by individuals or companies. Arbuckle complained that
the new policy could not be implemented at once "without
great inconvenience to the whole of my Regiment." He ob-
served that company or individual gardens will "produce dif=
ficulties" and asked that Cantonment Gibson be allowed to
continue "in the usual way." In reply, the Adjutant General
stressed that the new policy encouraged gardening for "the
personal use and comfort of the garrison," but added that in
the future cultivation should not "be permitted to interfere
with the regular instruction, regular military duties and
regular drill of Companies, and of the Regiment."'® It is
difficult to determine how faithfully Arbuckle followed the
new guidelines concerning gardening, but maps of Fort Gibson
dated after 1833 indicated large post gardens.

Even if no troops had been detailed for gardening,
road building, or construction, the five companies at Can=-
tonment Gibson could not have adequately patrolled the vast

frontier beyond the post. Throughout most of the area the

16Franc;s Paul Prucha, The Sword of the(Re ublic: The
Unlted States on the Frontier —1846 ew Yorkl),

rbuckle To Jones, 835, Alcrocoﬁy
567, Roll 78. Jones to Arbuckile, July 27, 1835, Letters
Sent, Office of the Adjutant General, 1800-1890, National
Archives, Microcopy 565, Roll 8.
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absence of an effective military presence produced little
complaint since few whites had yet penetrated the region.
One group of traders, however, was vociferous in its demand
for more adequate military protection on the Southwestern
frontier. Since the overthrow of the Spanish regime in Mex-
ico in 1821, the Santa Fe traders had repeatedly asked for
army protection against the Southern Plains tribes which
roamed the region beyond Missouri and frequently attacked
stragglers. Responding to their demands, in 1826, the gov=
ernor of Missouri advocated the establishment of a military
post where the Santa Fe Trail crossed the Arkansas River. A
company of mounted soldiers stationed there, the governor
said, could escort the caravans and could keep "in check the
savages who infest that road." Senator Thomas Hart Benton
pushed a resolution through Congress recommending the estab-
lishment of such a posst:.r7

Anticipating the action of the Missouri Congressional
delegation, General Winfield Scott advised his superiors to
reject any plan to move the troops stationed at Cantonment
Gibson higher up the Arkansas to protect the Santa Fe road.
He stressed that the isolated position of the proposed post
would render supply and communication difficult. At such a
great distance beyond the frontier it could give little pro-

tection to American settlers. Rather, Scott advocated

l7Address by the Governor of Missouri [no date, 1826],
Benton to Secretary of War, December 27, 1826, Territory of
Arkensas, XX, 341-43, ’ ’ ’ -
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reinforcing Cantonment Gibson with the two companies sta-
tioned at Cantonment Towson and sending annual or biennial
expeditions from Cantonment Gibson to protect the Santa Fe
Trail. Arbuckle also objected strenuously to the relocation
of his garrison higher up the Arkansas. He believed that the
proposed location would not provide the security desired by
the Santa Fe traders and that the cost of establishing a new
garrison could not be justified by the volume of the trade.
The reduction of force or abandonment of Cantonment Gibson,
Arbuckle pointed out, would diminish the prospects for main-
taining peace on the frontier of Arkansas Territory.18

The objections of the military were not ignored. Can-
tonment Gibson was not relocated, and over the next decade
patrols from the post were ordered west to escort and protect
the caravans en route to New Mexico. Congress also responded
to the pressure from Senator Benton and his colleagues. In
1827, it acknowledged the increasing difficulties with the
Plains tribes by establishing Fort Leavenworth to provide
security for the Santa Fe traders.19

Commerce of a different kind, the illegal sale of
whisky near Cantonment Gibson, constituted another msajor

problem for Colonel Arbuckle. The Indian Intercourse Act of

1802 as amended in 1822 prohibited the sale of ardent spirits

18Scott to Adjutant General [November 4, 1825], Ar-
buckle to Galt, December 2, 1825, Ibid., 149, 158-59.

19Henrjr Putney Beers, The Western Military Frontier,
1815-1846 (Philadelphia, 1935), 95.
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to Indians and directed military commanders to confiscate all
unauthorized whisky in the possession of Indian traders.
General Edmund P. Gaines informed Arbuckle of the new law in
June, 1822, and ordered him to search the stores of any In-
dian traders suspected of possessing ardent spirits. The
colonel was less than vigorous in implementing the new inter-
course law. By January, 1825, residents at Dwight Mission
were complaining of the effect on the Cherokees of "ardent
spirits, introduced by white men into the Indian country in
open defiance of the laws and authority of the United States."go
Although the influx of white and Indian settlers along the
Arkansas frontier was accompanied by a growth of the illicit
liquor trade, it was not until 1829 that Colonel Arbuckle
mounted a determined effort against whisky vendors. By then
they had developed considerable political influence. Po-
licing the traffic was complicated by a presidential direc-
tive which allowed Indian traders to transport whisky into
Indian country for their persvual use.21

In the spring of 1829, the Creek agent informed Colo-

nel Arbuckle that Indians in the Cherokee Nation were

2ODwight Mission was established in present Pope
County, Arkansas, in 1821, by the American Board of Commis-
sions for Foreign Missions. In 1829, after the Cherokees
relinquished their lands in Arkansas Territory, the mission
was relocated on Sallisaw Creck in present Sequoyah County,
Oklahoma.

2lprucha, The Sword of the Republic, 200. Gaines to
Arbuckle, June 12, 1822, Territo 25 Arkansas, XXI, 32-33.
Missionary Herald (Boston), XX i%ugusf, 18257, p. 247.
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frequently drunk and disorderly on liquor obtained from the
store of Peter A. Carnes and William DuVal. On May 5, the
colonel dispatched Captain Nathaniel G. Wilkinson and Lieu=-
tenant Gabriel J. Raines to the nearby trading house to
investigate the charge and to determine whether Carnes and
DuVal possessed a license permitting them to engage in trade
with the Indians. The officers not only discovered five
barrels of brandy, rum, and wine, but also noted that the
firm's agent was unable to produce a license. Accordingly,
Captain Wilkinson seized the store's merchandise and trans—
ported it to the post for safe-keeping. Arbuckle learned
that Carnes and DuVal originally had about two wagon loads
of whisky, but most of that supply had already been sold to
the Indians. Several weeks after the seizure, Carnes visited
Cantonment Gibson and produced a license authorizing the firm
to engage in the Indian trade. Colonel Arbuckle referred the
matter to the United States Attorney at Little Rock for pros-
ecution. Since this was the first time traders had been
charged with violating the Intercourse Act by introducing
whisky in Arkansas Territory, civil authorities were timid
and uncertain in their prosecution of the case.22

Carnes and DuVal acted more energetically. They pro-

tested to Secretary of War John Eaton the seizure of their

22Arbuckle to Roane, May 13, 1829, Arbuckle to Secre-
tary of War, December 4, 1829, Arbuckle to Roane, May 27,
1829, Roane to Arbuckle, dJune 6, 1829, Arbuckle to Secretary
og ng, ggly 11, 1829, Territory of Arkansas, XXI, 33-30,
10"' 9 °
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goods arguing that the few barrels of liquor found at their

store did not constitute a violation of the Intercourse Act.
The secretary directed Arbuckle to return the confiscated
property and Carnes and DuVal agreed to release Arbuckle and
his subordinates from any liability except for confiscated
merchandise actually lost or damaged. Colonel Arbuckle, who
disagreed with the decision, informed the Secretary of War
that the firm's boat had come up the Arkansas River carrying
"at least Eighteen barrels of whiskey, independent of Gin,
and other ardent spirits; that they sold to Indians, and
Indian Country men in ascending the River . . . nearly half
the whiskey, and that they sold the residue of the whiskey to
Indians, Indian-Country men, & soldiers in this vicinity."
Arbuckle further charged "that scarcely a day passed, after
the arrival of DuVal’& Carns Store in this vicinity until

it was seized, without a number of Indians being drunk at
it." Had the case come to trial, the colonel predicted that
he would have been able to prove the guilt of the firm in
selling liquor to the Indians.2?

The colonel's assertion was supported by the accusa-
tions of several prominent residents of the frontier. The
Reverend Mr. Cephas Washburn of Dwight Mission informed the
Commissioner of Indian Affairs that within a ten-day period

in 1850, five Indians died as a result "of the intemperate

25Secretary of War to Arbuckle, September 24, 1829,
Arbuckle to Secretary of War, November 14, 1829, Ibid.,
71-72, 102-04, _—
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use of whiskey." Not wishing to be classed as an informer,
Washburn declined to name the specific merchant who had pro-
vided the Indians with whisky. He did assert that "Nearly
every one engaged in the Indian trade is guilty." Cherokee
agent George Vashon was more specificj; he charged Carnes and
DuVal of being "without any doubt . . . in the constant habit
[of] selling large quantities of Whiskey to the Indians."24
Colonel Arbuckle was correct; Carnes and DuVal were involved
in the whisky trade and he had caught them with the evidence.
Nonetheless, the matter was settled. The political influence
of the firm was sufficient to allow it to wviolate the inter-
course laws with impunity. The Carnes and DuVal case was
the first test of these laws on the Arkansas frontier. Its
outcome multiplied the enforcement problems of the army in
the Indian country.

Cephas Washburn, who understood the difficulty of en-
forcing the intercourse laws from Cantonment Gibson, recom-
mended that a government official be stationed at Fort Smith
to interrupt the flow of whisky into Indian Territory. Ar-
buckle concurred; in May, 1830, he told his superiors that
he could not carry out the laws prohibiting the sale of
whisky to the Indians "unless a Military force is estab-
lished at Fort Smith." Stressing the magnitude of the trade,

the colonel reported "that the Indians are furnished with

24Washburn to McKenney, February 2, 1830, Vashon to
Secretary of War, April 12, 1831, Ibid., 182-85, 33335,
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whiskey by almost every . . . Boat of any description which
passes up the Arkansas, above Fort Smith." The War Depart-
ment deferred action informing Arbuckle that the "reoccupa-
tion of Fort Smith will be a matter of future consideration.™
Ignoring the problems Arbuckle had encountered attempting to
enforce the intercourse laws against Carnes and DuVal, the
Acting Secretary of War naively informed the colonel that
rigid enforcement would put an "effectual stop" to the
trade."25 Such enforcement was a practical impossibility
under the circumstances.

The whisky traffic became a major business on the Ar-
kansas frontier. From Van Buren, Arkansas, the center of the
trade, one hundred traders peddled their wares to the Indians
across the territorial border. Many of the traders were mar-
ried to Indian women and claimed tribal citizenship and ex-
emption from the intercourse laws. In 1832, Congress moved
to stop this nefarious trade by enacting a stronger inter-
course law which decreed that "no ardent spirits shall be
hereafter introduced under any pretense, into the Indian
country." When Arbuckle learned of the law, he informed his
superiors in Washington that Cantonment Gibson had been
"much annoyed by the sale of Liquor by Cherokee Indians" and

asked if he were authorized "to seize Liquor in Indian

25Washburn to McKenney, February 2, 1830, Arbuckle to
Butler, May 4, 1830, Acting Secretary of War to Arbuckle,
August 6, 1830, Ibid., 182-85, 221-23%, 247-48.
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Country, without regard to the owner."26

Before Arbuckle received further instructions George
Vashon, the Cherokee agent, attempted unsuccessfully to con-
fiscate the stock of Cherokee merchant John Drew. In view
of the determined opposition of the Cherckees to his efforts
Vashon predicted enforcement of the ban on the introduction
of ardent spirits "will require the application of Military
force." He explained,

The ruling party here, have no respect for the views of
the Government. . . « Whiskey is the agent employed to
accomplish the purpose of intrigue, and it yields the
largest profit in trade--and it is expected that the
Government will have greater difficulties in effecting
its benevolent purposes amongst the Cherokees than with
any others.

Vashon was correct. The Rogers, one of the leading
Western Cherokee families, were deeply involved in the trade.
John Rogers, the partner of John Nicks, sutler at Cantonment
Gibson, had frequently been accused of selling liquor to the
Indians. At the time of the passage of the 1832 Inter-
course Act, his son Charles was constructing a distillery
on Spavinaw Creek north of Cantonment Gibson. Business was
excellent and even the flood of 1833, which severely damaged

the works, could not stop production for long. Ironically,

the troops at Cantonment Gibson who were supposed to enforce

26U.S. Congress, Senate, Document, No. 1, 23rd Cong.,
1st Sess., 193. U.S. Statutes at Large, III, 682-83., Ar-
buckle to Jones, September 2, 1832, Microcopy 567, Roll 66.

2‘7Vashon to Cass, November 20, 1832, Microcopy 234,
Roll 78.
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the ban on the introduction of whisky were among Charles
Rogers' best customers.

By late 1832, Arbuckle had assigned men to patrol
duty on the Arkansas River to stop the flow of illicit
whisky. The distinctive red color of the patrol's vessel
did not make their task easy. The impossibility of control-
ling the Arkansas River from Cantonment Gibson quickly be-
came apparent and in 183%, the War Department ordered a
company from Cantonment Gibson to reoccupy Fort Smith where
it could better observe and control the traffic. A year
later, on May 10, 1834, this company was relocated ten miles
higher up the Arkansas at Swallow Rock at the suggestion of
its commander, Captain John Stuart. From this site, named
Fort Coffee, the company continued its effort to stem the
flow of illegal liquor into Indian Territory.28

The pioneer soldiers who manned the garrison on the
Grand during its first decade discovered that intertribal
rivalries were not the only source of frustration. A par-
simonious government, which seemed to consider the men of
the peacetime army to be unemployed, found so many additional
duties for the troops that they had little time to develop
military proficiency. The army's task was rendered more
difficult by the democratic nature of the government. The
well-being of the Indians and the effectiveness of the
s, 555, ETEST HASEE e e, engrao
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military periodically yielded to the desires of the majority.

Despite these problems, the troops at Fort Gibson would be
able to restrain the Osages and Cherokees and eventually

terminate their rivalry.



CHAPTER IV
A TROUBLED TRUCE

The establishment of Cantonment Gibson on the Grand
River in 1824 did not bring the warring Cherokees and Osages
to terms immediately. It did, however, alarm the Osages
whose village was located within fifty miles of the new
garrison. Colonel Mathew Arbuckle's first action after
selecting the site of the post was to send word to Union
Mission that he considered it "indispensable that the bad
men among the Osages should come to trial."1 For some time
the tribe had been considering the surrender of the mur-
derers of Major Curtis Welborn and his fellow hunters. The
proximity of the troops spurred the tribe to action.

On June 7, 1824, Clermont's entire village of some
4,000 camped at the falls of the Verdigris about four miles
from the post. Arbuckle, uncertain as to the Osages' in-
tentions, ordered hasty fortifications erected to enclose
his encampment and stores. The Reverend William Vaill from
Union Mission noted that the colonel was apprehensive that

the Indians "might become turbulent if not terrific.”

1Arkansas Gazette, May 4, 1824, p. 3. "Journal of
Union Mission," April 20, 1824, 216.
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Tension mounted in the early afternoon when four hundred
heavily-armed warriors stopped outside the breastworks of
Cantonment Gibson. Arbuckle invited Clermont and a few
other chiefs to discuss the surrender of the warriors ac-
cused of the murders. The invitation was accepted by the
principal chief who was elegantly dressed for the occasion
in a style more white than Indian. Clermont wore a ruf-
fled linen shirt, blue pants, a sash, and a hat surmounted
by a towering pink plume. Instead of a sword, he carried
a "magnificent pipe." Vaill was reassured by Clermont's
appearance.2

The colonel opened the discussions by announcing that
he was ready to receive the men responsible for killing the
hunters. The chief agreed, providing his men would be tried
at the post by Arbuckle. The colonel explained that he
lacked the power to hear the case, but promised that the
warriors would be transported safely to Little Rock and
given a fair trial. Clermont appeared satisfied. Even-
tually six warriors, including Mad Buffalo and one of Cler=-
mont's sons, surrendered themselves. Mad Buffalo told Ar-
buckle that the killing of the white hunters had been an
accident and that he was willing to comply with white man's
Jjustice. The other warriors also protested their innocence
of intentional wrong-doing and proclaimed their friendship.

The forthrightness of the Osages and their willingness to

2Arkansas Gazette, January 4, 1825, p. 2.
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submit to American justice impressed Colonel Arbuckle who
told the Osages that he believed the accused warriors were
innocent and that "he never entertained so high an opinion
of the nation before.">

Nevertheless, the Indians were placed in irons and
sent down the Arkansas River to Little Rock for trial
guarded by a detachment commanded by Lieutenant John Phil-
brick. Despite the presence of the guards one of the
Osages managed to escape during the first night. The five
remaining prisoners arrived safely at Little Rock on June 25.4

Arbuckle's belief in the innocence of the Osages was
not shared by the civil authorities in Little Rock. Acting
Governor Robert Crittenden was "convinced of their guilt"
and believed that their execution would serve as an example
to others. The five warriors were indicted and tried for
murder in October, 1824. Mad Buffalo based his defense on
the premise that he believed the victims of the attack were
Caddoes and that he and other leaders of the attack had re-
mained in the rear where they "employed themselves smoking
their pipes, and envoking the Great Spirits to give success
to their warriors." The court rejected this defense and
found Mad Buffalo and another warrior named Little Eagle

guilty. They were sentenced to be hanged on Tuesday,

5Ibid., June 22, 1824, p. 3.

4“Journal of Union Mission," June 10, 1824, 221.
Arkansas Gazette, June 29, 1824, p. 3.
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December 21. Both men received the sentence with composure
and no display of emotion. Mad Buffalo did express his
distaste for the method of execution and a few days later
attempted to take his own life with a small pen knife. The
blade was too short to reach his heart, and he succeeded
only in inflicting a number of deep wounds which were not
considered dangerous.5

On learning of the court's decision, Colonel Arbuckle
at Cantonment Gibson informed officials in Washington that
he had talked to almost everyone present at the massacre
and that he was "firmly of the opinion that the Osages under
Sentence Merit the clemency of the President of the United
States, and that their pardon . . . Would be productive of
the best Effects."” Arbuckle also wrote to the acting gov-
ernor of the territory requesting that the date of execu-
tion be postponed.6

Before news of the verdict reached Washington, Presi-
dent James Monroe had taken a personal interest in the case
and directed that further legal action be stayed. A week
later Secretary of War John C. Calhoun personally requested

that the acting governor forward "a minute and detailed

5Cr1ttenden to Secretary of War, September 12, 1824,

The Terrltory of Arkansas, 1819-1825, Vol. XIX of The Ter-

ritorial Papers of the Uni ates, ed. Clarence E. Car-

er (Washington, 19 ~94. Arkansas Gazette, October
26, 1824, p. 3.

Sprbuckle to Acting Adjutant General, November 4,
1824, Territory of Arkansas, XIX, 719-20.
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statement of all the facts attending the case" to Washing-
ton. The stay arrived none too soon, for the December 14

issue of the Arkansas Gazette reminded its subscribers that

7

the execution was Just a week away.
Replying to the request for information, Crittenden
assured the Secretary of War concerning the Jjustness of the
sentence. He observed, "there can be no doubt . . . that
they [Mad Buffalo and other chiefs] Sanctioned if they did
not order and direct the attack." Crittenden reported that
the Indians were following the case with great interest and
would "consider the release of these men as guaranteing for
the future impunity for the perpetration of the worst
crimes." Alexander McNair, the newly appointed Osage agent,
disagreed with Crittenden's evaluation. Based not only on
his discussions with the Osages but also on the opinions of
the officers stationed at Cantonment Gibson, white traders
in the area, and the residents of Union Mission, the agent
concluded that "much good would result from these men being
pardoned."8
On March 21, 1825, President John Q. Adams pardoned
Mad Buffalo and Little Eagle. The pardon was a reflection

of the President's compassion for "his Red Children," not a

7McKenney to Crittenden, November 10, 1824, Secretary
of War to Crittenden, November 17, 1824, Ibid., 722, 725.
Arkansas Gazette, December 14, 1824, p. 3.

8crittenden to Secretary of War, December 25, 1824,
McNair to the President, January 30, 1825, Territory of
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lack of indignation concerning the "enormity of their
crime." Adams hoped his act of clemency would promote
"peace and harmony" and encourage good conduct among the
Osages.9 Relations with the Osages did improve, but the
explanation is to be found in the proximity of Cantonment
Gibson rather than the magnanimous gesture of the President.

Two days after the surrender of Mad Buffalo and his
companions, Colonel Arbuckle and the new subagent for the
Osages, David Barber, attempted to restructure the tribal
organization. The Osages' lack of centralized authority
had frustrated government efforts to compel them to obey
the laws. To correct this situation Arbuckle and Barber
met with the Osages at their camp at the falls of the Verdi-
gris. There they encouraged the chiefs to adopt a civil
government patterned on the American model. The tribe es-
tablished a thirteen~-member National Council headed by
Clermont as President and Tally as Vice President. A
national guard of forty warriors was appointed to carry out
the laws and decisions of the government. Observers at
Union Mission were enthusiastic about these arrangements
writing that it was "the first step towards civil Govt. in
a Neticn hithertoc law less to an extreme.”" John Joseph
Mathews in a recent study of the Osages was less optimistic

about the new government established for the tribe. He

9Secretary of War to Crittenden, March 29, 1825, The
Territory of Arkansas, 1825~1829, Vol. XX of The Terri~
oria apers o e Unite ates, ed. Clarence E. Carter

(Washington, 1954), 17-18.
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recorded that it "lasted about as long as it took Barber
and Arbuckle to arrive home."lO

The failure of constitutional government to take root
among the Osages was offset by several other positive gains.
A meeting between the Osages and Cherokees was arranged at
which most of the existing areas of conflict betwcen the two
tribes were resolved. Not one incident of Osage depredation
against the whites or the Cherokees was reported in the year
following the establishment of Cantonment Gibson. The pre-
sence of the garrison also stimulated Osage enterprise. In
early August, an Osage sold a canoeload of watermelons and
green corn to the soldiers at the post. The missionaries at
Union, with obvioue= pleasure, recorded that it was the first
time to their knowledge of "an Osage going to market and
selling his produce for cash."11

The garrison was a market place for exchange of ideas
as well as produce. Among the visitors at the post were
several Cherokee chiefs who were making arrangements to
meet with the Osages to discuss an exchange of stolen horses.
During their negotiations the more advanced Cherokees ex-

tolled the virtue of accepting change and acquiring prop-

erty. The Osages were invited to come to the Cherokee

lo"Journal of Union Mission," July 31, 1824, 226-27.
John Joseph Mathews, The Osages: Children of the Middle
Waters (Norman, 1961), 513,

11Mission Herald (Boston), XXI (February, 1825)
p. 49. "Journal o% Union Mission," August 5, 1824, 227,
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settlements to observe how far the Cherokees had advanced
from their "former poverty and wretchedness." One of the
Cherokee chiefs attributed their progress to "the good ad-
vice of the whites for the acquisition of his present prop-
erty by which he could live comfortable." Most Osages were
not yet ready to settle down to a life of agriculture, but
such advice was beginning to win converts. In 1823, the
Union missionaries had persuaded a few Osages to adopt the
agricultural lifestyle of white pioneers. About four miles
above Union Mission a small Osage agricultural community
named Hopefield Station was built. The number of Osage
families who built cabins and cleared and tilled the fields
grew steadily. "The preserverance and success, and the gen-
eral improvement . . . surpassed [the] expectation" of the
missionaries.12

The presence of Cantonment Gibson and the influence
of the missionaries restrained but had not eliminated the
martial propensities of the Osages. Rather, the Osages had
learned to channel their natural inclinations into activi-
ties less objectionable to the white man. In mid-August,
Osage warriors marched west to engage their traditional
enemy, the Pawnees. The missionaries protested, but Clermot
defended the tribe's decision with shrewdness accusing the

Pawnees of faithless behavior and atrocities against the

12Ibid. Missionary Herald (Boston), XXVI (September,
1830), p. 288.
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Osages. The objections of the missionaries went unheeded,
and, according to the missionaries, the war party marched
off in search of plunder, horses, glory, and blood.13 No
strenuous efforts were made to halt the expedition by the
military because a Pawnee-Osage war did not immediately
endanger Union Mission or the white frontier.

Although relations between the Osages and Cherokees
had improved, the unresolved murder of Red Hawk in 1823
remained a major irritant to relations between the tribes.
In early January, 1825, Thomas Graves called on Colonel Ar-
buckle seeking redress for the murder of his nephew by the
Osages. Arbuckle promised to investigate the incident
thoroughly and assured Graves that the Osages would bte com=
pelled to make restitution in accordance with the treaty of
1822.14 Before this matter could be resolved reports of
horse stealing on both sides exacerbated feelings between
the tribes. Peace broke down completely in the winter of
1825-26 when a party of Cherokees, Delawares, and perhaps
some Shawnees attacked an Osage party on the Red River and

killed five warriors. Although the Cherokees participated

in the attack it appears to have been organized by the

13"Journal of Union Mission," August 21, 1824, 229-30.

14Arbuckle to DuVal, January 14, 1825, Territory of
Arkansas, XIX, 747. Missionary Herald (Boston), XXI -
(August, 18253, pe. 246. Although the Missionary Herald
account indicatcs that the murder had occurred recently,
it is possible that it actually took place in early Jan-
uary, 1823. ©See footnote 45, Chapter 1.
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Delawares.

In 1825, William Anderson, a Delaware chief, ordered
a campaign against the Osages in revenge'for the death of
his son. Delaware and Cherokee bands on the Red River were
quickly drawn into the conflict. Reports from Cantonment
Towson suggested that a confederation of tribes hostile to
the Osages might be conspiring to exterminate them. Such
an alliance if successful, Arkansas' Governor George Izard
warned, would assuredly be turned against the white settlers
on the frontier. Responding to the renewed threats of bor-
der warfare, General Edmund P. Gaines, commander of the
promised him more troops if hostilities began. The colonel
was ordered to "keep the peace--quietly if you can, but
forcibly if force is . . . employed against the peaceable
and unoffending frontier inhabitents . . . whether of the
red skin or the white."15

Before Gaines' order reached Arbuckle, the conflict
had spread. In late April, 1826, reports that the Delawares
had killed an Osage on the Illinois River led the colonel to
suspect that the Delawares were on their way to a rendezvous
with the Cherokees and other tribes planning to move against

the Osages. Arbuckle speculated that an attack might not

o6 rant Foreman, Indians and Pioneers: The Story of
the American Southwest Before 183%0 (Rev. ed.; Norman, 19%6),
199-200. Izard to Secretary of war, January 30, 1826,
Gaines to Arbuckle, March 28, 1826, Territory of Arkansas,
XX, 192-9%, 218-19.
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come before early May after the Cherokees had fulfilled a
promise to meet with the Osages at Cantonment Gibson to dis-
cuss grievances. "I do not believe," Arbuckle wrote, "that
the proposed Council will have the desired effect; or that
any thing short of force, can maintain peace between the
Tribes « « « much longer.” The colonel again advised his
superiors that the troops at his disposal were inadequate
to prevent the impending hos’cili’cies.l6

The chance that peace could be restored by the coun-
cil at Cantonment Gibson was diminished when the Osage
agent, Colonel Alexander McNair, died in St. Louis six weeks
before the meeting was to begin. One of the first duties
assigned to McNair after his appointment as Osage agent in
1824 had been the settlement of the Red Hawk case. It is
doubtful that the differences between the tribes could have
been compromised by McNair or any government agent at Can-
tonment Gibson, but no one was given an opportunity to try.
Although the Cherokee delegation assembled at the post, the
Osages refused to participate claiming that negotiations
could not take place before a new agent was appointed to
represent them.17

The Osages, ever skillful at procrastination, had

1) rbuckle to Lowndes, April 4, 1826, Ibid., 223-24.

17Izard to Secretary of War, April 29, 1826, Clark
to Secretary of War, January 6, 18é7, DuVal to Secretary of
War, May 31, 1826, Ibid., 323-%3, 357-58, 259-62. Ar-
kansas Gazette, May 25, 1826, p. 3, June 20, 1826, Dp. 3.
Missionary Herald (Boston), XXIII zMay, 1827), p. 149,
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again deferred the question of handing over Red Hawk's mur-
derer, but their dilatory tactics infuriated the Cherokees
and pushed them to the brink of open warfare. In fact, the

Arkansas Gazette announced that the Osage refusal to nego-

tiate led to "an immediate declaration of war" by the Cher-
okees. The announcement was premature, for Colonel Arbuckle
secured the Cherokees' promise that they would restrain
their warriors for at least three months to give the gov-
ernment additional time to try to arrange a solution. The
colonel assured the Cherokees that if they honored their
pledge to keep the peace, the government would employ force
if necessary to secure Jjustice. The tribe's agent advised
his superiors that nothing less than the prompt "Surrender
and Execution of the Murderers will satisfy the Cherokees."
Agent Edward DuVal warned that should the three months' truce
agreed to by the Cherokees expire without results the tribe
was determined to go to war.18
General Gaines authorized Arbuckle to arrest and hold
the Osage accused of the murder of Red Hawk while all rele-~
vant facts pertaining to the case were assembled and pre-
sented to the President who would decide his fate. The de-
teriorating relations among the tribes led Gaines to warn

the Secretary of War that "war . . cannot be much longer

18 |
Arkansas Gazette, May 23, 1826, p. 3. Arbuckle
to DuvVal, May 11, 1826, D&Val to éecretéry of War, May 31,
1826, Territory of Arkansas, XX, 245, 259-62.
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prevented." To strengthen Arbuckle's ability to respond to
the expected outbreak, General Gaines alerted eight com-
panies from the First and Sixth Infantry to prepare for ser-
vice in the Southwest in case of hostilities. In the event
of war, Arbuckle was ordered "to protect the frontier in-
habitants and to require the Indians to abstain from hos-
tile operations against each other at any place eastward
or southward of your post.“19

The Delaware Indians had also refused to send dele-
gates to the council at Cantonment Gibson. Arbuckle, ap-
prehensive that they might ignite the entire frontier, sent
an express to the tribe to dissuade them from sending war
parties against the Osages. The tribe informed the colonel
that they would not take action until they had heard from
General William Clark, the Superintendent of Indian Affairs
in St. Louis.20

Along the frontier, events seemed to confirm the pre-
diction of imminent conflict. In early June, 1826, a band
of unidentified Indians stole about a dozen horses within

four or five miles of Cantonment Towson. A little later the

residents of Union Mission reported a Delaware war party in

19Butler to Arbuckle, June 18, 1826, Gaines to Sec-
retary of War, July 20, 1826, Ibid., 264-65, 272-75. Dut-
ler to Arbuckle, July 18, 1826, National Archives, Record
Group 39%, Records of the United States Army Continental
ngTaggi, 1821-1920, Letters Sent, Western Division,
l - ‘2.

20Missionagx Herald (Boston), XXIII (May, 1827),

Pe 14'9.
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search of Osages had killed some of their livestock and dam-
aged other mission property. On several occasions Delaware
incursions forced mission Indians living at Hopefield and
Frenchmen who had married Osage women to abandon their
farms to seek protection at Union Mission and the trading
houses near the Three Forks. Iven there the refugees were
not safe. A blind Osage man, sitting in the yard of one of
the trading houses, was shot. Eventually, Colonel Arbuckle
allowed the Osage refugees to settle at the post.21

| On July 18, 1826, Auguste P. Chouteau reported that
"Some strange Indians had been discovered lurking in the
woods near his trading house, and that it was probable
their object was to commit some outrage." He was correct,
for the same evening an Osage was "Killed & scalped « « «
within a few paces of the trading house." The culprits
also stole some of Chouteau's livestock. By mid-summer of
1826, it appeared that the frontier was on the verge of war.
The commanding general of the Western Military Department
compared the situation in the Southwest to the disastrous
reversals suffered by Governor Arthur St. Clair in 1791 at

22

the hands of the Indians. The comparison was overdrawn;

21Arkansas Gazette, June 27, 1826, p. 3. Arbuckle
to Lowndes, July 3, 1826, Letters Received, Office of the
Adjutant General, 1822-1860, National Archives, Microcopy
567, Roll 18. Missionary Herald (Boston), XXIII (October,
1827), p. 31l.

22Arbuckle to Butler, July 29, 1826, Gaines to Sec-
retary of War, July 20, 1826, Territory of Arkansas, XX,

276-77, 272-75.
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there appears to have been little real danger of a wide-
scale Indian uprising against whites. The coalition led by
the Cherokees and Delawares was directed against the Osages
who were both outmanned and outgunned.

As the three-month truce elapsed, the Osages,
probably realizing the superiority of their enemy, made
several concessions. On August 24, 1826, the new Osage
agent, John Hamtramck, surrendered the warrior accused of
killing Red Hawk in 1823. Colonel Arbuckle placed the pris-
oner in the Cantonment Gibson stockade while awaiting instruc-
tions from Washington. At about the same time, the Osages
asked the Delawares to meet with them to resolve their dif-
ferences. Superintendent Clark arranged a meeting in the
fall at St. Louis. Most of the tribes residing near the
White River were represented except the Cherokees who re-
ceived notification of the meeting too late to send a dele-
gation. At first, the Delawares were reluctant to accept
the Osage offer to end hostilities, but on October 7, a
treaty of amity was accepted by all the participants. The
treaty prohibited all parties from hunting in the territory
of the others and imposed a $#1,000 penalty on any tribe

whose warriors took the lives of members of other tribes.23

23DuVal to Arbuckle, October 19, 1826, Clark to Sec-
retary of War, January 6, 1827, Atkinson to Gaines, October
7, 1826, Ibid., 303, 357-58, 294. Foreman, Indians and
Pioneers, 204-05. Arkansas Gazette, October 2%, 1826, P. 3.
Missionary Herald (Boston), XXIII (May, 1827), pp. 149-50.
American State Papers, Indian Affairs, II, 673-74.
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Neither the St. Louis treaty nor the surrender of the
Osage warrior resolved the Cherokee-Osage feud. The Cher-
okees were angered by Colonel Arbuckle's refusal to hand
Red Hawk's murderer over to them or to execute him, and the
Osages were outraged by the murder and scalping of one of
their men near Chouteau's trading post on July 18. Any
doubt concerning the identity of the assailants of the Osage
was removed when his scalp was displayed in the Cherokee
settlement amid "dancing & rejoicing." The man who claimed
credit for the act was a well-known chief named Dutch who
lived south of the Red River in the Mexican province of
Texas.24

Agent DuVal denied the guilt of the Arkansas Cherokees
by repeatedly stressing that Dutch had been disenfranchised
by them the year before and that the display of the Osage
scalp had not really produced widescale dancing and re-
joicing. While attempting to absolve the Arkansas Cherokees
of responsibility, DuVal again urged the government to ex-
pedite the punishment of Red llawk's murderer.25

The Osages had borne the stigma of having violated
the treaty of 1822 for four years. During that time they

were constantly pressured by their agents and the government

to accept the consequences stipulated by the treaty. Now

24Atkinson to Adjutant General, January 9, 1827,
Arbuckle to Butler, November 4, 1826, Territory of Arkansas,
XX, 361-62, 301-02.

25Duval to Clark, December 6, 1826, Ibid., 319-22.
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they had an opportunity to make similar demands of the
Cherokees and they apparently relished it. Clermont in-
formed the Cherokees

When we herd this [that Dutch had killed one of their

warriors] we Called on Colonel Arbuckle and requested

that he would have Duch Confined, and report his of-

fence to the President, . . . and whatever his de-

cision may require of the Osage Nation, it will be

cheerfully Complied with, and we hope your Nation

[the Cherokee] will do the same.26

Disclaiming the actions of Dutch, Cherokee chiefs

Captain James Rogers and Thomas Graves traveled to St. Louis
where they asked William Clark to punish the Osage held at
Cantonment Gibson for the murder of Red Hawk. Although
Clark believed that the public execution "would be a val-
uable example to the Indians," the treaty of 1822 did not
give the government the authority to impose such punishment.
The Cherokees were not receptive to the superintendent's
proposal concerﬁing an exchange of Dutch for Red Hawk's
murderer. Nor would they accept his suggestion that the
action of Dutch had evened the score. Graves countered by
arguing that Dutch, if guilty, should also die. TUnable to
satisfy the Cherokees, Clark promised to refer the case to
the President. In return, the Cherokees pledged to keep
the peace until the President's decision was known. How-

ever, Graves made it clear that if that decision called for

anything less than death for the murderer of his nephew, he

26Osage Chiefs to the Cherokee Chiefs, February 25,
1827, Ibid., 462-63.
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would "take satisfaction on the Osages." By the time the
Cherokee delegation returned home the debate over the sur-
render of the Osage prisoner had become moot, for during
the night of January 13, 1827, he escaped from a sentinel
who was accompanying him to the privy outside Cantonment
Gibson.2’

The'Cherokees did not wait to learn the President's
decision. A tribal council early in February decided that
there had already been sufficient "unavailing negotiation"
and authorized a war party composed primarily of Red Hawk's
relatives to settle the score with the Osages. Tribal
leaders assured Agent DuVal that they had no desire for a
general war with the Osages. All they wanted was "a life
for the life they had lost."28

There is no indication that DuVal attempted to
restrain the Cherokees. Their promise to Superintendent
Clark and their respect for federal military power indicate

that pressure against such an attack from their agent might

have been effective. DuVal's earlier scathing indictments

270149.1*1&{ to Secretary of War, January 6, 1827, Atkin-
son to Adjutant General, January 9, 1827, Ibid., 357-58,
36l-62. Clark to DuVal, January 2, 1827, Letters Received,
Office of Indian Affairs, 1824-80, Cherokee Agency West,
National Archives, Microcopy 234, Roll 77. Arbuckle to
Butler, January 14, 1827, Letters Received, Office of
the Adjutant General, 1822-1860, National Archives, Mi-
crocopy 567, Roll 25,

28
Duval to Arbuckle, February 3, 1827 Territory
of Arkansas, XX, 460-6l. ’ 7o ’
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of the Osages and his reaction to the decision of the
Cherokees to seek justice themselves suggest that he sup-
ported or at least condoned the attack. In advising Colo-
nel Arbuckle of the Cherokees' intention, he warned that
the Osages should be advised not to retaliate if théy
desired peace. Although DuVal did not attempt to deter the
Cherokees, he was careful to instruct them to respect the
property of white settlers, trading post operators, and
missionaries.

Some of the tribal leaders may have had second
thoughts about violating their promise to Superintendent
Clark, because about a week after deciding to send the war
party against the Osages, two of the principal chiefs of
the Cherokees, John Rogers and Walter Webber, drafted a let-
ter to the Osage chiefs in which they expressed their desire
"to bury the Tomahawk, and become neighbours & friends."
This profession of friendship may have been a strategy to
lure the Osages off guard. On March 7, a sixteen-man Cher-
okee war party was reported en route to the Osage country.
Arbuckle responded immediately by sending a patrol up the
Grand River to intercept it. The force did not encounter
the Cherokees, who had apparently turned back not long
after crossing into Osage countr;y.29

President John Quincy Adams reviewed the developments

29Cherokee Chiefs to the Osage Chiefs, February 9,
1827, Arbuckle to Butler, March 26, 1827, Ibid., 461-64.
Missionary Herald (Boston), XXIII lMay, 1827), p. 150.




84

on the frontier and concluded that the death of the Osage
at the hands of Dutch balanced the murder of Red Hawk.
He declared that neither tribe was entitled to retribution
and both were to refrain from further hostile acts. Adams
also directed that a council be held to work out a "perma-
nent & amicable understanding,"3b

News of the President's decision was not received
enthusiastically by the Cherokees. In July, another Cher-
okee war party, sent to secure satisfaction, returned be-
fore contacting the enemy. The Osages, who had never been
as well armed as the Cherokees, were willing to accept
Adams' decisions. Led by Agent Hamtramck, a delegation of
twenty-five Osage chiefs arrived at Cantonment Gibson on
September 15, where the President had directed that they
should negotiate with the Cherokees. There they received
word from Agent DuVal that the Cherokees demanded as a pre-
condition to negotiations the surrender or punishment of
Red Hawk's murderer. The Osage agent reported that this
demand, which ignored the President's decision, "gave a
chilling blast to the warm feelings" of the Osage dele-
gation.Bl

Hamtramck rejected the Cherokee demand and reminded

50Hamtramckzgo gggal, October 5, 1827, Secretary of
- War to Izard, May 7y Territory of Arkansas, XX
612-13, 468-69. ’ ’ =

31DuVal to Hamtramck, September 4, 1827, Hamtramck
to Clark, November 1, 1827, DuVal to Hamtramck, August 18,
1827, Ibid., 609-12,
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their agent of the President’s decision. The refusal of
the Cherokees to negotiate provoked apprehension among the
Osages who remembered the Cherokee duplicity preceeding the
massacre at Claremore's Mound. Hamtramck feared that the
Cherokees' obstinacy had created an atmosphere in which "a
slight altercation may lead to blood-shed." While still at
Cantonment Gibson awaiting news from the Cherokees, the Osage
agent learned that a Cherokee hunting party had stopped at
Chouteau's trading house. Hoping that they might be there
to negotiate, Hamtramck assembled the tribal leaders and led
them to the trading house where they gave "the Cherokees a
kind & hospitable reception." The Cherokee hunters carried
Chief Jolly's assurance they had come as friends, but they
were not empowered to negotiate.32

In November, 1827, William Clark reported to the War
Department that "the Cherokees are yet obstanate." The
Osages remained apprehensive; their agent told DuVal that
"no lasting feeling of mutual forgiveness . . . can be
reasonably expected" until the tribes met in council. While
the old antagonists could not be persuaded to meet formally
to work out their differences, they did refrain from fur-
ther aggressive acts. In late February, William Clark could

report that he had "heard of no difficulties between the

52Hamtramck to DuVal, October 5, 1827, Hamtramck to
Clark, December 12, 1827, Hamtramck to Clark, November 1,
1827, DuVal to Hamtramck September 4, 1827, Ibid.,
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Cherokees & Osages since . . . the 1lst of Novr last; and
think it probable the Cherokees will abide by the decision
made by the President."35

In an effort to secure a reversal of President Adams'’
decision, the Cherokees sent a delegation to Washington.
The tribal representatives were instructed to seek solutions
to a number of problems including their long-standing ri-
valry with the Osages. In the capital the Cherokee dele-
gation, including Sequoyah and Thomas Graves, capitulated
to government pressure and signed a treaty in May, 1828.
Article Five of the treaty, which dealt with the Osage-~
Cherokee feud, ignored the Cherokee demand for the punish-
ment of Red Hawk's murderer. Instead, it awarded the Cher-
okees $#8,760 to satisfy tribal claims against the Osages
and American citizens. Thomas Graves, the Cherokee most
adamant in demanding the punishment of Red Hawk's murderer,
was placated by the grant of {1,200 for "personal suf-
ferings."34
After two decades of intermittent warfare, the Osage-

Cherokee feud was officially ended, but the treaty could not

end the animosities that had developed over the years nor

33Clark to McKenney, November 2, 1827, Hamtramck to
DuVal, October 5, 1827, Clark to McKenney, February 24,
1828, Ibid., 550-51, 612-13%, 606-07.

54DuVal to Secretary of War, November 30, 1827,
Ibid., 554-55. Charles J. Kappler, comp. and ed., Indian
airs: Laws and Treaties (3 Vols.; Washington, 190L),
TI 9 288-92 ]
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could it prevent occasional hostility. By mid-July, 1829,
Arbuckle advised the War Department that the Cherokees were
"unusually dissatisfied" with the terms of the truce be-
tween themselves and the Osages. In the autumn, a party of
fifteen Cherokees killed eight Osages. Although the at-
tackers were probably Cherokees from the Red River and their
actions were disclaimed by the Arkansas Cherokees, Colonel
Arbuckle feared the incident might disrupt the peace.35

Secretary of War John Eaton was particularly upset
when he learned of the disturbance. The Jackson adminis-
tration was vigorously pressing the Eastern Indians to move
west, and violence in the area assigned to those tribes in-
creased their resistance to removal. The secretary advised
the army's General-in-Chief Alexander Macomb, "At =z time
like this when an anxious solicitude is felt to induce the
Indians living within the U.S. to remove it is extremely
desirous to avoid all contests between them." The general
was ordered to "direct the commanding officer at Cantonment
Gibson to use his best exertions to restore tranquility."
The secretary suggested that Arbuckle consider marching
"with all his disposable force. . . « to produce a moral
effort and influence on the Indians." ZFaton believed that
"by persuasion and threats and more especially by means of

presents," peace could be restored to the frontier.

55prbuckle to Jones, July 12, 1829, Arbuckle to
[fcRee, December 24, 1829, Microcopy 567, Roll 41,
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Specifically, the secretary suggested that Arbuckle offer
the families of‘the victims of the Cherokee attack presents
if they promised to refrain from retaliation. As a last
resort the colonel was authorized to employ force to con-
strain refractory warriors.56

On receipt of these instructions Colonel Arbuckle
informed the Osage subagent, Nathaniel Pryor, that war
parties would no longer be allowed to attack tribes under
the protection of the United States. He also asked the
subagent to escort Tally and other warriors who had lost
relatives to Cantonment Gibson. Pryor found the Osages re-
ceptive to the plans of the government and secured their
promise not to molest Cherokees or Creeks encountered on the
spring hunts. The principal chiefs and warriors of Cler-
mont's band met with Arbuckle and Pryor at Cantonment Gib-
sone. The colonel assured the delegation that he would try
to apprehend the assailants and that he had already in-
formed the various tribes along the Red River that the gov-
ernment would punish those who attacked their neighbors.
He also distributed $800 in presents in exchange for an
Osage promise not to seek satisfaction for the deaths of the

37

eight warriors killed the past November.

56Eaton to Macomb, March 24, 1830, Letters Sent by
the Secretary of War, 1800-1889, National Archives, Micro-
copy 6, Roll 12.

57 prbuckle to Prior, May 3, 1830, Pryor to Arbuckle,
May 4, 1830, Arbuckle to Butler, June 3, 1830, Microcopy
567, Roll 49,
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Osage assurances that their warriors would not at-
tack tribes under the protection of the United States did
not prevent impoverished Osage warriors, driven by hunger
during the winter of 1830-31, from stealing livestock from
the nearby Cherokees and Creeks. Paul L. Chouteau, the
Osage agent, assured his superiors that the tribe waé em-
barrassed by the depredations of its hunters and was eager
to restore good relations by compensating the Creeks and
Cherokees for their losses. lle explained that the severity
of the winter and the shortage of provisions had prompted
the Osages to steal their neighbors' livestock., Chouteau
arranged a council at Cantonment Gibson between the tribes
to restore harmony. On May 5, 1831, negotiations began with
the Creeks who seemed more sympathetic concerning the plight
of the Osages than angry about their depredations. Discus=-
sions continued without rancor, and on May 10, a treaty of
amity and friendship between the two tribes was signed.58

The Osages then entered into discussions with the
Cherokees who still harbored bitter feelings against them
and at first resisted efforts at compromise. On several
occasions discussions almost disintegrated into violence,
but eventually the Cherokees agreed to a treaty which es-

tablished orderly legal procedures for resolving future

58U.S. Congress, House, Document, No., 172, 23rd
Cong., 1lst Sess., 9. U.S. Congress, Senate, Document, No.
512, 23rd Cong., lst Sess., II, 498-99,
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differences. In Article Four of the treaty the Cherokees
on the Arkansas disavowed responsibility for the conduct of
Cherokees residing along the Red River. This provision did
not reduce the threat to the Osages from Indians residing
along the Red River, but it did diminish the chance that
the incursions of those bands would lead to a general re-
newal of hostilities between the Osages and Arkansas River

Cherokees. The Arkansas Gazette credited Colonel Arbuckle,

A.P. Chouteau, Nathaniel Pryor, and several others for their
"zeal and industry" in reconciling the differences between
the tribes.>”

Colonel Arbuckle deserved the editor's praise. Since
the establishment of Cantonment Gibson he and his men had
prevented conflict between the Osages and the Cherokees
living along the Arkansas River despite numerous provoca-
tions. Arbuckle avoided martial solutions to the complex
problem of Indian relations. Relying primarily on reason
and persuasion, the colonel allowed the tribes time to
adjust to the assault of white mores and institutions. The
army at Cantonment Gibson served as a cultural buffer
cushioning the Indians from the impact of white society.
Probably no other institution on the frontier was better
equipped to perform that function, for the officers as-
signed to the post had a unique perspective from which to

view the tribes. Unlike civilian frontiersmen who regarded

39Ibid. Arkansas Gazette, May 25, 1831, p. 3.
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the Indian as an impediment to be removed or a danger to

be stamped out, many officers were inclined to see the In-
dian as a victim of the advance of the frontier, or a child-
like being not yet capable of behaving responsibly in a
white man's world. During the years when forced removal
intensified the cultural stress, Cantonment Gibson was one

of the few places where the Indian could expect assistance.



CHAPTER V
ARRIVAL OF THE IMMIGRANTS

The reduction of tension between the Osages and Cher-
okees facilitated the efforts of the government to persuade
the Eastern tribes to accept new homes beyond the Missis-
sippi. Since Thomas Jefferson's administration, removal of
Eastern Indians had been viewed as a means of resolving the
Indian problems in the Eastern states and territories,
but the concentration of immigrant tribes in the West com-
pounded problems there. Cantonment Gibson, established on
the eve of an accelerated campaign to remove the remaining
Eastern Indians, stood at a strategic crossroads in one of
the primary areas reserved for them. For the first two
decades of its existence the problems arising from.removal
would occupy much of the time of the garrison's officers
and men.

In 1824, when Colonel Mathew Arbuckle led his men
up the Arkansas River to the Three Forks, the Osages were
the only tribe that had permanent villages in the area.
Before Eastern tribes could be relocated near Cantonment
Gibson the government had to persuade the Osages to re-
linquish their claim to the area. In 1825, a delegation of

92
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Osage chiefs and warriors met with Indian Commissioner
William Clark in St. Louis and ceded all their lands except
a reservation in what is now southern Kansas. Although
many Osages refused to leave their old villages, the gov-
ernment began subdividing the area among Eastern tribes who
were persuaded to negotiate removal treaties.

The Choctaws were the first; in 1825, they negotiated
a treaty by which the western branch of the tribe accepted
a tract south of the Arkansas and Canadian Rivers beyond
Arkansas Territory. The legislature of Arkansas objected
strenuously to the terms of this treaty claiming that its
frontier citizens would be surrounded by four times their
number of Indians and dismissing Cantonments Gibson and Tow-
son as too remote and inadequately manned to provide pro-
tection from the "inroades and depredations from those
Savages." The objections were to no avail. The treaty
stood, and in 1827, the Choctaw agent established his head-
quarters about fifteen miles above Fort Smith on the Arkan-
sas River where the troops from Cantonment Gibson could be
"quite handy" in the event they should be required to main-
tain order. Although the agent encouraged immigrants to
settle in the area, the Choctaw population grew slowly

during the 1820's.t

lMemorial to the President by the Territorial Assembly
[n.d.], MecClellan to Secretary of War, February 16, 1827,
The Territory of Arkansas, 1825-1829, Vol. XX of The Ter-
Titorial Papers of the United otates, ed. Clarence k. Carter
(Washington, 105K), 162-65, 395=0k, Grant Foreman, Indians
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In Georgia, disagreement among the Creeks over the
unauthorized signing of a removal treaty antagonized long-
standing differences and culminated in the "execution" of
Chief William McIntosh and several of his associates. Dis-
regaerding this expression of Creek opposition to removal,
the John Q. Adams' administration renewed negotiations and
in 1826 persuaded the Creeks to accept a treaty that an-
thorized a five-man delegation to travel beyond the Missis-
sippi to select land for members of their tribe who wished
to emigrate. In early May, 1827, the agent for the McIntosh
Creeks, Colonel David Brearley, and a small delegation of
Creeks stopped at Cantonment Gibson on their way to survey
available land.2

Colonel Arbuckle received the deputation cordially
and offered them assistance. After obtaining guides, inter-
preters, additional horses, and a physician to accompany
them, the party explored the Arkansas and Canadian valleys
before returning to Cantonment Gibson. The Creeks were
pleased with the country and Colonel Brearley was conviaced
that their report would produce a large and immediate emi-
gration. The agent decided to locate the initial Creek set-

tlement just beyond Arkansas' territorial boundary, about

and Pioneers: The Story of the American Southwest Before

1830 (Rev. ed.; Norman, 19%6), 265-6L.

2Charles J. Kappler, comp. and ed., Indian Affairs:
Laws and Treaties (3 Vols.; Washington, 190%), 1I, 264-68.
IrEudE%E To Butler, May 4, 1827, Territory of Arkansas,
XX, 455-56.
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eight miles from Cantonment Gibson. Brearley, apprehensive
about the proximity of the Little Osage towns to the site
he had selected, asked the Secretary of War to direct the
commanding officer of Cantonment Gibson to provide military
protection to the Creeks during the "infant State" of set-
tlement. The Secretary, who was anxious to promote Creek
removal, complied immediately. Creek emigration began
that fall when 700 to 900 Creeks of the McIntosh party left
Georgia for the long trip to their new homes. Another
3,000 planned to remove the next spring.5

The first Creeks reached their new settlement on the
Verdigris early in 1828. Although the Osages had already
ceded the area to the federal government, some members of
the tribe would remain for another ten years. If they op-
posed the Creek immigration another prolonged period of
strife might result. Colonel Arbuckle worked to avoid that
possibility. On the arrival of the Creeks, he and Agent
Brearley arranged a meeting of the tribes at which the
government's plans relating to Creek immigration were ex-
plained to the Osages. They not only proved willing to
allow the Creeks to settle there, but they also proposed a

union of the two tribes. To prove his sincerity the Osage

5Arkansas Gazette, June 19, 1827, p. 3, January 15,
1828, p. 5. Baylor to Campbell, October 29, 1831, McIntosh
et. al. to the President, October 25, 18%1, U.S. Congress,
Senate, Document, No. 512, 23rd Cong., lst Sess., II,
§33-35. greariiy to Secretarysof War, September 1, 1827,
djutant General to Arbuckle eptember 5, 1837, Territory
of ‘Arkansas, XX, 527-28, 539, = ’ ’
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chief, Clermont, suggested that his daughter marry a Creek.4

By the spring of 1828, seven hundred Creeks were
located in the ILower Verdigris valley. While inspecting
Cantonment Gibson, Arkansas Governor George Izard and Gen-
eral Winfield Scott accompanied by Colonel Arbuckle visited
the new settlement, witnessed the progress of the immi-
grants, and discussed their problems. To avoid the pos-
sibility that the Creeks would be drawn into the rivalry
between the Osages and Pawnees, General Scott directed
Arbuckle to advise the Pawnees that their old enemy, the
Osages, no longer resided along the Lower Verdigris and
that the new residents were under the protection of the army.
The army's protection did not restrain the Plains tribes
from raiding the Creek settlemen’cs.5

Government persuasion proved ineffective in another
area; it failed to weaken the arguments of the opponents of
removal. When Brearley returned to Georgia to escort an-
other party he encountered determined opposition. There
were only five hundred in the second emigrating party of
McIntosh Creeks who reached the Verdigris in the fall of
1828. Washington officials had hoped for a larger volun-

tary emigration of Creeks. To spur removal, government

4Arkansas Gazette, February 1%, 1828, p. 3.

5Ibid., March 19, 1828, p. 3. Scott to Arbuckle,
March 17, 1828, National Archives, Record Group 393, Records
of the United States Army Continental Commands, 1821-1920,
Letters Sent, Western Division, 1821-1842.
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4Arkansas Gazette, February 13, 1828, p. 3.

>Tpid., March 19, 1828, p. 3. Scott to Arbuckle,
March 17, 1828, National Archives, Record Group 393, Records
of the United States Army Continental Commands, 1821-1920,
Letters Sent, Western Division, 1821-~1842,
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agents persuaded the Eastern Choctaws, Chickasaws, and
Creeks to send representatives to inspect Western lands.
An exploring party assembled in St. Louis in 1827 and
marched west accompanied by a small military detachment
and the Reverend Isaac McCoy, a Baptist minister employed
by the government. In late November they reached Canton-
ment Gibson. From there the party conducted a reconnais-
sance of the land to the south and west. The delegation re-
mained noncommittal about the region they surveyed. McCoy
was certain that the Indian leaders were not impressed by
the country north of Cantonment Gibson, and he was unable
to learn their estimate of the region between the Arkansas
and Canadian Rivers. In reply to McCoy's inquiries the
Chickasaw delegation explained that they were unable to
give an evaluation of the land they had seen until "the
situation of affairs at home" had been settled. There was
bitter internal disagreement among the Eastern tribes over
the question of removal. Such intratribal dissension de-
layed but did not prevent removal.6

Despite opposition from the tribe, the government
was committed to removal as the solution to the Eastern In-
dian“problem. The Cherokees, like other tribes, experienced

increasing federal pressure. The residents of Arkansas

6Foreman, Indians and Pioneers, 258-6l. Muriel H.
Wright, A Guide to Indian Tribes of Oklahoma (Norman, 1951),
134, John F. McDermott, ed., "lsaac McCoy's Second Ex-
ploring Trip in 1828," Kansas Historical Quarterly, XIII
(February, 1945), 421-25.
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Territory not only wanted the Cherokees moved beyond their
western border, they also wanted Lovely's Purchase, the
fertile tract promised to the tribe as a hunting outlet
by the government. The Cherokees had no desire to leave
Arkansas; they had been promised freedom from white pres-
sure there by Thomas Jefferson and his successors who be-
lieved phat relocation to Arkansas would remove the tribe
from the path of Anglo-American settlement. Unfortunately,
the speed of Western expansion had not been correctly gauged
by advocates of removal. By 1819, when Arkansas Territory
was created, white pioneers were already streaming into the
region. These settlers threatened to engulf the Cherokees.
Tribal leaders reminded government officials of a written
commitment from President James Monroe that the Cherokees
would "have no limits to the west" so that they would "not
be surrounded by white people." This pledge had later been
reaffirmed by Secretary of War John C. Calhoun who specifi-
cally acknowledged the Cherokees' right to Lovely's Purchase
as a hunting outlet. These promises and subsequent orders
from Calhoun to halt white settlement in Lovely's Purchase
hindered but did not stop the flow of settlers. In 1823,
Calhoun was compelled to reissue his order banning settle-
ment and to direct that unauthorized whites be removed from

7

the area.

7Monroe to General Tolontusky, Chiefs, Warriors, of
the Cherokee Nation of Arkansas [February, 1818], Calhoun
to Lewis, July 22, 1819, Calhoun to Chiefs of the Arkansa
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Arkansas officials maintained steady pressure on the
federal government to open Lovely's Purchase to white set-
tlement. In an attempt to resolve the dispute, Secretary
Calhoun ordered surveyors to determine a western boundary
for the Cherokee Nation based on an estimate that the tribe
was entitled to 3,285,710 acres. Presumably, the land west
of that line could then be opened to white settlement. The
plan collapsed when white surveyors assigned the tribe land
described by the Cherokees as "a mountaneous broken, barren
country fit for nothing." Antagonism mounted in both white
and Red communities. Arbuckle, recognizing the explosive
character of the unresolved status of Lovely's Purchase,
urged Calhoun to reach a decision concerning final disposi-
tion of the region as soon as possible. When the Secretary
of War learned that Arkansas officials had not followed his
instructions in conducting the survey, he reaffirmed the
ban on white settlement of Lovely's Purchase until another
could be conducted. The new survey was completed by Janu-
ary, 1825, and to the distress of many whites it incorpor-
ated a large tract of Lovely's Purchase into the Cherokee

Nation.8

Cherokees, October 8, 1821, U.S5. Congress, House, Document,
No. 263, 20th Cong., 1st Sebs., 5-8. Secretary of War to
Arbuckle, May 1, 1823, The Territory of Arkansas, 1819-1825,
Vol. XIX of The Terrltorlal Papers of the United States,

ed. Clarence E. Carter (Washington, 1953), 510-11.

8Secretary of War to Miller, March 4, 1823, Chiefs
of the Arkansas Cherokees to Secretary of War, June 24, 1823,
Arbuckle to Secretary of War, January 3, 1824, Secretary of
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Not everyone was willing to concede so much prime
land to the Cherokees. Shortly after the innauguration of
John Q. Adams, his Secretary of War, James Barbour, de-
veloped a plan which would have given whites not only all
of Lovely's Purchase but all Cherokee land in Arkansas as
well. The secretary directed the territorial governor of
Arkansas to propose an exchange of land that would relocate
the Arkansas Cherokees west of Lovely's Purchase. The gov-
ernor was skeptical that the Cherokees would accept the pro-
posal for the lands offered were inferior to Lovely's Pur-
chase and the tribe's holdings in Arkansas.9

The chief of the Western Cherokees, John Jolly, re-
jected the plan and called on the government to honor its
pledges to his tribe. The Arkansas legislature also peti-
tioned the federal government to open the unassigned portion
of Lovely's Purchase to white settlement and thus free their
western border "from the nuisance of an Indian population."1O

Colonel Arbuckle was again drawn into the controversy
in the fall of 1825 when he reported that many of the tribes

on the Southwestern frontier were dissatisfied. The opening

of lands to the west of the Cherokees, the colonel believed,

War to Crittenden, April 28, 1824, Ibid., 498-99, 525-27,
587-88, 653=-57. Arkansas Gazette, January 18, 1825, p. 3.

dsecretary of War to Izard, April 16, 1825, Izard to
Secretary of War, June 18, 1825, Territory of Arkansas, XX,
62-63, 78-80.

195011y to Izard, August 18, 1825, Memorial to the
President by the Territorial Assembly [n.d.], 105-06, 127-29.
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would diminish the prospects for peace unless the govern-
ment's military force in the area was strengthened consid-
erably. The War Department apparently agreed, for it is-
sued explicit instructions that no one should be allowed to
settle on the tract until specific orders were issued.11

Ignoring the agitated state of the Cherokees, the
governor of Arkansas urged the Secretary of War to grant
government authorization of white settlement west of the
Cherokees. Izard suggested that such action might dispose
the tribe to accept the government's proposal that they re-
linquish their Arkansas lands. "Indigenes themselves,"
the governor maintained, "are fast migrating to the upper
waters of the Arkansa & Red Rivers." Those who opposed the
plan were the "Whites & half-Casts of the Tribe" who do not
share the "Views of the U. States for the Improvement &
Civilization of the Indians."12

Arkansas' territorial delegate was striving for the
same objective. Since the establishment of Cantonment Gib-
son, he had been urging Congress to open the purchase to

settlement. In support of his proposal, the delegate ar-

gued that the establishment of Cantonment Gibson and the

11)rbuckle to Galt, December 2, 1825, Ibid., 158-59.
MacRee to Arbuckle, December 10, 1825, National Archives,
Record Group %93, Records of the United States Army Contin-
engillgzgmands, 1821-1920, Letters Sent, Western Division,
18 hand -

12Izard to Secretary of War, January 28, 1826, Ter-
ritory of Arkansas, XX, 191-92.
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relocation of the territorial boundary had removed "sub-
stantial objection on the part of the government" to white
settlement of Lovely's Purchase. Ultimately Congress agreed;
on April 5, 1826, that body authorized the survey and sale
of the unassigned portion of Lovely's Purchase. Little time
was lost in implementing Congress' decision. By mid-June,
instructions were issued to the surveyors concerning the
subdivision of Lovely's Purchase, but the whites did not
wait until the survey was completed. By the end of July,
a number of families had taken up residence in the area
prompting Colonel Arbuckle to recommend that his orders to
remove settlers be revoked. The Adjutant General informed
Arbuckle that the prohibition on settlement was suspended

until further notice. Within a year, the Arkansas Gazette

reported that "Lovely's Purchase is settling rapidly," and

soon thereafter the region was designated Lovely's County

by the Arkansas 1egislature.15

15Conway to Secretary of War, June 3, 1824, Territo
of Arkansas, XIX, 670-71. U.S. Statutes at Large, IV, 153
Graham to McRee, June 15, 1826, Arbuckle to Adjutant General,
July 31, 1826, Adjutant General to Arbuckle, October 10,
1826, Territory of Arkansas, XX, 263-64, 277-78, 295. It
appears that the Adjutant General exceeded his authority in
allowing the settlement of Lovely's Purchase, for Thomas
McKenney, Commissioner of Indian Affairs, later explained,
"the relaxation of the Military Order of 1818, which pro-
hibitted sett'lers on a tract of land claimed by the Chero-
kees called Lovely's purchase, has been construed into a
permission to the white sett'lers to occupy those lands.=-
But such it is believed was not the intention of the Secre-
tary of War." DMcKenney to McLean, March 18, 1828, Ibid.,
624~-25. Arkansas Gazette, April 10, 1827, p. 3. ATrkansas
Acts, 1827/, 6=8.
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These developments evoked angry objections from the
Cherokees who considered white settlement of Lovely's Pur-
chase a breach of faith on the part of the government. Tri-
bal leaders protested that Secretary of War Calhoun had
promised that the purchase would be kept free of white set-
tlers to give the tribe a hunting outlet to the Western
Plains. They viewed with apprehension not only the encir-
clement of their lands by white settlements but also the
ease with which the promises of the "Great Father and the
Secretary had been broken." The Cherokees did more than
protest. They also enacted a law requiring the death pen-
alty for any tribal member who advocated the sale or exchange
of their lands.14

Responding to Cherokee opposition, President Adams
ordered a suspension of the survey. Neither side was sat-
isfied. Settlers continued to enter Lovely's Purchase, but
their hopes of obtaining title to land had been dimmed by
the suspension of the survey. The Cherokees, seeing their
hunting outlet claimed by others, were frustrated. The Ar-
kansas legislature drafted another memorial seeking to per-
suade the federal government to open the purchase, and the
Cherckees decided to send another delegation to Washington

to secure the area for the tribe.l5 Although neither side

14Memorial from Arkansas Cherokees to DuVal, July 24,
1826, McKenney to Cooke, December 15, 1826, Territory of
Arkansas, XX, 331-32, 326-29.

15Memorial to the President by the Territorial
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appeared willing to compromise, federal officials were
prepared to compel mutual concession.

In the winter of 1827-28, a group of the Western
Cherokees' most prominent men, including Sequoyah, Thomas
Graves, and John Rogers, accompanied by their agent, Edward
W. DuVal, arrived in Washington to express the tribe's con-
cern over the violation of government promises, particularly
those regarding Lovely's Purchase. The delegation had no
authority to cede or exchange any Cherokee territory. In
fact, any Cherokee who negotiated such a transaction faced
the death penalty. Secretary Barbour reiterated his propo-
sal to exchange Cherokee lands in Arkansas for an area be-
yond the western boundary of the territory and to make the
offer more attractive he proposed to move the western bound-
ary of Arkansas approximately forty miles to the east. Such
an arrangement, the secretary suggested, "looks in its con-
sequence to the present and future happiness and prosperity
of the Cherokee."16

When tribal represenfatives rejected the offer, Pres-

ident Adams railed that the tribe "had already more than

Assembly [Received December 24, 1827], Ibid., 570-73. Ar-
kansas Gazette, January 15, 1828, Pe 3.

lGCharlc: C. Royce, "The Cherokee Nation of Indians,"
in Fifth Annual Report, Bureau of American Ethnology (Wash-
ington, 1 , 247, Gherokee Deputation from Arkansas to
Secretary of War, February 28, 1828, U.S. Congress, House,
Document, No. 263, 20th Cong., 1st Sess., 32-37. Secre-
Tary of War to the Arkansas Cherokee Delegation [March 27,
18281, Territory of Arkansas, XX, 633-34,
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they have any right to claim.” The promise by his prede-
cessor of a western outlet, Adams recorded, "is very embar-
rassing, and it is scarcely imaginable that within so re-
cent a period the President and Secretary of War should have
assumed so unwarranted an authority and have given so
inconsiderate a pledge." Adams decided promises made to
the Indians must give way before the "Jjust and reasonable
demands of our own people."l7

To make the Cherokee delegation more receptive to
Barbour's proposal, the President announced that the tribe
was entitled to 3,194,784 acres in Arkansas. This was
several million acres less than the Cherokees claimed. Adams'
strategy forced the Cherokee delegates to reconsider. If
the tribe refused to move from Arkansas, the government might
actually reclaim land already given the tribe. The strat-
egy was successful; the Cherokee delegation did not long
resist the Presidential pressure and other inducements.
Acceding to the wishes of President Adams, the delegates
on May 6, 1828, concluded a treaty by which the Western
Cherokees agreed to give up their Arkansas lands and accept
a tract beyond the western boundary of that territory. This
boundary was moved eastward approximately forty miles to a

line running from Fort Smith to the southwestern corner of

17John Quincy Adams, Mem01rs of John Qulncg Adams
to

Comprising Portions of His Diary from 1 ed.
Charles Francis Adams (Il Vols.; Philadelphia, I874-1877),
VII, 499, 502-03.
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18 While the treaty required the Arkansas Chero-

Missouri.
kees to again abandon their homes and improvements, it did
give them seven million acres including several million
acres of choice land in Lovely's Purchase.

The Cherokees reacted with anger at the news of the
provisions of the treaty. Meetings were called to discuss
the enforcement of the law decreeing death to anyone who
ceded tribal lands. Poles were erected in front of houses
to receive the heads of the delegates who had betrayed the
tribe. The National Council found the delegates guilty of
fraud and denounced the treaty proclaiming it void.19 Al-
though the death penalty was not levied against the dele-'
gates, Cherokee opposition to the treaty persisted but to
no avail., The United States Senate had ratified the docu-
ment leaving the Cherokees no alternative. Reluctantly,
they abandoned the farms they had cleared a decade earlier
and moved west once again.

Throughout the controversy over Lovely's Purchase
the region's only legal residents, the military and civilian
personnel at Cantonment Gibson, remained observers. Yet
the disposition of this disputed region was probably the

most important single event in shaping the destiny of the

18Royce, "The Cherokee Nation of Indians," 247-48.
Kappler, Indian Affairs: Laws and Treaties, II, 288-92.

19)rkansas Gazette, June 25, 1828, p. 3, July 2,
1828, p. 3. Breariey to Porter, September 27, 1828, Let-
ters Received, Office of Indian Affairs, 1824-80, Cher-
okee Agency West, National Archives, Microcopy 234, Roll 77.
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post. The Treaty of 1828 pushed the line of white settle-

ment back to Fort Smith and preserved the area beyond Ar-
kansas for the Indians. As a result, when Indian removal
was accelerated during Andrew Jackson's administration,
Cantonment Gibson became the terminus for the Westerm

journey of many of the tribes uprooted in the East.



CHAPTER VI
NEW DANGERS FROM THE WEST AND SOUTH

The Cherokee treaty of 1828 not only resolved the
controversy over Lovely's Purchase, but it also formally
ended the Osage-Cherokee feud. For over a decade the army
had labored on the Arkansas frontier to resolve that inter-
tribal clash. There was still little affection between the
tribes, but both respected the power of the United States
sufficiently to insure there would be no resumption of
large-scale conflict. The winding down of the Osage-
Cherokee'rivalry was paralleled by the growth of new threats
to the security of the frontier which demanded the attention
of the army at Cantonment Gibson. To the south, in the Red
River valley and Texas, dissident elements of several tribes
had sought refuge from the advance of American pioneers. To
the west, the Plains Indians were Jjust beginning to react to
the same pressure. From both directions Colonel Mathew
Arbuckle could anticipate problems.

Arbuckle's command extended south to the Red River,
the international boundary. Warriors of half a dozen tribes,
who were dissatisfied with their treatment at the hands of

the American government, had congregated on both sides of

108
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the Red River and had become a menace to the peace and se-
curity of that region. Cherokees living in the Red River
valley, not subject to the authority of the Arkansas branch
of the tribe, had been harrassing the Osages since 1823, but
it was not until early 1826, that their feud posed a serious
danger to the growing white community in the region.

On January 13, a party of Cherokees and Delawares
killed five Osage warriors near Red River. Retaliating in-
discriminately, an Osage party headed by Mad Buffalo at-
tacked a group of American citizens hunting in the Caddo
Hills. Four escaped, but two were captured, stripped, and
abused before they were released far from the nearest out-
post. A few days later Mad Buffalo raided white settlements
in the vicinity of Cantonment Towson in search of horses.
Hostilities continued in the fall when a band of Indians,
probably Kickapoos and Delawares from the Red River, killed
an Osage and wounded three others near the Arkansas River.
Osage war parties apparently more than evened the score for
warriors from Clermont's village boasted of killing nine
Kickapoos and of taking three prisoners.l

Colonel Arbuckle viewed the disturbances along the

Red River as a serious threat to the progress he had made

lIzard to Secretary of War, January 30, 1826, Ham-
tramck to Clark, February 8, 1827, The Territory of Arkansas,
182%—1822, Vol. XX of The Territorial Papers ol the United
ates, ed. Clarence E, Carter (Washington, 1954), 192-03,
ITI. Arkansas Gazette, August 29, 1826, p. 3. The Caddo
Hills are located in what is now Bryan County, Oklahoma.
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in pacifying the Arkansas valley. While the Cherokees,
Kickapoos, Shawnees, and other tribes residing south of the
Red River continued at war with the Osages, there was a
distinet possibility of intertribal war along the entire
Southwestern frontier. In March and April, 1827, reports
from Major Alexander Cummings, commander of Cantonment Tow-
son, reinforced Arbuckle's apprehensions concerning the
situation on the Red River. Texas Cherokees had started to
settle on the Little River in the region recently assigned
to the Choctaws. Cummings described these Cherokees as "the
most troublesome part of the Indian population in our neigh-
bourhood." He also suggested that his inability to communi-
cate with the tribes of his region prevented the gathering
of "information as to their designs or intentions." Ar-
buckle authorized Cummings to employ an interpreter and
sent Captain Benjamin L.E. Bonneville and his company to
reconnoiter the troubled area just above the Red River.2

Before Bonneville arrived, information reached Can-
tonment Towson that a large body of Indians assembling along
the Sabine planned to attack the settlements near the Red
River. Major Cummings was informed of the plan by a Shawnee
who did not speak English. There may have been a breakdown
in communications, for the anticipated attack did not

materialize. Unfortunately, there were many unanticipated

2Cummings to Arbuckle, March 4, 1827, Arbuckle to
Butler, April 7, 1827, Territory of Arkansas, XX, 413-14,
ylh—i45) —
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problems which kept the Red River frontier in a state of
turmoil. Two white men, John Bowman and James Roberts,
tied and whipped one Cherokee and a few days later someone,
probably Roberts, killed another member of the tribe. Cum-
mings feared that these incidents would "lead to serious
results."5

Less than a week later, news of more violence reached
Cantonment Towson. Osage Indians crossed the Red River and
killed a farmer and created a panic which sent the white
settlers fleeing north to safety. A detachment was ordered
into the field, but Major Cummings recalled the patrol be-
cause of the futility of pursuing mounted Indians with in-
fantrymen. Cummings appealed to Arbuckle for assistance,
writing that "the pursuit of Marauders and murderers" had
"nearly worn out" the small force available to him. Before
he dispatched the letter, a messenger from settlers south
of the Red River arrived with a request that the army
supply "a Guard to protect them from the Pawnee Indians."
Another message stressed the "weakness and nakedness" of
the white settlements against "the heathens skulking about
us, taking off our Stock & Killing our Neighbours."4

The calls for help were justified. Just three days

later, a large party of Osages crossed the Red River and

Scummings to Arbuckle, April 3, 1827, Ibid., 457.

4Cummings to Arbuckle, April 14, 1827, Greenwood
to Cummings, April 21, 1827, Ibid., 457-59.
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plundered farms, killed cattle, and forced many of the re-
maining families to leave their homes. Major Cummings did
not even bother to dispatch a patrol to challenge the inva-
ders who were mounted and could easily outdistance his
troops. Thoroughly frustrated, Cummings warned Arbuckle,
"the time is not far distant when we may expect trouble
from the Savages on our borders." The colonel was not as
pessimistic as Cummings; while admitting that a large pro-
portion of the Indians living in the vicinity of Cantonment
Towson "have unfriendly feelings toward the people of the
UsSe,y" Arbuckle did not believe they would resort to war.
To relax Indian-white relations, he advocated removal of
white settlers living in the area and suggested forcing the
dissident bands residing near Cantonment Towson to rejoin
their parent tribes. The colonel expected the arrival of
Bonneville and his company to restore calm along the Red
River, and to further bolster military power in that area
he ordered Lieutenant William S. Colquhoun and his company
to reinforce Cantonment Towson.5

The increased violence along the international border
was a result of developments in the Mexican province of
Texas. In December, 1826, Benjamin Edwards, outraged by
the cancellation of his brother's land grant by the Mexican

government, proclaimed the land from the Sabine to the Rio

5Cummings to Arbuckle, April 24, 1827, Arbuckle to
Butler, May 4, 1827, Ibid., 459, 455-56.
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Grande independent. He named the area the Republic of
Fredonia and enlisted the aid of many of the Texas Indians.
The rebellion was quickly crushed, but Mexican authorities
were disturbed by the disloyalty of the Indian population.
The Mexican military launched a campaign to drive hostile
tribes from Texas. Many sought safety to the north where
they encroached on bands already established near the
American border. There an American official predicted that
"want & poverty will exasperate and drive them to despera-
tion."6

Another unstable element was added to the already
turbulent Red River frontier in late June, 1827, when a
company of armed men was organized ostensibly to chastise
the Comanches. The agent at the Red River agency advised
Major Cummings at Cantonment Towson that the company was
composed of a number of men "6f the worst description" whose
"object is plunder & robbery." The leaders of this under-
taking were Charles Burkman and Nathaniel Robbins, both
former residents of Miller County, Arkansas, who claimed to
have been commissioned officers in the Mexican army. Robbins
and a Dr. Lewis B. Dayton had complained to Mexican authori-
ties about being taxed by the United States although they
resided south of the Red River at Pecan Point. The com-
mander of the Department of Texas suggested the residents of

of Pecan Point establish a provisional government and

6Gray to Secretary of War, June 13, 1827, Ibid, 479-81.
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recognized Robbins and Dayton as its official representa~
tives to the Mexican Republic. Two months later Burkman
issued a proclamation promising pay and plunder for those
who would enlist in a campaign against the Indians in Texas.
American officials took a dim view of representatives of a
foreign power recruiting American citizens.‘7

Governor George Izard of Arkansas Territory pledged
to employ the militia, if necessary, to block the Burkman
and Robbins expedition, and Major Cummings dispatched Lieu-
tenant Colquhoun to Pecan Point where he warned Burkman that
his force would be treated as a public enemy. The lieu~
tenant reported that he "discovered no disposition on the
part of the inhabitants to join any party." The vigorous
display of opposition by American officials quashed the
plans of Robbins and Burkman. Their followers "dispersed
to their own Accord before they had marched far into the
Interior of Texas."8

The collapse of Burkman and Robbins' plans did not

restore tranquillity. Colonel A.P. Chouteau warned

7Gray to Secretary of War, July 3, 1827, Secretary
of State to Izard, September 6, 1827, Ibid., 500-01, 529-3%0.
Arkansas Gazette, July 31, 1827, p. 3, November 6, 1827, Do 4.
Erkansas Historical Assoclatlon, Publications (Fayettev111e,
1906), I, 451. Pecan Point is located just across the Red
River from present McCurtain County, Oklahoma.

8Secretary of War to Izard, September 6, 1827, Izard
to Secretary of War, October 16, 1827, Territo of Arkansas,
XX, 529-30, 543. Arkansas Gazette, November 6, 1827, p.
Colquhoun to Cummings, June 21, 1827, Letters Received, Of-
fice of the Adjutant General, 1822-1860 National Archlves,
Microcopy 567, Roll 26.
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Arbuckle that four hundred Osage warriors divided into two
bands had gone to war and that one force was moving in the
direction of the Red River. Arbuckle, believing that his
earlier efforts to maintain peace along the Red River had
been counterproductive, decided to make no further efforts
to mediate between the Osages and the tribes living in that
region. His candid opinion was that "there is no hope of a
permanent peace being effected between the several Indian
Bands on the Red River and the Osages." The Indians consti-
tuted only part of the problem. The region had attracted
settlers Arbuckle called "the worse description of our
Citizens." He suggested that the disorders were "as often
produced by the improper conduct of our people as by a
similar conduct on the part of the Indians."9

Reports from the Southwestern frontier prompted the
commander of the Western Department to recommend an increase
in troop strength along the upper Red River to insure pro-
tection for the growing "heterogeneous mass of white and
Red population." About the same time, the War Department
received a similar recommendation from the commander of
Cantonment Towson. Obviously disgruntled by the lack of
manpower, Major Cummings inferred it would be better to
have no post at all than one so inadequately manned that

it could not fulfill its mission. More troops were

9Arbuckle to Butler, August 27, 1827, Microcopy 567,
Roll 25.
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desperately needed not only to keep the Indians in check,
but to police the whites, most of whom Cummings described
as "no better than the savages." Cummings suggested that
his investigations revealed that the Indians "are more
sinn'd against than sinning."10

No substantial reinforcements were authorized by the
War Department and the frontier situation did not improve.
As a result, forty-five citizens of Miller County signed a
petition addressed to the territorial governor complaining
about the Indians, particularly the Shawnees, who were squat-
ting on their fields, pillizring their homes, and stealing
their cattle. They requested that the governmor remove the
Indians and save their homes and fields. The forty soldiers
stationed at Cantonment Towson were obviously inadequate to
dislodge the Shawnees. Therefore, Governor Izard ordered
the Adjutant General of the state militia, Colonel Wharton
Rector, to employ force if necessary to evict the Indians.ll
On reaching the principal Shawnee and Delaware villages on
the Red River, Rector ordered the Indians to get off lands
claimed by the white settlers. The Delawares readily

agreed, but the Shawnees refused, vowing to retaliate if

force were employed against them.

10Gaines to Secretary of War, August 25, 1827, Cum~
mings to Adjutant General, September 1, 1827, Territory of
Arkansas, XX, 517-18, 526-27. -

11Petition to Governor Izerd by Citizens of Miller
County [March 20, 18281, Pierson to Izard, March 22, 1828,
Izard to Rector, April 7, 1828, Ibid., 629-30, 632, 640~-41,
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Colonel Rector, undeterred by the Shawnee threat,
called upon Captain Russell B. Hyde, the new commander of
Cantonment Towson, for assistance. Hyde viewed Rector as a
frontier adventurer "who wishes to Immortalize himself by
plundering an Indian town & killing a few Women and Chil-
dren." Since the Shawnee village was clearly in Mexican
territory and Hyde's command numbered only thirty-four
privates, the captain rejected Rector's request. Arkansas'
Adjutant General raised a force of sixty-three men in Miller
County and marched on the Shawnee village. Six miles short
of his objective he was intercepted by the Shawnee chief

12 he

who agreed to leave the territory within twenty days.
show of force brought no permanent security to the Red River
frontier. The stiffening resistance of the Plains Indians

to encroachment spelled new difficulties throughout the
Southwestern frontier.

For generations the Osages had engaged in regular
campaigns against the Pawnees and other Plains tribes. Gov-
ernment pressure on the Osages to end their war with the
Cherokees had turned the tribe's warriors to the west, where
their superior arms usually enabled them to emerge victorious

in their clashes with the Plains Indians. The opening of

the Santa Fe trade in 1821 brought Americans into contention

12pector to Izard, May 8, 1828, Hyde to Adjutant Gen-
eral, November 17, 1828, Hyde to Arbuckle, May 6, 1828,
Ibid., 677, 784~85, 786. Arkansas Gazette, May 7, 1828,

p. L]
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with the Plains tribes, and near the end of the 1820's, the
immigrating Eastern Indians also came into conflict with
them. At Cantonment Gibson, the threat posed by the Plains
Indians became one of the major concerns of the garrison.

The army's interest in the Plains Indians predated
the establishment of Cantonment Gibson. In March, 1819,
Major William Bradford, then commander of Fort Smith, learned
of a large intertribal council on the Salt Plains about
three hundred miles west of Fort Smith. The Osages, Paw-
nees, Arapahos, Comanches, and several other tribes were
represented. Bradford was unable to ascertain the purpose
of their council, but he was apprehensive about a possible
alliance between these tribes and the Spanish. American-
Spanish relations were strained, and the major had heard
that Spaniards were on the Upper Canadian in American terri-
tory. Bradford recommended that the chiefs of the Comanches,
Kiowas, and Arapahos be invited to Washington to see the
power of the United States and to negotiate a treaty.l5
The handful of soldiers on the Arkansas frontier could not
control the Osages and Cherokees. An expedition to contact
the Plains tribes was out of the question.

Bradford's apprehensions were well founded. In April,

1820, the citizens of Hempstead County in southwestern

15pradford to Secretary of War, March 28, 1818 [1819],
The Territory of Arkansas, 1819-1825, Vol. XIX of The Ter-
Titorial Papers of the united states, ed. Clarence E.
Eing 60

Carter (Was! ton, 195%), 50-60.
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Arkansas Territory warned of a Caddo confederation under
the leadership of a chief who reputedly held a colonel's
commission in the Spanish army. The estimated strength of
the confederation was over 1,500 warriors. Reports from
Texas indicated that several Plains tribes had joined the

Caddoes greatly increasing their s’crength.l4

The Spanish
ratification of the Adams~Onis Treaty relaxed tension be=-
tween the two countries, and the Mexican Revolution ended
forever the threat of a Spanish-Indian alliance against the
United States, but the Plains tribes would be an obstacle
to the pacification of the Southwestern frontier for the
next half-century.

When Cantonment Gibson was established, hundreds of
miles separated the hunting grounds of the Plains tribes
and the nearest American or immigrant Indian settlements;
this separation minimized friction. By 1826, dissident
elements of the Cherokees, Delawares, and Shawnees had taken
up residence on the Red River beyond Cantonment Towson.
Their presence antagonized the Plains tribes who vented
their disapproval on the immigrant Indians and white set-
tlers.15

In mid-spring, 1826, about a dozen men from Miller

County in southwestern Arkansas were hunting wild horses

luGrand Jury presentment in Hempstead County [April,

15Cummings to Adjutant General, January 18, 1826,
Territory of Arkansas, XX, 184-85.
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on the Washita, a tributary of the Red River. The party
had broken into small groups which were surprised by Indians
who killed three hunters, all members of the Lawrence
family. The others, abandoning their equipment and about
twenty-five mustangs, escaped. The assailants were at
first believed to be Osages, but a subsequent report iden-
tified them as Pawnees. Apparently, the Lawrences were not
their only victims for one observer reported that the Paw-
nees claimed credit for the deaths of eight white men.
Angry whites called a meeting at which it was decided to
send a force against the Pawnees. The commander of Canton-
ment Towson opposed the plan and predicted it would plunge
the frontier into an Indian war. His opposition apparently
dissuaded the settlers, for newspapers and reports do not
indicate a settlers' campaign against the Pawnees in the
summer of 1826.16

It was more difficult to restrain the Osages. A band
from Pawhuska's village on its fall hunt took eighteen to
twenty Pawnees' scalps, and warriors from the Little Osage
village returned with Pawnee horses.17 Such clashes were
not of immediate concern to the government as long as they
did not involve whites or impede the immigration of Eastern

Indians.

16Arkansas Gazette, May 23, 1826, p. 3, December 5,
1826é7p. 5. Cummings to Gaines, June 22, 1826, Ibid.,
266- [

17Hamtramek to Clark, February 8, 1827, Ibid., 411.
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The Indian incursions of the winter and spring of
1827, were a different matter. In January, news of another
clash between white traders and Plains Indians alarmed the
frontier, Some twenty men from southern Arkansas were
attacked by 250 to 300 Comanches in Texas. In April, In-
dians entered the settlements across the Red River from
Cantonment Towson and killed one resident. There was some
confusion concerning the identity of the Indians, but the
commander of the post believed they were Pawnees. These
attacks prompted the settlers in the Red River valley to
renew their request to the commander of Cantonment Towson
for protection against the Pawnees. The cause of the In-
dian unrest along the Red River was the Mexican campaign to
push the Indians beyond the borders of Texas in the months
following the collapse of the Fredonian rebellion. Colonel
Arbuckle reported to his superiors that American citizens
in the Red River area would be "liable to considerable in-
terruption from the wandering and disaffect Indians in that
quarter." His recommendation was to shift a company from
the Seventh Infantry to the troubled area.18

The citizens of the region did not give the govern-
ment time to respond to their call for army assistance; they

began raising a force to be employed against the Comanches.

18Arkansas Gazette, January 16, 1827, p. 3. Cummings
to Arbuckle, April 14, 1827, Cummings to Arbuckle, April 24,
1827, Arbuckle to Butler, May 4, 1827, Gray to Secretary of
War, June 15, 1827, Territory of Arkansas, XX, 457-58, 452~
53, 455-56, 479-81. -
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The organizers of the expedition, claiming authority from
the Mexican government, encountered substantial opposition
from American officials and were forced to abandon the cam-
paign before it was well underway. The abortive expedition
resolved nothing; the governor of Arkansas Territory re-
ported that "some Hundreds of Indians of various northern
Tribes are now assembling in the Mexican Territory adjoining
ours." Warning that "there are considerable Bands of these
Savages at no great Distance from our Posts,"” he advised
reinforcing these garrisons immediately.19
Conflict was not restricted to the Red River area.
The Osages from the Three Forks region raided a Pawnee town
during their 1827 summer expedition. With the aid of two
Frenchmen, the Pawnees offered a spirited defense inflicting
almost as many casualties as they suffered. For years
Washington had tolerated the Osage-Pawnee conflict, but their
warfare was increasingly impeding government plans. The re-
ports of Osage-Plains Indian hostilities frightened govern-
ment surveyors who refused to continue running the boundary
20

line for the new Osage reservation.

The growing menace of the Plains tribes was one of

lgGray to Secretary of War, July %, 1827, Izard to
Secretary of State, October 16, 1827, Ibid., 500-01, 54%.
The abortive expedition mentioned in this paragraph was the
one organized by Burkman and Robbins described earlier in
this chapter in greater detail.

20Hamtramck to Clark, September 1, 1827, Langham to
McKenney, June 16, 1827, Ibid., 607-09, 487-88.
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the topics of discussion when the army's Inspector General,
George Croghan, visited Cantonment Gibson in August, 1827.
He acknowledged that the Plains Indians would be more
troublesome as the frontier expanded westward. Croghan
recommended the creation of an additional garrison on the
- frontier between Cantonments Gibson and Leavenworth to hold
the Pawnees at bay.21

Until the late summer of 1827, Plains Indians had
not been reported in the immediate vicinity of Cantonment
Gibson. That changed when Pawnee war parties invaded the
area. One band in search of horses sneaked into an Osage
village under the cover of darkness. The next morning, the
Pawnee warriors were discovered and pursued by the Osages
who returned with three scalps. In another encounter the
Pawnees fared better. They killed a Frenchman named Ols
Swiss near Chouteau's trading house within three miles of
the post. Another man, wounded by the Indians, escaped and
was pursued to the Grand River within musket range of the
garrison. Arbuckle dispatched a detachment in pursuit of
the assailants, but it was unable to overtake them. The
arrows recovered from the victims confirmed that the at-
tackers were Pawnees. Inspector General Croghan, who was

visiting the post about the time of the attack, urged that

21Francis Paul Prucha, ed., Army Life on the Western
Frontier: Selections from the Official Reports Made Between
and 1845 by Colonel George Croghan (Norman, 1958),
159-61,
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one or two companies of cavalry be stationed at Cantonments
Gibson and Leavenworth. The mobility provided by mounted
troops, Croghan predicted, would secure "the peace of the
whole frontier from Prairie du Chien to Cantonment Jesup."22
Again, an economy-conscious Congress proved reluctant.

The hostility during the summer and fall caused the
Osages to anticipate a retaliatory raid by the Pawnees.
The Osage agent urged the government to arrange a meeting
between his tribe and the Plains Indians to secure a ces-
sation of hostilities. He also advocated the establishment
of a military post at the Osage agency to "strengthen the
chain [of frontier posts] & security, render communications
certain & rappid & give an efficient support to our traders
& protection to our Citizens, independent of insuring peace
among the different tribes."25 This recommendation, like
Croghan's, produced no immediate results, but the continued
strife on the Southwestern frontier would soon compel federal
officials to take action.

The Osages were not the only tribe in conflict with
the Plains Indians. In 1827 and 1828, Cherokee hunting par-

ties clashed with the Pawnees. Although the better-armed

22Hamtramck to Clark, September 1, 1827, Territory of
Arkansas, XX, 607-09. Arkansas Gazette, September &, ]ig )
P. 3. Grant Foreman, Indians and Pioneers: The Story of the
American Southwest Before 1850 (Norman, 19%6), 244, Prucha,
ed., Army Lile on the Western Frontier, 160-6l.

25Hamtramck to Clark, December 12, 1827, Hamtramck
to Clark, January 1%, 1828, Territory of Arkansas, XX,
614-18.
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Cherokees inflicted more casualties than they received, the
desire for revenge was strong among most of the thirty-five
Cherokees who traveled onto the Plains to hunt during the
winter of 1828. The party encountered four Plains Indians,
rejected their friendly overtures, and.killed two of them.
The two survivors alerted their tribe which overtook the
assailants and attacked them. The superior arms of the
Cherokees enabled them to withstand the attack losing only
two of their warriors.

Although they had provoked the Plains Indians, the
Cherokees vowed revenge. A seven-man party located a Plains
Indian village where they planned to redeem their pledge.

As they surveyed the camp from the hill above, a member of
the party discovered a beehive within a tree. Disregarding
the warnings of his companions, he began hacking at the tree
to obtain honey. Not surprisingly, he aroused not only the
bees but also the Indians from the village. Caught in the
open, the seven Cherokees' one hope was flight. Five of
them escaped. The Plains Indians celebrated their victory
at a dance during which the corpse of one of their victims
was mutilated. An account of this victory celebration was
eventually reported to the Cherokees. A continuation of the

conflict was inevitable.24

2% crerokee Phoenix (New Echota, Ga.), October 29,
1828, p. 2. Cherokee Phoenix and Indians' Advocate (New
Echota, Ga.), March 18, 1829, PP. 2-3. A slightly dif-
ferent version of this episode is related in Carolyn Thomas
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In the summer of 1828, the Plains Indians again
threatened the frontier settlements close to Cantonments
Gibson and Towson. In August, two soldiers from Cantonment
Towson on their way to the Kiamichi to fish were murdered
and scalped by Pawnee Indians. A party of soldiers, white
settlers, and friendly Delawares tracked the attackers to
the Blue River about ninety miles from the garrison. 1In
the ensuing skirmish seven Pawnees were killed and the
scalps of the murdered soldiers recovered. The pursuers
suffered only one casualty, a Delaware chief, who was wounded
by a poisoned arrow in the leg. Colonel Arbuckle felt cer-
tain that prompt retaliation against the Pawnees would pre-
vent their early return to the vicinity of Cantonment Towson.
In reporting the episode to his superiors, the colonel called
attention to the need for strengthening the frontier gar-
rison not only by increasing the number of men but also by
providing enough horses to enable the troops to pursue the
marauding bands. Arbuckle's recommendation for reinforcing
Cantonment Towson was supported by Arkansas' territorial gov-
ernor who warned that the Pawnees' ally, the Comanches,
could "muster some Thousands of armed Men." Governor Izard
argued, "The utter Uselessness of the Military Post at Fort

Towson," was obvious.25 Neither additional troops nor horses

Foreman, "The Cherokee War Path," Chronicles of Oklahoma,
IX (September, 1931), 233-35,

25Arkansas Gazette, September 2%, 1828, p. 3. Birch
to Arbuckle, September 5, 1828, Arbuckle to Galt, October 1,
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were forthcoming and the Cantonment Towson area remained
turbulent.

Even though the garrison at Cantonment Gibson was
many times the size of Cantonment Towson's, the summer of
1828 was an uneasy time for the people living in the region.
Reports of Plains Indian activity prompted Arbuckle to send
an express to warn Union Mission of the approach of 1,500
Comanches. Although the war party never reached the Three
Forks, one of the missionaries noted, "We have had two sea-
sons of alarm on account of these people [the Plains Indians]

26 Fron-

fearing they were coming in upon us like a flood."
tiersmen, both Red and white, looked to Cantonment Gibson
to stem the Plains Indian flood.

Despite the obvious dangers, the prospects of high
profits lured traders beyond the frontier. Disregarding
warnings, a five-man trading party from Hempstead County,
Arkansas, entered the Comanche country in October, 1828, to
trade with the Plains tribes. At first, the Indians appeared
friendly and trading commenced, but the mood suddenly changed
and the Indians fell upon the white traders, all of whom
were killed except one who escaped by leaping from a high

bluff and concealing himself until dark in a thicket. Un-

armed and with little food, the survivor fled from the

1828, Microcopy 567, Roll 3%, 37. Izard to Secretary of War,
September 21, 1828, Territory of Arkansas, XX, 748-49.

26Foreman, Indians and Pioneers, 244,
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Comanche country and reached the settlements fifteen days
later. His report fueled the belief that the Plains tribes
intended to ravage the exposed frontier in the spring.27

The episode prompted the editor of the Arkansas Ga-
zette to urge the government to provide better military pro-
tection from the "numerous hordes of Indians who inhabit
the country bordered on the south-western part of this
Territory." He also recommended replacing infantry units
stationed at the frontier posts with mounted troops. "A
single company of Mounted Gun-men," the editor claimed,

"composed of experienced woodsmen, could do more towards re-

pressing the aggressions of the Indians, than three or four

companies of Infantry." The War Department had already
recognized the desirability of mounted troops for service

on the Southwestern frontier. The commanding general of

the army, Alexander Macomb, had recommended to the President
that some of the companies in each regiment serving on "the
plains towards the Mexican frontier, and towards the Rocky
Mountains," be mounted. This organization, Macomb said,
"Would enable the commandants of the garrisons in that
quarter to overtake and punish promptly any of those mounted
tribes, which inhabit the plains, that may venture to commit

28

depredations on the frontier inhabitants." The need for

27Arkansas Gazette, January 27, 1829, p. 3. Galt to
Adjutant General, February 20, 1829, Territosg of Arkansas,

X, 851-52., Newell to McRee, January ’ , WMicrocopy
567, Roll 41,
28Arkansas Gazette, February 3, 1829, p. 3.
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mounted troops was obvious; but the wheels of government
moved slowly; it would require three years for Congress to
respond to the general's recommendation.

Plains Indian attacks on the Santa Fe caravans under-
lined the need for the mounted force requested by Arbuckle
and Izard. The Comanches and Pawnees not only plundered the
traders but also broadcast the news of the success to the
other Plains tribes to incite them to join in future attacks.
Lack of manpower at Cantonments Gibson and Leavenworth forced
the government to accept an Osage offer to provide between
800 and 1,000 warriors to engage the Indians harrassing the
Santa Fe Trail.29 Such measures did not satisfy the American
traders who demanded military escorts. In 1829, the govern-
ment finally acceded to their demands and sent a command
under Major Bennett Riley to guard the caravan.

News of Plains Indian attacks to the west produced
fears that the white settlements near Cantonment Towson
would be paid another visit in the spring or summer of 1829.
The beleaguered commander of the post informed his superiors
of "the great necessity, of an increase of force at this
place." Arbuckle concurred and had already recommended that
an entire regiment be stationed on the Arkansas River and a
similar force on the Red to police the increasi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>