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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECT OF KINSHIP ON THE SETTLEMENT PATTERNS
OF THE SOUTHWEST MICHIGAN FRONTIER

By

Dale Ray Borders

This dissertation examines the role of kinship in the social organization and settlement
evolution of an agricultural frontier society in nineteenth century North America using a case
study of twenty townships from southwest Michigan as an example. Agricultural frontiers are
often characterized by restricted contact with the homeland. This in turn leads to specific
adaptations of the intrusive population designed to counteract isolation and foster social
cooperation. The primary organizational focus of kinship in European and Euro-American
society is the nuclear family. Due to low population density, frontier society required the rapid
creation of a supportive social network to maintain settlement integrity and hence viability.
Nuclear families were capable of supplying that minimum demographic imperative.

Kinship’s role as a principal element of social organization on agricultural frontiers
generally, and in southwest Michigan specifically, is examined. The nuclear family and larger
kin-based organizations known as “kinship clusters” that evolved from nuclear families were a
specific social adaptation for settlement of agricultural frontiers.

Others have proposed that this adaptation may have affected settlement patterns on the
frontier because in many instances frontier settlements were comprised of these spatially
bounded “kinship clusters,” not individual households. Several researchers have referred to this
as a “clustering phenomenon.” These “kinship clusters” could also provide a focal point that
would attract other settlers to the area. This proposition was tested against the southwest

Michigan agricultural frontier data.



Kinship clusters consisted of groups of interrelated individuals, both affinal and
consanguineal kin, that traveled to the frontier of southwest Michigan and settled in agricultural
communities. These kinship clusters were often, if not always, the first settlers on this frontier.
The significance of kinship clusters as an adaptive strategy in agricultural frontier settlement
and the resultant settlement pattern that developed was supported with statistical testing.

Nearest neighbor analysis using census and other records and point data from Calhoun
County maps from 1831 to 1840 demonstrated a trend in settlement patterning that showed
initial clustering followed by random settlement. This analysis revealed that initial kinship
clusters acted as a focal point for subsequent settlement and development on the frontier. As
the frontier population increased over time, and population infilling occurred, the kinship
clusters tended to have a decreasing effect on settlement patterns. By the final phase of
settlement at the end of the pioneer period, and with the coming of the railroads ca. 1840,
analysis revealed that settlement patterning was evenly spaced, tending toward a regular pattern,
implying that kinship no longer had an effect on the spatial structuring of the settlement pattern.

In sum, this research confirms the importance of kinship in the spatial structuring of initial
settlement on the frontier primarily as a vehicle for establishment of spatially constrained
cooperative and integrative social networks. As population increases, the importance of
spatially discrete kinship clusters diminishes as a magnet for additional settlement. This
recognition has important implications for understanding the evolution of settlement systems

and patterns on the agricultural frontier.



Copyright by
Dale Ray Borders

2003



Tom)
For



Dedication

To my wife, Janet, and our children, Matt, Bryan, Jeffrey and Kate.
For putting up with me and my incessant dinner table conversation
over the past ten years. I thank you and love you all.



Than
keeptom
(for my |
ktting m
1d enc
belping

Asp
commit
time w,

A
inaly,

10 ¢cal]



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Thank you to all the people who have encouraged me over the past ten years to
keep to my goals. Thank you to my guidance committee, Joseph Chartkoff, Ph.D.,
(for my first interesting exposure to anthropology), Christine Daniels, Ph.D., (for
letting me rant and rave when I needed to), William Lovis, Ph.D., (for your insight
and encouragement), and especially Kenneth E. Lewis, Ph.D., chairman, for
helping me through the rough spots.

A special thank you to Janet Brashler, Ph.D., for being a member of my
committee and for giving me invaluable experience in the field, when you knew my
time was limited.

A final thank you to Frank Krist, Ph.D., fellow MSU graduate student, whose
invaluable expertise made much of my work easier. Thanks Frank, I promise not

to call with any more questions.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES ix

LIST OF FIGURES x-xi

CHAPTER I: THE SOUTHWEST MICHIGAN FRONTIER, AN
INTRODUCTION 1
Theoretical Perspectives 3
Research Universe 8

9

0

Methodology
Research Implications and Conclusion 1

CHAPTER II: SOUTHWEST MICHIGAN HISTORY

Environmental History 11
Native Americans and Michigan 16
The French in Michigan 21
The British Come to Michigan 24
Michigan after the Revolution 26
Conclusion 34

CHAPTER III: FRONTIER THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

Introduction: Early Perspectives 36
Frontier as Process and Zone 38
The Agricultural Frontier 4
Settlement Patterns on the Frontier 46
Evolution of Settlement Systems on the Frontier 49
Frontier Development 54
Social, Biological and Ecological Influences on Settlement 55
Motivations for Emigration to the Frontier 58
The Frontier and Land Speculation 59
Politics and the Frontier 61
Conclusion 62
CHAPTER IV: AMERICAN KINSHIP ON THE FRONTIER
Introduction 66
Kinship Defined 67
History of Kinship Studies 69
Kinship’s Role in Society 74
Kinship’s Role in American Society 77
Kinship on the Frontier. 84
Settlement Model for Southwest Michigan 87




. ey v _—



CHAPTER V: KITH AND KIN

Introduction 91
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Athens Township 92
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of McCamly Prairie 94
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of LeRoy Township 94
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Newton Township 96
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Homer Township 104
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Eckford Township 107
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Clarendon Township 110
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Albion Township 112
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Marengo Township 124
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Clarence (Pinckney) Township 126
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Lee Township 127
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Sheridan Township 128
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Battle Creek (Milton) Township 138
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Pennfield Township 142
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Bedford Township. 143
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Emmett Township 145
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Convis Township 156
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Marshall Township 157
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Fredonia Township 160
Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Tekonsha Township 162
Conclusion 174

CHAPTER VI: FRONTIER CALHOUN COUNTY: Testing the Role of
Kinship on the Settlement Pattern

Introduction 176
Distribution of Kinship Clusters 177
Land Purchase Data: Kinship Purchases versus Non-kinship Purchases.......... 180
Kinship Population versus Total Population 182
Settlement Patterns on the Frontier 183
Athens Township Nearest Neighbor Statistical Analysis 189
Battle Creek Township Nearest Neighbor Statistical Analysis......cccceceeeccncees 194
Homer Township Nearest Neighbor Statistical Analysis 200
Marengo Township Nearest Neighbor Statistical Analysis 206
Marshall Township Nearest Neighbor Statistical Analysis 211
Conclusion 213
Chapter VII: Frontier Calhoun County: an Overview and
Conclusion 218
Bibliography 232

viii



Table &.1:
Table §.2:
Table §.3:
Table 8.4:
Table §.5:
Table 6.1

Table 6.



LIST OF TABLES

Table 5.1: Kinship Clusters of Athens Township 97
Table 5.2: Kinship Clusters of Homer Township 114-115
Table 5.3: Kinship Clusters of Marengo Township 129
Table 5.4: Kinship Clusters of Battle Creek Township 148
Table 5.5: Kinship Clusters of Marshall Township 165
Table 6.1: Analysis of Cluster Type vs. Spatial Units 178
Table 6.2: Land Purchase Data by Year — Calhoun County 181




Figure 8.1

Figure §



LIST OF FIGURES

Images in this dissertation are presented in color.

Figure 5.1: Athens Township 1831 to 1834 101
Figure 5.2: Athens Township 1831 to 1837 102
Figure 5.3: Athens Township 1831 to 1840 103
Figure 5.4: Homer Township 1831 to 1834 121
Figure 5.5: Homer Township 1831 to 1837 122
Figure 5.6: Homer Township 1831 to 1840 123
Figure 5.7: Marengo Township 1831 to 1834 135
Figure 5.8: Marengo Township 1831 to 1837 136
Figure 5.9: Marengo Township 1831 to 1840 137
Figure 5.10: Battle Creek T. 1831 to 1834 153
Figure 5.11: Battle Creek T. 1831 to 1837 154
Figure 5.12: Battle Creek T. 1831 to 1840 155
Figure 5.13: Marshall T. 1831 to 1834 171
Figure 5.14: Marshall T. 1831 to 1837 172
Figure 5.15: Marshall T. 1831 to 1840 173
Figure 6.1: Land Purchase Data — Calhoun County 182
Figure 6.2: Athens T. 1831 to 1834 186
Figure 6.3: Athens T. 1831 to 1837 187
Figure 6.4: Athens T. 1831 to 1840 188
Figure 6.5: Battle Creek T. 1831 to 1834 191

Figure 6.6: Battle Creek T. 1831 to 1837 192




Figure 6.
Figure 6.
Figure 6.
Figure 6
Figure 6
Figure 6
Figure 6
Figure
Figure 6
Figure ¢
Figure ¢

Figure ¢



Figure 6.7: Battle Creek T. 1831 to 1840

Figure 6.8: Homer T. 1831 to 1834

Figure 6.9: Homer T. 1831 to 1837

Figure 6.10: Homer T. 1831 to 1840

Figure 6.11: Marengo T. 1831 to 1834

Figure 6.12: Marengo T. 1831 to 1837

Figure 6.13: Marengo T. 1831 to 1840

Figure 6.14: Marshall T. 1831 to 1834,

Figure 6.15: Marshall T. 1831 to 1837

Figure 6.16: Marshall T. 1831 to 1840

Figure 6.17: R-Values (aggregated) for all Townships

Figure 6.18: R-Values (subsets) for all Townships.

193
197
198
199
203
204
205
208
209
210
214

217



Recen
RN
predictah
nichy
ad refin
Wik oy
apnlicaby
dentifat

Thiy
00w
YYE}L‘mc[
denifc
COannb
fa(lors S
Meseny
breag .
lhf('llgh |
Puifeg

Mgy



Chapter I
The Southwest Michigan Frontier
An Introduction

Recent discussions in the archaeological literature deal with settlement processes on
an agrarian frontier, that like most cultural processes are governed by many highly
predictable factors. The purpose of this study is to examine and test hypotheses of
agricultural settlement using data from southwest Michigan. In the process of testing
and refining current models of agrarian settlement, a new model specifically associated
with southwest Michigan will be formulated and analyzed with respect to its
applicability to this region. Specific variables within this hypothesis should be
identifiable archaeologically or through historical documentation.

This dissertation will identify the processes at work in agrarian settlement of
southwest Michigan as well as help develop new hypotheses about Euro-American
settlement of frontiers in similar regions in the early 1800’s. Factors which can be
identified as affecting frontier settlement patterns include: 1) environmental impacts and
concerns of agricultural settlers 2) technology of frontier farm development 3) social
factors such as kinship and its relationship to settlement 4) transportation facilitation 5)
presence/absence of indigenous peoples and 6) economic factors such as trade. The
broad scope of these six factors precludes a detailed examination of each individually
through a single vehicle of discussion. Therefore, the impact of social factors,
specifically kinship, on agricultural settlement and the settlement process will be the
primary focus of this dissertation.

The factors listed previously, that may affect settlement patterns on the frontier,

need to be minimized in order to demonstrate the way in which kinship affects
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settlement patterns. With respect to the effects of the environment, the areas under
investigation will be compared to one another to determine equivalency. Certain
environments within the research universe may have been more desirable to agricultural
pioneers than other environments. This possibility will be discussed and examined
during this investigation. Transportation networks, such as rivers, roads and Indian
trails may also have affected settlement processes during the frontier period of
southwest Michigan. When at all possible these networks will be examined with
respect to their effect on settlement patterning. The impact of trade (Fuller 1916:355)
and farm technology should be approximately equal throughout the research universe
because most settlers to southwest Michigan came from similar regions in New York
and New England (Dunbar and May 1995:170). Pioneer farm technology and access to
trade should, therefore, be similar for everyone involved. Finally, the effect of the
presence/absence of indigenous peoples should also be the same for all Euro-American
settlers to this region. The Native American presence at the time of occupation by
Euro-Americans of southwest Michigan was relatively low (Hubbard 1888:179; Clifton
1978:740; Dunbar and May 1995:15). Cultural manipulations of the environment, such
as raised garden beds and the Oak Openings, performed by native peoples previous to
the entrance of Euro-American pioneers, were ubiquitous throughout the region
(Hubbard 1888:243-261; Peters 1970:23).

Through integration of historical documentation and archaeological data a more
detailed understanding of the frontier settlement pattern in southwest Michigan will

emerge. The regional approach to studying settlement patterns allows integration of
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data on a broader scale and should therefore reveal the scope of the processes involved

in settlement decisions.
Theoretical Perspectives

Insular frontier settlement (Steffen 1980:xviii) involved the expansion of
agricultural groups or communities into new areas of land suitable for agricultural
production. Because most agricultural settlement was thought by participants to be
permanent (Lewis 1987:6) and nuclear family based (Jordan and Kaups 1989:3,123),
any model of frontier agrarian settlement should involve processes associated with
occupation as well as development over time. Insularity is defined by the amount of
contact between the homeland and the frontier. The greater the insularity, the more
significant the processes of change on the frontier would have been, with resulting
differences between the homeland and the frontier (Steffen 1980:xvii-xviii). The
amount of insularity and its effect on settlement in southwest Michigan should have
been significant in the early period due to the sparse nature of early settlement and the
lack of good routes of communication.

John C. Hudson’s (1969:367) model of settlement process and change over time
defined three developmental stages of agrarian settlement: 1) colonization 2) spread and
3) competition. Stages of development indicated an increasing complexity resulting
from specific processes associated with agricultural production. The impact of kinship
on this model should emerge as expansion occurs of concentrations of nuclear family
settlements.

Cynthia Price and James Price examined Euro-American settlement of the

nineteenth century Midwest. Their settlement model (1981:241) involved three types of



settlement: 1) hunter/squatter, 2) subsistence farmer and 3) planter. Michigan’s primary
settlement group was the subsistence farmer, in the form of nuclear family farmsteads.
Price and Price’s model (1981:244-248) represented levels of agricultural complexity,
economic production and interaction with the world external to the frontier
environment. Subsistence farmers depended on their own ability and their nuclear
family organization to survive and prosper (Faragher 1986:99-101). Price and Price
(1981:246) saw the subsistence farm as being only marginally associated with the world
market system. Farming of this nature employed a mixed strategy of multi-crop/animal
complexes. Frontier farmers lived in widely dispersed nuclear family settlements
employing family labor to exploit their environment for subsistence and local trade.
Subsistence farming was the primary mode of agricultural production for the early
settlement period of southwest Michigan (Dunbar and May 1995:171-172). The nuclear
family farmsteads were the basis for survival in remotes areas of settlement in the
frontier period. Dependence on immediate family members and kin affiliations were
extremely important (Jordan and Kaups 1989:84).

Kenneth E. Lewis examined the settlement of Lower Michigan in the first half of
the nineteenth century. For this region, agriculture was not associated with “specialized
commodities with ready export markets” (Lewis 2002:7). Instead, small-scale items
and family oriented farms were the primary units of production. Settlers were involved
in diversified agricultural production that “encouraged internal economic
diversification. . .creating a new cultural landscape” (Lewis 2002:7).

Robert D. Mitchell (1998:3) defined a frontier as a temporary stage of settlement

that “passed through™ an area. For him, the concept of “open country neighborhood”



was one of the most important aspects of frontier development. “Open country
neighborhoods” facilitated the evolution of settlement systems and were “kin-oriented,
economically subsistent [and] loosely governed” (Mitchell 1998:23).

Stanton Green (1979:84) examined the process of cultural adaptation with respect
to colonization of temperate forest environments. Cultural ecologists, like Green,
hypothesize that pioneer farmers reverted to extensive land use and a young, rapidly
increasing population within a frontier environment in order to best exploit that
environment. Green’s model (1979:78) predicted that settlements were located in areas
where expansion was possible, and minimized social, demographic and economic
distances. Longevity of the frontier settlement was dependent on production by the
population for subsistence. As long as the settlement was able to meet subsistence
demands it would continue.

Demographics played a role in colonization (Green 1979:85). Maintenance of a
sufficient marriage pool was required for settlements to grow and prosper. Age at
marriage also decreased on the frontier as compared to more settled areas (Green
1979:80). The demographics of colonization required a sufficient labor supply of
young people who would reproduce quickly in order to prosper and expand. This may
have led to kinship relationships and potential “kinship clusters” on the frontier.

Because of the nature of frontier settlement, with highly dispersed nuclear family
farms, the most important networks were the local ones that had social as well as
economic aspects associated with them. Kin-based cooperative networks integrated
social and economic issues and worked together to create a “clustering phenomenon”

that affected settlement decisions on the frontier (Price and Price 1981:248).
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Kinship’s role in the development of culture is relevant to all societies. Robin Fox
envisioned kinship as pivotal to modern society. He believed the relationship between
ancestors and other kin were key to obligations, loyalties, social and legal claims and
sentiments, especially in nonwestern societies and developing countries (Fox 1967:13-
15). Burton Pasternak argued that kinship relations were universal and fundamental to
all human societies. His premise was kinship was vital to social organization and not
just a form of reciprocal obligation (Pasternak 1976:82). More recent interpretations of
kinship argue “that in all human societies some people consider themselves to be more
closely related to each other than they are to other people, and that this mutual
relatedness is the basis of numerous and varied interactions” (Holy 1996:9).

Kinship in western society, especially American society, differs from that in
nonwestern society in many respects. David M. Schneider (Schneider and Smith
1973:10-11) argued that American kinship is divided into two groups, the Order of
Nature and the Order of Law. One of these groups is a “blood” connection while the
other is a “legal” tradition (Schneider and Smith 1973:11). The American cultural
system of relatives was built out of these two elements.

Kinship in frontier society emphasized the nuclear family. This emphasis affected
settlement patterns, as the primary settlement groups were nuclear families, despite the
fact that they were at a distinct disadvantage in a frontier environment. In many
instances, frontier settlers included not single households, but groups of households that
settled together. Many of these groups were kin groups, consisting of nuclear families
related to one another either by birth or marriage. Many scholars have argued that

group migration to the frontier led to settlement patterns referred to as a “clustering
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phenomenon.” James Davis emphasized that “whatever the motive for group migration
and settlement, the practice lent assistance, encouragement and companionship to those
grappling with known and unknown challenges of the frontier (Davis 1977:45). Terry
Jordan and Matti Kaups (1989:84) contended that “the early years of colonization
witnessed a high degree of community solidarity, and intermarriage strengthened the
ties.” They also stated that “for the initial stage of pioneer settlement, the term
‘isolated’ farmstead may be more descriptive, since backwoods settlers apparently
tended to scatter, leaving three to eight or ten miles between dwellings. The individual
cabins usually later became the focus of loose family or clan clusters” (Jordan and
Kaups 1989:123).

Roger Mason found that “small clusters usually were composed of households of
brothers and brothers-in-law, while larger clusters were composed of several smaller
kinship-based clusters (italics added) that shared a common origin or the same religious
affiliation” (Mason 1984:87).

Cynthia Price and James Price examined farmstead settlement patterning on the
frontier and noted the “clustering phenomenon” in their research on the nineteenth
century Ozarks. They further suggested that this phenomenon had social implications
by centralizing activities and cooperative workgroups, while maximizing
communication, trade and defense and minimizing competition of critical resources
(Price and Price 1981:248).

This dissertation will argue that nuclear family settlement on the Michigan frontier
developed localized networks. These networks were comprised of 1) kinship ties 2)

social friendships (which may have developed into kinship ties) and 3) neighborhood



trade networks (Faragher 1986:131-135; Perry 1990:90; Mitchell and Hofstra 1995:142-
143). This community system included activity areas such as mills, churches,
cemeteries, schools and stores. Local networks, therefore, had social and economic, as
well as kin-based factors associated with them. These networks may have developed
out of or into kin-based networks. Kin clusters were a frequent social phenomenon seen

on other frontiers.
Research Universe

Southwest Michigan was open to Euro-American settlement by the Treat of Chicago
of 1821 (Dunbar and May 1995:146). This treaty opened the entire region to
settlement. In this respect, all lands “taken up” by agrarian colonists should have had
equal availability. If certain areas were, therefore, settled more heavily than others,
factors other than availability must be taken into consideration. This dissertation will
concentrate on the effects of kinship on settlement patterning.

Political boundaries that help define this geographic region enable the researcher to
approach the data systematically. The counties of Jackson, Calthoun, Kalamazoo, Van
Buren, Allegan, Barry, Eaton, Branch, St. Joseph and Cass are included in this research
universe. One of these counties, Calhoun, will be concentrated on in this study in order
to examine the impact of kinship on settlement more precisely. The county can be
visualized as a microcosm of the entire region, since all variables that can affect
settlement are present in the county. Calhoun County is subdivided into twenty
townships that have their own settlement history and pattern. Each of these townships

has specific physical characteristics that they share with other townships in the county.
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When these characteristics do not coincide in all the townships, note will be taken to see

if this had an effect on the settlement pattern in that township.
Methodology

The social factors of kinship clustering should have an impact on settlement
decisions. Evidence for this should be available through compilation of data from
archival research and land purchase records that list owner’s names with specific
parcels of land. By comparing these names with census records for the period it should
be possible to determine the presence of many kinship relationships that may not be
immediately apparent. Qualitative analysis of county histories and other family records
should help ascertain the presence of kin groups for any region under investigation.
The presence of related individuals with different surnames is a difficult proposition.
Since American kinship is bilateral, and kinship is traced through both the male and
female line it is important to determine kin relationships when surnames are not the
same. This may be particularly difficult when dealing with this time period, since it
was not common for women to be acknowledged by anything other than their husband’s
name. Further investigation of family and county histories may enable the researcher to
discover these relationships that are not immediately apparent.

By using the county and township system to ascertain settlement distribution it
should be possible to compare settlement distributions to see how non-random or
specifically patterned they were.

The social centralization aspect of settlement dealing with family networks and
local trade of kinship clustering should express itself archaeologically as material

culture sites involving family graveyards, mills, stores, churches and schools.



Research Implications and Conclusion

This dissertation will examine the settlement of the historic frontier of southwest
Michigan. The approach is based on a kinship model associated with settlement
clustering and how this “clustering phenomenon” affected settlement decisions.

Research of this nature can have other applications and may not necessarily be
considered specific to this region, environment or time period by other investigators.
Future endeavors involving this region may include a more focused look and
archaeological examination of frontier settlement for a portion of this study area
incorporating findings from local data into this regional model. Examination of the
impact of one or more of the other previously mentioned variables could be undertaken
by future research. Integration of this study with data from other regions to compare
settlement decisions and patterns over a larger area is a future goal as well. By
comparing one region’s settlement patterns with another it may be possible to ascertain

patterns and discover solutions that are common to all agricultural frontier settlements.
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Chapter 11
Southwest Michigan History

Environmental History

To understand nineteenth century settlement history of southwest Michigan it must
be placed in a context from both historical and environmental perspectives. The history
of southwest Michigan cannot be examined by starting with the settlement era of the
early nineteenth century. It cannot even be started with the British or French
occupations of this area of North America. The history of southwest Michigan begins
with the distant geologic past, when the last glaciation of approximately 13,000 years
ago formed the land into the configurations found by the pioneer settlers when they
arrived in the early nineteenth century.

The last glaciation, the Wisconsinan, ended about ten thousand years ago, and is
responsible for the geological configuration of southwest Michigan as well as most of
the rest of the state (Barker 2001:26). The advance of the glaciers from the Canadian
Shield to near Cincinnati swept the shield clean of soils and eroded the softer limestone
and shales south of the shield into the northern parts of what would later be the United
States. The resultant soils, which were highly fertile, were deposited as the glacier
retreated northward. Deposition of these soils resulted in a “belt of fertile land for
agriculture in southern Michigan.” The glaciers, therefore, provided “the basis for a
prosperous agricultural economy in southern Michigan” (Dunbar and May 1995:2).

The Great Lakes, a result of riverine erosion and the processes of glaciation, have
also clearly affected the settlement of southwest Michigan. The Great Lakes assumed

their present depth and shape approximately 2,500 years ago, after the last Ice Age
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(Dunbar and May 1995:2). The Great Lakes have helped and hindered Michigan’s
development. They certainly provided easy transportation routes from the earliest
Native American settlements until the present day. The presence of water on three sides
of the state, however, has also hindered development by retarding settlement. Before
the opening of the Erie Canal, in 1825, most settlers traveled overland from the south
through Ohio and Indiana. Both Ohio and Indiana were settled and became states much
earlier than did Michigan, Ohio in 1802 and Indiana in 1816. Even Illinois, which was
further west than Michigan, was more populous in the early nineteenth century, and
became a state in 1818 (Dunbar and May 1995:214).

Along with the Great Lakes and the inland bodies of water, the three large riverine
systems of southwest Michigan played an important role in settlement. The river
systems were created by the Wisconsinan glacier. The Grand River, the Kalamazoo
River and the St. Joseph River all originate in Jackson County. These rivers all flow
through southwest Michigan into Lake Michigan. The Grand River forms what could be
considered the northern edge of southwest Michigan. The Kalamazoo travels through
the middle of this part of the state and the St. Joseph River flows through the southern
part of the southwest section of Michigan. The Grand is Michigan’s longest river, at
225 miles, and was an important means of travel into the interior of Michigan by both
Native American and later European peoples. This was also true of the Kalamazoo
River. According to Fuller’s work on Michigan history, “the water power of the
Kalamazoo made that river the great central agent of settlement for the entire section”
(Fuller 1939:157). The St. Joseph, which was originally known as the River of the

Miamis because of a Miami Indian village nearby, was considered an important travel

12



route by Native Americans, fur traders and explorers. With only a short portage, boats
from the St. Joseph can access the Kankakee River in Indiana that flows into the
Illinois, and subsequently into the Mississippi River (Dunbar and May 1995:4-5). All
three of these river systems have numerous significant tributaries making a valuable
water resource for the early inhabitants of southwest Michigan.

The last significant environmental factors that played roles in the settlement of
southwest Michigan are heavy timber, prairies and oak openings. Most of the southern
half of Michigan was covered with heavy timber when white settlers arrived in the
nineteenth century. This heavy timber of hardwood species extended south roughly
from Saginaw Bay to the mouth of the Grand River. North of this line, the land was
heavily forested, also, primarily with White Pine and other soft conifers (Dunbar and
May 1995:6-7). Early frontier farmers in southwest Michigan and elsewhere judged
soil fertility by the types of tree cover. Soils covered with heavily forested hardwoods
were considered more fertile than the prairies and “oak openings” of southwest
Michigan (Bartlett 1974:190, O’Brien 1984:4). The best soil was believed to have a
covering of black walnut, ash, whitewood or sugar maple. Burr oak was also supposed
to be found on good soil. Initially, pioneer settlers avoided the prairies and “oak
openings” because they assumed erroneously that the absence of trees indicated poor
soil (Dunbar and May 1995:166). They soon discovered that prairies and “oak
openings” were highly fertile agricultural land. Settlers who migrated from the states to
the south, primarily Indiana and Ohio, were more likely to settle on prairie lands
because they had previously lived in this type of environment (Butler 1947:267). But

there were problems with prairie land. The soil was heavy clay, there was little good
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water, and also no mast (acorns and nuts) for hogs to forage on. Prairie grasses also had
heavy root systems that were difficult to break with the plows available at the time.
Once the prairies were open to cultivation, however, they were found to be extremely
fertile and provided bountiful crops to pioneer settlers (Butler 1947:268-273).
According to James Woodruff, the prairies of southwest Michigan were areas
“dominated by prairie grasses and herbacious plants with a tree density of less than one
mature tree per acre” (Woodruff 1999:11; Brewer, Hodler and Raup 1984:comments).
Southwest Michigan’s prairies were different from prairie lands found further south and
west. While many of Michigan’s prairies were large--sometimes hundreds of acres
were available for cultivation--they were not the formidable miles of open land found
further west. In fact, their size made the prairies more attractive to settlers, because
they still needed access to wood for construction, heating and cooking, and water for
themselves and their livestock (Dunbar and May 1995:166). There were also different
types of prairies in Michigan. Discussions in the literature mention “wet prairies,” “dry
prairies” and “floating prairies.” Dry prairies were “open and rolling, often perfectly
flat...possessing a rich soil” while “wet prairies [were] more commonly too level to
admit the proper drainage of water [and] generally too moist for grain growing™ (Butler
1947:269-270). Floating prairies were probably swampy areas or peat bogs, where the
“prairie shakes or trembles when walked upon” (Butler 1947:270).

Scholars have debated the historical causes of Michigan’s prairies. Butler believed
that Michigan’s prairie land was an extension of the prairie that extends westward from
western Ohio to Kansas and Nebraska. He argued, despite the fact that the Indian word

for prairie was also the word for fire, that fire was not necessarily an integral part of the
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prairie’s existence. He concluded that prairies exist as treeless expanses due to other
contributions from nature (Butler 1947:267-269). According to Woodruff, however,
prairies were “primarily the products of fires that burn off shrubs and tree seedlings,
keeping forest encroachment in check” (Woodruff 1999:11). In their comments on the
“Pre-settlement Vegetation of Southwest Michigan,” moreover, Brewer, Hodler, and
Raup discuss the effect of the absence of fire on the filling in of the “oak openings”
(Brewer, Hodler, and Raup1984: comments). Each of these theories may be in part,
relevant to the prairie lands in southwest Michigan. Some areas may have been prairies
without interference from man others may have been extended by either natural or man-
made fires that kept trees from encroaching upon them. Charles F. Hoffman, a writer
and New York magazine editor, who traveled in Michigan in the 1830’s, described the
effects of a prairie fire on the prairie and surrounding hardwood forest in his article “A
Winter in the West”(Kestenbaum 1990:78).

“Oak openings” were almost unique to Michigan. “Oak openings” were defined by
Brewer, Hodler, and Raup as “having a density of between one and fifteen trees per
acre” (Brewer, Hodler and Raup 1984:comments; Woodruff 1999:11). Butler describes
“oak openings” as “tablelands usually studded with occasional oak trees, while timbered
openings were thought of as having more timber than the usual openings” (Butler
1947:270). Brewer, et al., described both Bur Oak openings and oak savanna. These
categories only differed in their tree makeup. “Bur Oak was restricted to pure
stands...and probably had mesic prairie herbaceous vegetation” while oak savanna
“probably had ground-layer vegetation of mesic and dry prairie” containing yellow, red

and black oak (Brewer, Hodler and Raup 1984:comments). Large parts of southwest
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Michigan were covered by these oak openings. As Fuller noted, the “plains covered
about a quarter of Jackson County and the rest of its area was largely oak openings.
The most of Calhoun was covered with burr and white oak openings, as was also fully
two-thirds of Kalamazoo County” (Fuller 1939:157).
Native Americans and Michigan

Native Americans probably migrated to Michigan about twelve thousand years ago,
after the last glacier receded. There is no evidence of Native Americans in the region
before that time. The postglacial inhabitants of Michigan were hunter-gatherers who
hunted large game animals, such as caribou (Cleland 1992:14). Later, as the climate
and environment changed, these peoples continued to live in much the same manner. In
southwest Michigan’s Berrien County, a four thousand year old house site was
discovered and excavated by archaeologists from Western Michigan University. This
site, situated on the St. Joseph River, was radiocarbon dated to approximately 1800
B.C., indicated that subsistence during this time was similar to the earlier hunter-
gatherers (Clark 1994:51).

Approximately 2,500 years ago, two cultural changes occurred that signal what has
become known as the Woodland period for prehistoric Native American culture. The
two elements were pottery of fired clay and evidence of domesticated plants. Cleland
concluded that the pottery was of “indigenous invention” while at least some of the
plants that were domesticated were the result of cultural diffusion from Mexico. “These
developments become both the hallmarks of the Woodland era and the foundation of an
agricultural lifeway that replaced hunting and gathering over most of eastern North

America” (Cleland 1992:19).
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By the beginning of the Christian era, the Woodland sites occupied in southwest
Michigan began to show influences from outside the region, the Hopewell tradition
from Ohio and Illinois. Some of the Woodland peoples that were living in southern
Michigan during this period appear to be heavily influenced by the Hopewell intrusion.
This is not, however, the case for all of the river valleys of southern Michigan (Cleland
1992:21-22). The Norton Phase dated from 10 B.C. to A.D. 200 was the initial
occupation of west Michigan by Hopewellian populations. The later Converse Phase
(A.D. 200 to 400) is the proposed name of the later Middle Woodland culture. Most
researchers from the 1960s through the 1990s maintained that occupation of west
Michigan was the result of “expansion of Middle Woodland people out of central
Illinois” (Brashler 2000:4).

Recent work on Hopewellian Middle Woodland culture expansion into the Grand
River area involved a “process of fission” (suggested by Margaret Holman) where
successful groups may have split away when group size exceeded capacity (Brashler
2000:11). This may have resulted in the occupations in the Grand River Valley by
Hopewellian Middle Woodland that “may be characterized as local population(s)
embracing some of the delights of Havanna and Hopewell (ceramic style, mortuary
practice and items made from raw materials originating far away) but maintaining a
distinctive subsistence strategy” (Brashler 2000:23). Subsistence strategy did not
follow the Hopewell models proposed by earlier researchers, but that included seasonal
mobility and extensive use of large mammals such as White-tailed deer and anadromous
fish (lake sturgeon) (Brashler 2000:22). However, the cultural traditions such as the

numerous Indian mounds in the river valleys of southwest Michigan can be traced to the
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influence of the Hopewell cultural tradition. This culture spread along the river valleys
of southwest Michigan until it finally declined about 500 A.D. (Cleland 1992:21-22).

Charles E. Cleland observed “the Late Woodland peoples who occupied the
deciduous forests south of the Great Lakes were certainly serious farmers. It is likely
this important feature of their subsistence economy identifies the shift to Late
Woodland at about 1500 B.P. (A.D. 500)” (Cleland 1992:24). Four major changes
occurred in the Late Woodland culture from A.D. 500 to 1600 that would have
extensive effects on later developments. These were: 1) increasing development of an
agricultural base, 2) introduction of the bow and arrow, 3) storable agricultural
commodities and 4) more sedentary lifestyle and regional specialization. The regional
specialization created by the increased sedentism resulted in “the development of
several independent cultural complexes that were the product of direct continuity in life-
way and artifact style from at least 1200 B.P. (A.D. 800)” (Cleland 1992:27).

The Upper Mississippian tradition in southwest Michigan appears at approximately
A.D. 1000 and “appears to be the result of certain cultural traits overlain on a Late
Woodland cultural base” (McAllister 1999:254). Shell tempered pottery is a hallmark
of Mississippian culture and its identification with southwest Michigan marks the
beginning of what has been called the Moccasin Bluff Phase which lasted from A.D.
1050 until A.D. 1300 (McAllister 1999:254-256). A second phase of this tradition,
known as the Berrien Phase, appears around A.D. 1400 and continues to A.D. 1600.
The Mississippian tradition is indicative that contact of Late Woodland peoples with
Upper Mississippian culture from further south occurred during this time period
(McAllister 1999:262).
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The same culture may have been responsible for the “garden beds” found by
nineteenth century pioneer farmers in southwest and western Michigan. These “garden
beds” were raised ridges of soil, approximately six to eighteen inches high, arranged in
a variety of geometric patterns which resembled formal gardens (Dunbar and May
1995:12). These features were found primarily in the St. Joseph, Kalamazoo and Grand
River valleys, located on fertile prairie lands and oak openings. The raised beds were of
various sizes and shapes and contained anywhere from a few to over one hundred acres
of ridges and furrows (Hubbard 1877:22-23).

By the time the French arrived, in the seventeenth century, however, most of what
would become the state of Michigan was devoid of Native Americans, who had been
decimated by the attacks of the Neutral Confederacy from the shores of Lake Ontario,
and the Iroquois from New York (Dunbar and May 1995:15; Cremin 1992:28). Most of
the Native Americans that did live in southwest Michigan, when the French first
encountered them in the late seventeenth century, were Potawatomis. These native
people occupied three successive territories near the Great Lakes. Their original
“protohistoric state” was in Lower Michigan. They vacated this land, after about 1641,
a direct result of being invaded by the Neutral Confederacy and Iroquois from New
York. The Potawatomi then moved into their “refuge area,” the Door County peninsula
in Wisconsin and parts of the Upper Peninsula of Michigan. This was the area they
initially encountered the French (Cremin 1992:28). By the early nineteenth century,
this refuge area expanded to include most of the shoreline of Lake Michigan as far

south as what is now Chicago and southwest Michigan, including the St. Joseph and
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Grand River valleys, which they had occupied before they were forced out by the
Iroquois (Clifton 1978:725-726).

By the middle of the seventeenth century, the Potawatomi were the dominant tribe in
the Green Bay area of Wisconsin. Much of their dominance derived from the
relationship the Potawatomi cultivated with French fur traders. The Potawatomi also
acted as arbiters between French fur traders and other Native American peoples.
Alliances between the Potawatomi and the French resulted in the Potawatomi providing
warriors for French wars against the Iroquois and the British (Clifton 1978:728).

By the beginning of the nineteenth century, the Potawatomi were forced to decide
between two adversarial countries, Great Britain and the United States. After the War
of 1812, when the territory began to be settled by Euro-Americans, most Potawatomi
chiefs recognized the United States as the dominant power (Clifton 1978:736-737).
Most of the area considered in this study was ceded by the Native American tribes in
the Treaty of Chicago of 1821. The Chicago treaty provided that certain areas were to
be reserved for Native Americans. The Potawatomi and the Ottawa were also to receive
annuity payments for twenty years. The population of Native Americans in the study
area by 1830, the beginning of settlement by Euro-Americans, was estimated at 2,500
Potawatomi (Tanner 1987:135). By the 1830’s, most treaties provided for removal of
the Native Americans to lands west of the Mississippi River. Indian removal policy
was implemented in southwest Michigan between 1838 and 1840. A large number of
Potawatomi remained in Michigan after the removals, however. They either eluded the
government agents rounding them up or escaped and returned to southwest Michigan

where their descendants remain to the present (Dunbar and May 1995:149-151).
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The French in Michigan

The first Europeans to come to Michigan were the French during the early years of
the seventeenth century. The French came to Michigan for three reasons: to discover, to
trade for furs, and to convert the Indians to Christianity. Jean Nicolet was the first
European to reach the Straits of Mackinac in his search for a water route to the Far East
(Dunbar and May 1995:19). While he did not find the fabled Northwest Passage, he led
other explorers to search for the route. When Jolliet and Marquette explored the
Mississippi River in 1673, for example, they hoped that it flowed westward into the
Pacific (Dunbar and May 1995:19). Another French explorer, Robert Cavelier, Sieur de
LaSalle, explored the Mississippi and is credited with being the first European to have
crossed the interior of southern Michigan in 1680. He did this in an effort to hurry to
the Niagara country. The route LaSalle took across the Lower Peninsula evidently
crossed the southwest portion of Michigan through Van Buren, Kalamazoo, Cathoun,
and Jackson Counties. He finally arrived at the Detroit River, and crossed into Ontario
(Woodruff 1999:7-8).

The French directed their efforts at their second goal, fur trading, at the Straits of
Mackinac. Native Americans were formidable traders who usually traded on their own
terms. According to Dean Anderson (1995), Native American participants “expected
the French to become military allies to aid them in conflicts with their enemies [and)
conceptualized trade in kinship terms, referring to the French as fathers and to
themselves as children” (Anderson 1995:29). This construction of a kinship
relationship required the French to be generous and give the Native Americans trade

goods as gifts in order to bind them into a trading relationship.
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The French established three posts in Michigan to deal with Native Americans and
develop the fur trade. The first post was at the Straits of Mackinac; the second was at
Fort St. Joseph, in southwest Michigan near the present city of Niles; and the third was
at Detroit; founded by Antoine de la Mothe Cadillac in 1701. In 1684, the Jesuits
founded a mission at Fort St. Joseph. The mission was on what was then known as the
River of the Miami’s, which had been explored earlier by LaSalle. This site was
primarily a mission-trading post complex that served as the center for the Illinois
region’s fur trade for over seventy years. Fort St. Joseph was a much smaller, less
important fur trade center, on the periphery of the fur-trading world. It was occupied
for a short period of time after the French and Indian War by the British, but was
abandoned by the mid 1780s (Nassaney 2001:40-41).

Detroit, founded by Cadillac in 1701, was the only French settlement in Michigan
designed to be more than a fur trade center. While originally founded by Cadillac as a
strategic point between the Great Lakes and the eastern North American continent,
Detroit was the first area to have agricultural settlers. French farming was not
associated with production of a marketable surplus, but was barely above subsistence.
The isolation of the area from economically viable agricultural markets and the chronic
unrest and warfare conditions favored a flexible, unspecialized type of farming (Lewis
2002:23). The “Ribbon Farms” of the French settlers were narrow strips of land, four
hundred to nine hundred feet wide, which fronted on the Detroit River and ran back into
the countryside for one to three miles. The river acted as the main thoroughfare as there

were no roads in the early years of French settlement (James 2000:30). The post at
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Detroit remained a small French enclave until the beginning of American settlement in
the nineteenth century.

The French presence in the Upper Great Lakes was primarily centered around the
Straits of Mackinac and Sault St. Marie, and was associated with the fur trade and a
Jesuit mission. This area was referred to as St. Ignace by the Jesuit priests who
established a mission here in 1671. It was called Michilimackinac by the local traders
and in official documents (Dunbar and May 1995:42). Cadillac served as the
commandant at the fort at Michilimackinac from 1694 to 1697 where he amassed a
fortune in the fur trade. This area was the center for the fur trade in the Upper Great
Lakes, “with thousands of Indians and hundreds of fur traders and their employees
flocking to the settlement in the summer months” (Dunbar and May 1995:42-43).

French emphasis on exploration, the fur trade, and missionary work caused the
economic development of early Michigan to stagnate. The only viable settlement not
primarily a fur trade outpost was Detroit and it developed very slowly in the eighteenth
century. The population of Detroit actually declined after Cadillac left and then only
slowly climbed to about two thousand people by the end of the French occupation of
Michigan in 1760 (Dunbar and May 1995:49). The French influenced the Upper Great
Lakes region primarily through the two main outposts at Detroit and Michilimackinac,
and through the fur trade associated with those outposts. The French were interested in
Michigan as a source of fur, not as an area to colonize. The British, however, were also

interested in settling the land.
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The British Come to Michigan
Britain and France had a long history of conflict that was also played out on the

American frontier. The period between 1689 and 1815 was known as the Second
Hundred Years War. The most important conflict for the history of Michigan was the
Seven Years’ War, known as the French and Indian War in the colonies, fought between
1754 and 1763, for control of the continent. At the end of the war, the French were
expelled from North America, including their forts in Detroit, Michilimackinac, and St.
Joseph. When the war ended, France had lost its empire in the New World, ceding all
of its possessions east of the Mississippi to Great Britain and New Orleans and all lands
west of the Mississippi to Spain (Dunbar and May 1995:56-63). After the surrender of
Quebec by the French in 1760, the British controlled the Great Lakes region until 1796.

Throughout the period of British control, events in Michigan reflected political
events and processes far removed from this area. During the eighteenth century, the
British tried to increase their influence with Native Americans in the region, and to
acquire more of the fur trade the French had monopolized. The British paid more for
furs than did the French, and provided the Native Americans with alcohol. Liquor was
highly prized by the natives, and the French had tried to deny them this commodity
(Dunbar and May 1995:64). When the British gained control of the Great Lakes region,
they reversed their previous generosity and tried to confine the fur trade to specific
forts, where it could be better controlled. Agricultural settlers also began to encroach
on the Indians’ hunting grounds in Kentucky, Tennessee and western Pennsylvania. All
of this alarmed native inhabitants to such a degree that they revolted against the British

in what has come to be called Pontiac’s War (Dowd 1990:35). This war was named in
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honor of the Ottawa chief, Pontiac, who laid siege to Detroit for several months.
Pontiac’s actions inspired other Native American groups to attack British outposts as
well. Michilimackinac and Fort St. Joseph as well as every other British post west of
Niagara were captured by the natives. Pontiac, however, was unable to capture Detroit
despite the siege, and the uprising failed. In 1766, a council negotiated a peace, and the
Indians pledged their support to the British and King George III (Dunbar and May 1995
65-67, 70-71). After the uprising, no permanent British outposts were reestablished at
Sault Ste. Marie or Fort St. Joseph, leaving only Detroit and Michilimackinac as British
strongholds in Michigan (Dunbar and May 1995:71).

The British also had to learn how to govern the vast new territory they had acquired
through the Treaty of Paris, at the end of the Seven Years’ War. In 1763, the British
government issued a proclamation that tried to address the problem of settlers’
encroachment on Indian hunting grounds. This proclamation reserved all lands west of
the Alleghenies for the Indians; no lands were to be purchased for settlement except
through imperial agents. This proclamation nullified the claims of the thirteen original
colonies to land west of the Alleghenies. Many colonial charters included vast areas of
land west of this line. This proclamation invalidated claims by land speculation
companies to areas in Virginia and Pennsylvania (Dunbar and May 1995:72-75). Asa
result, Michigan and the Great Lakes region remained in Indian control, except for the
British outposts in Detroit and Michilimackinac.

The American Revolution was in a large part a direct result of the policies the
British government set into action after the Seven Years’ War. The war cost the British

government hundreds of thousands of pounds. The British government attempted to
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force the colonies to pay for part of the cost of the war as well as the cost of
administering the western lands acquired after the war. The colonists, including those
who had been denied access to western lands protested the taxes the British government
imposed (Dunbar and May 1995:78-79). During the American Revolution, the British
used the outposts at Detroit and Michilimackinac as staging areas for attacks on settlers
in Kentucky and Illinois. George Rogers Clark, a Kentuckian, led offensive attacks into
Illinois and hoped eventually to reach Michigan and the British outposts there. Clark’s
success led to decreased support for the British on the part of Native Americans. The
British, in turn, built stronger defenses at both Detroit and Michilimackinac. A new fort
was constructed at Detroit and named Fort Lernoult. The new commandant of
Michilimackinac decided a more strategic fort should be built on Mackinac Island and
spent two years constructing it between 1779 and 1781 (Dunbar and May 1995:78-82).
Of more interest to southwest Michigan, the Fort St. Joseph site, which had not been
garrisoned since 1763, was plundered by a Spanish/French contingent from St. Louis
and held for 24 hours before the raiding party departed and returned to St. Louis. This
attack may have been fueled by the Spanish desire to lay claim to part of the continent
east of the Mississippi River (Dunbar and May 1995:83-84 and Nassaney 2001:41).
Michigan after the Revolution

At the end of the American Revolution, the British continued to control the Great
Lakes region. After the revolution, the British “agreed to cede all the region between
Canada and Florida east of the Mississippi to the United States” (Dunbar and May
1995:86). Great Britain and the former colonies agreed to divide the Great Lakes

region through the middle of the lakes, thereby allowing the British to retain access to
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water routes for the fur trade. The British agreed to withdraw all troops from its
garrisons in the Great Lakes when the Treaty of Paris was signed in 1783 (Dunbar and
May 1995:87-88).

In fact, however, the British refused to relinquish control of their outposts, including
those at Fort Miami in Ohio, Fort Lernoult at Detroit, and Fort Mackinac, after the
Revolution. They continued to use these forts to control the fur trade, regulate traffic on
the Great Lakes and maintain alliances with Native Americans. The former colonies
still held theoretical jurisdiction over the land north of the Ohio River via land
ordinances. This area became known as the Northwest Territory, which would later
become the states of Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Wisconsin and Michigan (Porter 1996:12).
The Ordinance of 1785 provided for surveys of this land before it was settled. These
surveys divided the land into townships six miles square. Each township contained
thirty-six sections one mile square. The land was to be auctioned for a minimum price
of $1.00 per acre and sold in blocks no smaller than 640 acres, i.e. one section. While
this policy has changed since it was first adopted, this ordinance established the process
still followed by the United States for all land sales. (Dunbar and May 1995:93).

The Northwest Ordinance of 1787 established provisions for the development of
this vast territory. It provided that the Northwest Territory would be divided into states
whose citizens would eventually have the same rights as the original thirteen states.

The ordinance also outlined the stages of development required of the territories before
they became states, including the requirement for a minimum population (Dunbar and

May 1995:95-96).
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Agricultural colonists who tried to settle the Ohio River Valley in the 1780s
encountered hostile Indians. The British supplied these natives with guns to drive the
colonists out of the area. The Indian tribes maintained the upper hand until 1793 when
General Anthony Wayne defeated them at Fallen Timbers, in Ohio (Porter 1996:12).

Two diplomatic treaties signed in the 1790s resulted in significant changes in the
Great Lakes region. In Jay’s Treaty, approved by the Senate in June 1795, the British
agreed to honor the Treaty of Paris and relinquish the forts they had held since 1783. In
the Treaty of Greenville, also in 1795, the Indians in the Northwest Territory ceded all
their lands in Ohio, as well as parts of Indiana and Michigan, including Detroit and
Mackinac Island (Porter 1996:14). These were the first lands in what would be the state
of Michigan to join the United States, which still retained a large a French-speaking
population at Mackinac and Detroit.

After the Treaty of Greenville, settlers began to settle in what later would become
the state of Ohio. This population increase led to a division of the Northwest Territory
from the Indiana Territory. The Indiana Territory comprised all the land west of a line
drawn north through present day Michigan, approximately where the modern state line
exists between Ohio and Indiana. The southeastern part of the Northwest Territory
became the state of Ohio in 1802. Its northern boundary was a line drawn due east from
the southern tip of Lake Michigan. The territorial capital, formerly Chilicothe, now
became Vincennes. As a result of their distance from the new capital, people living in
Detroit requested that a new territory be set off with the capital at Detroit. The

Territory of Michigan was created in 1805 (Dunbar and May 1995:106-110).
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In 1805, William Hull was appointed governor of the Michigan Territory. When he
arrived in Detroit he found a city recently leveled by a devastating fire, and few other
settlements in Michigan. The other settlements included Fort Mackinac on Mackinac
Island and Frenchtown (later Monroe), the second largest settlement in the region, after
Detroit (Gilpin 1970:12-13). Few settlers arrived in the early nineteenth century. This
was due primarily to the lack of clear title to land in Michigan and the absence of
government surveys of the land for which title was obtained. Both Indiana and Ohio
became states much earlier than Michigan. It would be another twenty years before
Michigan lands would be “taken up” with fervor (Dunbar and May 1995:119).

The War of 1812 was a significant turning point in Michigan’s history. While this
war had many causes, the settlers in western regions of the country, including the Great
Lakes, wanted war with the British. The settlers blamed the British for the long-
standing Indian conflicts in the region, which spurred the desire for war. They may also
have wanted to acquire Canadian land. The former colonials were also distressed over
British interference with trade and American shipping (Dunbar and May 1995:122).

Despite westerners’ willingness to fight, however, the United States was poorly
prepared for war with Great Britain, and nowhere was this more evident than in the
Great Lakes region. Great Britain had used the time since Jay’s Treaty of 1796 to
increase its naval strength in the Great Lakes region, while the United States had not.
The Americans also encouraged the Native Americans to remain neutral, while the
British pursued them as allies. Additionally, the United States did not strengthen its
military in the region, while the British maintained a sizeable force (Gilpin 1970:55).

For these reasons, when war did break out, the Michigan outposts at Fort Mackinac,
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Detroit and Fort Dearborn were captured by the British almost immediately. Fort
Mackinac was captured without a fight, while Fort Dearborn’s troops and civilians were
attacked by Potawatomi after they tried to escape to Fort Wayne. Detroit, as well, was
surrendered without a fight, because Governor Hull was unable to get supplies and
support from the Ohio forts (Dunbar and May 1995:127-129). Michigan was once
again in the hands of the British. In January 1813 the Americans tried to retake Detroit
from the British. They fought a battle at the River Raisin where they were badly
defeated by the British, who took between 30 and 100 prisoners. The prisoners were
killed the next day by the Indian allies of the British, and the affair became known as
the Massacre at River Raisin.

Commodore Perry defeated the British at a decisive naval engagement later that
year. The British no longer controlled the upper Great Lakes, which enabled General
William Henry Harrison to invade Canada in the fall of 1813. Harrison occupied Upper
Canada, and appointed Lewis Cass as the military administrator of the region. Later
that fall President Monroe appointed Cass as Governor of the Michigan Territory
(Gilpin 1970:61-63).

In 1814, Cass signed a peace treaty with the tribes in the Michigan Territory. The
Native American signatories, did not cede land, but agreed to help the United States
against the British, if so requested. Cass, however, had only limited success in using
the Indians against the British. The British repulsed an American attack on Mackinac
Island, which left them in control of the upper Great Lakes until the end of the war

(Gilpin 1970:64-65).
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The fate of Michigan was ultimately decided on European battlefields. The British
had retained Mackinac Island and captured American ships in the Great Lakes, even
though they had lost control of the lakes to the Americans. Once they defeated
Napoleon, however, they agreed to peace on the conditions that prevailed before the
war. This restored northern Great Lakes sites, such as Mackinac Island, as well as
Prairie du Chien, in Wisconsin to the United States. After the Treaty of Ghent was
signed in 1815, Michigan remained a United States possession (Dunbar and May
1995:136-138).

Once peace was restored, Michigan’s major concern was attracting settlers. The
government needed surveys of the public land so the land could be sold to farmers. By
1818, 68 townships had been surveyed and were offered at auction. Until this time, no
legal titles to Michigan land were available except around Detroit and Mackinac.
Governor Cass persuaded Native Americans to sell their lands to the government, so
they could be offered for sale to American settlers. In the Treaty of Chicago of 1821,
the Ottawa and Potawatomi ceded most of southwest Michigan to the government, in
return for a cash settlement plus an annual annuity for twenty years (Dunbar and May
1995:146-149).

After the surveys were completed, land could be sold to the public. The first land
office was established in Detroit in 1804, with a second at Monroe (Frenchtown) in
1823. The first sales of land in southwest Michigan were registered at the Monroe
office. A land office was established in Western Michigan in 1831 at White Pigeon and
moved to Kalamazoo (then Bronson) in 1834. Only small portions of land were sold at

first. Several early sources reported Michigan as a poor agricultural area. The first
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surveys covered very wet areas with poor soil. Therefore, many prospective settlers
assumed much of Michigan was poor farm land, but officials, including Governor Cass,
made a great effort to dispel this negative attitude about Michigan’s agricultural
potential. Michigan also had a reputation as unhealthy, because many soldiers had died
during the War of 1812 from malaria and other disorders (Dunbar and May 1995:155-
157).

Lack of adequate transportation also delayed the early settlement of southwest
Michigan. Prospective settlers had to either travel over land or via Lake Erie, which
was very hazardous. The Erie Canal opened in 1825, connecting Lake Erie to the
Hudson River. This “greatly facilitated the transportation of passengers and freight
between the eastern seaboard and Michigan ports” (Dunbar and May 1995:159). Many
New Englanders and New England Yankees who had previously settled in western New
York and Pennsylvania traveled the Er<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>