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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 oftwenty 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 ofthe 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 fi'ontier settlements were comprised ofthese 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 settlemart 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 ofthe pioneer period, and with the coming ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ndworks. 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.
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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 ofthis study is to examine and test hypotheses of

agricultural settlement using data from southwest Michigan. In the process oftesting

and refining current models ofagrarian 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 offiontiers in similar regions in the early 1800’s. Factors which can be

identified as affecting frontier settlement patterns include: 1) environmental impacts and

concerns ofagricultmal 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 ofthese six factors precludes a detailed examination ofeach individually

through a single vehicle ofdiscussion. Therefore, the impact of social factors,

specifically kinship, on agricultural settlement and the settlement process will be the

primary focus ofthis 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 ofthe 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 oftrade (Fuller 1916:355)

and firm 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 firm technology and access to

trade should, therefore, be similar for everyone involved. Finally, the effect ofthe

presence/absence ofindigenous peoples should also be the same for all Euro-American

settlers to this region. The Native American presence at the time ofoccupation by

Euro-Americans ofsouthwest Michigan was relatively low (Hubbard 1888:179; Clifton

1978:740; Dunbar and May 1995: 15). Cultural manipulations ofthe environment, such

as raised garden beds and the Oak Openings, performed by native peoples previous to

the entrance ofEuro-American pioneers, were ubiquitous throughout the region

(Hubbard 1888:243-261; Peters 1970:23).

Through integration ofhistorical documentation and archaeological data a more

detailed understanding ofthe 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 ofthe processes involved

in settlement decisions.

Theoretical Perspectives

Insular fi'ontier settlement (Steffen 1980zxviii) involved the expansion of

agricultural groups or communities into new areas ofland suitable for agricultural

production. Because most agricultural settlement was thought by participants to be

permanent (Lewis 1987z6) and nuclear fimily based (Jordan and Kaups l989:3,123),

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 fi'ontier. The greater the insularity, the more

significant the processes ofchange on the frontier would have been, with resulting

differences between the homeland and the fi-ontier (Steffen 1980zxvii-xviii). The

amount ofinsularity and its effect on settlement in southwest Michigan should have

been significant in the early period due to the sparse nature ofearly settlement and the

lack ofgood routes ofcommunication.

John C. Hudson’s (1969:367) model of settlement process and change over time

defined three developmental stages ofagrarian settlement: 1) colonization 2) spread and

3) competition. Stages ofdevelopment indicated an increasing complexity resulting

from specific processes associated with agricultural production. The impact ofkinship

on this model should emerge as expansion occurs ofconcentrations ofnuclear fimily

settlements.

Cynthia Price and James Price examined Euro-American settlement ofthe

nineteenth centm'y Midwest. Their settlement model (1981:241) involved three types of



settlement: 1) hunter/squatter, 2) subsistence firmer and 3) planter. Michigan’s primary

settlement group was the subsistence farmer, in the form ofnuclear family firmsteads.

Price and Price’s model (1981 1244-248) represented levels ofagricultural complexity,

economic production and interaction with the world external to the frontier

environment. Subsistence firmers depended on their own ability and their nuclear

fimily organization to survive and prosper (Faragher 1986:99-101). Price and Price

(1981 :246) saw the subsistence firm as being only rmrgimlly associated with the world

market system. Farming ofthis nature employed a mixed strategy ofmulti-crop/animal

complexes. Frontier firmers lived in widely dispersed nuclear fimily settlements

employing family labor to exploit their environment for subsistence and local trade.

Subsistence firming was the primary mode ofagricultural production for the early

settlement period of southwest Michigan (Dunbar and May 1995: 171-172). The nuclear

fimily firmsteads were the basis for survival in remotes areas ofsettlement in the

frontier period. Dependence on immediate fimily members and kin affiliations were

extremely important (Jordan and Kaups 1989:84).

Kenneth E. Lewis examined the settlement ofLower Michigan in the first halfof

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 fimily oriented firms were the primary units ofproduction. 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 ofthe most important aspects offrontier 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 ofcultural adaptation with respect

to colonization oftemperate forest environments. Cultural ecologists, like Green,

hypothesize that pioneer firmers 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 ofthe 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 ofa

sufficient marriage pool was required for settlements to grow and prosper. Age at

rmrriage also decreased on the fiontier as compared to more settled areas (Green

1979:80). The demographics ofcolonization 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 ofthe nature of frontier settlement, with highly dispersed nuclear fimily

firms, 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”

tint affected settlement decisions on the frontier (Price and Price 1981 :248).
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Kinship’s role in the development ofculture 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 nonwestem 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 ofreciprocal 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 ofnumerous and varied interactions” (Holy 199629).

Kinship in western society, especially American society, differs fi'om that in

nonwestem 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 ofLaw. One ofthese groups is a “blood” connection while the

other is a “legal” tradition (Schneider and Smith 1973:] l). The American cultural

system ofrelatives was built out ofthese two elements.

Kinship in frontier society emphasized the nuclear fimily. This emphasis affected

settlement patterns, as the primary settlement groups were nuclear fimilies, despite the

fict that they were at a distinct disadvantage in a frontier environment. In rmny

instances, fi'ontier settlers included not single households, but groups ofhouseholds that

settled together. Many ofthese groups were kin groups, consisting ofnuclear fimilies

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 ofthe frontier (Davis 1977:45). Terry

Jordan and Matti Kaups (1989:84) contended that “the early years ofcolonization

witnessed a high degree ofcommunity solidarity, and intermarriage strengthened the

ties.” They also stated that “for the initial stage ofpioneer 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 fimily or clan chrsters” (Jordan and

Kaups 1989: 123).

Roger Mason found that “small clusters usually were composed ofhouseholds 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

afliliation” (Mason 1984:87).

Cynthia Price and James Price examined firmstead 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 ofcritical resources

(Price and Price 1981:248).

This dissertation will argue that nuclear fimily 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 ofor 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 ofChicago

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 ofkinship on settlement patterning.

Political boundaries that help define this geographic region enable the researcher to

approach the data systematically. The counties ofJackson, Calhoun, Kalamazoo, Van

Buren, Allegan, Barry, Eaton, Branch, St. Joseph and Cass are included in this research

universe. One ofthese counties, Calhoun, will be concentrated on in this study in order

to examine the impact ofkinship on settlement more precisely. The county can be

visualizedasamicrocosmofthe entire region, since allvariablesthat canaffect

settlement are present in the county. Calhoun County is subdivided into twenty

townships that have their own settlement history and pattern. Each ofthese 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

ifthis had an effect on the settlement pattern in that township.

Methodology

The social fictors ofkinship clustering should have an impact on settlement

decisions. Evidence for this should be available through compilation ofdata from

archival research and land purchase records that list owner’s names with specific

parcelsofland. Bycomparingthesenameswithcensusrecordsfortheperiodit should

be possible to determine the presence ofmany kinship relationships that may not be

immediately apparent. Qualitative analysis ofcounty histories and other fimily records

should help ascertain the presence ofkin groups for any region under investigation.

The presence ofrelated 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 irnportantto determine kinrelationships when surnamesare notthe

same. This may be particularly diflicult 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 imrrrediately 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 ofsettlement dealing with fimily networks and

local trade ofkinship clustering should express itself archaeologically as material

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



Research Implications and Conclusion

This dissertation will examine the settlement ofthe 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 ofthis 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 rmy include a more focused look and

archaeological examination of frontier settlement for a portion ofthis study area

incorporating findings fi'om local data into this regional model. Examination ofthe

impact ofone or more ofthe other previously mentioned variables could be undertaken

by future research. Integration ofthis 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.

10
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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

ofsouthwest Michigan cannot be examined by starting with the settlement era ofthe

early nineteenth century. It cannot even be started with the British or French

occupations ofthis area ofNorth America. The history ofsouthwest Michigan begins

with the distant geologic past, when the last glaciation ofapproximately 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 Wrsconsinan, ended about ten thousand years ago, and is

responsible for the geological configuration of southwest Michigan as well as most of

the rest ofthe state (Barker 2001 :26). The advance ofthe glaciers from the Canadian

Shield to near Cincinnati swept the shield clean of soils and eroded the softer limestone

and shales south ofthe shield into the northern parts ofwhat would later be the United

States. The resultant soils, which were highly fertile, were deposited as the glacier

retreated northward. Deposition ofthese soils resulted in a “belt offertile 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 ofriverine erosion and the processes of glaciation, have

also clearly affected the settlement ofsouthwest Michigan. The Great lakes assumed

their present depth and shape approxirmtely 2,500 years ago, after the last Ice Age
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(Dunbar and May 19952). The Great lakes have helped and hindered Michigan’s

development. They certainly provided easy transportation routes fi'om the earliest

Native American settlements until the present day. The presence ofwater on three sides

ofthe state, however, has also hindered development by retarding settlement. Before

the opening ofthe 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 centm'y, and

became a state in 1818 (Dunbar and May 1995:214).

Along with the Great Lakes and the inland bodies ofwater, the three large riverine

systems ofsouthwest 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 ofsouthwest Michigan. The Kalamazoo travels through

the middle ofthis part ofthe state and the St. Joseph River flows through the southern

part ofthe southwest section ofMichigan. The Grand is Michigan’s longest river, at

225 miles, and was an important means oftravel into the interior ofMichigan by both

Native American and later European peoples. This was also true ofthe Kalamazoo

River. According to Fuller’s work on Michigan history, “the water power ofthe

Kalarmzoo 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 ofthe

Miamis because ofa Miami Indian village nearby, was considered an important travel
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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 ofthese 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 ofthe southern

halfofMichigan was covered with heavy timber when white settlers arrived in the

nineteenth century. This heavy timber ofhardwood species extended south roughly

from Saginaw Bay to the mouth ofthe Grand River. North ofthis line, the land was

heavily forested, also, primarily with White Pine and other soft conifers (Dunbar and

May 1995:6-7). Early frontier firmers in southwest Michigan and elsewhere judged

soil fertility by the types oftree 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 1984z4). The best soil was believed to have a

covering ofblack 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 oftrees indicated poor

soil (Dunbar and May 1995:166). They soon discovered that prairies and “oak

openings” were highly fertile agricultural land. Settlers who migrated fi'om 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 ofenvironment (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 ofsouthwest Michigan were areas

“dominated by prairie grasses and herbacious plants with a tree density of less than one

mature tree per acre” (Woodrulf 1999:11; Brewer, Hodler and Raup 1984zcomments).

Southwest Michigan’s prairies were different fiom prairie lands found further south and

west. While many ofMichigan’s prairies were large-sometimes hundreds ofacres

were available for cultivation--they were not the formidable miles ofopen land found

further west. In fict, 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 ofprairies 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 ofwater [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 19472270).

Scholars have debated the historical causes ofMichigan’s prairies. Butler believed

that Michigan’s prairie land was an extension ofthe prairie that extends westward from

western Ohio to Kansas and Nebraska. He argued, despite the fict that the Indian word

for prairie was also the word for fire, that fire was not necessarily an integral part ofthe
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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 Woodrufi; however,

prairieswere“primarilytheproductsoffirestlmtburnofl‘shrubsandtreeseedlings,

keeping forest encroachment in check” (Woodrufl‘ 1999:] 1). In their comments on the

“Pm-settlement Vegetation of Southwest Michigan,” moreover, Brewer, Hodler, and

Raup discuss the effect ofthe absence offire on the filling in ofthe “oak openings”

(Brewer, Hodler, and Raupl984: comments). Each ofthese theories may be in part,

relevant to the prairie lands in southwest Michigan. Some areas may have been prairies

without interference fi'om 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 rmgazine editor, who traveled in Michigan in the 1830’s, described the

effects ofa 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 ofbetween one and fifteen trees per

acre” (Brewer, Hodler and Raup 1984zcomments; Woodrufi 1999:] 1). Butler describes

“oak openings” as “tablelands usually studded with occasional oak trees, while timbered

openings were thought ofas 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 ofmesic and dry prairie” containing yellow, red

and black oak (Brewer, Hodler and Raup 1984zcomments). Large parts ofsouthwest
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Michigan were covered by these oak openings. As Fuller noted, the “plains covered

about a quarter ofJackson County and the rest of its area was largely oak openings.

ThemostofCalhounwascoveredwithbmrandwhiteoakopenings,aswasalsofully

two-thirds ofKalamazoo County” (Fuller 1939: 1 57).

Native Americans and Michigan

Native Americans probably migrated to Michigan about twelve thousand years ago,

after the last glacier receded. There is no evidence ofNative Americans in the region

before that time. The postglacial inhabitants ofMichigan 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 approxirmtely 1800

BC, 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 ofdomesticated plants. Cleland

concluded that the pottery was of “indigenous invention” while at least some ofthe

plants that were domesticated were the result of cultural diffusion from Mexico. “These

developments become both the hallmarks ofthe Woodland era and the foundation ofan

agricultmal lifeway that replaced hunting and gathering over most ofeastern North

America” (Cleland 1992:19).
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By the begirming ofthe Christian era, the Woodland sites occupied in southwest

Michigan began to show influences fiom outside the region, the Hopewell tradition

fiom Ohio and Illinois. Some ofthe 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 ofthe river valleys ofsouthern Michigan (Cleland

1992:21-22). The Norton Phase dated from 10 BC. to AD. 200 was the initial

occupation ofwest Michigan by Hopewellian populations. The later Converse Phase

(AD. 200 to 400) is the proposed name ofthe later Middle Woodland culture. Most

researchers from the 1960s through the 19903 maintained that occupation ofwest

Michigan was the result of“expansion ofMiddle Woodland people out ofcentral

Illinois” (Brashler 200024).

Recent work on Hopewellian Middle Woodland culture expansion into the Grand

River area involved a “process offission” (suggested by Margaret Holman) where

successful groups may have split away when group size exceeded capacity (Brashler

2000211). 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 ofthe delights ofHavamm and Hopewell (ceramic style, mortuary

practice and items made fi'om raw materials originating far away) but maintaining a

distinctive subsistence strategy” (Brashler 2000223). Subsistence strategy did not

follow the Hopewell models proposed by earlier researchers, but that included seasonal

mobility and extensive use oflarge mammals such as White-tailed deer and anadromous

fish (lake sturgeon) (Brashler 2000222). However, the cultural traditions such as the

numerous Indian mounds in the river valleys ofsouthwest Michigan can be traced to the
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influence ofthe Hopewell cultural tradition. This culture spread along the river valleys

ofsouthwest Michigan until it finally declined about 500 AD. (Cleland 1992221-22).

Charles E. Cleland observed “the Late Woodland peoples who occupied the

deciduous forests south ofthe Great Lakes were certainly serious firmers. It is likely

this irrrportarrt feature oftheir subsistence economy identifies the shift to Late

Woodland at about 1500 BR (AD. 500)” (Cleland 1992224). Four major changes

occurred in the Late Woodland culture from AD. 500 to 1600 that would have

extensive effects on later developments. These were: 1) increasing development ofan

agricultural base, 2) introduction ofthe 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 ofdirect continuity in life-

way and artifict style from at least 1200 BP. (AD. 800)” (Cleland 1992227).

The Upper Mississippian tradition in southwest Michigan appears at approximately

AD. 1000 and “appears to be the result ofcertain cultural traits overlain on a Late

Woodland cultural base” (McAllister 19992254). Shell tempered pottery is a hallmark

ofMississippian culture and its identification with southwest Michigan marks the

beginning ofwhat has been called the Moccasin BluffPhase which lasted fi'om AD.

1050 mi] AD. 1300 (McAllister 1999:254-256). A second phase ofthis tradition,

known as the Berrien Phase, appears around AD. 1400 and continues to AD. 1600.

The Mississippian tradition is indicative that contact ofLate Woodland peoples with

Upper Mississippian culture from further south occurred during this time period

(McAllister 19992262).
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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 ofgeometric patterns which resembled formal gardens (Dunbar and May

1995212). 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

ofridges and furrows (Hubbard 1877:22-23).

By the time the French arrived, in the seventeenth century, however, most ofwhat

would become the state of Michigan was devoid ofNative Americans, who had been

decimated by the attacks ofthe Neutral Confederacy from the shores ofLake Ontario,

and the Iroquois fiom New York (Dunbar and May 1995215; Cremin 1992228). 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 ofbeing invaded by the Neutral Confederacy and Iroquois fiom New

York. The Potawatomi then moved into their “refiige area,” the Door County peninsula

inWisconsinandpartsofthe Upper PeninsulaofMichigan. Thiswasthe areathey

initially encountered the French (Cremin 1992228). By the early nineteenth century,

this refuge area expanded to include most ofthe shoreline ofLake 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 19782725-726).

By the middle ofthe seventeenth century, the Potawatomi were the dominant tribe in

the Green Bay area of Wisconsin. Much oftheir dominance derived from the

relationship the Potawatomi cultivated with French fill' traders. The Potawatomi also

acted as arbiters between French fill’ 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 19782728).

By the beginning ofthe 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 (Clifion 1978:736-737).

Most ofthe area considered in this study was ceded by the Native American tribes in

the Treaty ofChicago 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 ofNative Americans in the study

area by 1830, the beginning of settlement by Euro-Americans, was estimated at 2,500

Potawatomi (Tanner 19872135). By the 1830’s, most treaties provided for removal of

the Native Americans to lands west ofthe Mississippi River. Indian removal policy

was implemented in southwest Michigan between 1838 and 1840. A large number of

Potawatomi rema'md in Michigan alter 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 19952149-151).
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The French in Michigan

The first Europeans to come to Michigan were the French dming 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 ofMackinac in his search for a water route to the Far East

(Dunbar and May 1995219). 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 1995219). Another French explorer, Robert Cavelier, Sieur de

LaSalle, explored the Mississippi and is credited with being the first European to have

crossed the interior ofsouthern 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 ofMichigan through Van Buren, Kalamazoo, Calhoun,

and Jackson Counties. He finally arrived at the Detroit River, and crossed into Ontario

(Woodrufl' 199927-8).

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 1995229). This construction ofa 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 fin trade. The first post was at the Straits ofMackinac; the second was at

Fort St. Joseph, in southwest Michigan near the present city ofNiles; 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 ofthe 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 ofthe fur-trading world. It was occupied

for a short period oftime after the French and Indian War by the British, but was

abandoned by the mid 1780s (Nassaney 2001240-41).

Detroit, founded by Cadillac in 1701 , was the only French settlement in Michigan

designedtobemorethanafurtradecenter. WhileoriginallyfoundedbyCadillacasa

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 ofa marketable surplus, but was barely above subsistence.

The isolation ofthe area fi'om economically viable agricultural markets and the chronic

unrest and warfare conditions favored a flexible, unspecialized type offarming (Lewis

2002223). The “Ribbon Farms” ofthe French settlers were narrow strips ofland, four

hundred to nine hundred feet wide, which fionted 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 ofFrench settlement (James 2000230). The post at
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Detroit remained a small French enclave until the beginning ofAmerican settlement in

the nineteenth century.

The French presence in the Upper Great Lakes was primarily centered arormd the

Straits ofMackinac 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 oflicial documents (Dunbar and May 1995242). Cadillac served as the

commandant at the fort at Michilimackinac from 1694 to 1697 where he amassed a

fortuneinthe furtrade. Thisareawasthecenter forthe fiirtrade intheUpper Great

Lakes, “with thousands ofIndians and hundreds of fur traders and their employees

flocking to the settlement in the summer mon ” (Dunbar and May 1995242-43).

French emphasis on exploration, the fur trade, and missionary work caused the

economic development ofearly Michigan to stagnate. The only viable settlement not

primarily a firr trade outpost was Detroit and it developed very slowly in the eighteenth

century. The population ofDetroit actually declined after Cadillac left and then only

slowly climbed to about two thousand people by the end ofthe French occupation of

Michigan in 1760 (Dunbar and May 1995249). The French influenced the Upper Great

Lakes region primarily through the two main outposts at Detroit and Michilimackinac,

and through the fin 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 ofconflict that was also played out on the

American fi'ontier. The period between 1689 and 1815 was known as the Second

Hundred Years War. The most important conflict for the history ofMichigan was the

Seven Years’ War, known as the French and Indian War in the colonies, fought between

1754 and 1763, for control ofthe continent. At the end ofthe 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

ofits possessions east ofthe Mississippi to Great Britain and New Orleans and all lands

west ofthe Mississippi to Spain (Dunbar and May 1995256-63). 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 fiom this area. During the eighteenth century, the

British tried to increase their influence with Native Americans in the region, and to

acquire more ofthe 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 1995264). When the British gained control ofthe 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

ofthis alarmed native inhabitants to such a degree that they revolted against the British

in what has come to be called Pontiac’s War (Dowd 1990235). This war was named in
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honor ofthe 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 1995271).

The British also had to learn how to govern the vast new territory they had acquired

through the Treaty ofParis, at the end ofthe 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 ofthe thirteen original

colonies to land west ofthe Alleghenies. Many colonial charters included vast areas of

land west ofthis line. This proclamation invalidated claims by land speculation

companies to areas in Virginia and Pennsylvania (Dunbar and May 1995:72-75). As a

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 ofthe policies the

British government set into action after the Seven Years’ War. The war cost the British

government hundreds ofthousands ofpounds. The British government attempted to
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force the colonies to pay for part ofthe cost ofthe 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 ofNative Americans. The

British, in turn, built stronger defenses at both Detroit and Michilimackinac. A new fort

was constructed at Detroit and named Fort Lemoult. 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 1995278-82).

Ofmore interest to southwest Michigan, the Fort St. Joseph site, which had not been

garrisoned since 1763, was plundered by a Spanish/French contingent fi'om 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 ofthe continent

east ofthe Mississippi River (Dunbar and May 1995283-84 and Nassaney 2001241).

Michigan after the Revolution

At the end ofthe 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 ofthe Mississippi to the United States” (Dunbar and May

1995286). Great Britain and the former colonies agreed to divide the Great Lakes

region through the middle ofthe 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 oftheir outposts, including

those at Fort Miami in Ohio, Fort Lemoult 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 ofthe 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 1996212).

The Ordinance of 1785 provided for surveys ofthis 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 1995293).

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 ofdevelopment required ofthe 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 17803

encountered hostile Indians. The British supplied these natives with guns to drive the

colonists out ofthe area. The Indian tribes maintained the upper hand until 1793 when

General Anthony Wayne defeated them at Fallen Timbers, in Ohio (Porter 1996212).

Two diplomatic treaties signed in the 17903 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 ofParis 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

theirlandsinOhio,aswellaspartsofIndianaand1VIichigan, including Detroitand

Mackinac Island (Porter 1996214). These were the first lands in what would be the state

ofMichigan to join the United States, which still retained a large a French-speaking

population at Mackinac and Detroit.

After the Treaty ofGreenville, settlers began to settle in what later would become

the state ofOhio. This population increase led to a division ofthe Northwest Territory

fi'om the Indiana Territory. The Indiana Territory comprised all the land west ofa line

drawn north through present day Michigan, approxirmtely where the modern state line

exists between Ohio and Indiana. The southeastern part ofthe Northwest Territory

became the state ofOhio in 1802. Its northern boundary was a line drawn due east fi'om

the southern tip ofLake Michigan. The territorial capital, formerly Chilicothe, now

became Vincennes. As a result oftheir distance from the new capital, people living in

Detroit requested that a new territory be set ofl’with the capital at Detroit. The

Territory ofMichigan was created in 1805 (Dunbar and May 19952106-110).
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In 1805, William Hull was appointed governor ofthe 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 1970212-13). Few settlers arrived in the early nineteenth century. This

was due primarily to the lack ofclear title to land in Michigan and the absence of

government surveys ofthe 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 19952119).

The War of 1812 was a significant turning point in Michigan’s history. While this

war had many causes, the settlers in western regions ofthe 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 19952122).

Despite westerners’ willingness to fight, however, the United States was poorly

prepared forwarwithGreat Britain, andnowhere wasthismore evidenttlmninthe

Great Lakes region. Great Britain had used the time since Jay’s Treaty of 1796 to

increase its naval strengthinthe Great Lakes region, whilethe United Stateshadnot.

The Americans also encouraged the Native Americans to rennin 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 1970255).

For these reasons, when war did break out, the Michigan outposts at Fort Mackinac,

29



Detroit and Fort Dearbom were captured by the British almost immediately. Fort

Mackinac was captured without a fight, while Fort Dearbom’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 fi'om the Ohio forts (Dunbar and May 19952127-129). Michigan was once

again in the hands ofthe 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

killedthenextdaybythelndianalliesoftheBritish,andtheaflairbecameknownas

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 ofthe region. Later

that fall President Monroe appointed Cass as Governor ofthe 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 ofthe upper Great Lakes until the end ofthe war

(Gilpin 1970:64-65).
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The fate ofMichigan 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 ofthe 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 ofGhent was

signed in 1815, Michigan remained a United States possession (Dtmbar and May

19952136-138).

Once peace was restored, Michigan’s major concern was attracting settlers. The

government needed surveys ofthe 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 oflered for sale to American settlers. In the Treaty ofChicago of 1821,

the Ottawa and Potawatomi ceded most ofsouthwest 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

oflice was established in Detroit in 1804, with a second at Monroe (Frenchtown) in

1823. The first sales ofland in southwest Michigan were registered at the Monroe

office. A land ofice was established in Western Michigan in 1831 at White Pigeon and

moved to Kalarmzoo (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, rmny prospective settlers

assumed much ofMichigan was poor farm land, but oflicials, including Governor Cass,

made a great efl‘ort 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 fi'om malaria and other disorders (Dunbar and May 19952155-

1 57).

Lack ofadequate transportation also delayed the early settlement ofsouthwest

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 ofpassengers and fi'eight

between the eastern seaboard and Michigan ports” (Dunbar and May 19952159). Many

New Englanders and New England Yankees who had previously settled in western New

York and Pennsylvania traveled the Erie Canal into Michigan. The Erie Canal alone,

however, cannot explain the massive migration to Michigan. The sale ofpublic lands in

Detroit, for example, were highest in 1825, the year the canal opened, and declined over

the next several years. In 1829, land sales in Indiana, Ohio, Illinois, Missouri,

Mississippi and Alabann outstripped those in Michigan (Gilpin 19702138). The Erie

Canal became the main conduit for pioneers to Michigan only after the eastern

economic situation improved (Dunbar and May 19952160)

Michigan claimed only one road until after the War of 1812. The first road, fi'om

Detroit to Frenchtown, was completed just as the war broke out. This was “Hull’s

Trail,” a corduroy road. Logs filled in the road in low, wet areas that left an uneven

surface (Halsey 2000225-26). The government proposed three roads into the western
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interior ofMichigan. All three were considered military roads, because ofpotential

military uses and significantly affected the settlement of southwest Michigan. The

Chicago Road connected Detroit with Fort Dearborn (Chicago) in 1825, and ran in the

general direction and vicinity ofthe Old Sauk Trail, which had been used by Native

Americans for centuries. This road “became practically an extension ofthe Erie Canal

and ...a great axis of settlement in southern Michigan.” (Dunbar and May 19952161).

The Territorial Road, laid out in 1830, branched offthe Chicago Road at Ypsilanti and

ran through the second tier ofcounties to the north. It terminated at St. Joseph on Lake

Michigan. The third road, the Grand River Road, ran from Detroit to Grand Rapids.

These main roads, and the trails which branched offthem, were extremely important to

the future settlement ofsouthwest Michigan (Dunbar and May 1995:160-162).

A great upsurge in settlement to Michigan in general and to southwest Michigan in

particular occurred during the third decade ofthe nineteenth century. In 1830, 147,062

acres of land sold in Michigan. This total more than doubled in 1831 to 320,476 acres.

Numerous towns in southwest Michigan were platted in 1831, including Marshall,

Battle Creek (Milton), Kalamazoo (Bronson), Albion, Cassopolis and Grand Rapids.

By 1835 and 1836, land sales in Michigan were booming. Land sales in 1835 totaled

1,817,248 acres, a seventh ofthe national total. The peak ofthe land boom occurred in

1836, with sales of4,189,823 acres, more tlmn a fifth ofthe sales for the entire country.

Speculators bought much ofthis land, but census data for these years shows spectacular

growth in the population as well. The Federal Census for 1810 enumerated a

population of4,762 in Michigan. That of 1820 showed only slight growth; the

population stood at 8,896; Ohio in comparison, claimed 581,434 inhabitants in the same
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year. By 1830, Michigan’s population increased to 31,460, which included part ofthe

territory west ofLake Michigan. A territorial census in 1834 counted 85,856 people

living in the Lower Peninsula. The first state census in 1837 counted a population of

174,543 and although the flood ofpioneers decreased in the later years ofthe decade,

Michigan’s population on the Federal Census of 1840 listed 212,267 seven times more

than the 1830 census (Dunbar and May 1995:165; Gilpin 1970219,80,133-134,17l).

The first settlers to Michigan were neither very rich nor very poor, they tended to be

young men and women who wanted to get ahead in life. Easterners who were wealthy

or comfortable were unlikely to move west. Nor did the poor, those without capital,

leave older areas and travel to the new fiontier. Most ofthe pioneers who settled

southwest Michigan were farmers, just as they had been in the East. Most were fi'om

New England or were second generation New Englanders from western New York.

Michigan’s fiontier population had a higher percentage ofYankees than any other state.

This affected Michigan’s history throughout the rest ofthe nineteenth century.

Michigan’s early settlers also included a significant population from Ohio and Indiana.

These people settled in certain areas ofthe state, especially the southern tier ofcounties,

because they migrated fiom the areas contiguous with these counties. Detroit and its

environs retained a significant number ofFtench-Canadian speaking people up to 1837

(Dunbar and May 19952169-170).

Conclusion

The history ofMichigan to the United States pioneer period illustrates historical

changes taking place in the region, the nation and the world. The first human

inhabitants, ofcourse were Native Americans; these peoples continued to influence the
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region throughout the nineteenth century. Their interactions with encroaching

Europeans, first the French and then the British, shaped the way they perceived, and

were perceived by Americans. Beginning with the earliest agriculturalist groups,

Native Americans found a home where they could reap bountiful harvests. This

experience served as testimony to the agricultural abundance that early United States

farmers found when they arrived at the beginning ofthe nineteenth century. Michigan’s

slow development into an agricultural frontier resulted fi‘om the beliefs and actions of

the people who succeeded the Native Americans. French and British interests lay

almost completely in their quest for extractive wealth through the fur trade. The fur

trade was not labor-intensive, and, as a result, Michigan was slow to develop a

significant population. Even Detroit did not prosper as an agricultural settlement as

Cadillac hoped it would. The dominance ofthe fur trade deterred settlement for more

than 100 years. Once Michigan’s agricultural potential was discovered, however,

agricultural pioneers flocked to the region and established nucleated family farmsteads.
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Chapter III

Frontier Theoretical Perspectives

Introduction: Early Perspectives

Before discussing the settlement ofa frontier, such as southwest Michigan in the

second quarter ofthe nineteenth century, one must first define the term. Scholars have

wrangled more than one hundred years over a definition for frontier. No discussion of

fi'ontier theory can begin without discussing the seminal work ofFrederick Jackson

Turner and his effect on later research by historians, geographers and anthropologists.

According to Turner in his paper, “The Significance ofthe Frontier in American

History”, the frontier was “the outer edge ofthe wave - the meeting point between

savagery and civilization.” (Turner 1893281). Referring to the 1890 Federal Census

reports, moreover, Turner claimed the frontier was a “margin” ofa settled area that

changed fi‘om decade to decade as the fi‘ontier advanced. As western civilization came

to a region, the adjacent fiontier shifted to an adjoining region.

Turner believed that much ofthe Midwest in the 1820’s constituted a frontier.

Settled areas included Ohio, southern Indiana and Illinois, while the fi'ontier region ran

along the Great Lakes, including Michigan (Turner 1893284). Ray Allen Billington,

one ofTumer’s biographers and most staunch supporters, disagreed with Turner as to

the definition of fiontier. Billington argued that two definitions were necessary, one

defining a frontier as a geographic area (uner Turner’s margin) and the other as a

process. Billington defined the geographic area of frontier as “the area adjacent to the

unsettled portions ofthe continent in which a low man-land ratio and abundant natural

resources” (Billington 195829) provided emigrating people with an area different fi'om
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their home environment but similar in its physical makeup. During the 1820’s, one

such area was the frontier of southwest Michigan.

Billington also believed the fi'ontier was a process. The fi'ontier experience

provided opportunity for self-advancement umvailable elsewhere. Individual’s

socioeconomic experiences and standards were altered by the environmental exposure

ofthe fi'ontier, and amplified institutions and characteristics ofthe Old World

(Billington 1958:17-19).

Other theorists also have discussed the fiontier. J.R.V. Prescott, a political

geographer, argued that the term frontier had two different meanings, neither ofwhich

constituted an area. Prescott’s frontier was a political division between two states, or a

division between the settled and unsettled parts ofa single state (Prescott 1965:33).

These divisions could be either political fi'ontiers or settlement fiontiers. Political

fi'ontiers were divisions between states; while settlement fiontiers were only possible

where “boundaries have been established to define the state area.” Consequently, the

fiomier “marks the limit to which the state’s authority has extended in occupying its

legally defined territory.” (Prescott 1965234). Prescott also made a distinction between

primary and secondary fi‘ontiers. He believed primary settlement fiontiers to be

geographic historical features that developed haphazardly and often advanced rapidly

across the landscape. Land acquired by treaty, such as southwest Michigan in the first

halfofthe nineteenth century, was an example ofa territory that could be considered a

primary fiontier. Secondary settlement fiontiers demarcated areas where adverse

environments, low population or inadequate technology hindered settlement.

Secondary settlement fiontiers were very different from their primary counterparts.
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Secondary fiontiers required capital, planning and communication networks to develop

(Prescott 1965235). In either case, Prescott still defined a fiontier as a line or boundary,

much like Turner.

Turner and Prescott both believed the fiontier was a margin that could be visualized

as separating “savagery” fiom “civilization.” This concept is both ethnocentric and

inappropriate when discussing the idea of frontiers today. Aspects ofboth Tumer’s and

Prescott’s work, however, remain relevant. While Turner envisioned the frontier as a

fluid, changing, margin that advanced over time, this is not necessarily the case. The

intrusive Euro-American agricultural community certainly afl‘ected a profound change

seen in southwest Michigan, however. Prescott’s definition ofprimary settlement

frontier more accurately described the southwest Michigan fiontier. Ray Allen

Billington does not believe the frontier to be a line of settlement, but a geographic area

and a process. He identified the geographic area, as more tlmn a line, which is

important when discussing regional settlement processes. Billington also argues that

the frontier Ind a profound effect on the Euro-Americans who settled in this area as

well as the Native Americans already present on the land.

Frontier as Process and Zone

More recently, archaeologists, geographers, and historians have all tried to delineate

frontiers. For example, Kent Lightfoot and Antoinette Martinez have broken away from

earlier core-periphery perspectives, such as Wallerstein’s that stresses internal

developments within colonial populations and a relationship between the core and

periphery (Lightfoot and Martinez 19952475). They have also rejected Tumer’s ideas

that the fiontier was the confrontational zone between civilization and savagery.
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Instead, they examined the concept offi‘ontier as a “socially charged place where

innovative cultural constructs are created and transformed” (Lightfoot & Martinez

19952472). They envisioned the fi‘ontier, not as a line, but as “zones ofcultural

interfaces” where creolization and syncretization blended cultures ofcontact into new

social orders (Lightfoot and Martinez 19952474). Furthermore, they believed these

“zones ofinteraction” are not peripheries and edges of societies, but were central to the

development ofnew syncretized cultures. They refuted the concept that colonizing

peoples spread rapidly into empty space as “colonizer-centric.” Indeed, they argued

that core/periphery models identified fi'ontiers as passive recipients ofthe “superior”

culture fiom the core state (Lightfoot and Martinez 19952475). Instead, they viewed

fi'ontiers as crosscutting social networks where natives are not subordinate to the

intrusive culture, and where “the varied backgrounds, interests, and motivations of

individuals on all sides ofthe fi‘ontier” were crucial to its development (Lightfoot and

Martinez 19952483).

The historian Stephen Aron defined a frontier as more than a line or zone as well.

He argued that, during the early 1800’s, the fiontier, was “the periphery ofAnglo-

American colonization.” At the same time, the term referred to the contested territory

between “Indian Country” and “backcountry”(Aron 199623). Aron identified the

fiontier as an area where “cultures collided;” as a borderland and a crossroads.

Geographers Terri Jordan and Matti Kaups defined the fiontier as a habitat and a

social process. They recognized any fiontier, but especially the American backwoods

frontier, not only as a zone ofcontact between alien cultures where ethnic mixing

occurs, but also the fi'ontier was a spatially and temporally impermanent fi-inge area ofa
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culture (Jordan and Kaups 1989:19-20). Their study ofthe American backwoods

fiontier development blended two theoretical approaches, diflusiomst theory and

particularistic cultural ecology. In diffirsionist theory, one first sees a simplification of

the colonizing culture, in this case European. There were multiple causes for this

simplification, according to Jordan and Kaups. First, the culture is reduced at the time

ofdeparture from the homeland because not all segments ofthe home culture were

usually transmitted to the new area. Second, pioneers were usually not a typical cross

section ofthe entire population. The fiontier was also selective, environmental

pressures do not allow all segments ofthe culture to survive (Jordan and Kaups

1989:19-20). Besides the simplification process associated with diflhsionist theory,

there was a fusion seen ofthe ethnic stock ofthe European emigrant populations with

the Native Americans. According to Jordan and Kaups, the processes of simplification

and firsion were linked at the frontier.

Unfortunately, according to Jordan and Kaups, diffirsionist theories did not explain

the process ofsettlement. For that, they looked to cultural ecology, especially what

they termed particularistic cultural ecology, to explicate the process of settlement on the

fiontier. They believed that there is more than one path ofadaptation and that the

choice ofpath was associated with functions ofculture (Jordan and Kaups 1989232). A

nonospecialized culture was more efficient in dealing with extensive open fiontiers, as

diversification and open-mindedness proved adaptive on the fi‘ontier. According to

Jordan and Kaups (1989:32-33) particularistic cultural ecology theory was best suited

for identifying adaptive strategies associated with fiontier agriculture. This approach

emphasized the importance ofthe environment to fi'ontier theory. For example, new

40



environments, such as prairies, were something settlers had not experienced before.

Adaptive strategies that led to the invention ofthe type ofplow suitable to break up the

prairie sod were dependent on exposure to that particular type ofenvironment.

Another geographer, Robert D. Mitchell, defined a fi'ontier as a temporary stage of

settlement that “passed through” an area. This stage was associated with movement,

instability and repetitive stages ofoccupancy. According to Mitchell, all interior areas

went through these stages over time (Mitchell 199823). For Mitchell, the concept of

“Open Country Neighborhoods,” was one ofthe most important aspects of fi'ontier

development. Colonists occupied the “backcountry” at “points ofattachment,” which

they deemed suitable settlement sites. At these sites, they cleared land, constructed

houses and barns and cleared paths linking firms, mills and churches into loosely

organized communities (Mitchell 1998222). These “open country neighborhoods”

facilitated the evolution ofsettlement systerm and the development ofregional

economies. According to Mitchell, these widely dispersed “backcountry

neighborhoods” were “kin-oriented, economically subsistent, loosely governed, and

dependent upon itinerant peddlers and preachers for contact with the outside world”

(Mitchell 1998223).

Modern historians have also weighed into the discussion of frontiers. John Mack

Faragher, for example, defined frontier as a relative term. “Frontier” and “west” were

used interchangeably in his discussion ofFrederick Jackson Tumer’s work. For

Faragher, the “west” was a region as well as the process ofmigration. The frontier was

a loosely bounded and historically changing area. As one moved back through time the

fiontier or west moved back as well. Over time, the “west” was anywhere west of
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Europe, west ofthe Appalachians, west (and north) ofthe Ohio River, west ofthe

Mississippi and even east of California (Faragher 1994:238).

Other historical definitions did not depend on population density. Frontiers have

been defined as borderlands between peoples or nations; as a region ofencounters

between peoples; and as the merging ofpeople and cultures all over North America.

Richard White employed these definitions in his “Middle Ground” concept. Historian

Gregory H. Nobles also examined the definition offrontier and discussed the effect of

the frontier on American history. For him, “the fi'ontier - this important, albeit

imprecise, zone of initial interaction between cultures - represents an excellent setting in

which to examine them” (Nobles 1997216).

Finally, Michael J. Puglisi, an ethnohistorian, also emphasized the complexity ofthe

frontier in America’s history. He conceptualized the frontier as a cultural contact zone

that emphasizes the integrity of all cultures involved in the contact process. He

discovered cultural mixing and mutual exchange crucial in fiontier studies. He also

argues that all researchers should take an interdisciplinary approach to the study ofthe

fi'ontier because ofthe region’s cultural diversity (Puglisi 1998238). Only a

multidisciplinary approach allows us to examine and explain the frontier. Puglisi

argued that trade relations are a link that tie cultures together in a system ofmutual

exchange. The exchange of information, moreover, between colonizers and their

metropole caused preconceived ideas about the frontier, and consequently affects the

settlement that occurred (Puglisi 1998240). Puglisi believes that this interdisciplinary

approach has led to a search for community on frontiers. Puglisi stated that Nobles saw

communal relations as the most important source of identity and conflict on the fi'ontier.
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He also stated that Warren Hofstra and Robert Mitchell described these “backcountry

communities” as the birthplace of“hybrid settlement” and social systems that

influenced the formation of all later fi'ontiers (Puglisi 1998:40-41).

So what do these theorists suggest that the frontier is or was? First, the frontier

clearly cannot be defined for research purposes as the “line” or “margin” ofan intruding

culture. Frontiers were zones ofcontact between existing cultures. Whether one wishes

to examine the intrusive or native culture, the frontier must be seen (as Stephen Aron

calls it) a “crossroads” or an area ofcultural contact. This contact was the most

important aspect ofcultural syncretization. When two or more cultures came in contact

with one another changes occurred in all peoples involved. The changes could be slight

or very profound, but usually involved firsion and hybridization to create a new culture.

Diflilsionist theory embraced cultural simplification. This was simplification, because

all aspects ofa culture were not transmitted, nor were the colonizers a “typical cross-

section” ofthe home culture. The richest and poorest segments ofa culture, for

example, usually did not migrate to the fiontier. The rich had no incentive to move,

while the poor had little capital to make the move.

There were, ofcourse, different types of frontiers. The fiontier in southwest

Michigan was an agricultural contact zone, according to Prescott, a primary settlement

fiontier, where intrusive agricultural colonizers met an extant agricultural society.

Frontier farmers brought with them certain aspects oftheir cultural background. Most

ofMichigan’s colonizers were from New England and New York (Dunbar and May

1995291). These specific cultural regions, therefore, were ubiquitous on Michigan’s

fi'ontier.
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The Agricultural Frontier

The Michigan territory was part ofthe trans-Appalachian western frontier. This

region can be defined as the area ofthe United States, developed after the American

Revolution, west ofthe Appalachian Mountains and east ofthe Mississippi River. This

area included the Old Northwest Territory, ofwhich Michigan was a part. Jerome

Steffen (19772xii) believed that this frontier region was the only insular fi'ontier in

American historical development. He used the term “insular fi'ontier” to explain the

relative social and economic isolation ofthe Old Northwest Territory. Few links

connected the east coast ofthe United States with the Northwest fiontier (Steffen

19772xii). Steffen argued that the Old Northwest developed a diverse agriculture, and

was briefly self-sufficient with a non-market pioneer economy where fi'ontiersmen

relied on themselves for success. Environmental surroundings determined agricultural

success on an insular fiontier, and fimily needs determined future crop production

(Steffen 19772xviii). Self-sufficiency resulted fiom the high cost of labor, and the high

cost oftransporting goods to markets. Frontier firmers also were occupied in clearing

the land to increase its value. The extensive nature of frontier firming emphasized time

rmnagement (Steffen 1977:23-25). Family based economy, with self-suflicient groups

producing for their own consumption, remained viable on the insular fiontier long after

internal improvements made it possible to ship goods to market for a reasonable cost

(Stefl'en 1977:25-26).

Jordan and Kaups also discussed the development offrontier agricultural regions as

insular fiontiers. Frontier agricultural regions were settled by individuals and were



distant and non-contiguous With the home region. They settled these mesa-thermal

woodlands as small-farm or agrarian frontiers (Jordan and Kaups 1989219).

Roger D. Mason, in his study ofpioneer settlement in northeast Missouri, argued

that pioneer families produced enough to supply the needs oftheir firnilies. Most

firms, he argued, were self-suficient entities (Mason 1984288). Mason stated that

settlements were situated based on the type ofcrops to be grown and on the social

variables ofthe piomer population. Diverse flexible agricultural systems allowed

pioneer farmers to be self-sufficient. The basic units of settlement ofthe Missouri

fiontier were fimilies, usually large and complex ones. This provided labor to develop

firm sites for production (Mason 1984291).

According to Jordan and Kaups, backwoods firming used land extensively, and

reaped abundant yields for the first three to five years ofuse with a little labor. Farmers

cleared land chopping trees down, girdling them -- that is removing a ring ofbark fiom

the tree so that is dies -- and chopping brush, the resulting woodpile was fired to create

a layer ofash which resulted in good fertility. This fertility declined over time.

Eventually, shifting cultivation practices led to the deterioration and destruction ofthe

environment (Jordan and Kaups 1989:135).

Frederick Jackson Turner in his essay “Midwest Pioneer Democracy” also stated

that the pioneer settlements ofthe upper Midwest were a peculiar type of frontier.

Upper Midwestern farmers, hailed from predominantly older parts ofthe Midwest, New

York and New England, these were areas ofdeclining agricultural prosperity. When

confi'onted by the abundant fertility and cheap land ofthe Old Northwest, they followed

wasteful agricultural practices (Turner, in Faragher 1994:169).
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The agricultural fiontier ofthe upper Midwest, including Michigan, therefore, was

an insular frontier, which was long term, economically diverse and fimily oriented.

The regions first agricultural settlements were self-supporting and not market based.

The primary reasons for this self-sufficiency were the high costs of labor and

transportation. Additionally, the labor requirements offirm-building left little time to

seek markets. Such firms were also self-sufficient and fimily oriented in terms ofcrop

production. Agricultural practices and other social variables, determined settlement

locations and led to extensive firming practices in the upper Midwest.

Settlement Patterns on the Frontier

The nrain type ofpermanent settlement on the Mid-western fiontier was insular and

agricultural. Theoretically, these settlements were adapted to the natural environment,

which is cultural ecological in scope. According to Cynthia R. Price and James E.

Price, who studied early nineteenth century agricultural settlement, three types of

agricultural settlements existed on the United States Frontier: 1) hunter/squatter, 2)

subsistence firmers in dispersed nuclear fimily firms and 3) planters (southern

Midwest) (Price and Price 19812241). Each settlement system utilized the environment

differently. Each was settled via different networks and patterns, and each was

distributed differently in space. Hunter/squatter settlement preceded other forms, its

practitioners based their livelihood on hunting, trapping and trading with the native

populations. They placed little emphasis on agriculture. The second group, which

usually followed the hunter/squatters, was subsistence firmers. This was the most

widespread group. The individual farmstead was the basic unit of settlement in this

system, located in a larger community with specialized activity areas such as mills,
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churches, stores and cemeteries. Environmental variables and social variables were

equally important in the location ofthe settlement sites. These were the same types of

settlements described by Robert Mitchell (19952124) as “open country neighborhoods.”

Price and Price proposed a farmstead settlement model that dealt with subsistence

activity and procurement. Subsistence firmers required access to critical resources such

as fiesh water, firewood, arable land and food for the livestock (Price and Price

19812244-245). These early frontier firmers produced their own food. Access to local

trade and communication routes indicate that these settlements were active participants

in trade networks (Price and Price 19812245). Price and Price also observed a

phenomenon that obtained in southwest Michigan as well. This was a “clustering

phenomenon,” or an indication that fimily groups nroved into areas together.

According to Price and Price, “family units moved together with parents and married

sons and daughters or sets ofbrothers settling adjacent to one another...produced small

clusters of settlements” (Price and Price 19812248).

Kenneth E. Lewis argued that agricultural settlements were a major form of

colonization ofthe frontier ofNorth America (Lewis 19842xxiii). His model of

permanent agricultural settlement for South Carolina is applicable to other areas as well.

He stated that permanent agricultural settlements, “introduced complex economic,

social, and political institutions that permitted the development ofa distinct colonial

society” (Lewis 198425). Lewis based much ofhis discussion on the development of

trade and communication routes. Using John C. Hudson’s model -- which defined three

developmental stages of settlement as colonization, spread and competition -- Lewis

described the settlement as an insular fiontier. His processual model, listed six
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characteristics of insular fiontier change. These characteristics were: 1) Establishment:

the colony was established as a permanent settlement which was sustained by

agricultural production; 2) Transport and spatial patterning: the transportation network

linking the agricultural settlement with the parent state established the form ofthe

colonial area. This was normally dendritic in character. 3) Expansion: there was a

regular process ofexpansion over time which was an adaptive response to increasing

demand for the export crop; 4) Settlement patterning: the pattern changed through time

in response to increased population and economic complexity; 5) Organization of

activities: initially the settlement was dispersed with frontier towns as loci and

nucleated, semi-nucleated and dispersed settlements occurring around these fiontier

towns, with what was called a pioneer fiinge on the outer edges of settlement; 6)

Colonization gradient: a hierarchy was seen in which a pattern of increasing

socioeconomic complexity was visible spatially and even temporally as roles of

settlements change in response to the region’s development. This expansion ofthe

fi'ontier was associated with an increasing complexity oftrade and cormnunieations

networks (Lewis 1984:25-26).

Applying this approach to development ofthe early nineteenth century Michigan

frontier, Lewis witnessed similar changes occurring. Michigan’s agricultural frontier

developed in a peripheral region ofthe world economy with an associated high cost of

transport ofraw materials that resulted in grain production and other extensive crops

(Lewis 2002:7).

Lewis argued that as agriculture developed, increased demand and resulting

increased price extended the distance that transport was profitable. The transportation
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network ofroads and water routes assumed a dendritic form centered on Detroit. This

network evolved as the frontier expanded with dependence on Detroit as the entrepot

resulting in geographical insularity that “discouraged external connections and focused

trade inwar ” (Lewis 200228). Commercial trade and the increased importance of

export markets altered transportation during the 18403. “The new network oftrade and

communications underwrote changes in production and land use to accommodate

increasing demand fiom commercial markets, and marked the closing ofthe fi'ontier”

(Lewis 200228).

Southwest Michigan should be considered an insular agricultural fiontier. The same

types of settlement patterns proposed by Price and Price and Lewis, therefore, should be

visible on the Landscape ofthis frontier. The subsistence settlement system described

by Price and Price with scattered nuclear family firms should be visrhle

arclneologically as well as in historical records. Furthermore, the settlement system

should follow a similar developmental cycle with increasing formation ofactivity areas.

Social and environmental variables were crucial in determining the settlement

patterns in southwest Michigan. All ofthe preceding theorists placed significant

emphasis on the social aspects of settlement. Settlement on the fiontier was not an

isolated process.

Evolution of Settlement Systems on the Frontier

Gordon Willey initiated the study of settlement archaeology in his “Prehistoric

Settlement Patterns in the Vim Valley, Peru (1953). ” Willey’s examination ofthe

settlement pattern ofthe Viru Valley was “a strategic starting point for the functional

interpretation ofarchaeological cultures” (Trigger 19892282). Willey hypothesized that
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while ecological factors had a significant role in the development ofsettlement patterns,

many social and cultural factors affected it as well. He treated “settlement patterns as a

source ofinformation about many aspects ofhuman behavior” (Trigger 19892282). By

systematically studying settlement patterns, he believed archaeologists could study the

economic, social, and political organization ofancient societies (Trigger 19892284).

Bruce G. Trigger expanded the study of settlement archaeology, defining it as “the

study of social relationships using archaeological data” (Trigger 19672151). According

to Trigger, settlement archaeologists can employ three basic levels ofanalysis: 1)

individual structures, 2) settlements, and 3) settlement distributions. He further argued

that structures reveal a great deal about the nuclear family. The settlement, according to

Trigger, corresponded to a community (i.e. culture) and the pattern ofindividual

buildings within this community may “indicate something about the govemment,

religious and other socially integrating institutions ofthe conrrnunity.” Finally, Trigger

suggested that settlement distributions “reveal something about ecological and political

arrangements” (Trigger 1 9672150).

Roger D. Mason examined the ways in which settlement patterns and settlement

systems develop over time in his examination of frontier Missouri. A settlement pattern

is “the geographic and physiographic relationships ofa contemporaneous group of sites

within a single culture, while settlement system refers to the fimctional relationships

among the sites contained within the settlement pattern” (Mason 1984:3-4).

To explore this theme in more depth, Robert Mitchell and Warren Hofstra examined

the progress ofdispersed agrarian communities into town-based settlement systems over

time in the Shenandoah Valley. First, they believed that settlement systems fill into
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regional patterns. The three types ofregional settlements described by Mitchell and

Hofstra were: 1) New England, 2) Middle Colonial and 3) Southern Colonial. Each of

these types Ind distinctive characteristics. The Middle Colonial system was a

transitional system that combined characteristics ofboth the New England system and

the Southern Colonial System (Mitchell and Hofstra 19952123). Mitchell and Hofstra

defined a settlement system as “the totality of sites, structure, and routes ofhuman

activity organized across a territory and shaped by environmental, social and economic

processes...” (Mitchell and Hofstra 19952124). This was a broader and more

encompassing definition ofa settlement system than was Mason’s. It included social

and economic processes as well as the impact ofenvironmental variables on the

settlement pattern. Mitchell and Hofstra also believed that there was little distinction

between urban and rural communities in early America. They also argued that

settlement systems were politically and legally associated with the local governmental

units, such as counties, but were not limited socially or economically by this same

defining unit ofmeasure. While they were primarily interested in the Shenandoah

Valley during the late colonial period much oftheir research could be applied to other

regions and time periods (Mitchell and Hofstra 19952126).

According to Mitchell and Hofstra, there are three separate theories ofsettlement

evolution. Central Place Theory was based on the concept ofcentrality. Central places,

in this model exert control over a trade network hinterland. Mitchell and Hofstra

assumed that places other than towns or villages act as central places. They also

questioned exactly when central place systems evolved on an agricultural fiontier.

They also cited examples ofdispersed settlements and lower order places which existed
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for years after settlement without a central place ever evolving (Mitchell and Hofstra

19952127-128).

The second theory they discussed was James Vance’s long distance trade theory.

Vance argued that long distance wholesaling was the first economic activity to occur in

newly settled areas and that this wholesaling was instrumental in spreading settlements

in the colonial world. Vance appeared to equate “unraveling points” with Kenneth

Lewis’ “fiontier towns” which Vance defined as “the last point common to a sufficient

number of supply lines to the frontier” (Mitchell and Hofstra 19952129). Mitchell and

Hofstra believed that both ofthese models presented incomplete answers for the

settlement offiontier regions. They suggested this was particularly due to the models’

inability to explain the importance ofagriculture, the role ofpreexisting rural

communities and marketing and distribution networks (Mitchell and Hofstra 19952129).

The final theory they associate with settlement system development focused on the

production and transportation of staples. The staple theory of Carville Earle and Ronald

Hoflinan proposed that urban development was associated with the type of staple crop

being produced and exported. For example, low bulk staples, such as tobacco, with few

processing and storage requirerrrents caused only small to medium centers to develop.

Most ofthe economics oftobacco production and distribution occurred on individual

plantations and firms. Wheat, however, had much greater processing and storage

requirements. Wheat’s weight and bulk led to the development of larger urban centers

due to the demands oftransportation, storage, and related industries associated with

processing this staple (Mitchell and Hofstra 19952132). This theory, however, does not

explain the origins of individual towns -- it was a regional theory explaining processes
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on a regional basis. In conclusion, Mitchell and Hofstra believed that existing

settlement system theories failed to explain the settlement systems ofthe interior

fi'ontier regions. What was seen were self-sufficient firms in open country

neighborhoods.

Mitchell and Hofstra argued instead that government policies of selling land

inexpensively was key to the formation and timing ofthe settlement systems. Social

firnctions were important and focused on churches or meeting houses. The fi'ontier

economy, they claimed, was not tied to the staple crop production oftobacco, like the

eastern parts ofthe country, but was dependent on small grain and livestock production,

which created more integrated settlements. In the Midwest in particular, they

hypothesized that settlement systems evolved through market towns which had emerged

out ofpre-existing agricultural open country communities (Mitchell and Hofstra

19952142-143).

By applying the theoretical concepts of settlement archaeology proposed by Willey

and Trigger for prehistoric archaeology to historical archaeology in general, and the

nineteenth century settlement frontier in particular, it may be possible to create a better

understanding ofthe effects ofkinship, a cultural concept, on settlement patterns.

The settlement system on Michigan’s frontier may be closely aligned to Mitchell

and Hofstra’s New England settlement type. Most ofthe Michigan fi'ontier colonists,

after all, either came directly fiom New England or were from western New York that

had been settled by New Englanders in the later part ofthe eighteenth century. Mitchell

and Hofstra’s “open country neighborhoods” with emphasis on small grain (wheat and

corn) and livestock agriculture, and the integration ofservices were reflected in
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settlement patterns seen on the frontier ofsouthwest Michigan. The emphasis placed on

schools, churches and mills during settlement was an important aspect ofMitchell and

Hofstra’s model and played a vital role in the study ofsettlement ofsouthwest Michigan

in the early nineteenth century.

Frontier Development

According to Jordan and Kaups, the most common initial settlements in the

backcountry ofthe United States were nucleated firmsteads scattered three to eight

miles apart. These homesteads and individual fimily firms used land extensively, with

slash and burn agricultural techniques. Later, as the population increased, fimily and

kinclusters were often as close as a mile apart. These scattered firmsteads were the

most effective form ofrural settlement (Jordan and Kaups 1989:121-125).

In his examination ofthe northern Shenandoah Valley, Robert Mitchell saw a

sequential or generational development. The first fifteen years or so ofdevelopment

were characterized by a dispersed, decentralized system ofopen country neighborhoods.

This gave way to a cattle driving economy and town founding over the following

decade. Finally, crop specialization and central place development occurred

approximtely twenty five to forty five years after initial settlements (Mitchell

1998225). The sequential development in the Shenandoah Valley raises two

comparative issues relevant to the study ofMichigan frontier settlement. First, to what

extent did other areas follow this sequence? Second, how well can town development

be extrapolated fi'om this region to other regions? Mitchell believed that new

approaches are crucial to understanding patterns of social organization and change over

time. Nonetheless, he asserted that agricultural frontiers everywhere had similar
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economic foundations. Mitchell also envisioned the social cohesiveness ofmigrant

groups as a significant factor in frontier development. He also argued that the

egalitarian classlessness ofthe fiontier ofJordan and Kaups did not endure for very

long. He believed that power relationships were important for early development.

Initially, the access to land was a source ofpower. Those fi'ontiersmen who did not

have early access to land, for whatever reason, did not prosper. Mitchell also stated that

social stratification increased over time. Finally, the early settlement clusters offimily

and kinship associations did not endure long. By the third generation after settlement,

outselling changed the social composition ofpioneer neighborhoods (Mitchell 1998225).

This dissertation will examine the earliest period of fiontier settlement in southwest

Michigan. Like Mitchell’s discussion ofthe sequence ofsettlement ofthe Shenandoah

Valley, the early years in southwest Michigan were characterized by a dispersed, self-

suflicient, kin based, system. While it took many (25—45) years for the Shenandoah

Valley to develop specialization and central places, this study argues tint by the early

18403, the fi'ontier period had passed with the coming ofthe railroads.

Social, Biological and Ecological Influences on Settlement

Most offi'ontier settlement was agricultural. Other factors, therefore, affected

peoples’ decisions to settle where they did. Roger Mason argued that specific

ecological fictors associated with settlement patterns were crucial to settler’s decisions.

He hypothesized individual firmers’ decisions about land desirability created land

ownership patterns. These decisions, in turn, resulted fiom settlers’ cultural background

and previous experiences. Most frontier firrners sought a land type firniliar to them.

They used climate and tree species as important guides to soil fertility. In the area
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Mason examined, for example, the preferred habitat appeared to be zones ofmixed tree

and prairie (Mason 198424). As with Mitchell, Mason also saw changes in social

stratification. Land again was a fictor in the economic development ofthe fi'ontier.

Land ownership was consistently related to increases in economic complexity. The

fi'ontier provided accessrhility to land, and helped create a large middle class. Mason

also found, however, that as land availability decreased over time, due to increasing

population, social stratification occurred (Mason 198425). Mason firrther examined the

social process known as the “clustering phenomenon” and hypothesized that clusters of

related families with conrrnon religious afliliations or origins would be found most

often during the early period of settlement. These clusters grouped along roadways and

consisted ofhouseholds ofbrothers or brothers-in-law. Larger clusters composed of

several smaller kin-based groups usually shared a common religious affiliation or origin

(Mason 1984287).

Maxine Margolis examined the processes associated with agricultural adaptations.

She hypothesized that fiontier agriculturalists behaved similarly because they adapted to

similar sets ofecological and economic variables. Their exploitive behavior was an

adaptive response to the economic and ecological conditions ofthe fiontier (Margolis

1977243). Margolis’ cultural ecological approach equated frontier agriculturalists with

“fugitive species strategies” in a biological analogy. The biological concept offugitive

species, stated that the first species to arrive in a new environment take advantage of

opportunities via a quick exploitation offivorable localities (Margolis 1977260). These

strategies for frontier agriculturalists however were cultural not biological. The

consequences ofthis adaptive strategy destroyed the natural resources (as per Billington
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1966241 and Jordan and Kaups 19892100-101) with exploitation, lack ofconservation

and use ofcertain crops that exhausted the soil fertility (Margolis 1977:43-44). While

this applied most obviously to cash crop exploitation, inexpensive land, Large harvests,

scarce labor and high market values all played a role in the exploitation ofthe frontier.

Frontier land was seen as nrore fertile and more reliable, as well as less costly than

firrnland in settled areas. This, along with accessibility to markets, was an important

influence on the behavior offrontier firmers (Margolis 1977:48-50).

Jordan and Kaups discussed the social aspects of fi'ontier life in their work on the

American backwoods fi'ontier. They stated that the social aspects ofcommunity are

important in the frontier period even though mobility and individualism disrupt that

community during the frontier period. They argued that social cohesiveness is evident

in mutual dependence and cooperation. Such activities as work gatherings (burning

brush, raising cabins and barns, and harvesting crops) created cohesiveness on the

frontier. Chronic labor shortages instigated much ofthis mutual cooperation and

dependence. Intermarriage between frontier fimilies strengthened these social ties of

fiiendship and cooperation (Jordan and Kaups 1989284)

The specific ecological fictors associated with settlement ofany frontier were also

crucial to the development ofsouthwest Michigan. Riverine transportation and

waterpower for mill sites and consumption were key ecological fictors in settlement.

The first two settlements in Calhoun County were associated with rivers where mills

were constructed. The need for arable find also played an essential role in the

settlement patterns ofthis frontier. The environmental exploitive behavior so prevalent

on fiontiers was also common in Calhoun County and southwest Michigan.
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Family and kin structures were vital social factors in the settlement ofMichigan’s

fi'ontier. Due to chronic labor shortages socially cohesive kinship clusters had to work

together to develop land holdings. This cohesion resulted in specific land use patterns

associated with the “clustering phenomenon.”

Motivation for Emigration to the Frontier

Countless historians, geographers and archaeologists have hypothesized a plethora

oftheories concerning individuals’ motivations for moving to the frontier. Early

frontier historians -- Turner, Webb and Billington — for example, argued that the

fiontier helped develop individualism and nationalism. While this romantic (and

ethnocentric) view ofthe fi'ontier has been discredited, more recent scholars have

considered alternate motivations. J.R.V. Prescott envisioned the fi'ontier as a

combination ofadvancements and regressions over time. Prescott suggested that

settlers were attracted to the fiontier based on environmental perceptions, usually

accompanied by some pressure to leave their home regions. He also envisioned periods

ofstagmtion and even retreat fiom the fiontier due to environmental constraints, armed

native resistance, politics and technology that was inadequate to overcome the fiontier

environment (Prescott 1965236-37).

Jordan and Kaups defined four elements as essential to fi'ontier development. These

were 1) availability ofabundant cheap land; 2) dominance ofthe nuclear fimily unit; 3)

preexisting desire for private control of land, and 4) the absence ofgood commercial

markets. They viewed fi'ontier culture as embodying the desire ofcolonizers to succeed

via capitalistic, firnily-based agricultural pursuits on empty land (Jordan and Kaups

1989:28-29).
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Gregory Nobles dismissed Turner’s examination ofthe frontier as Emocentric and

chauvinist. From the Native American point ofview, Euro-American advance meant

displacement, destruction and death. Other ethnic groups, moreover, were also

involved in the fi'ontier experience and Nobles argued that Turner ignored these groups

completely. He took Turner to task for ignoring the role ofwomen on the fiontier

(Nobles 1997212).

The Frontier and Land Speculation

Land speculators were an important and sometimes misunderstood part ofthe

fi'ontier experience. There are almost as many opinions about land speculation and its

role in developing the fiontier as there are researchers who discuss it. Land speculators

played a specific role in the settlement ofthe frontier. First, they affected development

by withholding large tracts of land. Second, they provided credit to frontier firnrers

seeking to buy land.

Archeologists such as Jerome Steffen and Roger Mason recognized the role ofthe

land speculator as having varying impacts on settlement. According to Steffen, land

speculators often overestimated the development ofthe lands they were trying to sell

(Steffen 1977226). Mason argued the impact ofspeculation varied by area. The timing

ofspeculation in relation to the beginning of settlement also affected the settlement

process. For example, in the Missouri fi'ontier Mason examined, settlement preceded

the extensive period ofland speculation in 1835-1836. Therefore, only areas that the

first settlers avoided were available to speculators (Mason 1984290).

Land speculation retarded the development ofagriculture and settlement in

Kalamazoo County in southwest Michigan. In the “fever period” of 1835 to 1837, over
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sixty percent ofthe land in Kalamazoo County was taken up, much of it in large blocks,

by land speculators. Speculators held much ofthis land for years hoping that the value

(and their profits) would increase. “This delayed for many years the occupation ofthis

land by actual settlers.” (Peters 19762299)

In certain areas speculators capitalized on the desire offimilies to settle together.

Some frontier families paid more for land where other relatives could settle as well. In

this respect, land speculators affected settlement patterns, kinship networks, community

formation and even the econonrics ofa developing area. Therefore, land speculators, at

least in some regions ofthe fi'ontier, were powerful controllers of initial settlement

(McClesky 1998256).

Finally, Gregory Nobles argued that there were two groups on the fi'ontier, the

prosperous and powerful and the poor and vulnerable. This dynamic had real efi‘ects on

settlement on the frontier. According to Nobles, most people came to the fi‘ontier poor

and stayed poor. Land speculators and the government found the early squatters to be

both bothersome and unproductive. Speculators and proprietors wanted to develop the

fi'ontier in an orderly fashion, and squatters challenged their economic aspirations and

political designs. Proprietors and land speculators wanted development ofthe fiontier

to proceed in an orderly fishion so that the areas could be brought into the market

economy ofthe eastern states. Squatters, on the other lmnd, would clear five to ten

acres, burn it off, built a cabin and plant a garden and corn. Corn was an easy crop to

grow, but it was not as marketable as wheat (Nobles 19972107-108).

Land speculation and speculators had an essential role on the frontier. Insofir as

they made smaller parcels ofland available to settlers with extended purchase terms,
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people with little capital could acquire a suitable piece of land. In other instances,

however, speculators bought large quantities ofgood land and held it until they could

obtain a sizeable profit. When speculators demanded a higher price for land on which

groups ofrelated people could settle, so that the group could maintain its cohesiveness,

they also affected settlement.

Politics and the Frontier

Because the fiontier was an economically vital area for speculators and settlers, it

became an important political arena as well. At the end ofthe American Revolution,

the former colonies acquired trans-Appalachian finds. At this time almost halfofthe

country was made up of lands which were unsettled. The acquisition ofa large

tmsettled land mass prompted serious political questions regarding settlement. The

first question concerned the ownership ofthe lands. The federal government, the states

and the Native Americans all had a claim to them. Native Americans felt they held title

to their traditional lands that they had occupied for centuries. The former colonies

assumed that the victory over the British entitled the government to the lands.

Individual states had their own agendas. Seven ofthe former colonies had western

boundaries by colonial charter that extended as fir west as the Mississippi river. They

wanted control ofthese lands for their own development. The former colonies with no

western lands, six, held up ratification ofthe Articles ofConfederation until the seven

land holding colonies agreed to cede their lands to the federal government for the good

ofthe whole (Faragher 2000:105-106). After the federal government controlled the

lands, it was still unclear on a way in which to develop them. Difl‘erent regions ofthe

original thirteen states had developed different land use patterns. The new land
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ordinance developed to divide the frontier included ideas fi'om the northern and

southern states. The government wanted professional land surveys and orderly

development, which was a characteristic ofNew England. But the ordinance also

proposed the sale of lands directly to individuals, which was a southern concept.

The Land Ordinance of 1785 measured land and allocated it to individuals. The

traditional land measurement system ofmetes and bounds, which described the parcel

by distinct featm'es and contiguous plots, was rejected in fivor oftownship boundaries.

All land was divided into townships six miles square by lines running in a grid due

north and south, and due east and west. These meridians and baselines divided the

fiontier into numbered ranges and townships. Each township was further divided into

thirty-six one square mile sections of six hundred and forty acres. The sections were

then subdivided into half sections (320 acres), quarter sections (160 acres), half-quarter

sections (80 acres) and quarter-quarter sections (40 acres). All western lands were

transferred into private ownership by this ordinance (Faragher 2000:107-109).

Initially, landsalesweretobeno smallerthan640acresatone dollarormoreper

acre. This was done in the hope ofgenerating revenue for the government ofthe United

States. The government anticipated that land speculators would purchase lands and sell

them in smaller parcels to fi'ontier farmers. This, however, did not happen. Squatters

settled north ofthe Ohio River without title and had to be removed forcefully by the

federal government. Several groups of influential people, moreover, tried to claim large

parcels ofland without paying the minimum one-dollar per acre. This led to large

quantities of land being acquired by a very few people at a fiaction of its proposed value

(Faragher 2000:111-113).

62



Finally, the federal government had to decide the relationship between the old states

ofthe federal union and the new states to be developed from fi'ontier lands. Thomas

Jefferson assumed that statehood would become the norm once a certain population

threshold was reached. Congress rejected this idea, which argued that the region west

ofthe original thirteen states needed to be controlled more rigorously. The Northwest

Ordinance of 1787 divided the area north ofthe Ohio River into a number ofterritories.

The territories were to have complete equality with the original states, as well as with

all other areas admitted to statehood. The Northwest Ordinance has been called “one of

America’s greatest contributions to political theory” (Faragher 20002115) but Faragher

disagreed. He argued that the negative attitude ofthe east toward the west (frontier)

motivated the passage ofthis ordinance. The eastern states were autocratic and

excluded self-government until a minimum population threshold had been reached

(Faragher 200021 15).

The fi'ontier areas themselves, at least according to Robert Mitchell, should continue

to be reevaluated in a rmmner that emphasized their marginality. Furthermore, Mitchell

believed that it is important to interpret fiontier communities on their own terms with

respect to perceptions ofpolitical representation and responses to changing

circumstances. He stated that frontier politics were local in nature with a lack of

deference to national political authority and status. This led to a different political

climate on the fiontier (Mitchell 1998227).

In a completely different tone, Jerome Steffen argued that political change occmred

in insular fi'ontiers due to their separation from the home culture (Steflen 19772xiii).

Steffen also visualized the rise ofthe common man as part ofthe frontier experience.
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He particularly locates this change in American religious beliefs. While this was not

necessarily a political process, “The Great Awakening” ofthe late eighteenth and early

nineteenth centuries has been interpreted as a new commitment to both religious

fi‘eedom and political awareness (Stefl‘en 1977: 1 8-19).

The effect the development ofthe fiontier had on the rest ofthe United States was,

and is, profound. The Land Ordinances of 1785 and 1787 had significant effects on the

development ofthe fiontier ofthe Old Northwest, as well as subsequent fiontiers during

the nineteenth century. The manner in which the federal government removed and

excluded native peoples from an active role in the development ofthe frontier has had

profound effects on Native American communities until the present day.

Conclusion

Therefore, the “fiontier” ofthis dissertation was agricultural in scope and insular in

nature. Changes occurred on the frontier that did not occur in the older settled regions

ofthe east. Adaptation was the key to frontier life, whether it was as a “tramp” species,

in the cultural ecological context, or by the extensive nature of slash and burn

agriculture. A young, rapidly growing population expanded into agricultural lands that

were already being exploited by the Native American population (Jordan and Kaups

1989265). For, the “vacant land” ofTurnerian history did not actually exist. Native

Americans had been present on the land long before Anglo-American colonization.

This Native American presence, while small, still had an impact on frontier

development.

The frontier was a zone ofcontact where Native American, Euro-American and

other ethnic groups developed a syncretized cultural complex. This creolization process



helped create an adaptive strategy for effectively exploiting the agricultural habitat of

southwest Michigan. The syncretized culture used agricultural techniques adapted to

the environment that was being exploited. The culturally complex agricultural practices

ofeastern states, notably New England and New York, were not efficient on a frontier

that was not linked initially to an external market. These adaptations led to a specific

type of short-term settlement that Mitchell has described as “Open Country

Neighborhoods.” These neighborhoods were gathering points for settlement. This

dissertation will argue that “Open Country Neighborhoods” were in actuality kin-based

clusters ofrelated individuals. This “clustering phenomenon” was a cultural ecological

adaptive strategy for the settlement ofthe frontier of southwest Michigan in the first

halfofthe nineteenth century.
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Chapter IV

American Kinship on the Frontier

Introduction

This chapter explores the role ofkinship on settlement and development ofthe

frontier ofsouthwest Michigan. First it is necessary to discuss the role ofkinship in

society in general and Euro-American society in particular. Many different aspects to

kinship are important when discussing its effects on society and how different societies

deal with interpersonal relationships. In anthropological terms, all societies have

specific “building blocks” ofwhich the culture is constructed. For over one hundred

years, kinship has been considered by many theorists to be one ofthose “building

blocks.” The other cornerstones ofcultural construction are economics, politics, and

religion (Holy 19962151; Schneider 19842187). As a central aspect of cultural

construction, kinship engendered a great deal ofdebate about its significance.

Kinship’s significance in the development ofa culture is a subject with relevance

for examination ofall societies, western or non-western. As a vital component of

cultural construction, it has an effect on the development ofa new society fi'om its

inception. A3 a major social fictor, kinship and its role in melding groups ofpeople

into a cohesive unit is crucial to the development ofa frontier society.

The institution ofkinship, in western society, and in this particular instance, fiontier

society, with its emphasis on the nuclear family, has relevance to the study of fi'ontier

settlement. The primary settlement groups on the frontier were nuclear fimilies, despite

the fict that they were at a distinct disadvantage in a frontier environment such as

southwest Michigan. They had few support groups, nor was there easy access to a labor



pool which was required to establish a permanent residence in the wilderness.

Settlements on the early fi'ontier tended to be widely scattered - sometimes many miles

apart. What this meant for the pioneer settlers was that they had to be self-sufficient.

They depended on their own resources to settle, clear, plant, build shelter, harvest and

prosper in their new environment. In many instances, fiontier finrilies included not

single households, but groups ofhouseholds that settled together. Many ofthese were

kin groups, consisting ofnuclear fimilies, related to one another, either by marriage or

blood ties. This dissertation seeks to examine the significance ofkinship to settlement

on the Michigan fi'ontier during the nineteenth century.

Kinship defined

No single definition can illuminate either kinship or kinship studies. Different

theorists defined kinship difierently, due to differing reference points. Robin Fox

(1967) identified kinship as pivotal to interaction even in modern society. He believed

the relationship between ancestors and other kin were key to obligations, loyalties,

social and legal claims and sentiments, especially in nonwestem societies and

developing countries (Fox 1967:13-15).

For Linda S. Cordell and Stephen J. Beckerman, kinship “defines the basic patterns

of social inclusion and exclusion with respect to obligations” (Cordell and Beckerman

198023). They viewed kinship as an adaptive strategy in which people manipulate

kinship for specific purposes. This manipulation is a different aspect ofkinship

relations. Manipulation ofkinship can have significant social consequences, whereby

certain people are recognized as kin, and therefore engage in socially defined sets of

rights and obligations, while others are excluded.
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Burton Pasternak, in his work on social organization identified kinship refitions as

universal and fundamental to all hurmn societies. “No matter how they conceive of

relatedness, human beings everywhere recognize kinship and use it as a basis for

defining the content ofrelationships between people and very often as a basis for

forming social groups.” (Pasternak 1976:82). He saw kinship as a basic concept

associated with the integral formation of social organization, not just reciprocal

obligations.

More recent interpretations ofkinship considered the various ways in which kinship

may be conceptualized in different societies. The critiques ofkinship studies by David

M. Schneider (1984) and Ladislov Holy (1996) emphasized the importance of

understanding kinship not only as a biological relation, but as a cultural application of

relationships that may or may not be biological. Schneider’s critique ofkinship studies

argued that “kinship exists or not depends on how it is defined by the observer, which in

turn states the observer’s conception of ‘it’ and his relationship to ‘it”’ (Schneider

19842vii). He also believed that any scholar doing ethnography defined kinship in

relationship to him or herself, and that this ultimately affected the results ofthe

fieldwork and the ethnographic material that resulted fiom it. Schneider also stated “the

term kinship is used to refer to both the biological system ofrelations, quite apart fi'om

any sociocultural aspects, and also to the sociocultural aspects” (Schneider 1984297).

He argued that it might be impossible to separate the sociocultural aspects ofkinship

fi'om the biological aspects ofkinship. Ladislov Holy noted “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 ofnumerous and varied
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interactions” (Holy 199629). Most modern theorists, like Holy, believed that kinship

cannot be adequately separated fiom other aspects ofcultural investigation. That is, it is

impossrhle to separate the study ofkinship from economics, religion, and politics (Holy

199623).

History of Kinship Studies

Lewis Henry Morgan is credited with the first significant interest in kinship studies.

His late nineteenth century investigations ofkinship terms used by the Iroquois for their

interpersonal relationships established the study ofkinship. Morgan believed that

kinship terminology reflected a society’s understanding of its biological relationships.

He argued that the Iroquois system (and others) were ones of“primitive promiscuity.”

In these societies, Morgan stated, people did not understand the biological relationship

associated with sexual reproduction and therefore did not know whom their genetic

fathers or mothers were. He envisioned an evolutionary scale from primitive to

complex, in which (ofcourse) the Euro-American or Western system was the most

highly advanced. This Eurocentric conclusion has been refuted; as all kin classificatory

systems exist at all levels ofcultural “development”, whether “primitive” or

“ vanced”. Morgan’s most important contribution to anthropological theory was the

concept that kinship terminology recognizes biological relatedness, and that cultural

recognition follows this biological recognition secondarily (Schneider 1984299). This

theory has engendered a significant amount ofdebate and research over the past

century.

Despite Morgan’s examination ofthe Iroquois and his conclusion that kinship

terminology was recognition ofbiological relatedness, Emile Durkheim in contrast
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argued that kinship cannot be recognition ofa biological relationship, but was entirely a

social concept. He used the example ofthe “natural child” to illustrate his point. An

illegitimate child was not recognized as kin to his ascendants and was not considered

related to them unless acknowledged by society. Durkheim also used the example of

ancient Roman society, in which a child was not recognized as a member ofthe fimily

unless his or her fither received the child into the group with an appropriate ceremony.

According to Durkheim “kinship is constituted ofthe jural and moral obligations that

society imposes” (Schneider 1984:99-100).

The debate about whether kinship was biological or social or a combination ofboth

continued throughout the early twentieth century. Throughout this debate, the social

aspect ofkin recognition was defined in terms ofphysical kinship. Social kinship was

not defined except by reference to rights, privileges, duties or obligations. Kinship in

thesocialsense‘is not described, it isnot distinguished fiomanything elseinits

essential character or by contrast with what it is not” (Schneider 19842110).

Bronislaw Malinowski rejected this argument in his work among the Trobriand

Islanders. He emplfisized that consanguinity was a sociological concept and not a

physical (biological) bond. Among the Trobriad Islanders, at least, kinship was more

social than biological in nature (Holy 1996215).

In the latter part ofthe twentieth century, Harold W. Scheffler and Floyd G.

Lounsbury defined kinship with respect to a native or folk theory ofreproduction.

Schemer noted a wide variation in folk theories ofreproduction but concluded that the

mother-child connection was a human universal and based his definition on this.

According to Linda Stone, Schefller’s position on kinship emphasized the importance
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ofthe way in which people drew connections among themselves based on their concept

ofreproductions, not how they are “biologically” related. Their emic view ofbiological

reproduction was the foundation for their kinship relationships. Stone argued that

Scheffler’s position, was the way most anthropologists were probably viewing kinship

anyway, but “his explicit attention to emic views contributed to new debates over what

kinship is” (Stone 200124).

Schneider, in his critique ofkinship studies, nearly agreed with this folk-cultural

definition. He concluded Schefller’s definition ofkinship had certain advantages for

cross-cultural examination ofkinship. Schefller’s definition ofkinship with its

reference to reproduction and geneology, i.e. the mother-child relationship as universal,

“meansthatthere isarelationship ofparentandchild (no matterhowthismaybe

defined in any specific culture), which gives rise to all other genealogical relations. By

thus separating the fact ofgenealogical relationship fiom the details ofeach specific

native theory, the highly variable folk theories become comparable” (Schneider

19842127). Linda Stone also supported Schefller’s view in assuming the mother-child

is a universal relationship and used this concept in her work, Kinship and Gender, when

she discussed the roles played by both women and men in reproduction and kinship

(Stone 200128).

In recent discussions on the theory ofkinship relations, neo-Darwinian evolutionary

biology engendered a debate among theorists, especially feminist anthropologists

interested in gender. Robin Fox recognized kinship systems as the answer to survival

and reproduction as well as having “much to do with the ‘facts of life’ (gestation,

impregnation, domination, and the avoidance of incest)” (Stone 200129). Stone
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suggested that the Neoevohrtionist’s position is “comparable to Gellner in that they are

interested in the overlap between “social kinship” and (etically) presumed biological

relationships” (Stone 2001210). Many feminist anthropologists believed that the

combination ofgender inequality with biology was an attempt to ‘haturalize” that

inequality and thereby perpetuate it (Stone 2001210).

The constitution ofthe basic unit ofkinship has also become a hotly contested topic.

According to Ladislov Holy, kinship theorists have adopted two positions. Many

theorists, including Meyer Fortes, R.N. Adams, Paul Bohannan, Ward H. Goodenough,

and especially Robin Fox “consider the woman and her dependent children the ‘nuclear’

or ‘elementary’ familial group in all human societies...the attachment ofthe child’s

genitor to this basic unit is highly variable” (Holy 1996230). This implied that the

fimily can be identified with the relationship between a woman and her child, no matter

how that child was created, for any society in the world. The recognition of filiation --

the concept ofbeing a child ofa specific parent - implied certain recognized sets of

relations. These included “four sets ofrelationships: those between the woman and the

man who engendered the child, between the child and its mother, the child and its

fither, and between siblings.” This creates eight ‘primary kin types’: fither (F), mother

(M), husband (H), wife (W), son (S), daughter (D), brother (B), and sister (Z). This has

been referred to as the nuclear, elementary, individual or conjugal family (Holy

1996231).

These ‘primary kin types’ can be extended, according to Holy’s interpretation ofA.

R. Radcliffe-Brown, to connect these individuals with ‘relationships ofthe second

order.’ In such relationships two fimilies are connected through a common member and
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beyond this to the ‘tertiary kin group’ that are the primary kin ofthe secondary kin

group (Holy 1996232). Geneological connections and the nuclear fimily concept, while

best exemplified by western society, can be seen in non-western societies as well. But

nuclear fimilies are not universal; in many societies nuclear families do not exist as in

western society. Claude Levi-Strauss, for example, argued that the nuclear fimily is not

the basic unit ofkinship. He argued that unit was the avunculate, in which a brother, his

sister and the sister’s husband and her son form the elemental unit ofkmshrp This

elementary group, when expanded formed more complex systems. The avunculate was

also associated with the universality ofthe incest taboo, seen in all societies (Holy

1996235-37).

Robin Fox also envisioned the avunculate arising from the mother—child bond to

which males still need to be attached for the protection ofthe infant. “It seems to be a

peculiarly hunnn thing to allow the asexual brother-sister tie to take over certain

aspects ofthe parental role fiom the husband-wife tie. This gives rise to avuncular

responsibilities that may flower into full-blown nmtrilineal succession and inheritance,

or to the classical indulgences ofthe patrilineal avunculate” (Fox 19932227).

In surmnary, kinship as a theoretical concept has a myriad ofaspects. From the

earliest theories to modern feminist interpretations, debates on kinship are evident.

What seems to be universally accepted, is that the biological bond ofmother-child is

seen in all societies, but how those societies deal with it differs by the society in which

it occurs. The importance ofthe cultural recognition, per Schefller, ofthese biological

bonds varies fi'om society to society. The importance ofcultural recognition ofkinship,

whether biological or not, has been accepted by most theorists as the defining concept
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for kinship studies ofevery culture which has been examined. This emic

conceptualization ofkinship makes it possible to examine kinship cross-culturally and

therefore allows anthropologists to further their knowledge ofkinship in many different

societies.

Furthermore, the basic unit ofkinship has to be recognized as the mother-child

bond, whether this includes the genator ofthe child, or the mother’s brother as the

associated male personage depends on the individual cultural recognition ofthis bond.

Kinship’s Role in Society

When kinship units (whether nuclear or avunculate) combine into groups, the

combinant groups become important organizational units for various societies. These

groups have many different roles and can accorrrplish more than can individuals. One

group, for example, may be able to claim reciprocal support or protection fi'om another

group. In some cases, for example, the economics ofproduction necessitates larger

units of land and labor than a nuclear fimily can provide. It can be more economically

rationalto maintainthelandandthegroupratherthandividingthewhole. Thisis

particularly important in agricultural societies where land is scarce and may only be

divided to a limited extent. Cooperative groups ofpeople also my be needed for a

pmticular task, only able to be accomplished by a group larger than a household. A

common way to deal with these social difliculties, especially in non-western societies,

particularly pastoralist and horticulturalist, is through the development ofkinship

groups.

A common way for societies to organize kinship groups is as descent groups.

Descent groups are “any publicly recognized social entity in which being a lineal
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descendant ofa particular real or mythical ancestor is a criterion for membership”

(Haviland 19952274). Descent can be defined in one oftwo ways. The biological

meaning ofdescent, whereby one is considered part ofa particular descent group by

birth or association, or the jural meaning ofdescent, a method for determining

succession to property, social position or rank. Biological and jural meanings usually,

but not always, coincide with one another. Anthropologists usually employ the jural

meaning rather than the biological meaning (Pasternak 19762101). Descent groups can

assume a variety of forms. Descent groups can be organized either unilineally,

arnbilineally, or through parallel or double descent (bilaterally). Unilineal descent is

divided into two groups as well, either matrilineal descent, whereby the kinship

relationship is traced through the female line, or patrilineal descent, whereby the

relationship is traced through the male line. Ambilineal descent traces inheritance

through either the male or female line while parallel descent traces fermles through the

female line and males through the male line. In double descent, descent is traced

throughboththe maleand female line, withsome aspectsofthe socialstructuretraced

through the male line, while others are traced through the female line (Pasternak

1976:101-103). Groups rmy also be affiliated as a “kindred.” A kindred is a kinship

group having one person in common to which all people in the kindred are related. No

two people, except siblings, have the same kindred to which they are related in the same

way. All persons in the kindred are related to Ego, but not necessarily to each other.

Ego is the referrant in this relationship, which is defined laterally or bilaterally.

Kindred groups can play important roles in sonre societies (Haviland 19952304).
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In nonwestem society, kinship systems assign status, which can be defined as a

collection ofrights and duties. They also assign social roles, which are representations

ofthe dynamic aspect ofthat status. Hurmn behavior cannot be seen as random or

unpredictable, according to Pasternak, and this beinvioral regularity endures over time.

For nonwestem societies, most important statuses are defined in terms ofkinship

position. The way in which people refer to their relatives has long interested

anthropologists because these terms can illuminate other aspects ofthe society being

studied, especially culture and behavior (Pasternak 19762124-125).

Robin Fox (1967218) noted that “Kinship systems, unlike technological inventions,

cannot be ranked as better or worse, higher or lower; they simply represent alternative

ways ofdoing things.” Anthropology recognizes six kinship nomenclature systems.

These are: Iroquois, Omaha, Crow, Sudanese, Hawaiian and Eskimo kinship. The

Iroquois, Ormha, and Crow systems are all a subset ofa system known as Bifurcate

Merging terminology. This type of system equates (merges) some uncles and aunts

with the parents’ generation, while others are distinguished fi'om them (bifirrcated).

These systems are fi'equently associated with unilineal descent groups. Iroquois

terminology is the most common bifurcate merging terminology and is used in many

areas ofthe world, not just North America. Sudanese is the second terminological

group, known as Bifirrcate-Collateral. In this system all relatives are referred to in

different terms. Collateral relatives are distinguished (bifurcated) fiom lineal relatives

as well as fi'om one another. Generational terminology, otherwise known as Hawaiian,

is most often associated with bilateral or ambilineal descent groups and uses the fewest

terms. It is called the generational system because all relatives, male or female ofthe
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same generation, are referred to by the same term. This system is indicative ofan

absence of strong unilineal descent, as well as the recognition ofrelatives as equivalent

to one another. Lineal terminology, also known as Eskimo or Inuit, is a system that

emphasizes the nuclear family, and distinguishes it fiom Ego’s other relatives.

Societies that use Eskimo terminology are usually ambilineal or bilateral in nature. The

Eskimo system is also almost always associated with either very simple societies or

very complex ones, where economics encourage emphasis on the nuclear fimily. The

Inuit, or Eskimo people, and western societies such as European and American societies

all follow the Eskimo terminological system (Pasternak 1976:130-138, Haviland

1996:291-292).

Kinship’s Role in American Society

Kinship in western society, especially American society, differs fiom kinship in

nonwestem society in my respects. First, what anthropologists call kinsmen in

nonwestem societies, Americans refer to as folks, family, people, kinfolk, or relatives

(Schneider 1968221). But there is a difference between relatives and fimily when one is

discussing kinship in American society. The family refers almost exclusively to the

nuclear fimily ofimmediate relatives, that is the fither, mother, children and siblings,

while relatives are those people related to the family member either by blood

(consanguineal) or marriage (afliml). This emphasis on the nuclear fimily is based on

the Judeo-Christian notion of creation. As Kuper noted, “God the fither, the priest as

fither, Mary mother ofGod, and so forth, are all very closely involved with ordinary

fitherhood and motherhood” (Kuper 19992141). But the nuclear family is only one

aspect ofAmerican kin relations.
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American kinship is divided into two units. Different theorists refer to these two

units ofkinship by different terms, but Schneider’s distinctions are clear enough and

used often enough to be appropriate here. According to Schneider, American kinship is

divided into two groups, the Order ofNature and the Order ofLaw. The Order of

Nature includes relationships based on a blood tie (consanguineal relations). This is the

biological, geneological connection that Americans have with one another. This Order

ofNature is distinguished by “blood” connections to relatives, the sharing ofa

biogenetic substance, “the same flesh and blood” (Schneider and Smith 1973:10-11).

The Order ofLaw (aflinal), according to Schneider, is a fimily relationship that is “a

code ofconduct” imposed by law, not nature, and consists ofrules and regulations,

customs and traditions (Schneider and Smith 1973211). The Order ofLaw can be

broken or dissolved, and terminated by death or divorce, whereas the Order ofNature

cannot because it is a relationship built first on blood ties and then on cultural

connections. The American cultural system of relatives is built out ofthese two

elements.

One aspect ofthis system, which can have an important effect on the kin

relationship, is the concept ofcollaterality. Collaterality refers to kinship ties associated

with geneological distance among relatives. Collaterality is an important concept in

many cultures and plays a role in American kinship. In American kinship, collaterality

“rests on the biological fact that among consanguineal relatives ofthe same generation

and sex, some will be more closely akin to Ego than others. A direct ancestor, for

example, will be more nearly related than his sibling or cousin” (Murdock 19492103).
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Additionally, “collaterality appears to be a basis for mobilization ofaction by relatives”

(Farber 19812ix).

Another aspect ofAmerican kinship that affects fimilial ties is the symbolic

recognition of filial relationships. The term “relative” is an indistinct set ofpeople for

many Americans. The further one goes fi'om Ego, the less likely genealogical ties are

to be included into one’s “set” ofrelatives. Linda Cordell and Stephen Beckerman refer

to this phenomenon as a close-distant dichotomy. This “fading-out” principle depends

on two fictors; first, the geneological tie and second, the behavior associated with a

particular relative (Cordell and Beckerman 1980219). For example, one may

acknowledge one’s first cousins as relatives, but may or may not acknowledge their

children’s relationship to the referent (or perhaps that oftheir grandchildren). It is also

cormnon in American society for a person to be more closely associated emotionally

with one side ofthe fimily over the other side. An example here may be helpfirl. Ifa

person associates with either the maternal or paternal side ofthe fimily more than the

other, it is common for that person to recognize relatives fiom the preferred side as

further fi'om ones selfthan fiom the other side ofthe fimily.

Western models ofkin refitions have legal aspects associated with them tlmt have

developed over hundreds -- sometimes thousands -- ofyears. There are four prinmry

models ofkinship for Western culture. The model employed in any situation will vary

according to the demands ofthat situation. The Parentela Orders Model, for example, is

derived fi'om traditional Jewish law of intestate succession. It refers to legal rights and

obligations ofrelatives in relationship to Ego. Each Parentela is headed by an ancestor

ofEgo, with Ego heading the first Parentela. Wrth each Parentela, relatives are located
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with respect to the number ofgenerations one is removed from the head ofthe

Parentela In this kinship model, all lower ranked members have priority over higher

ranked members with respect to rights and obligations to Ego. For example, Ego’s

children would inherit from Ego before Ego’s parents or Ego’s siblings. This kinship

model is in use for Laws ofIntestacy in Germany, Israel, and the United States (Farber

1981:4—6).

The second model, known as the Civil Law Model, was developed in Ancient Rome

and is used to compute generational distances. For example, a parent is one link, fi'om

Ego, a grandparent two links, a child one link, a grandchild two links. This system is

used by most Western civilizations for defining intestacy and what constitutes

incestuous marriage (Farber 198126—8).

The Canon Law Model is similar to the Civil Law Model, because it also counts

generational links. It differs from the Civil Law Model in the manner used to determine

collateral relative linkages. For example, when determining the distance between Ego

and his great nephew, one counts the generational links to the nearest connnon relative,

i.e. Ego’s parents and then counts the links from Ego’s parent to Ego’s great nephew.

The geneological distance is determined by taking the larger ofthe two distances when

determining distance fiom Ego, instead ofadding all distances from Ego to the

collateral relative, as one would in the Civil Law ModeL This model was first

developed for the Roman Catholic Church and made its way into English Common Law

(Farber 198128-10).

The Genetic Model, descrrhed by David M. Schneider in his discussion ofAmerican

kinship, refers to kinship relationships in a biogenetic distance formula. This distance is
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associated with the degree two people share a common heredity. The “degree of

parentage” decreases exponentially with the number of generations between two people.

This model is primarily applied to laws pertaining to “prohibited nmriages, inheritance

ofproperty, and even royal succession.” Unlike the other models, a precise

mathenmtical geneological map can be completed for anyone by determining their

“degree ofparentage” (Farber 1981210-1 1).

In his early work on American kinship, Schneider proposed that there were three

meanings of distance in American kinship. These distances are 1) physical distance, 2)

socio-emotional distance and 3) geneological distance. It is Schneider’s interpretation

that these meanings ofdistance “need not all apply in the same way or at the same time.

A person who is genealogically close may be physically distant and neutral on the

socio-emotional dimension” (Schneider 1968:72-73). This connection ofdistance with

the concept ofkinship suggests for Bernard Farber that the legal codes (models) can be

regarded as spatial metaphors for social structure (Farber 1981240-41).

Socially, American kinship systems follow one oftwo basic patterns ofkinship

organization. These forms are also associated with the legal system. The two patterns

are known as; first, the Western American System and second, the Biblical System.

Both patterns refer to lines of descent and affiliation with kin groups, and emphasize the

nuclear fimily. These two patterns are found prirmrily in the Midwest and Western

states for the Western System, and the Northeast and Southern States for the Biblical

System (Farber 1968229).

The Western American System is found in seventeen ofthe twenty-two western

states, however, excluding Texas, which follows the Biblical system. Michigan does
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not conform to this pattern. It is the only state east ofthe Mississippi in the north-

central region that does not follow the Western American System. Under this system,

first cousins may not marry, but aflines may, as well as second cousins. The referent in

this system, Ego, maintains a stable bilateral affiliation with his kingroup, both before

and after marriage (Farber 1968229-33).

Eleven states, including Michigan, conform to the Biblical System. Ten ofthese are

located east ofthe Mississippi. In this system, first cousins may marry, and in certain

instances are considered preferable partners. Aflines -- people who are related by

unrriage -- are not allowed to marry in certain instances. This prohibition is related to

the importance ofthe unity ofthe nuclear family in this system. The Biblical System

“can be described as a cumulative bilateral afliliation ofan individual with virilateral

descent...[by which] an individual belongs only initially to the kin groups ofhis father

and his mother, and after marriage he gains membership also in his spouse’s fither’s kin

group” (Farber 1968233). This creates a linkage between three firnilies, Ego’s own

fimily, his spouse’s fimily, and his fimily ofprocreation. These linkages may play an

important role on the frontier, especially where more than one family is associated with

settlement.

The geographical distribution ofthese two systems is related to settlement patterns

associated with westward expansion in the nineteenth century. The Biblical System is

concentrated in the Northeast and the South. These areas were settled early and are

usually considered to be ethnically homogeneous. Michigan is included in this group,

because, it was settled almost exclusively by people fiom New England (Dunbar and

May 1995291). In Farber’s opinion, this system is associated with the geographical
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regions mentioned because these regions have a long established tradition and were

already highly stratified by the time ofthe Revolutionary War. In New England and the

Southeast, fimily norms were transmitted from generation to generation, and exerted

maximum control over individual nuclear families (Farber 1968239).

American kinship emphasizes the nuclear fimily, but fimily relationships can be

extended by blood (consanguineal) or marriage ties (aflinal). Schneider’s Order of

Nature and Order ofLaw discusses the ways in which Americans identify their

relatives. Farber’s (19812ix) concept ofcollaterality also refers to kinship ties beyond

the nuclear fimily. These geneological distances may play a role in the ways in which

Americans associate with one branch oftheir family versus the other. Farber’s

argument resembles the close-distant dichotomy ofCordell and Beckerman (1980219),

whereby some relatives are considered more closely related than other relatives, simply

by the fact oftheir behavior.

The legal ramifications ofthe different models ofAmerican kinship are important

for inheritance, succession, rights, obligations and marriage availability. These models

have resulted fi'om hundreds ofyears ofcommon usage. Property ownership and

marriage availability are also legal questions in American society. The American legal

system has very specific ways to define the rights and obligations ofrelatives.

The legal aspects ofthe Biblical System ofAmerican kinship played an important

role in kinship and settlement patterning on the Michigan frontier. This system tends to

enrphasize the importance ofthe nuclear fimily when investing in kinship relationships.

Michigan is the only state in the north-central Midwest that follows the Biblical System

ofkinship.
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Kinship on the Frontier

When examining the effect ofkinship on the frontier, it is first important to discuss

who were the people who canre to the frontier ofMichigan in the early nineteenth

century. The household was the basic unit ofsettlement on the fiontier (Davis

1977237). Almost no one lived or traveled alone to the fi'ontier. Very fiequently,

households (nuclear families) traveled to the frontier in groups. This approach eased

the dificulty oftravel to the frontier areas. Families, fiiends, church members and

others “banded together into groups, sometimes makeshift in nature and sometimes

highly structured” (Davis 1977242). Group migration not only provided security along

the way, it also provided “instant cormnunity” at the end ofthe journey. Group

settlement patterns have been studied and documented for many areas ofthe fi'ontier.

“Virtually every fiontier county received at least one group ofmigrants sometime

during its existence” (Davis 1977:44-45).

Group settlement led to what has been called a two-stage migration. One or two

adult nnles would search for land on the fiontier. When they found an appropriate site,

they would lay claim to it and then return east for the rest ofthe group or fimily.

Another form oftwo-stage migration occurred when part ofa fimily would migrate,

leaving the rest in the East. Once the initial group became established, within a few

months or years, they would then send for, or return and accompany, the remainder of

the fimily on the journey westward.

Population levels and demographics also played a role in fiontier settlements, as

Stanton Green (1979285) suggested. Both labor denmnds and a suflicient marriage pool

required minimum population levels. While Green and Davis noted that age at marriage



also decreased on the fi'ontier when compared to more settled areas (Green 1979280,

Davis 1977251), the demands ofa marriage market still required a sufliciency of

potential males.

Green’s cultural ecological approach hypothesized the need for a young, rapidly

expanding population in order to maintain settlement continuity. The demographics of

colonization required a sufficient labor supply ofyoung people who would reproduce

quickly in order to prosper and expand. This may have contributed to potential “kinship

clusters” on the frontier. Sex ratios on the frontier of Michigan were approximately

equal: 53% males vs. 47% females for Calhoun County. The largest age group for both

males and females in the 1840 Calhoun County Census was between twenty and thirty

years ofage. These facts suggest that nuclear firnilies primrily settled Calhoun

County (Federal Census Records 18402Calhoun County). The 1840 Census also

revealed a very large proportion ofyoung children (under age ten). They comprised

about thirty percent ofthe total population (greater than 3,000 in a total population of

just over 10,000). These children could only have accompanied a parent or another

adult relative to the frontier. This is another fict that lends support to the idea that

nuclear fimilies were the primary settlement group on the frontier.

Many scholars have argued that group migration to the frontier, led to a settlement

pattern referred to as a “clustering phenomenon”. James Davis believed “whatever the

motive for group migration and settlement, the practice lent assistance, encouragement,

and companionship to those grappling with known and unknown challenges ofthe

fi'ontier” (Davis 1977245). Jordan and Kaups (1989) examined the idea that

communities on the fi'ontier had a kinship basis to them on the American backwoods
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fiontier. They contended that “the early years ofcolonization witnessed a high degree

ofcommunity solidarity, and intermarriage strengthened the ties” (Jordan and Kaups

1989284). They also stated that “for the initial stage ofpioneer 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 19892123).

Roger Mason, in his work on pioneer settlement ofnortheast Missouri, found

settlement clusters common in the early period of settlement. “Small clusters usually

were composed ofhouseholds ofbrothers and brothers-in-law, while larger clusters

were composed ofseveral smaller kinship-based clusters (italics added) that shared a

common origin or the same religious affiliation” (Mason 1984287). Mason emphasized

that it was the social interaction, so important for success on the fi'ontier, demanded

these clusters and that “initial settlement was composed ofdiscrete clusters ofrelated

fimilies” (Mason 198425).

Cynthia R. Price and James E. Price examined firmstead settlement patterning in

the Ozarks in the early nineteenth century. They concluded that the archaeological data

fiom this region “suggest the presence ofan as yet little understood ‘clustering

phenomenon’...in which fimily units moved together with parents and married sons and

daughters or sets ofbrothers settling adjacent to one another” (Price and Price

19812248). Price and Price firrther suggested that this “clustering phenomenon”

witnessed in their research area had social implications as well. By centralizing

activities and workgroups for cooperation, it maximized communication, trade and
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defense, while minimizing competition for the resources critical to survival on the

fiontier (Price and Price 19812248).

The nature offi'ontier settlement, therefore, with highly dispersed nuclear family

firms, helped create local networks with social as well as economic aspects. Kin-based

cooperative efforts involved everything from clearing land oftrees, plowing and

planting, to construction ofhouses and outbuildings - all necessary elements ofa

successful settlement (Jordan and Kaups 1989284). The integration offiiendship,

(which may lmve developed into kinship) kinship ties, and other social aspects such as

schools, and churches all contributed to the “clustering phenomenon,” which affected

settlement decisions for not just one or two firnilies, but entire groups ofpeople.

Settlement Model for Southwest Michigan

In order to understand the settlement patterns associated with kinship and nuclear

fimily firmsteads in southwest Michigan, a model that encompasses social effects on

settlement needs to be developed.

The phenomenon ofAmerican kinship with its special emphasis on the nuclear

family should have significance to the processes of settlement on the fi'ontier of

southwest Michigan. The primary unit of settlement on the fi‘ontier was the nuclear

fimily as a household unit. Some ofthese household units were known to have grouped

together for travel as well as “instant” community when they arrived on the fi'ontier.

This group travel also occurred in a two-stage process, whereby part ofthe group would

travel to the fiontier and the remainder ofthe group would follow after the initial

settlement had become established.
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Ifsome ofthese groups that traveled to the fi‘ontier were kin related groups, then

one would expect to see evidence of“kinship clusters” in southwest Michigan. Kinship

chrsters should be visible in the historical record as discrete groups ofinterrelated

individuals, either consanguineal or affinal, which settled in proximity to one another on

the fi'ontier.

American kinship is known to emphasize the nuclear fimily, as previously stated,

but the extended fimily ofrelatives should also play an important role since Americans

do recognize, as well, the importance ofextended families (brothers, sisters, parents, in-

laws, uncles, aunts, cousins, etc.) to the well being ofthe group. The importance,

recognition and dependence on one’s relatives outside the nuclear fimily should

become more critical when dealing with a hostile environment such as the fiontier of

southwest Michigan. American kinship, especially the Biblical System, which is known

to have operated in Michigan, emphasizes the nuclear fimily as well as bilateral

afliliation of family members, extended by blood or marriage. The linkages this can

create for an American kinship group could have significant effects on the settlement

patterns seen during the frontier period.

According to Jordan and Kaups, the settlement pattern on a frontier was initially

discrete scattered firmsteads often miles apart. These scattered firmsteads would later

become the focus ofa kinship cluster and stand no firrther than one mile apart (Jordan

and Kaups 19892123). This scattering effect made it difficult to have any type of

significant social interaction. This dissertation argues that the “clustering phenomenon”

seen on fi'ontiers were actually discrete kinship clusters of interrelated individuals and

that these clusters acted as a social integrating factor. Consequently, the nuclear fimily
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clusters may have acted as a focal point for future settlement on the frontier. These

clusters ofnuclear families would then be responsible for the development ofthe initial

organization or “settlement.”

The “open country neighborhood” phenomenon tlmt Robert Mitchel and Warren

Hofstra examined for Virginia’s Shenandoah Valley, in the early frontier period ofthe

eighteenth century, may also have played a significant role in the early period of

fi'ontier settlement of southwest Michigan. The dispersed fimily firms ofthe Virginia

backcountry did not lose their social cohesiveness. In this region several fimily firms

were dispersed one halfto one mile apart within settlements several miles long and

wide. The individual fimily continued to fulfill labor requirements. “Land, kinship and

ethnicity formed the elements ofneighborhood and transcended the geographical and

social barriers created by dispersed settlement patterns” (Mitchell and Hofstra

19952133).

This dissertation argues that nuclear family settlement on the Michigan frontier

developed localized networks, as did other frontier settlements (Farragher 1986:57-60).

These networks were comprised of 1) kinship ties 2) social fiiendships (which may

have developed into kinship ties) and 3) neighborhood trade networks (Farragher

1986:131-135, Perry 1990290, Mitchell and Hofstra 1995:142-143). While the nuclear

firnily was the most elementary unit ofthis hierarchy, it provided the base for a larger

community system (Price and Price 19812242). This community system included

activity areas such as mills, churches, cemeteries, stores and schools. Development of

these networks between small groups ofpeople over time is an aspect that needs
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integration into the settlement pattern seen in southwest Michigan. Local networks,

therefore, had social and economic, as well as kin-based fictors associated with them.

This model of settlement in southwest Michigan generates four hypotheses that this

dissertation will investigate:

1. IF southwest Michigan can be considered an insular fi'ontier as described

elsewhere by Jerome Stefl‘en and Price and Price, THEN settlement patterns

seen on the frontier ofsouthwest Michigan should follow a similar development

cycle as seen on other insular frontiers.

IF the nuclear fimily firms were the primary settlement mode for this region, as

presented in this settlement model, THEN one should see evidence ofan

extensive kin based “clustering phenomenon” in southwest Michigan, as seen

elsewhere in early frontier settlements.

IF the southwest Michigan frontier developed a settlement pattern associated

with self-sufficient firmsteads in open country neighborhoods, THEN these

open country neighborhoods should be visible archaeologically as areas of social

interaction. They should manifest themselves in such material culture activity

areas as stores, mills, schools, churches and cemeteries.

IF Calhoun County, during the frontier period of settlement, shows evidence of

the clustering phenomenon, as seen on other frontier settlements, THEN this

kinship clustering phenomenon may be deemed a prevalent source of settlement

on frontiers in general and southwest Michigan in particular.
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Chapter V

Kith and Kin

Introduction

Calhoun County in the early 1830’s and 1840’s was an agricultural fi'ontier as

defined in the previous chapters. This fi'ontier was settled primarily by agriculturists

who were moving west from New York and New England. They were looking for good

quality land where their families could prosper. Families, as stated previously, were the

primary settlement group on the frontier. This pattern holds true ofCalhoun County as

much as it is typical for the rest ofthe state ofMichigan. The nuclear fimily household

was the primary settlement group on the northern frontier, according to Davis (Davis

1977236). It is the premise of this dissertation that there were groups ofinterrelated

households that made up settlement clusters on the frontier. Significant settlement

occurred through clusters ofkin groups that presumably modified the pattern ofnuclear

fimily settlement suggested by Davis. The processes leading to settlenrent clustering

observed in Calhoun County may also account for settlement patterns seen on other

fi'ontiers.

The kinship clusters present on the frontier ofCalhoun County were similar in many

respects, and yet there were some interesting dissirrrilarities that will be discussed.

Three types ofkinship clusters were observed in this research. The most conrrnon type

was the multigenerational cluster. Parents and their adult children moved together to the

fi'ontier to form a kinship cluster. Another common kinship cluster observed was the

sibling cluster. Siblings, but especially brothers, and their associated extended families,

frequently settled together on a particular parcel of land in the county. The third type of
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kinship cluster encountered in this research was an extended family cluster. These

extended fimily clusters consisted ofaffirm] kin as well as consanguineal kin. Another

example ofan extended kinship cluster combined a multigenerational cluster and a

srhling cluster. Several different types ofextended fimily clusters were discovered in

this research and were grouped together under this category.

Kinship clustering and settlement distribution are discussed in the following sections

in a chronological order, starting with the earliest settlements in the townships by

kinship clusters. Each township is discussed separately, except where kinship clusters

were found which extended past township boundaries. It is the story ofthese groups of

pioneer fimilies, i.e. the kinship clusters, which will be examined in this chapter.

Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Athens Township

Athens Township was one ofthe first areas settled in Calhoun County. The

township originally consisted ofthe four townships ofAthens, Burlington, LeRoy, and

Newton and was organized, including Townships 3 and 4 South, Ranges 7 and 8 West,

as this township in March 1835. Previous to this point Athens Township was part of

Milton Township, which was comprised ofthe eight townships 1,2,3, and 4 South, in

Ranges 7 and 8 West (History ofCalhoun County 1877218).

In the surmner of 1831, a group ofeight men and their fimilies arrived in the area of

Athens Township known later as Dry Prairie. One ofthese men discovered the prairie,

which was not on surveyor’s maps, and the group then located (purchased) most ofthis

parcel ofland, including most of sections 27 and 34 as well as parts of section 35 (GLO

Records 1994). Three ofthe men were brothers, Warren, Ambrose and Othorial

Nichols, comprising a sibling cluster. At least two ofthe brothers, Warren and
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Ambrose, were already married when they arrived in Athens Township and brought

their families with them. It is the recorded death ofmuch ofthe Warren Nichols fimily;

Warren, his wife and three oftheir eight children, in the cholera epidemic of 1832,

which brings this fimily into prominence in the history ofCalhoun County (History of

Calhoun County 18772116). Three ofthe other men, who were also a kinship cluster,

and arrived with the Nichols fimilies, were Benjamin F. Penis, Alfied Holcomb and

Asahel Stone and their fimily members. This is an aflinal family cluster, in that Asahel

Stone and his wife, Rebecca Guernsey Stone, had three daughters. Two ofthese

daughters were married to Benjamin F. Ferris (Sabria) and Alfied Holcomb (Ann). The

third daughter, Laura, was married, also probably before coming to Athens, because

there is no record ofher marriage, after arrival, to Norton P. Hobart, who is listed on the

1840 Federal Census as having a wife and daughter. Norton P. Hobart came to Athens

Township, in 1835, with Mr. Stone when he returned fi'om New York with his family.

Mr. Norton P. Hobart was accompanied to Athens in 1835 by his younger brother,

Malin W., who was only seventeen years old at the time (History ofCalhoun County

18772117). Ofthe two remaining original pioneers ofAthens township, Isaac Crossett

and a Mr. Brown, little is known, other than that Isaac Crossett was married and had

children (at least two sons) when he died in the cholera epidemic with the Nichols

fimily. Another interesting kinship note regarding the Nichols fimily is the fact that

two ofthe surviving children of Warren Nichols, i.e. Mary and Lydia, married brothers,

Robert McCamly and Milton McCarnly, part ofthe pioneering fimily cluster of

Burlington township, who settled there in 1832 (History ofCalhoun County 18772116).
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Pioneer Kinship Clusters ofMcCamly Prairie

The McCamly fimily, a generational kincluster, is credited with the first settlement

ofBurlington Township. Eleazor McCamly arrived in the summer of 1832, after having

sent his second son, Milton, and a man named Richard Tuck, to locate land in the

township. Richard Tuck is listed in the 1840 Federal Census as a bachelor and head of

household. The McCamly family consisted ofEleazor, his wife, three sons and two

daughters. Robert and Milton were both adults when they arrived in Burlington

Township, because Milton, the second son, was married in 1834 to Lydia Nichols as

previously discussed. The area the McCamly fimily settled became known as

McCamly Prairie (Federal Census Records, Calhoun County 1840; History ofCalhoun

County 18772157). Other fimily clusters settled in Burlington Township as welL The

founders ofthe village ofBurlington were brothers William and Ansel Adams who

arrived in 1834 with their widowed mother. Another group of siblings, the Sanders, are

recorded as arriving in Burlington Township in 1835. Joseph Sanders arrived first in

1833, and what appears as the other brothers, Zebina, John and Wooster Sanders arrived

in 1835. Joseph and Wooster Sanders are listed as joint owners of land in Section 24 of

the township in 1833. According to the Federal Census of 1840, on which all four of

the Sanders’ clan members are listed, all four men, three in their thirty’s and Zebina in

his forty’s, were married and had young children at this time (Federal Census Records,

Calhoun County 1840; History ofCalhoun County 18772157).

Pioneer Kinship Clusters of LeRoy Township

The earliest kinship cluster to arrive in LeRoy Township, in 1836, was the Sprague

clan. This group consisted ofJonathon Sprague and Margaret Sprague and their six
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sons and two daughters, another generational cluster. The sons were named, Phelitus,

Levi C., Argallus, Thomas, Vedder, and Caleb M. By the 1840 Federal Census, all six

sons are listed as heads ofseparate households, but Jonathon is not listed in the census.

The Sprague’s settled in the northeast section ofthe township in sections 1,2,1], and 12

on adjoining parcels of land (Federal Census 1840,Calhoun County; History ofCalhoun

County 1877:166,171;GLO 1994).

Additional siblings also arrived early in LeRoy Township. The Bushnell’ s, Dudley

N. and John H., arrived in the summer of 1837 and settled in section 28 on adjoining

parcels. Both Dudley N. and John H. were married with young children at the time they

settled in the township. The interesting note about this cluster is that Dudley and John

Bushnell were not brothers, but brothers-in-law. Dudley was married to John’s sister

and they were also probably cousins since they had the sanre last name (Lewis 2001279).

John’s brother, Asa arrived in LeRoy Township in 1840 and settled next to the rest of

the fimily.

Another cluster in LeRoy Township was the Wilson kinship cluster. Thomas Wilson

arrivedthesameyearastheBushnells. Heisknownto have arrivedwithalargefimily

and there are four Wilsons listed in the 1840 Federal Census as heads ofhouseholds in

LeRoy Township. Thomas Wilson is over fifty years old on the 1840 Federal Census

and the other three adult nmle heads ofhousehold, Roger, William, and James, are in

their twenties. The Wilsons all owned adjoining parcels of land in sections 19, 20, 21,

28, 29, and 30 (Federal Census 1840, Calhoun County; GLO 1994).

The Kelseys are another group ofkinsmen who arrived early in LeRoy Township.

Silas Kelsey accompanied the Bushnells when they arrived in LeRoy Township.
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Timothy Kelsey was already present in the township, having arrived in 1836, although

Silas had been present in the township since at least 1835. Silas and Timothy settled on

adjoining parcels of land in sections 7, 8 and 17. Asa P. Kelsey and Ansel W. Kelsey

are also listed on the census of 1840 along with Timothy and Silas Kelsey. Asa P.

Kelsey owned land in section 8 as well, although the exact fimilial relationship has not

been determined, one source listed Asa P. and Ansel W. as younger brothers of Silas

and Timothy Kelsey (Federal Census 1840,Calhoun County; History ofCalhoun County

18772166; Lewis 20012281; GLO 1994).

Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Newton Township

The fourth township in this group oftownships, Newton, also received groups of

related individuals as early settlers. The pioneer settler ofNewton Township, Granville

Beardslee, was not involved in a kinship cluster, arrived in the fill of 1834. Asa and

Jeremiah Woodward arrived in 1835, the first sibling kinship cluster to arrive in this

township, and settled on section 3. They are both listed in the 1840 census as being over

thirty years old with separate households and multiple offspring. Another group which

arrived in 1835, the Smith kinship cluster, included the father, George, and his sons,

Stephen, George and Henry, a multigenerational cluster, all settled near one another in

the southwest side ofthe township in section 31. John and George Cameron, a sibling

cluster, also came to Newton Township and settled parcels in section 17 in 1835. Two

more people arrived in Newton together with their fimilies. Stephen Graham arrived in

1836 and settled in section 7. John Pearl, his son-in-law, also arrived in 1836 and

settled adjoining land in the same section in Newton Township. Both families had

96



additional members in their households (Federal Census 1840, Calhoun County; History

ofCalhoun County 18772172; GLO 1994).

Table 5.1: Kinship Clusters of Athens Township

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Family Name Settlement Township Cluster # of members

Stone/Ferris/Holcomb 1831 Athens Extended 14

Nichols 1831 Athens Srhling l6

McCamly 1832 Burlington Generational 8

Adams 1834 Burlington Generational 13

Cameron 1835 Newton Sibling 3

Sanders 1835 Burlington Sibling 27

Smith 1835 Newton Generational 7

Woodward 1835 Newton Sibling 12

Cole/Lay 1836 LeRoy Extended 33

Graham/Pearl 1836 Newton Extended 10

Sprague l 836 LeRoy Generational 33

Kelsey 1837 LeRoy Sibling 16

Wilson 1837 LeRoy Generational 17

Bushnell 1837 LeRoy Extended 11

Roblyer 1838 Athens Generational 12

Libhart l 839 Athens Sibling 8

Bush 1839 Burlington Generational 9

Miller 1839 LeRoy Generational 5

Wright 1 839 LeRoy Generational 10

Edmonds 1840 Burlington Generational 5

Palmer 1 840 Burlington Sibling 9

Smith 1840 LeRoy Generational 9    
 

Table 5.1 (above) lists all the kinship clusters associated with Athens Township

settlement in the years from 1831 to 1840. This table lists the fimily name, year of land

acquisition, which township they settled in, type ofkinship cluster and number offimily

members involved in the kinship cluster. Twenty-two kinship clusters are associated

with the settlement ofthe four townships ofAthens, Burlington, LeRoy, and Newton.

Not all ofthese kinship clusters had information other than census data available for
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them. By correlating the 1840 Census information and land purchase records it was

possible, in most cases, to determine the location ofthese kinship clusters. Sonre ofthe

kinship clusters were estimated as to their relationship with each other by the ages ofthe

heads ofhousehold listed on the Census of 1840. Most information was gathered from

historical documents, such as the tax records of 1844, historical biographies, and county

histories.

When examining the pioneer settlement ofthis group oftownships it is imperative to

be able to visualize how these kinship clusters settled the area and in what ways other

non—kin settlers were attracted to and settled in the area. The maps, Figures 5.1 to 5.3,

on pages 101, 102, and 103 show the four townships ofAthens, LeRoy, Burlington, and

Newton with their respective settlers. The red, green, and yellow parcels are those

occupied by kinship clusters. The outlined parcels are those parcels of land that are

occupied by non-kin pioneers. These non-kin settlers may have been nuclear families,

individuals or small groups ofunrelated individuals. They do not, however, fit the

criterion ofa kinship cluster and are therefore not considered one ofthe three types of

kinship clusters as previously described that were associated with settlement ofCalhoun

County in the early years of settlement. The range in years ofthese three maps is fi'om

1831 to 1834, 1835 to 1837, and 1838 to 1840. The criterion for dividing the settlement

phase into three phases and consequently into three maps was to allow the effect of

kinship on settlement to beconre more apparent.

Examining Figure 5.1 on page 101, for the years 1831 to 1834, it is evident that in

the first few years ofsettlement, the kinship groups appear to have a greater effect on

settlement than in the later years of settlement for this group oftownships. From 1831
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to 1834, it is possible to visualize that most ofthe settlement ofthese townships was by

related individuals (Figure 5.1). The settlers that were not associated with the kinship

clusters flequently settled next to kinship clusters that were already present on the

frontier. The two primary areas of settlement during this early phase were associated

with what would later become the two village sites ofAthens and Burlington in each of

the two most southern townships. Very few people settled in LeRoy Township, actually

only one fimily, and they were fiom Kalamazoo County. The pioneer fimily in Newton

Township was not a kinship cluster.

As the population increased in the later years ofsettlement, 1835 to 1837, (see

Figure 5.2 on page 102) the effect on settlement patterns by the kinship clusters appears

to be having less efl‘ect on the settlement pattern for some ofthe four townships,

especially Burlington. What is evident is that much ofthe settlement pattern is still

associated with kinship clusters, especially in LeRoy and Newton Townships that had

little settlement in the initial period. As people began to settle the areas with low

previous occupation they tended to cluster around the existing settled areas. Very little

additional settlement occurred in Athens Township and when it did it was close to the

existing settlement. Burlington Township shows less ofthis clustering pattern at this

period ofsettlement. There are numerous outlying settled homesteads, ahnost none of

which are associated with a kinship cluster.

A general filling in of land parcels appears to have occurred in the last three years of

the settlement phase for this portion ofthe county. Though the population and

consequently the occupation ofland parcels were still very scattered, even in the later

years ofsettlement, it is much more evident that kinship and the clustering phenomenon
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associated with it, appears to play a less significant role later in the settlement process.

LeRoy Township still tended toward a clustered settlement pattern even at this late date.

This was also true for Athens Township. Both ofthese townships had relatively low

population density up to the point ofthe Federal Census of 1840.

With respect to the presence ofcemeteries, mills and other indications ofsocial

centralization, the maps also lend credence to the idea that kinship played a role in their

development over time. Ofthe six cemeteries in these townships that have origin dates

from 1831 to 1837, four cemeteries are either located on land or next to land which is

associated with a kinship cluster (see Figure 5.3, page 103). The remaining cemeteries

came into existence during the later settlement period and do not have a consistent

association with a kinship cluster.

Five mill sites can be seen on the map in Figure 5.3 for these townships. Mill site

locations were determined by gathering information from a map produced in 1842 by

Douglass Houghton, State Geologist. The mill site in Athens Township proper was not

started by a member ofa kinship cluster, and was established in 1835 (History of

Calhoun County 18772117). In 1837, William and Ansel Adams established the first

mill site in Burlington Township. These men were the founders ofBurlington village,

and members ofa generational kinship cluster (History ofCalhoun County 18772157).

LeRoy Township had three mill sites within its borders, all three ofwhich were

associated with kinship clusters (see Figure 5.3, page 103). Exact dates ofestablishment

could not be determined for the three mills in LeRoy Township, but all three were in

existence by the time Houghton’s map was printed in 1842. Newton Township was

without any mills during the early pioneer period.
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Flgure 5.1: Athens T. 1831 to 1834
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Flgure 5.2. Athens T. 1831 to 1837
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Figure 5.3: Athens T. 1831 to 1840
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Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Homer Township

Turning to Homer Township, or in this case the group oftownships in the southeast

corner ofCalhoun County, it is possible to see a very distinct pattern ofsettlement by

groups ofrelated individuals, over a very short period oftime. Homer Township was

originally “set off,” or may be more properly described as politically separated, fiom the

rest ofCalhoun County in 1834. It would eventually be divided into the four townships

ofHomer, Clarendon, Eckford, and Albion. The early development ofthese townships

was intimately connected and can be examined as one township. The numerous kinship

chrsters that are found in this group oftownships developed into settlements, some of

which became village sites, and others that nrore properly could be described as open

country neighborhoods. See Table 5.2 on page 114 and 115 for a listing ofthe pioneer

kinship clusters ofHomer Township.

The first settlement in each ofthe four townships was by a group of interrelated

individuals. Homer Township’s first pioneer settlers were a group ofthree bachelors,

two ofwhom were brothers, Richard and Henry McMurtrie. William W'mtersteen was

nmrried to Margaret McMurtrie. The McMurtrie’s and the Wintersteens were

accompanied by Powel Grover, an acquaintance from Luzeme County, Pennsylvania.

These four men arrived in Homer in the spring of 1832 from Luzeme, Pennsylvania and

are credited with being the first settlers ofHonrer Township. William and Margaret

(McMurtrie) Wintersteen arrived in Homer with their four children, and Margaret’s

brothers, Richard and Hemy, and Powel Grover all settled in sections 1,2,1], and 12,

Township 4 South and Range 4 West. This kinship cluster became known as the

Pennsylvania Settlement (Lane 1888241-43; History ofCalhoun County 1377:121).
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The Fisher fimily migrated to Calhoun County in 1834. Cornelius Fisher and his

six sons, Philip, Matthias, John, Benjamin, Enoch, and Joseph settled in what was to

become known as the Fisher Settlement. Philip, Benjamin and John are all listed in the

GLO records as original land purchasers in sections 13 and 24, Township 4 South and

Range 4 West, which adjoin each other in the township. The Federal Census of 1840

lists both Philip and Benjamin as still in the township, Philip being over forty years old

and Benjamin between twenty and thirty (Federal Census 18402Calhoun County;

History ofCalhoun County 18772121).

The Janes Settlement was begun by four brothers who settled in the southwest

portion, section 19, ofHomer Township in 1838. The four brothers were David, John,

Huntington, and Eleazor. David and Eleazor were both married at the time oftheir

arrival in Homer Township. Huntington, over thirty years ofage, appears on the 1840

census with a wife and one child under five years ofage and was therefore also married

when he arrived in 1838. The history ofHomer describes how the brothers came to

Homer Township in 1834 and located land and returned in 1836 with their families.

John Janes does not appear in any ofthe land records or the Census of 1840. A

Benj[amin]. Janes does appear in the 1840 census next to Huntington and David.

Benj[amin]. Janes is listed as being over sixty years ofage, with a wife over fifty and

one son who was between fifteen and twenty years old. It is likely that John was this

son listed under Benj[amin] in the federal census records (History ofCalhoun County

18772121; Lane 1888292,94-95; Federal Census 1840: Calhoun County).

The founder ofHomer village, at first known as Barneyville, was Milton Barney.

While Mr. Barney was not a agricultural pioneer, and is best known for the founding of
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Homer, he was also involved in a kinship cluster, that settled in the Homer village area

in the early 1830’s. The kinship cluster involves the aflinal fimily ofMrs. Sophia

(Dorsey) Barney. Mrs. Milton (Sophia) Barney’s brother, Andrew Dorsey came to

Homer in 1836, accompanied by his wife, Ruth, and their children. Andrew and Ruth

Dorsey’s oldest daughter was married to James Parsons when they arrived in Homer.

Daniel and Thomas Dorsey, sons ofAndrew and Ruth Dorsey, were adults when they

arrived with their parents as well. Mr. Dorsey’s other sister, Lydia (Dorsey) Miller and

her husband, Michael Miller, a Methodist minister, followed in the fill of 1836. This

afinal kinship cluster thus included Milton Barney, the founder ofHomer village, and

his wife’s fimily oftwo sisters and a brother, with their associated husbands, wife and

offspring and son-in-law (Lane 1888244,49-51).

Another group ofearly Honrer pioneers were also related. Frederick R. Hatch Sr.

was a house builder who arrived in Homer in 1832. He was already married at this time

to Mila A. Hamilton, who with her brother Samuel W. Hamilton and his firnily arrived

in Homer in 1835. Mr. Hamilton was a stonemason and followed that trade for several

years in the early part ofthe settlement ofHomer village (Lane 1888245-46).

Immigrants from other countries were also among the fimily clusters that arrived in

Homer Township in its formative years. John and George Ballentine emigrated fi'om

Ireland to the United States in 1833 and to Michigan in 1835. Both men were bachelors

when they emigrated from Ireland, but both men married after their arrival in Homer

and remained in the general vicinity for the remainder oftheir lives (Lane 1888:51-52).
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Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Eckford Township

The first settlement in Eckford Township was by Oshea Wilder and his firnily. This

occurred in 1831-32, when he purchased all of section 8 except the northwest quarter

section. His family consisted of six sons and one daughter when he arrived, a

generational kinship cluster. The area the Wilders settled was known as “Lower

Eckfor ” or later the “Wilder Creek” area. Mr. Wilder was over fifty years ofage when

he settled in Lower Eckford with his fimily. On the 1840 census Oshea Wilder is

enumerated as head ofhousehold with eight additional males and three females. The

males range in age fi'om under five to twenty to thirty years ofage. Daniel Wilder is

known to have arrived later at Wilder Creek than the rest ofhis siblings, but was

probably included in his fither’s household in this census (History ofCalhoun County

18772134; Federal Census 1840).

Cook’s Prairie or Cook’s Plains, as it is referred to in the local histories, was settled

early in the history ofthe township. Henry Cook and Anthony Doolittle are credited

with being the pioneer settlers ofthis area and purchasing a total of480 acres of land.

Cook’s Plains is located in the area where the four townships ofAlbion, Eckford,

Clarendon and Homer adjoin and this settlement was therefore associated with all four

townships. In May 1832, Henry Cook and Anthony Doolittle arrived and purchased

land, Henry Cook in section 36 in Eckford and Anthony Doolittle in sections 1, 11, and

12 in Clarendon. This area is still known as Cook’s Prairie more than one hundred and

seventy years later. Mr. Doolittle is credited as being the first settler in Clarendon

Township. Mr. Doolittle does not appear to be related to Henry Cook, but two ofhis

107



brothers, William and Benjamin, settled in Clarendon Township within a few years of

his settlement (Rust 18692155; GLO 1994; History ofCalhoun County 18772134).

Henry Cook, while not the first settler in Eckford Township, is still credited with

settling Cook’s Prairie and being the first settler in that part ofthe township. Henry

arrived with his wife and eight children, the oldest, John, being seventeen years ofage

when they arrived (Calhoun County History 18772135).

In 1834, Elijah Cook, Jr., Daniel Dunakin, his son-in-law, Eli T. Chase, and Samuel

Whitcomb, a fiiend ofElijah Cook, Jr. settled on Cook’s Prairie. Daniel Dunakin was

nmrried to Eliza Cook and Eli T. Chase, a bachelor, settled a firm next to the Dunakins

on Cook’s Prairie. Elijah Cook Jr. returned in 1835 with his wife and the rest ofhis

fimily, including Elijah Cook Sr. who died there in 1839. Eli T. Chase was a bachelor

when he accompanied the Cooks and Whitcombs to Michigan, but soon married Samuel

Whitcomb’s oldest daughter, Margaret. Chase purchased 80 acres ofland adjoining

Daniel Dunakin’s 80 acres on the south, in section 25. Elijah Cook, Jr. and Samuel

Whitcomb purchased adjoining firms in Eckford Township in section 35 and 36 (Lane

1888269; History ofCalhoun County 18772136).

The John Lusk kinship cluster arrived in Calhoun County in the fill of 1836. John

Lusk, his wife and ten children, six sons and four daughters, some ofwhich were

already married, settled in Marengo and Eckford Townships. John Lusk, Sr. settled in

Marengo, but at least four ofhis sons, Augustus, John, Jr., Thomas and Frederick

located land in Eckford Township. Thomas, Frederick, Augustus, and John Jr. all

owned land in section 11 ofEckford Township. Listed on the 1840 Federal Census as

separate heads ofhouseholds, all four brothers were married and Augustus and
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Frederick both had children on this census. John Lusk, Sr. is listed on the Marengo

Census of 1840 as head ofhousehold, over fifty years ofage, with five males under

thirty years ofage, two in the twenty to thirty age range, and two females under twenty,

andhiswife, livingwithhim. Thismeanstwo ofhisdaughterswerealsomarriedby

this time and living elsewhere (Federal Census 1840; History ofCalhoun County

1 877: 1 37).

A smaller kinship cluster involved the Freeds. Samuel Freed arrived in Eckford

Township in 1838 with his wife. He was listed on the 1840 census as sixty to seventy

years ofage. His son, John W., arrived in 1840 with a wife and six children. Samuel

and John W. purchased land on section 6 in the township and John W. purchased

additional lands after his arrival (History ofCalhoun County 18772137; Federal Census

1840)

Another example of sisters affecting kinship clustering patterns are the wives of

Elisha Gilbert and Edward L. Rogers. Elisha Gilbert was rmrried to Jeanette Baldwin,

whose sister was Mrs. Edward L. Rogers. Edward L. Rogers settled in Eckford in 1833

with his wife and one son, on section 19 and 20. Elisha Gilbert settled in 1835 on

section 20, adjoining the land owned by Edward L. Rogers. Mr. Gilbert was married

with one son, aged 10 to fifteen years ofage on the 1840 census. An Oliver Baldwin,

possibly their father-in-law, owned adjoining parcels ofland owned by Gilbert and

Rogers. Mr. Baldwin was over sixty years ofage on the 1840 census, while Mrs.

Rogers and Mrs. Gilbert were over thirty and twenty respectively. It is easy to visualize

the couples, Rogers and Gilbert, settling on section 19 and 20 with their elderly parents

nearby (History ofCalhoun County 1877:135,137; Federal Census 1840).
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Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Clarendon Township

The Rogers kinship cluster was an early settler ofClarendon Township. This

Rogers family does not appear to be related to the Rogers family ofEckford Township,

because they originated from different states. Anthony Rogers came to Clarendon in the

fill of 1832, purchasing land on section 2. His son, Alonzo H. Rogers followed in 1833,

with a wife and a child. Anthony’s older son, Calvin, also arrived in 1833 with his wife

and five children. An additional older female person was a member ofCalvin Rogers’

household, over fifty years ofage, possibly Mrs. Rogers’ mother. Calvin and Anthony

Rogers owned adjoining parcels in sections 1 and 2 (History ofCalhoun County

18772187; Federal Census 1840).

John Heath, John Heath, Jr. and Cyrus Heath all arrived in 1834. John, Jr. and

Cyrus were brothers. They all located land on sections 2 and 3 in 1834. At the time this

kinship cluster settled in Clarendon Township, Cyrus Heath was married with a young

son. There is no mention ofJohn Sr. or Jr. being married at the time oftheir arrival

(History ofCalhoun County 18772187).

The Knapp kinship cluster is a good example ofhow one member ofthe fimily

settled in an area and was followed within a short time by additional members. John S.

Knapp settled in 1835-36 on section 10 ofClarendon Township. By 1837, Samuel

Knapp came west from New York and brought his son Jorms with him on a “land

hunting tour.” Samuel Knapp purchased three parcels, eighty acres each, on section six.

He returned to New York for his family, which consisted ofeight children, five sons and

three daughters and settled in Clarendon in June 1837. They stayed with John S. Knapp

until they could get their log cabin built. Samuel purchased more land in section six and
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some ofhis children, Jonas, Jared and David, remained on this land as late as 1877. By

the Federal Census of 1840, Levi, Jared, and Lorin Knapp were all married, some with

children, as well as Samuel Knapp and are listed as heads ofhousehold. Samuel Knapp

still has three young sons and two daughters in his household on the 1840 census

(History ofCalhoun County 18772188; Federal Census 1840).

The Blashfield family started arriving in the western part ofClarendon Township in

1835. Peter is recorded as arriving first, followed in 1836 by Iddo Blashfield. From the

census data and the E.G. Rust History ofCalhoun County, it appears that Iddo, who is

listed as over sixty years ofage in 1840, was the patriarch ofthis kinship cluster. He is

recorded as having five sons living close to one another in the township. Peter

Blashfield purchased land in section18, Mossema and Iddo purchased land in sectionl9,

adjoining Peter, and William purchased a quarter section ofsection 20, adjoining Iddo’s

land in section 19. The Blashfield generational kinship cluster appears on the 1840

Federal Census all living in separate households. Peter is over thirty years ofage, with a

wife and two sons; Mossema Blashfield, over twenty with a wife and one son; William

Blashfield, over thirty with a wife and two sons, and Iddo Blashfield with a wife and

two teenage daughters (Federal Census 1840; Rust 18692244; History ofCalhoun

County 18772188).

As stated previously, Anthony Doolittle is credited with the initial settlement of

Clarendon Township, when he arrived with Henry Cook and settled on Cook’s Plains.

Anthony’s two brothers, Benjamin and William, followed him to Clarendon Township

and settled there in 1837 and 1838. By the 1840 census, Anthony is listed as over fifty

years ofage, with a wife and children, Benjamin is over forty with a sizable fimily and
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William is also listed as over forty with at least eight children ranging in age fiom under

five to under twenty years of age. Benjamin and William purchased adjoining quarter

sections ofland in section 30 ofClarendon Township (History ofCalhoun County

18772188; Federal Census 1840).

James and Artemus Humeston, a sibling cluster, settled in Clarendon Township.

Artemus purchased numerous tracts in section 19 and 20 in 1834. James came west

fiom New York in 1838 and settled on section 19 as well. They both purchased land in

section 19, next to the Doolittles and Blashfields (History ofCalhoun County 18772188-

1 89)_.

Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Albion Township

Tenney Peabody is credited as being the first settler ofAlbion Township. He

purchased land fiom speculators at the “Forks ofthe Kalamazoo” intending to begin a

village site there. Mr. Peabody arrived in Albion in March 1832 accompanied by his

nephew, Charles Blanchard, a son ofMr. Peabody’s sister. Mr. Peabody’s fimily

followed them within a week’s time (History ofCalhoun County 18772105,113).

The man who is considered the co-founder ofAlbion was Wareharn Warner. Mr.

Warner also arrived in Albion Township in 1832, and purchased land adjoining Mr.

Peabody’s. Mr. Warner was the father often children. At least three ofhis children

were adults when they arrived in Albion Township. Asahel Warner was thirty-one years

ofage and settled in Marshall. William A. Warner was married to Mary J., the daughter

ofAsahel Finch, the second person to arrive in Albion Township, in 1839. Mr.

Wareharn Warner’s daughter, Lura, married Chandler M. Church, the pioneer settler of

Sheridan Township in 1829, before coming west to Michigan. They immigrated to
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Michigan in 1834 and settled on section 33 of Sheridan Township. Wareham Warner is

listed on the 1840 Federal Census as living in Albion Township with a wife and four

sons (History ofCalhoun County 1877:111,145; Federal Census 1840).

The village ofAlbion lies on the border of Sheridan and Albion Townships.

Therefore, the early settlers ofthe Village ofAlbion are listed as residents ofeither

Albion or Sheridan Townships depending on which side ofthe village their land was

located. Other early settlers ofAlbion Township did not settle in Albion village, but

were farmers and purchased land elsewhere in the township. One group ofinterrelated

individuals was the Holmes family. Peter Holmes arrived in Albion Township in 1833,

accompanied by his sons Charles D. and Patterson P. Holmes. They purchased land on

section14, 15 and 23 and the rest ofthe fimily arrived that fill. Charles D. Holmes was

married in 1836, the first marriage in the township, to Nancy Young, who had arrived

with her fimily in Albion Township in 1835. Charles D. Holmes is listed on the 1840

census as having a wife and two children, both ofwhom were under five years ofage

(History ofCalhoun County 18772105; Federal Census 1840).

Initial settlement in the southwest part ofthe township also included brothers. John

and James Vanderburg settled on section 29. They are listed on the 1840 census as

having wives and small children (History ofCalhoun County 18772105; Federal Census

1840)

Ashbell and Hiram Howell (also spelled Hewell) settled in the southeast portion of

Albion Township on sections 23 and 24. According to the 1840 census Ashbell and

Hiram were both over 40 years ofage with seven and six children respectively in each
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household. They purchased their land in these sections directly from the government, in

1838 (GLO 1994; History ofCalhoun County 18772105; Federal Census 1840).

Several kinship clusters are found in the southeast portion ofAlbion Township. The

Knowles, who also owned land in Homer Township, and the Benharns were early

settlers ofAlbion Township. Seth Knowles is listed on the 1840 census as being over

50 years ofage, head ofhousehold, with a wife and four children. Ruel Knowles,

probably his son, is listed as a separate head ofhousehold, over twenty years ofage,

with a wife and a young son. Seth purchased multiple parcels ofland in Albion and

Homer Townships in 1833 and later. Ruel Knowles purchased land in 1835. They own

adjoining parcels in Albion Township in section 35 and 36. The Benhams, Norman and

Eliakim, also owned land in section 35. They are listed on the 1840 census, Eliakirn

over fifty years ofage, and Norman over forty years old, as separate heads ofhousehold,

with multiple children in each household, ranging in age fi'om under five to over twenty

years ofage (GLO 1994; Federal Census 1840).

Table 5.2: Kinship Clusters of Homer Township

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      

Famil Name Settlement Townshi Cluster # of Members

Wilder 1831 Eckford Generational 12

McMurtie/Grover l 832 Homer Extended 26

Barney 1832 Homer Extended 14

Hatch 1 832 Homer Sibling 8

Cook 1832 Eckford Generational 26

Doolittle 1832 Clarendon Sibling 26

Rogers 1832 Clarendon Generational 18

Peabody/Blanchard 1832 Albion Extended 13

Wamer/Church 1832 Albion Generational 14

Jones 1 833 Eckford Generational 9

Rogers/Gilbert 1833 Eckford Generational 1 1

Holmes 1833 Albion Generational 12

VanderbgL 1 833 Albion Sibling 7

Knowles 1833 Albion/Homer Generational 9
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Kennedy 1 833 Clarendon Generational 6

Failing 1834 Clar/Homer Sibling 13

Fisher 1 834 Homer Generational 9

Heath 1834 Clarendon Generational 1 1

Humeston 1 834 Clarendon Slhling 7

Palmer/Pendleton 1 834 Eckford/Fred Sibling 8

Hopkins 1835 Albion Generational 23

Ballentine 1835 Homer Sibling 3

Knapp 1835 Clarendon Generational 20

Blashfield l 835 Clarendon Generational l 8

Letts 1835 Homer Generational 24

Udell l 835 Eckford Generational 8

Burt 1 835 Homer Generational 18

Bartlett 1835 Clarendon Sibling 12

Blair 1835 Clarendon Generational 6

Champion 1 836 Homer Sibling 25

Hazen/Rgers 1 836 Eckford Extended 33

Lusk 1 836 Eek/Marengo Generational 23

Benharn 1 836 Albion Sibling 23

Babcock l 838 Ablion Generational 8

Welch 1 838 Homer Sibling 13

Eslow 1 838 Homer Unknown 10

Crandall 1 838 Homer Generational 1 7

Budd 1838 Clarendon Generational 11

Janes 1838 Homer Generational 12

Fried 1838 Eckford Generational 1 1

Howell (Hewell) 1838 Albion Sibling 17

Hinckle 1 838 Eckford Sibling 9

Cooley 1 839 Eckford Generational 1 8

Vreeland 1839 Clarendon Generational 10

Putnam 1840 Clarendon Generational 10

Smith 1 840 Clarendon Sibling 7

Ostrom/Nelson 1840 Albion/Homer Extended 25

Woolever 1840 Albion/Homer Generational 15

Varrdewater 1 840 Homer Generational 14

Demming 1840 Homer Generational 19

Brotherton 1 840 Eckford Generational 9

Chapman 1840 Eckford Generational 10

Prior 1840 Eckford Sibling l3      
The earliest settlers ofHomer Township (Albion, Eckford, Clarendon and Homer)

were all involved in some type ofkinship cluster. The pioneer settlers ofHomer
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Township proper, the McMurtries, were an extended cluster. Albion Township’s

pioneer settlers were the Peabodys, an extended cluster and the Warners, a generational

cluster. Eckford Township was first settled by the Wilder kinship cluster and this was

also a generational cluster. Anthony Doolittle was the first settler ofClarendon

Township and his brothers followed him within a few years. The majority of settlers to

Homer township were involved in a kinship cluster relationship (Figure 5.4, page 121).

The Pennsylvania Settlement, in the eastern section ofHomer Township proper, was a

large parcel of land settled by the McMurtrie extended fimily cluster. Several parcels of

land in the Pennsylvania Settlement area were purchased later by non-related

individuals. The Fisher Settlement, on the south side ofthe Kalamazoo River, and south

ofthe Pennsylvania Settlement, was a large generational cluster with several non-kin

settlers associated with it.

During the second phase ofsettlement from 1835 to 1837, (see Figure 5.5, page

122), many kinship clusters settled in the Homer Township quadrangle. These kinship

clusters are displayed in green to distinguish them fiom the earlier settlers in the

townships. Many people who were not associated with a kinship cluster also settled

during this time period and are displayed on the map as outlined forty-acre parcels.

Much ofthe settlement was still associated with the kinship clusters that were present in

the township at that time, although it is possible to see that people were once again

beginning to dissipate throughout the townships, as was seen in the Athens Township

group during the same time framework.

Much ofthe settlement ofAlbion Township, during this second period, (see Figure

5.5, page 122) does not appear to be based on a relationship with kinship clusters. By
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examining the map, it is possible to see many settlers do not appear to have settled close

to kinship clusters at this time.

The trend of settling near kinship clusters does continue, however, in Homer

Township (Figure 5.5, page 122). Perhaps it is because there are more kinship clusters

in this township to begin with that the effect ofkinship on settlement patterns is still

very prominent during the second phase of settlement for this township. Almost all

parcels of land which were settled in Homer Township, even as late as 1837, show a

close approximation to land settled by a kinship group during that same period.

The pattern of settling near kinship clusters is also true for Eckford Township. In the

first phase of settlement, (Figure 5.4, page 121), Eckford was almost entirely settled by

kinship clusters. Even when the pioneer settlers were not associated with a kinship

cluster, the settlement pattern is still very compact, with no one living fir away from

anyone else. During the second phase, (Figure 5.5, page 122), fi'om 1835 to 1837, this

trend continues, with very few non-kin settlers associated with the settlement ofthe

township. When these non-kin settlers did purchase lands in the township, they tended

to purchase land either adjoining or very close to existing kinship cluster settlements.

Clarendon Township settlers followed a similar pattern. In the very earliest years,

ahnost all ofthe settlers were associated with a kinship cluster and when they were not

related to someone they settled near a kinship cluster anyway. During the second phase

ofsettlement, as seen on Figure 5.5 (page 122), most ofthe settlement was still clustered

around or near original settlers to the township. This left large areas ofthe township

unsettled.
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The last phase ofsettlement for Homer Township (see Figure 5.6, page 123) shows

the same type offilling in that was seen in Athens Township during the later frontier

period. The population increase associated with the later years of settlement, appears to

somewhat overwhelm the effect ofkinship on the settlement pattern for these four

townships. What had begun during the second phase ofsettlement in Albion Township,

with dispersal of settlement, is even more evident in the later years. The nnjority of

land in the township was settled by 1840. That settled land was for the most part owned

by non-related individuals. Kinship appears to have little effect on the settlement

pattern in Albion Township in the last halfofthe settlement phase.

A strong association ofpeople with kinship clusters in Homer Township exists, even

during the final phase of settlement. While evidence suggests lands were purchased

away from kinship groups, (see Figure 5.6, page 123), it is also possible to see that most

ofthe settlement in the township was directly associated with people who were in some

type ofkinship cluster relationship. While this may have much to do with the number of

kinship clusters in this particular township, it is also likely tlnt the presence ofthese

kinship clusters acted as a focal point for settlement in such places as Homer Village,

the Pennsylvania Settlement, the Janes Settlement, and the Fisher Settlement. The large

groups ofpeople associated with these kinship clusters would have made instant

community on the frontier, something that has been proven to be so important in the

early years of settlement.

Eckford Township in the last phase ofsettlement also shows a strong association of

settlers with kinship clusters. The numerous non-kin settlers to the township in the later

years tended to settle where other people were already settled. The fact that many of
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these people were involved in a kinship cluster strengthens the argument for the effect

ofkinship on settlement patterns. Numerous settlers were not associated with kinship

clusters, however, the majority of settlers did purchase adjoining land to a kinship

cluster.

The pattern of settling adjacent to kinship clusters can be seen when examining

Figure 5.6 on page 123 for the last phase ofsettlement for Clarendon Township. The

trend toward clustering continued in the later phase, with some indication that kinship

had less effect on settlement patterns in this phase than it had in earlier phases for this

particular township. Many settlers during this phase purchased land not associated with

a kinship cluster, while the presence ofmultiple kinship clusters still nnde it likely that

many pioneers ended up settling near an already established fimily cluster.

When examining the maps ofHonrer Township during the pioneer phase of

settlement it is possible to see evidence of social centralization associated with kinship

clustering. By 1842, there were seven mill sites in these four townships. Milton

Barney, the founder ofHomer, is credited with building the first sawmill in 1833, in the

village (History ofCalhoun County 18772121). Warelnm Warner and Tenney Peabody

collaborated in the construction ofthe first sawmill in Albion Township in 1833. This

mill was located at the site ofAlbion Village (History ofCalhoun County 18772105).

Homer and Albion, both founded by people associated with kinship clusters, are obvious

areas of social centralization. These two pioneer villages grew and prospered in the

early years ofsettlement and became important social and economic centers in the

nineteenth century. Other mill sites were also associated with settlement areas with

kinship ties. Oshea Wilder was the patriarch ofa kinship generational cluster, and is
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credited with building the first sawmill in Eckford Township on section 8, in 1833

(History ofCalhoun County 18772134). The Pennsylvania Settlement was also the site

ofa sawmill, constructed by Powell Grover, on the Kalannzoo River, in 1835 (Lane

1888220). The one mill site in Clarendon Township was associated with land owned by

a kinship cluster. This mill was located on the St. Joseph River, on the road fiom

Jackson to White Pigeon that would later become known as M-60. This road was in

existence as early as 1833 (History ofCalhoun County 1877214).

Cemeteries are associated with areas ofsocial centralization in these four

townships. The first cemetery in Albion was Riverside Cemetery established in 1837.

The Village ofHomer established its first cemetery in the early 1830’s. Fisher

Cemetery, located at the Fisher Settlement ofHomer Township, had its first interment in

1837. Cook’s Prairie Cemetery is associated with the settlement ofthe same name and

was established as early as 1836. The other cemeteries in this group oftownships do not

appear to have a specific correlation with kinship clusters. The village cemeteries of

Homer and Albion have more to do with the village development and settlement than

they do with kinship clusters, but the cemeteries at Cook’s Prairie and the Fisher

Settlement are very much associated and involved in the early pioneer development of

this area. Eckford’s two cemeteries do not appear to be associated with any particular

kinship cluster, although both were established in the late 1830’s. Clarendon

Township’s other two cemeteries are associated with early settlement by pioneer

fimilies, but they do not have a specific association with any particular kinship cluster.
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Figure 5.4: Homer T. 1831 to 1834
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Figure 5.5: Homer T. 1831 to 1837
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Figure 5.6: Homer T. 1831 to 1840
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Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Marengo Township

Marengo Township was politically organized and separated fi'om the rest ofCalhoun

County in 1834. It originally was constituted ofMarengo, Sheridan, Clarence and Lee

Townships, which are the four northeast comer townships ofCalhoun County.

The pioneer ofMarengo Township was Seeley Neale and his firnily. Mr. Neale’s

fimily consisted ofa wife and ten children when he settled on section 27, along the

Territorial Road, which he had helped survey in the 1820’s. The fimily arrived in

Marengo township in June 1831. Mr. Neale’s father, Noah, aged eighty-eight years,

was the first adult death recorded in the township, which occurred July 30, 1832. Mr.

Neale donated the land to the township where his fither was buried, establishing the first

cemetery in the township. By 1840, Seeley Neale is listed as head ofhousehold on the

census, over sixty years ofage, with a wife and five children remaining in the household

(History ofCalhoun County 18772125,127; Rust 18692180; Federal Census 1840).

A group ofpeople came to Marengo township in 1833, some ofthese were related

and some were just fi'iends fiom their home state ofNew York. The description oftheir

travels fi'om New York to Marengo Township, by Mrs. George W. Dryer, gives a good

account ofthe hardships encountered by pioneer travelers. Mr. and Mrs. George W.

Dryer were accompanied by Mrs. Dryer’s parents and younger brother to Marengo

Township. Accompanying them fiom their home area were Henry Gardinier, Wandall

Bartles, Thomas Pryor, and Garrett Baker. The following Spring, Mrs. Dryer’s sister

and other fiiends fi'om New York arrived at their home in Marengo Township (Rust

1869:181-190).
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Thomas Chisholm and his brother George arrived in Marshall in 1831,

accompanying Sidney Ketchum, the pioneer ofCalhoun County, and Randall Hobart

and their fimilies. Thomas Chisholm’s daughter, Ellen Minerva, was the first child

born in Marshall in 1832. He purchased land in Marengo township in 1831 and settled

therewithhisfimily. Hiswife diedin 1838 andherennrriedin 1839toMaryHewitt, a

daughter ofDethic and Louisa (Ainsley) Hewitt, pioneers ofMarengo in 1836 who

appear on the 1840 census with nine children in their household. Mrs. Hewitt is most

likely related to the John Ainsley who was the second settler in Marengo township in

1831 (History ofCalhoun County l877:125,131; Federal Census 1840).

There is a settlement in the four corners ofLee, Clarence, Marengo, and Sheridan

Townships known as the “Rice Creek Settlement.” This area was settled in 1836 by a

group offimilies fiom Oswego and Cayuga Counties, New York. The people involved

were the fimilies ofCaleb Hanchett, Burt H. Carrier, Amaziah T. Carrier, Abram

Hadden, Amos Hadden and David H. Miller. Caleb Hanchett, Burt H. Carrier and

Amaziah T. Carrier were related by marriage. Caleb Hanchett, David Hanchett Jr. and

Emeline (Hanchett) Carrier (Mrs. B.H. Carrier) were brother and sister, children of

David Hanchett Sr.. David Hanchett Jr. also settled in the Rice Creek Settlement in

1837. He was manied and had children whenhe migrated to be with fimilymembers in

Marengo Township. David H. Miller was also a member ofthis group. He was married

in 1823 to Polly Carrier, 3 daughter ofAmaziah Carrier and sister to Burt H. and

Amaziah T.Carrier. Therefore, David H. Miller and his wife, Polly, settled with the

families ofBurt H. and Annziah T. Carrier at Rice Creek. The Hanchett’s (Caleb and

David Jr.) were related to the Carrier fimilies through their sister Emeline who was
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married to Burt H. Carrier. Additionally, Caleb was married to Esther, a daughter of

Daniel Miller, who was probably related to David H. Miller or his father, David Miller.

David Hanchett, Jr. settled on section 1 in Marengo Township. Caleb Hanchett

originally purchased land in sections 35 and 36 ofLee Township in 1836, but exchanged

them in 1838 for land in section 1 Marengo Township, next to his brother David, Jr.

Burt H. Carrier purchased land on section 6 and 7 ofSheridan Township as did his

brother-in-law, David H. Miller. Additionally, Amos and Abram Hadden were brothers

who settled with the Carriers, Hanchetts, and Millers in the Rice Creek settlement in

1836. Amos Hadden had originally settled on section 36 in Lee Township in 1835. He

was one ofthe first settlers in tlnt township. Amos’ brother, Abram, settled on section

31 ofClarence Township, tint adjoins section 36 ofLee Township. The Hadden’s do

not appear to be related to the Hanchett’s, Carrier’s or Miller’s, but they did all originate

fiom Cayuga and Oswego counties, in New York and arrived at Rice Creek in 1836

together (History ofCalhoun County l877274,115,127,132; www.fimilysearch.com).

Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Clarence (Pinckney) Township

‘ Other kinship clusters are found in Clarence Township. Until 1840 it was called

Pinckney Township. The Bell clan arrived in 1836. Andrew Bell purchased the entire

section 14 parcel. He had a large fimily and according to the county history wanted to

be able to provide firms for all ofhis offspring. By the 1840 census there are four Bells

listed as separate heads ofhousehold. Alison A., over twenty years ofage and married

with no children, Oliver 8., who appears to have Andrew Bell living in his household,

because he does not appear on this census as a head ofhousehold, but does appear on

the 1850 federal census, Ancil O., married, over twenty years ofage, with a wife and
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one child, and Jeremiah Bell, also married with children (History ofCalhoun County

18772191; Federal Census 1840 and 1850)

John Austin was also an early settler ofPinckney Township. He arrived in 1836 and

by the Federal Census of 1840 there are four Austins listed as separate heads of

household. John Austin is over fifty years ofage, while a second John Austin is listed

as over thirty and married. Rodgers Austin is over thirty with a wife and children and

Humphrey Austin is over twenty with a wife and child. All four Austin households are

listed on the federal census consecutively (History ofCalhoun County 18772191;

Federal Census 1840).

Jotham Dyer, along with his relatives settled in Clarence Township in 1837. Jotham

is listed on the 1840 census as being over fifty years old, with a wife and five children.

John B. Dyer, probably his son, is over thirty with a wife and five children, also. Frank

Dyer is listed in the county history, but does not appear on the census of 1840, probably

living in his father’s household, since there were two males besides Jotham over twenty

years ofage on that census. The Dyers owned adjoining parcels ofland in section 35 of

the township (History ofCalhoun County 18772191; Federal Census 1840; GLO 1994).

Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Lee Township

The township ofLee was very sparsely settled in the frontier period ofCalhoun

County. Even by 1840, the first census year, there were only fourteen separate heads of

household listed for the entire township. Three separate groups ofhouseholds were

most likely related, because they have the same last name and they appear next to one

another onthe census report of1840 as well as owning land adjoining one another inthe

tax records for 1844.
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Benjamin Thomas first settled in Marengo Township in 1836, but moved to Lee in

1839. Charles R. Thomas is also listed as a head ofhousehold on the 1840 census and

wasmarriedwithonechildonthiscensus. Hewasalso listedasanearlysettlerinLee

Township in the county history. The third person, Oliver Thomas, is also listed next to

Benjamin on the census and is a head ofhousehold and has a wife and young child.

While no direct connection can be found between these three men, the probability tint

they are related to one another is very high. Not only did they lnve the same last name,

although a common one, they were all within a decade ofeach other in age, over twenty,

but under thirty years old and they all settled together on section 3 ofLee township in

1839 (History ofCalhoun County 1877:113-114; Federal Census 1840; Calhoun County

tax rolls 1844).

Two other surnames appear on the 1840 census ofLee Township, with two people

for each surname. Jesse and John Ackley, were probably brothers, because Jesse is over

forty and John is over thirty, with an elderly female living in his household, over

seventy years ofage, while Jesse is listed as head ofhousehold with children. They

settled in the northwest quarter section of section 31. The other two families, Eleaser

and Stephen Aldrich were also probably brothers. Eleaser was over forty, with a wife

and children, while Stephen was over thirty with a wife and children and an elderly

female also living in his household. The Aldrich’s owned land in section 30 (History of

Calhoun County 18772114; Federal Census 1840).

Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Sheridan Township

Many ofthe pioneers of Sheridan had relatives elsewhere. Mention has already

been made ofAsahel Warner, one ofthe sons of Wareharn Warner. He spent many
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years moving fi'om township to township and finally settled in Sheridan from Marengo

and Marshall Townships. Chandler M. Church, a brother-in-law to Asahel and William

Warner, because ofhis marriage to Lura (Warner) Church has already been mentioned

as an early settler in Sheridan Township. Reuben Abbott is credited as the pioneer of

Sheridan Township, arriving in September 1831. By 1840, Samuel, who is over twenty

years ofage on this census, is Reuben’s oldest son, is listed on the federal census along

with his fither, as a separate head ofhousehold, with a wife and young son (History of

Calhoun County 18772142,l44-145; Federal Census 1840).

Table 5.3: Kinship Clusters of Marengo Township

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      

Family Name Settlement Townshi Cluster gm # of Members

Neale 1831 Marengo Generational 13

Chisholm 1831 Marengo Sibling 19

Abbott 1 831 Sheridan Generational 9

Church 1832 Sheridan Generational 8

Dryer 1833 Marengo Extended 7

Crane 1833 Sheridan Generational 28

Ainsley 1833 Mareng) Generational 14

Wild 1835 Sheridan Generational 10

Lusk 1836 Marengo Generational 9

Hanchett/Carrier 1836 Mar/Sheridan Extended 21

Hadden 1836 Lee/Clarence Sibling 10

Bell 1836 Clarence Generational 15

Austin 1 836 Clarence Generational l 3

Dyer 1 837 Clarence Generational l4

Wright 1839 Marengo Generational 12

Thomas 1839 Lee Sibling 8

Bunn 1839 Marengo Extended 13

Ackley 1839 Lee Sibligng 7

Aldrich 1839 Lee Sibling 12

Loomis 1840 Sheridan Generational 12

Hall 1 840 Sheridan Generational 1 8

Squires 1840 Clarence Generational 11
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The early years ofsettlement ofMarengo Township were specifically associated

with the presence ofthe Territorial Road. This was the first road surveyed through the

county, ordered by the territorial government in 1829. It began in the township of

Plymouth, in Wayne County, running west through Ann Arbor, Jackson County and

Calhoun County through the second tier oftownships, later known as Sheridan,

Marengo, Marshall, Emmett and Battle Creek and ending at St. Joseph on Lake

Michigan. Sealey Neale, the pioneer settler ofMarengo Township, was involved in the

survey ofthis road in the late 1820’s. The legislative council approved the survey and

established the road as a public highway in March 1831, during the earliest phase of

settlement ofthe county. The Territorial Road had only been surveyed and nnrked

when settlement began in the county (History ofCalhoun County 1877214; Rust

1869228).

When examining the map ofsettlement for Marengo Township in the earliest years

ofsettlement, it is possrble to see the efl‘ect ofnot only the Territorial Road on

settlement, but also the Indian trails that crisscrossed the county at this time. “When the

first settlers came into the county they followed the trails ofthe Indians, and in many

instances government roads followed the meanderings ofthe same in their early

location” (History ofCalhoun County 1877214).

Settlement by the pioneers to this area, in the earliest years, tended to concentrate

along the route ofthe Territorial Road, which followed the main east/west Indian trail

through the townships. The two upper townships ofthis quadrangle were not settled in

the first few years of settlement. Sheridan Township also was very sparsely settled

during this time period as well. When people did settle in Sheridan, however, they were
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more than likely to be part ofa kinship cluster than not as evidenced by the settlements

seen on Figure 5.7, page 135. The Abbott’s, Church’s and Crane’s all settled near each

other and along the Territorial Road in Sheridan Township. The Church’s were related

to Wareharn Warner, one ofthe founders ofthe village ofAlbion. Mrs. Lura Church

was Wareharn Warner’s daughter. Only three other firnilies were involved in settlement

ofthe township during the initial settlement ofthe township through 1834.

Marengo Township was much more heavily settled in the initial settlement phase

(See Figure 5.7, page 135). More kinship clusters were involved in this settlement

process tinn were seen in Sheridan Township. Settlement in this township by kin

groups does appear to have an effect on the settlement pattern in the first years of

settlement. It is, however, possible that kinship played less ofa role here, than

elsewhere in the county, because ofthe presence ofthe Territorial Road and its

consequent accessibility for entrance into the county. Settlement was still clustered

during this initial settlement phase as seen on Figure 5.7 on page 135.

It is during the middle period of settlement (see Figure 5.8, page 136) ofthese

townships tint the initial settlement by kinship clusters occurs in the townships ofLee

and Pinckney. Kinship appears to affect the settlement pattern for these two townships

more than it did for the rest ofMarengo Township. The Hadden’s were the first kinship

cluster to settle in Lee and Clarence Townships. Amos Hadden purchased land in

section 36 ofLee, while his brother purchased land in section 31 ofClarence that

adjoirred his brother’s land in Lee Township. The Bell’s, Austin’s and Dyer’s all

purchased land in Pinckney Township. When non-related peOple did settle in these
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townships, they tended to settle in direct association with these kinship clusters in the

initial settlement phase.

Only one new kinship cluster is associated with the second phase ofsettlement of

Sheridan Township. The settlement pattern (see Figure 5.8, page 136), however, is still

showing evidence ofclustering during this time. Many new settlers arrived in the

township and purchased land in the southern halfofthe township during the second

phase of settlement. This clustering appears to have more relationship to the village of

Albion, than it does with the kinship clusters that were already present in the township.

The continuing influx ofpeople into Marengo Township tended to overwhehn the

eflect ofkinship on the settlement pattern for this township by the middle period of

settlement. The settlement pattern appears more diffuse during this phase than the first

period of settlement. Many new settlers arrived and purclnsed land in the township,

without any significant regard for the presence ofkinship clusters during this second

phase of settlement. Only three additional kinship clusters settled in Marengo Township

during this phase of settlement. The most important kinship cluster in this township was

that ofCaleb Hanchett, who settled in the northeast section ofthe township in the Rice

Creek Settlement with the rest ofhis kinship group. This settlement by the

Hanchett/Carrier/Miller clan would eventually develop into the Rice Creek Settlement.

Rice Creek is still a viable entity more than one hundred and sixty-five years after its

initial settlement by its founding kinship cluster.

Very few people settled in Lee Township even during the second phase of settlement

to this area. The only settlement that occurred, up to 1837, did so at the Rice Creek

Settlement, a kinship cluster. The remainder ofthe township remained uninhabited.
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During the final phase of settlement for this group oftownships, kinship appears to

play a significant role only in those areas where the population was not dense enough to

act as a support group for settlement. Lee Township is the least populous area ill this

group oftownships and actually in the entire county at that time. The few people that

had settled in Lee Township by 1840 were mostly related to one another. The Ackley’s,

Hadden’s, Thonns’, and Aldrich’s were practically the only settlers in the township

comprising the nnjority (32 out of 50 people) ofthe population on the 1840 Federal

Census.

The last phase of settlement for Pinckney Township also appears to be afiected by

the presence ofkinship clusters. The population at this time appears to be either

associated with the settlement at Rice Creek or the group ofkinship clusters in the

southeast portion ofthe township. While there is some evidence of spread ofpopulation

away fi'om the kinship clusters, it is evident when examining the map (see Figure5.9,

page 137) that most ofthe population was still grouped together and associated with

kinship clusters.

This is not the case with the very populous township ofMarengo. By the end ofthe

settlement phase, in 1840, almost all ofthe available land had been purchased and was

occupied by pioneer firmers. There were no new kinship clusters associated with this

phase of settlement.

The final phase of settlement of Sheridan Township is similar in many respects to

what occurred in Marengo Township. There is still evidence ofclustering in this

township (see Figure 5.9, page 137) even as late as 1840. The clustering tint does

occur, however, appears to be related primarily to the presence ofthe Territorial Road,
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the Village ofAlbion, and the settlement at Rice Creek. In that respect, kinship can be

considered only one fictor related to the settlement pattern for this township, because

the settlement ofthe Rice Creek area was essentially a large kinship cluster and other

people settled near this group ofpioneers from the beginning of its development.

The presence offictors of social centralization did occur in this township, just as it

had in the other townships. Several mill sites had developed in this group oftownships

by the end ofthe pioneer phase. Two mills were built in the sparsely populated

township ofLee, probably to take advantage ofthe heavy timber that was present in that

township. Marengo Township had four mills within its borders by the end ofthe

pioneer period. Three ofthese were located in the village ofMarengo, and the fourth

was on a tributary ofthe Kalannzoo River. None ofthese mills were specifically

associated with a kinship cluster, but do appear to be associated with areas of social

centralization, i.e. a village.

Cemeteries are few in number, except for Marengo Township. Sheridan Township

did not have any cemeteries during the pioneer period. The Rice Creek Settlement did

contain a cemetery, located in section 36 ofLee Township. One cemetery was present

in Pinckney Township at this time. It is situated near Duck Lake in an area known as

Clarence Center. This appears to be the area of social centralization for this particular

township during the pioneer phase. While not specifically associated with a kinship

cluster, this area known as Clarence Center acted as an open country neighborhood for

this township. The cemeteries in Marengo Township do not appear to be associated

with areas of social centralization, except for the cemetery in the village ofMarengo.

The oldest cemetery in the township was the one donated by Seeley Neale where his
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father, Noah,wasburiedin 1832. Theremainingcemeterythatwasinuseduringthe

pioneer phase was the Sampson Cemetery, namd for the Sampson fimily.

 

Figure 5.7: Marengo T. 1831 to 1834
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Figure 5.8: Marengo T. 1831 to 1837
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Figure 5.9: Marengo T. 1831 to 1840
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Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Battle Creek (Milton) Township

Milton Township was separated from Marshall Township in 1833. Marshall was the

only township ofthe county when Calhoun was first organized in 1832. In 1833, Milton

Township consisted ofthe eight townships ofMilton (later Battle Creek), Emmett

(originally Cady), Pennfield, Bedford, LeRoy, Athens, Burlington and Newton. As

stated previously, Athens Township was separated from Milton in 1835, incorporating

the last four townships listed. Ofthe four townships in the upper northwest quadrant of

Calhoun County, Milton and Emmett Townships received the greatest number ofsettlers

in the pioneer period since the Territorial Road passed through these two townships.

The early settlers ofMilton Township were some ofthe earliest in the county, in 1831,

and kinship appears to be a factor here as elsewhere in the county (Rust 1869:23).

The Thomas families were not the first pioneers ofMilton (Battle Creek) Township,

but they arrived very early in its history. Isaac Thonns arrived on Goguac Prairie in

1831, as did his sons, Frank, Hiram and Orson. Isaac’s brother Daniel arrived in

January of 1832 and settled near his brother. There is also a Jonathan Thomas, another

brother ofIsaac and Daniel, listed as arriving at this time. Daniel had adult children,

because his daughter Berthena was married the next year to James Simonds. Isaac

Thomas’ son, Frank, was married to Amanda Goddard in 1832/33. Aranthus Thomas is

also listed as a pioneer ofBattle Creek Township, settling near Daniel and Isaac Thomas

in section 24. Aranthus is also listed as the first schoolteacher on Goguac Prairie in

1833 or 1834. He is also listed as being married, over twenty years ofage, with children

by the 1840 census. Frank and Aranthus Thomas are mentioned as being among the

young people who partied during the holidays in the early years of settlement (History

138



ofCalhoun County 1877:94-96; Rust 1869:76,87-88; Gregory 198824; Federal Census

1840; GLO 1994).

The Stewart kinship cluster arrived early in the history ofBattle Creek Township as

well. John Stewart, Jr. arrived first in August 1831, followed by John Stewart, Sr. and

his multiple children in the fall. He is listed as having five sons and two daughters who

settled with him in 1831. Joseph W. Stewart, who was born in 1809 and married in

1829, before coming to Michigan in 1833, already had children when he arrived. In

addition to John, Jr. and Joseph W., John Stewart had three other sons, Peter, Enoch and

Levi. On the 1840 Federal census, John is listed as head ofhousehold and over seventy

years ofage. Joseph W. is the oldest son, over thirty years ofage, by 1840. John, Jr. and

Enoch are separate heads ofhousehold by 1840, and were between twenty and thirty

years ofage. Another reference to Enoch lists him on his own “eighty” in 1836 when

settlers were passing through the area. John Stewart, Jr. and Taylor Stewart are listed as

joint owners in section 10, while John Stewart, Sr. owns more than a quarter section in

section 15, with Enoch Stewart owning the adjoining parcel in section 15. Joseph W.

Stewart settled less than a mile fi'om his siblings and parents on section 27, purchasing

an entire quarter section in 1834. Peter and Levi appear to still be included in their

father’s household on the Federal Census of 1840 (History ofCalhoun County 1877:94-

95,103; GLO 1994).

The McCamly family was very important to the settlement ofBattle Creek

Township and the city ofBattle Creek. Sands McCamly is considered the founder of

Battle Creek. Arriving in Calhoun County in June 1831, he tried to purchase the land at

the confluence ofthe Kalamazoo and Battle Creek rivers. Due to an unfavorable
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financial outcome, he was unable to make the purchase at that time and settled first at

Nottawa Prairie and then at Marshall until 1834. Finally able to purclmse the land that

he had tried to acquire in 1831, McCamly is credited with erecting the first sawmill in

the village ofBattle Creek. McCamly was already a married man with a family when he

arrived. He did not arrive in the county without other family members. It is highly

likely that Eleazor McCamly, the pioneer ofBurlington township was related to him.

Sands McCamly’s nephews, Samuel W. and Gilbert W. are also listed as arriving in

Battle Creek in 1836. By 1840, on the Federal Census, there are six separate McCamly

households listed on the census. Ruth McCamly is over fifty years ofage with

dependent children; Leander McCamly is married, over thirty years ofage, with young

children; Samuel W., married with children and over thirty years ofage; Sands

McCamly, over forty years ofage, with numerous dependents; Robert McCamly,

between twenty and thirty, with dependent children and David McCamly, over thirty

years ofage, married, with dependent children (History ofCalhoun County 1877:80;

Federal Census 1840).

An interesting family cluster, associated with the early development ofBattle Creek

as a village, is the Merrett/Hart family cluster. Jonathan Hart was married to Mary

Merrett, a sister ofAbraham, Joseph and Isaac Merrett. Jonathan Hart’s sister, Phoebe,

was also married to Joseph Merrett. Sibling exchange is a well documented form of

kinship relationship and plays a role in many societies to order the society. It is also a

fairly common occurrence in nineteenth century America (History ofCalhoun County

1877:80).
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The Hall brothers were also early settlers ofBattle Creek. Moses Hall was the older

brother, who arrived in 1832 and purchased land for himselfand his brother Tolman.

Moses and his wife and five children settled permanently in Battle Creek in 1833.

Tohnan W. was born in 1805, married in 1832 and moved to Battle Creek in 1834.

Both Moses and Tolman W. Hall were active in the early development ofthe city, the

county and the state ofMichigan. Both men served in the state legislature and both men

were considered to be influential in the early years ofvillage development (History of

Calhoun County 1877:80-81).

The Morehouse family cluster is interesting in that two men named Morehouse were

early settlers ofCalhoun County and were not related to each other except by rmrriage.

Bradley Morehouse was married to Sally, the daughter ofAaron Morehouse before

arriving in Calhoun County in 1835. Both men settled on adjoining parcels in section

26 and 35, purchasing a quarter section each. Aaron Morehouse is listed on the census

of 1840 as over sixty years ofage, married, with nmnerous dependents. Bradley

Morehouse, over forty, married with three sons and a daughter (History ofCalhoun

County 1877:95; Federal Census 1840; GLO 1994).

An early historian ofBattle Creek and Calhoun County was the offspring ofa

kinship cluster. Martin and Ephraim Van Buren, Jr. were brothers who settled in Battle

Creek, on section 21, in 1836. Their father, Ephraim Van Buren, Sr. came in the fall of

1836 with his wife, daughter, Eliza and son, A.D.P. Van Buren. It is A.D.P. Van

Buren’s description ofearly Battle Creek, written for the Battle Creek Journal, which

described the early settlements on Goguac Prairie (History ofCalhoun County 1877:95).
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The extended family cluster ofthe Barney and Convis families was involved in the

settlement ofBattle Creek. Natlmniel Barney arrived with his family fi'om New York in

1833. Accompanying him were Ezra Convis, his son-in-law, who would later be

involved in the development ofVerona, now a suburb ofBattle Creek. Ezra Convis’

brother, Samuel Convis, also arrived about the same time. The Convis brothers and

Nathaniel Barney are considered some ofthe earliest proprietors ofBattle Creek. Ezra

Convis was elected to the state legislature in 1835 and was made the first speaker ofthe

house. He died in early 1838, after a sleigh accident caused him severe injuries.

Samuel Convis was actually a settler ofPennfield Township, which makes up part ofthe

modern city ofBattle Creek, the village ofVerona being in this area. Samuel Convis

and his brother, Ezra owned many parcels of land in sections 28, 29, 30, 31 and 32, in

the southwest corner ofPennfield Township (History ofCalhoun County 1877:80,179;

GLO 1994).

Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Pennfield Township

Much ofthe early settlement ofPennfield Township was associated with the

development ofBattle Creek. The southwest comer ofthe township contains the village

ofVerona, a modern suburb ofBattle Creek, which in the early development ofthe

county was said to rival Battle Creek as a population center. The remainder ofthe

township was more sparsely settled in the first years ofthe pioneer period.

An example ofa generational family settling on the frontier ofPennfield Township

would be the Adams family. William K Adams and his son, John S., arrived in

Pennfield Township in 1836 and settled on section 8. John S. built a shanty and began

improvements on the property while his father returned to New York to bring the
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remainder ofthe family west. This occurred in 1838, after William Adams had lost all

his property in the Panic of 1837 (Rust 1869:228).

The Marshall brothers settled in the southeast section ofPennfield Township in

1838. Erastus, William and Orrin Marshall settled with each other on sections 35 and

36. Erastus and his brother Orrin were over thirty years ofage on the Federal census of

1840, in separate households. In the Orrin Marshall household, there is an additional

male listed over thirty years ofage, this is probably William. A woman, who is

probably their mother, is enumerated at over fifty years ofage, also living in Orrin’s

household (History ofCalhoun County 1877:176; Federal Census 1840).

The Morey Emily cluster arrived in Pennfield Township in 1837. Eli Morey and his

son, Elijah M. Morey are listed as arriving that year. The Federal census of 1840 lists

Eli Morey as over fifty years ofage, married, with one dependent in his household.

Elijah M., who was born in 1809, is listed in the next household to be enumerated,

married with one young (under five years ofage) son (History ofCalhoun County

1 877: 1 76; www.Emilysearch.com:Morey).

Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Bedford Township

Bedford Township is located in the furthest northwest corner ofCalhoun County.

In the first few years of settlement ofthe county, Bedford was also a township that was

very sparsely populated. Even though there were few people living in Bedford

Township in the early years, there were still numerous kinship clusters involved in the

settlement ofthis area.

In the northwest comer ofthe township a group ofNew York pioneers settled

together in 1836. Harvey Cooley and his brother, Anthony, along with their brother-in-
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law, Stephen H. Carmen, arrived with George B. Hamilton and John Hamilton, brothers,

and a man named Jonas Young. Harvey Hamilton, a brother ofGeorge B. and John

settled just across the township line in Kalamazoo County. These men were all married

at the time oftheir arrival, except for Anthony Cooley, who was a bachelor. They

settled together on sections 5,6,7 and 8 (Rust 1869:215-216; GLO 1994).

Isaac Sutton arrived with his Emily in 1836, purchasing the entire section 25 in

Bedford Township. At the time ofhis arrival, his Emily consisted offour adult

oflsprmg, plus five children who had not yet reached their majority. It was stated in the

history ofthe township, tlmt Mr. Sutton purchased an entire section ofland so that he

could provide farms for all ofhis children (History ofCalhoun County 1877:194).

In 1837, the brothers Eli L., George L. and David Stillson settled together on

section 29 in Bedford Township. Jacob and Abraham Frost settled on section 19 the

same year. Jacob and Abraham were both over forty years ofage by the census of 1840,

married, with dependents (History ofCalhoun County 1877:194; Rust 1869:215;

Federal Census 1840).

In 1840, a man named John Cox settled in Bedford Township. He was married in

1831 to Eleanor, a daughter ofJacob Stringham, who also lived in Bedford Township.

Jacob Stringharn had arrived in 1836 and settled on section 27 and 28. He also had two

sons, John and Elijah Stringham, who by the census of 1840 were listed as separate

heads ofhousehold. John Cox, Jacob’s son-in-law is credited with beginning the “Cox

Settlement” which consisted of six hundred acres of land, which he sold in parcels to

other people and deeded some to his children for farms (History ofCalhoun County

1877:197; Rust 1869:215; Federal Census 1840; www. Farnilysearchcom:Stringham).
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Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Emmett Township

The early development ofEmmett Township is closely aligned to both the city of

Battle Creek and the other townships associated with the Milton Township cluster.

Emmett Township contained the Territorial Road that ran fiom Detroit to St. Joseph and

consequently the first settlements in this township, originally designated as Cady, until

1837, were contemporaneous with Battle Creek, Marshall and Marengo townships.

The first Emily cluster to arrive in Emmett Township was the Dwinnell Emily

cluster, arriving in August 1831. Benjamin T., Henry L. and John D. were brothers who

arrived with their widowed mother and younger sister. Benjamin T. was already

married with dependent children on arrival. Henry L. married another pioneer family’s

daughter in 1834, his being the first marriage in the township. Benjamin T. Dwinnell,

the brother ofthe groom, performed the marriage ceremony. The Dwinnell’s are also

credited with building the first bridges in the township, one over Pigeon Creek and the

other over the Kalamazoo River (History ofCalhoun County 1877:181; Rust 1869:239).

In 1833, the Lowell brothers, Asa and Moses, settled in Emmett Township on

sections 11 and 14 on adjoining parcels. By the census of 1840, both brothers are listed

as over forty years ofage with multiple ofl‘spring in each household. This Emily cluster

settled just to the north ofthe Dwinnell Emily cluster (History ofCalhoun County

1877:181; Federal Census 1840).

Luther Phelps settled in Emmett Township in 1834. Luther’s younger brother, Asa,

followed him to Emmett Township in 1835. These men were both married with

multiple offspring when they arrived. Asa was married to Maria (Stiles) Phelps, a

daughter onebediah Stiles. By the 1840 census Luther and Asa are listed as over fifty
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and over forty respectively, with multiple dependents (History ofCalhoun County

1877:181; Federal Census 1840).

The Zebediah Stiles Emily cluster also arrived in 1835. Zebediah was quite elderly

when his family arrived, since he is listed on the 1840 census as over 70 years ofage.

His three sons, Royal, Chester, and Justus, are all listed as separate heads ofhousehold

by the 1840 census, with wives and dependents oftheir own. This Emily cluster settled

on section 8 ofthe township, just outside ofBattle Creek (History ofCalhoun County

1877:181; Federal Census 1840; GLO 1994).

The Spauldings are another Emily cluster that arrived in 1836. Jacob Spaulding’s

Emily consisted ofhis wife, three sons and two daughters. They settled on section 29

ofthe township. Jacob is listed as over fifiy years ofage by 1840 and his son John A. is

listed as a separate head ofhousehold on this census. The other four children were

younger when they arrived in Emmett Township, but settled later on farms near their

parents (History ofCalhoun County 1877:181; Federal Census 1840).

Professional people also arrived in family clusters. Two doctors, both pioneers of

Emmett and Battle Creek Township arrived in the early years ofdevelopment. Dr.

Asahel Beach arrived in 1834 and settled on section 10, the first physician in the

township. He had practiced in New York with his brothers, Thomas and John. It was

Dr. Asahel Beach who suggested the name ofCady for the township, named for his son,

who had been named for his wife’s Ether, General Cholett Cady. Dr. John Beach, with

his wife and four children, followed his brother to Michigan, first staying with the

Asahel Beach’s until their home could be built. Dr. John Beach died in the summer of

1840, at the age of43, having overworked himselfin the “sickly season of 1838” and
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become ill himself. His brother, Asahel, continued his medical practice in Emmett

Township until 1843, when he turned to farming on section 10 ofthe township (History

ofCalhoun County 1877:100-101, 181).

Other family groups that settled in the township consisted ofthe Harper’s and the

Beadle’s. Beadle Lake is named for the Beadle Emily, who arrived before 1840. The

Harper’s are another Emily cluster ofwhich little can be found in the county histories.

John Harper arrived in 1834 and settled near the Dwinnell Emily cluster. John is listed

on the 1840 census as being over sixty years ofage. Hiram and Benjamin Harper are

listed on the census as separate heads ofhousehold, both over thirty years old, with

multiple dependants. Hiram and Benjamin are probably John’s sons. John Harper is

credited with building the first sawmill on the Kalamazoo River in Emmett Township,

on section 31, in 1835 (History ofCalhoun County 1877:181-182; Federal Census

1 840).

Two ofthe four townships in the northwest quadrant ofCalhoun County were

settled very early in the pioneer period. The Territorial Road was surveyed through the

lower two townships ofthis quadrangle in the late 1820’s. This appears to have affected

the settlement pattern for these four townships. Both Emmett and Battle Creek

Township were settled very early and heavily by the influx ofpioneers to Calhoun

County. The first settlements in Battle Creek Township were on Goguac Prairie and

kinship clusters are evident in this area. The Thomas’ and the Stewart’s were large

groups ofpeople, comprising at least thirty people in these two kinship clusters alone.

The majority ofthe rest ofthe early settlement was associated with the waterpower in

the northeast quadrant ofBattle Creek Township. The confluence ofthe Kalamazoo and
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Battle Creek Rivers was a natural area for settlement because ofthe abundant

waterpower, and many people tried to acquire this parcel ofland to benefit from this

power source. Originally, J.J. Guernsey, Lucius Lyon, Sands McCamly and Robert

Clark were all interested in purchasing this area. Lyon and Clark were surveyors who

were familiarwiththearea. McCamlyandGuemseypaid ofl‘the othertwo menand

entered a claim, but the deal fell through and Guernsey sold offthe End to his brother,

Ezekiel and his brother-in-law, Phineas Sackett. J.J. Guernsey never became an actual

settler, but was a land purchaser and speculator (Gregory 1988:5; Rust 1869:75-76).

 

Table 5.4: Kinship Clusters of Battle Creek Township
_ _
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Family Name Settlement Townshi # of members

Thomas 1831 Battle Creek Sibling 10

Stewart 183 1 Battle Creek Generational 20

McCamly 1831 Battle Creek Extended 35

Dwinnell 1831 Emmett Sibling 1 1

Hall 1832 Battle Creek Sibling 12

Lowell 1833 Emmett Sibling 16

Barney/Convis 1833 Bedford/Penn Extended 18

Phelps/Stiles 1834/35 Emmett Extended 50

Beach 1834 Emmett/BC Sibling 12

Harper 1834 Emmett Generational 18

Morehouse 1 835 Battle Creek Generational 14

Merritt/Hart 1836 Battle Creek Extended 22

Van Buren 1836 Battle Creek Generational 7

Adams 1 836 Pennfield Generational 6

Cooley 1836 Bedford Sibling 10

Hamilton 1 836 Bedford/K2 Sibling 10

Sutton 1 836 Bedford Generational 9

Spaulding l 836 Emmett Generational l 5

Morey l 837 Pennfield Generational 6

Stillson l 837 Bedford Sibling 13

Frost l 837 Bedford Sibling 8

Marshall 1838 Pennfield Sibling 9

Sirnons l 838 Battle Creek Generational 12

Beadle 1 838 Emmett Generational 1 1

Hutchinson 1838 Emmett Generational 16

Wells 1838 Pennfield Generational 19
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Settlement was clustered around the rivers and Goguac Prairie (Figure 5.10, page

153). Many kinship clusters were involved in this early period of settlement and it is

evident that most ofthe settlement to this township in the first few years was clustered

in the northeast quadrant. However, kinship did play a role in where people settled.

Numerous kinship clusters settled on Goguac Prairie and the few outlying kinship

chrsters were related to these people. A majority ofthe land purchases were by people

involved in a kinship relationship. When other people did settle in this township, they

ahnost always settled near someone else.

During this same period, many people were settling in Emmett Township as well.

The majority ofthe early settlers were involved in some type ofkinship relationship

with other settlers. The Stile’s, Lowell’s, Dwinnell’s and Harper’s all settled early in

the pioneer phase ofthis township. These four kinship clusters alone were almost one

hundred people strong. Settlement was not scattered, but concentrated along the river,

Indian trails and road. This is where people were and incoming pioneers settled here.

The two upper townships, Bedford and Pennfield, were not settled to any extent in

this early phase, much like the rest ofthe northern tier oftownships in this county. The

settlement that did occur in Pennfied in the first few years was very sparse and

clustered, near the river in the southwest portion ofthe township. Land purchased here,

belonged for the most part, to people who were related to settlers that were already

living in Battle Creek Township. Bedford Township did not receive any settlers in the

first few years of settlement.

The explosion ofpopulation during the second phase of settlement for these

townships is evident when examining Figure 5.11, page 154. Bedford and Pennfield, in
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particular, received a large influx of settlers. For Bedford Township, many ofthese

settlers were associated with a kinship cluster. In the northwest quadrant ofBedford

Township the Cooley/Carmen/Hamilton cluster took up a large portion ofthat area of

the township. Isaac Sutton and his large Emily settled in the southeast portion ofthe

township, near Battle Creek. The Frost brothers and the Stillson siblings make up a

group of settlers in the southwest portion ofthe township. The land purchased by

kinship clusters accounts for more than halfofthe land sold to actual settlers during this

phase of settlement. The effect ofkinship on settlement is very evident when examining

the map.

Pennfield Township, during the second phase of settlement, received a great influx

of settlers. This settlement appears to be primarily clustered around the southern halfof

the township. There were very few kinship clusters in Pennfield Township during this

phase of settlement and therefore it seems unlikely that kinship had much to do with the

settlement pattern for this township at this time. The large increase in population

appears to have more to do with environmental factors, such as water source/power,

than to social factors, such as kinship.

Emmett Township received very few new settlers in the middle phase of settlement.

When people did settle in Emmett, they tended to settle near an already established

Emily. The presence of large numbers ofkinship clusters still lends support to the idea

that kinship played a role in settlement decisions during this time period.

The settlement ofBattle Creek Township, in the middle phase, (see Figure 5.11,

page 154) exhibits a large expansion ofthe population. Settlement south and west of

Goguac Prairie was extensive and much ofthis settlement was associated with kinship
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clusters. While most ofthe settlement ofthis township during the early phase was

associated with the northeast quadrant, more ofthe settlement was associated with the

areas away fiom the social and economic center ofthe township in this phase.

Numerous kinship clusters settled here in the years between 1835 and 1837. When

settlers were not related to a kinship cluster, they almost always associated with one by

purchasing land adjoining a kinship cluster.

During the final phase ofsettlement for these townships, kinship appears to be less

significant to settlement decisions. By examining Figure 5.12 on page 155, it is possible

to visualize the significant population increase in all four townships.

The least populous township, Bedford, was becoming heavily settled by the end of

the pioneer phase. Few new kinship clusters arrived during this final phase of

settlement. The vast increase in the general population led to a general filling in ofland

purchases for the township.

The same is true for Pennfield Township. Almost all ofthe land that was available

in the township, especially the southern half, was purchased by the end ofthe pioneer

phase ofsettlement. The only area that was not heavily settled was the northeast quarter

ofthe township, and no one lived there. The majority of settlement appears to be

associated with the presence ofthe villages ofVerona and Battle Creek. Kinship does

not appear to have an effect on settlement decisions for this phase of settlement.

Emmett Township was also heavily settled by this time. While there are arrivals by

kinship clusters for this period, they only add to the general filling in ofthe township.

The kinship clusters do not appear to affect settlement during this phase. By 1840,
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Emmett Township was almost completely populated. The fiontier phase was over for

this township.

Battle Creek Township shows the same general filling in ofland purchases for this

last phase of settlement. Very few kinship clusters arrived and settled in the area during

this time period. The population was large enough that the need for “neighborhood”

was not a requirement by this time. Therefore, kinship probably played only a minor

role in settlement decisions for the people settling in this township during the last part of

the frontier period.

With respect to the presence ofaspects ofsocial centralization, mills and cemeteries,

these do not appear to be associated with kinship clusters. The mill sites present in the

pioneer period ofMilton Township are associated primarily with the villages ofBattle

Creek, Verona and Bedford. Three other sites contain mills in the southern part of

Milton Township. Only one ofthese is associated with a kinship cluster, the Harper

Emily cluster in Emmett Township.

There were numerous cemeteries established in the pioneer phase ofMilton

Township. The earliest cemetery was associated with the Stewart kinship cluster. Mrs.

Stewart was the first death recorded in the township. This particular cemetery is now

known as the Beadle Cemetery, another kinship cluster that arrived later in the pioneer

period. The other cemeteries in Milton Township do not have a specific association

with a particular kinship cluster. This is not particularly surprising, since there was such

a large population influx, especially during the later two-thirds ofthe pioneer period.

Many ofthe pioneer families buried their deceased relatives in these cemeteries, and

therefore they did not have a particular association with a specific kinship cluster.
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Figure 5.10: Battle Creek T. 1831 to 1834
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Flgure 5.11: Battle Creek T. 1831 to 1837
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Flgure 5.12: Battle Creek T 1831 to 1840
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Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Convis Township

The four remaining townships in Calhoun County consist ofConvis, Marshall,

Fredonia and Tekonsha. These four townships run in a line from north to south fiom the

top to the bottom ofthe county.

Convis Township was named for Ezra Convis, the first speaker ofthe House of

Representatives ofMichigan, and a member ofa pioneer kinship cluster ofPennfield

Township, which neighbors Convis to the west. This township was another one in the

county that was slow to develop, both because of its location and environmental Ectors.

The land in Convis Township is not as level as in other townships and there was a

considerable amount ofswampy area in the southwest part ofthe township during the

pioneer period. The areas that were not hilly or swampy were heavily timbered. This

also delayed settlement ofthe township. Areas that received the most settlement were

the oak openings, when they were found (History ofCalhoun 1877:153).

No one settled in Convis Township until 1835, and there were not significant

numbers until later in the decade. The first cluster, although it cannot be considered a

true kinship cluster, emigrated from England, the group ofJames Lane, Paul Moss and

William Newman. James Lane was induced to move from England to the United States

in 1835 by a former neighbor who had emigrated the previous year. Mr. Lane and his

Emily accompanied the Emily ofthe former neighbor to Michigan. Paul Moss was

hired to convey Mrs. Lane and their child to Convis Township. Mr. and Mrs. Lane

purchased land in section 27 and Paul Moss purchased land adjoining theirs. William

Newman was also fi-om England, and arrived in Convis Township some time before his

Emily, who were adults on their arrival. William Newman purchased land in section 22
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and 23 just north and adjoining the lands ofMoss and Lane (History ofCalhoun County

1 877: 1 53).

In 1836 Elisha and Hiram Brace moved into the township. From the census data,

Elisha appears to be the parent, over sixty years ofage, while Hiram is listed as a

separate head ofhousehold, over forty years old. Both households have numerous

dependents listed (History ofCalhoun County 1877:153; Federal Census 1840).

Another Emily group that settled in 1836 was the Emily ofAsahel Hawkins.

Asahel is listed on the 1840 census as over thirty years ofage, with a wife and four

dependent children. The very next entry for head ofhousehold on this census is

Alanson Hawkins. Alanson is also over thirty years ofage, married with three children.

Although it could not be confirmed, it is highly likely that these two men were brothers

and settled next to one another in Convis Township (History ofCalhoun County

1877:153; Federal Census 1840).

Pioneer Kinship Clusters ofMarsha“ Township

Marshall Township, originally spelled Marshal, was the original township of

Calhoun County and included all twenty townships when the county was organized in

June 1832. On March 29, 1833, the township ofMarshal was reorganized into three

townships, Marshall, Milton and Marengo. The township ofMarshall included all the

townships 1,2,3, and 4 in range 6 west, that is Convis, Marshall, Fredonia, and

Tekonsha, as well as the four townships later organized as Homer Township (History of

Calhoun County 1877:180).

The first settler in Marshall Township and Calhoun County was Sidney Ketchum.

He is also a member ofthe first kinship cluster in Calhoun County. Sidney was the
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original pioneer ofCalhoun County. It was his brother, George, who built the first log

cabin and erected a sawmill on Rice Creek, in 1831, in what would later become the

village ofMarshall. Sidney and George, along with Charles D. Smith and Isaac Hurd

were the original proprietors ofthe village of Marshall. The Ketchum kinship cluster

was quite large, extending over three generations. When George Ketchum arrived in

April 1831, with his cousin, White Ketchum, he came with six other men to establish

the village ofMarshall. Sidney Ketchum had returned east to bring his wife and five

children back to the settlement. When Sidney returned in July, he brought his wife and

children and his younger sister, along with their parents. Then George returned to New

York to retrieve his wife and two children, and sister Susan Ketchum, arriving in

November 1831. When Sidney returned in July, he brought Peter Chisholm and his

wife, along with Randall Hobart and his wife. When George Ketchum returned with his

Emily in November, he brought Thomas and George Chisholm, Peter’s brothers, and

Thomas Chisholrn’s wife and family. Therefore, there were two kinship clusters

involved in the very earliest settlement ofMarshall Township (Rust 1869:27-30; History

ofCalhoun County 1877:12-14,50-51,131).

While the village ofMarshall was developing, the surrounding township was

acquiring pioneer settlers as well. In 1834 George W. Bentley arrived and settled in the

township on section 16. Joseph Bentley followed his brother George, in 1836, to the

township. On the 1840 census, the George W. Bentley household has two males, both

over thirty years of age, with other people residing in the household (History ofCalhoun

County 1877:69; Federal Census 1840).
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The Labertaux kinship cluster was another group ofearly settlers to Marshall

Township. Jacob, Henry, and James Labertaux all purchased adjoining parcels of land

in sections 9 and 10 ofthe township in 1838. Jacob purchased the northeast quarter of

section 9, James the southwest quarter ofthe northwest quarter ofsection 10 and Hem'y

purchased the southwest quarter ofsection 10 along with the west Imlfofthe southeast

quarter of section 10 and the north halfofthe northwest quarter of section 15. On the

census of 1840, Jacob and Henry are both over forty years ofage and James is listed, on

the census, between Jacob and Henry at more than thirty years ofage. All three men

were married with dependent children on this census. Anna Labertaux is also listed on

the census, at over seventy years ofage, probably their mother, living in a separate

household by herself, located on the northeast quarter section ofsection 3 (Federal

Census 1840; GLO 1994).

The King kinship cluster was also an early arrival to Marshall township. Gilbert

King purchased the west halfofthe southeast quarter ofsection 3, which was adjoining

land purchased by Jacob King, the northeast quarter section of section 10. John King is

also listed as a brother of Gilbert King. He apparently irmnigrated to Marshall from

New York in 1835, settling in Marshall Township until 1848, when he moved to Convis

Township. Jacob King is listed on the 1840 census as over fifty years ofage, with three

dependent females in his household, not including his wife. Seneca H. King, probably

Jacob’s son, is the next listing on the census as a separate head ofhousehold. Seneca is

enumerated as over twenty, with another male who was also over twenty as well as a

female between fifteen and twenty years ofage (History ofCalhoun County 1877: 153;

Federal Census 1840).
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What appears to be most interesting about the early settlement ofMarslnll

Township is that while it is by far the most populous in the county, it seems to have

fewer kinship clusters than the rest ofthe county. It is only in the very earliest

settlement period, 1831 - 1834 that kinship appears to play a role in where people

settled.

Pioneer Kinship Clusters of Fredonia Township

Fredonia Township was another township that was not heavily populated in the early

years. The first settlements did not occur until late in 1833, and only two in that year.

Thomas Burland is the recognized pioneer ofFredonia Township, and he is also a

member ofa kinship cluster. Thomas Burland left England in 1831 with his wife and

three daughters. He settled first in the village ofMarshall and was the first settler of

Fredonia Township in 1833. His Ether, William Burland, Sr. helped him build his log

cabin on the northeast quarter of section 24. Mr. William Burland, Sr. had migrated

from England in the winter of 1832-33 to be with his Emily in Calhoun County. By the

census of 1840, the Burland household consisted ofThomas, who is probably the male

listed at over forty years ofage, with a male also listed at over sixty, probably William

Burland, Sr., two other males in their twenties, one nmle under five and three females all

under fifteen Mrs. Burland is probably the female who is over thirty years ofage

(History ofCalhoun County 1877:161; Federal Census 1840).

The second settler to Fredonia Township, also in 1833, was John Houston, Sr. He

was nearly forty years ofage when he settled in the township. His daughter was the first

child born, to his second wife, in the township in 1834. By the 1840 census there are

nine people living in his household. John, Sr. is over forty, born in 1794, John Jr. is
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probably the male who is over twenty, while there are six dependent children in the

household on this census (History ofCalhoun County 1877:161; Federal Census 1840).

Increase A. Pendelton settled on section 24 in 1834. This area is known as Pahner’s

plains, because ofthe first settler over the township line, in Eckford Township, was

Charles K. Palmer. Increase’s wife, was a sister ofCharles K. Palmer, who had settled

in Eckford in 1832. This is another example where a kinship chrster forms through the

female line in the Emily. There is another Pendelton listed on the census, most likely a

brother ofIncrease A., being over twenty years ofage, with one young dependent child

on this census (History ofCalhoun County 1877:162; Federal Census 1840).

Another kinship group, two half-brothers, settled in 1835 on Section two ofthe

township. John Tilton, his wife and child and his half-brother, Caleb settled this area

together. Caleb was a bachelor and lived with his brother and sister-in-law. John Tilton

died in 1849, leaving a wife and three children. Caleb married John’s widow, shortly

afler John’s death (History ofCalhoun County 1877:162; GLO 1994).

The Rowley brothers were also early settlers ofFredonia Township. William

Rowley and his wife came to Michigan and Fredonia Township on their honeymoon in

June 1837. William’s brother, Benjamin, had been out to Michigan the previous

summer and located land on section 22. Benjamin then returned to New York where he

had married a sister of William’s wife and they all came to Fredonia Township together.

By 1840, they are still present in the township, in separate households on adjoining land

(History ofCalhoun County 1877:162; Federal Census 1840).

Thomas P. Briggs located 200 acres ofland on the northeast quarter of section 35

and the northwest quarter ofthe southeast quarter of section 35 in 1835. When the
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Emily arrived it consisted ofThomas P. and his wife, their sons, Thomas J. and George

W. (twins), Joseph, and John W., and Esther Ann. 'I'horms J. and George W. traveled to

Buffalo alone by way ofthe Erie Canal, while the rest ofthe Emily arrived in Buffalo

by team. The Briggs Emily cluster is listed on the Federal Census of 1840, with Joseph,

over twenty, married, with a young son, being in an adjoining separate household, and

Thomas and George still living with their parents, although over twenty years ofage

(History ofCalhoun County 1877:162-163; Federal Census 1840).

Another pair ofbrothers settled in Fredonia Township as well. Frank B. Wright

came to Michigan in 1836 and lived in Marshall for a number ofyears. His brother,

Julius, also came to Michigan in the fall of 1836 and worked for several years in

Marengo Township. Both brothers eventually settled in Fredonia township on section

14, part ofPalmer’s plains (History ofCalhoun County 1877:163).

The Carey Emily is one more kinship cluster that settled in Fredonia Township.

Hiram Carey purchased land on section 4 in 1834. By the 1840 census, Hiram is over

twenty years ofage, married with a young son. The next entry on the census, Archibald

Carey, is over fifty years ofage, with four sons and no wife. It is highly likely that

Archibald is Hiram’s Ether, although no mention can be found ofthis in the local

histories (History ofCalhoun County 1877:163; Federal Census 1840).

Pioneer Kinship Clusters ofTekonsha Township

Tekonsha Township was much like many ofthe other townships in Calhoun County

in the early years of settlement. Because there is a river, the St. Joseph, and a village in

the township, it developed somewhat more quickly than completely rural townships,

such as Newton and Fredorria. The first settlers in Tekonsha, however, did not arrive
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until 1833, and there were actually very few people in the township until as late as 1835.

The township was separated politically from Marshall Township in 1836 (History of

Calhoun County 1877:147).

The first settler in Tekonsha Township, much like the earliest arrivals in other

townships was a member ofa kinship cluster. The earliest settlement occurred in what

would later become the village ofTekonsha Timothy Kimball was the first settler at

the site ofTekonsha village. His brother, Stephen, was an early settler ofthe city of

Marshall. Timothy purchased halfofsection 27 fiom Darius Pierce, also fi'om Marshall,

and settled on it in 1833 (History ofCalhoun County l877:l47,150).

The next kinship group to arrive did not come to Tekonsha Township until 1835. At

thistimethere were onlythreeEmiliesliving intheentiretownship. TheKerrEmily

arrived in June 1835. William H. Kerr was a bachelor, twenty-three years ofage, and

traveled with his Ether’s Emily, John Kerr and his wife, three other sons and a

daughter. William H. Kerr purchased a quarter-quarter section, 40 acres, and

constructed a log cabin on it where the Emily lived for several years. He was married

in 1840 to a niece of Samuel and Joseph Hemenway, early businessmen (and members

ofa kinship cluster) ofTekonsha village (History ofCalhoun County 1877:150).

Samuel Hemenway arrived in 1836 and constructed a hotel in the village of

Tekonsha. His brother, Joseph, followed him to Tekonsha, arriving in 1837. Joseph ran

the hotel, while Samuel became the first general store owner in the village. Their niece,

Mary Barker, who married William H. Kerr in 1840, came with here uncle, Joseph

Hemenway, when he traveled from Vermont to Tekonsha (History ofCalhoun County

1877: 147-148).
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In the spring of 1836, two brothers, Rufus and Cornelius Osborn came from

Rochester, New York and settled on section 29 ofTekonsha Township. With the two

brothers were their widowed mother, and three sisters. Cornelius was the first

blacksmith in the township (Rust 1869:198-199; History ofCalhoun County 1877:

148,1 50).

Other kinship clusters also arrived in Tekonsha at this time. Lewis and Levi

Merrifield, Eli and Elijah J. Stone, Daniel and Luther Walling, and David and William

Watson all settled in Tekonsha Township. The most complete information is for David

and William Watson. According to the local history, both men were married when they

arrived in the township. Additionally, their Ether also came with them. Although his

name is not mentioned, there is a George Watson on the 1840 census, over 60 years of

age and is enumerated next to David Watson in the census data. The Watsons settled on

sections 14 and 15 in 1836 (History ofCalhoun County 1877:151; Federal Census 1840;

GLO 1994).

The Walling kinship cluster consisted ofDaniel and Luther Walling. There is an

additional Daniel Walling listed on the 1840 census, the elder Daniel is over sixty years

ofage, while Luther is over thirty and the second Daniel is over twenty. Daniel and

Luther Walling own adjoining 80 acre parcels in section 18 ofTekonsha Township

according to the original land purchase data (History ofCalhoun County 1877:150;

GLO 1994; Federal Census 1840).

The Failing Emily has already been discussed in other townships. This is an

example where siblings spread out over more than one township. John Failing

originally settled in 1833 on Cook’s Prairie in Clarendon Township. His brothers,
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Benjamin, Henry, and Abraham also settled in Michigan, two ofthem in Calhoun

County. Abraham came to Michigan with John and Linard Born from New York in

1833. The other Failing brothers settled in Homer and Ann Arbor (History ofCalhoun

County 1877:151).

Table 5.5: Kinship Clusters of Marshall Township

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Family Name Settlement Township Cluster gm # of Members

Chisholm 1831 Marshall Sibling 9

Ketchum 183 1 Marshall Extended l 8

Bentley 1834 Convis Generational 9

Pendleton 1834 Fredonia Sibling 4

Carey 1834 Fredonia Generational 9

LanefMoss/Newman 1835 Marshall Extended 13

Tilton 1835 Fredonia Sibling 5

Briggs 1835 Fredonia Generational 8

Kerr 1835 Tekonsha Generational 8

Hawkins 1 836 Convis Sibling 1 1

King 1836 Marshall Sibling 15

Wright 1836 Fredonia Sibling Unknown

Hemenway 1836 Tekonsha Sibling 9

Osborn 1836 Tekonsha Generational 9

Merrifield 1836 Tekonsha Sibling Unknown

Stone 1 836 Tekonsha Generational 6

Walling 1836 Tekonsha Generational 16

Watson 1836 Tekonsha Generational l6

Rowley 1837 Fredonia Sibling 8

Labertaux/Root 1838 Marshall Extended 27

Holt 1839 Fredonia Generational 10

Thomas 1839 Convis Generational 10

Cassidy 1840 Marshall Sibling 16

Bucki_ngham 1840 Marshall Sibling 10

Edmonds 1840 Tekonsha Generational 9    
 

The four townships ofTekonsha, Fredonia, Marshall and Convis were very sparsely

settled in the early years ofthe frontier period. Tekonsha and Convis did not receive

any settlers until 1834 and 1835, respectively. Fredonia only had two Emilies living in
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that township by the end of 1833 and they were both kinship clusters. The early years

ofMarshall Township were once again associated with the presence ofthe Territorial

Road and the Kalamazoo River. Proximity to the road and the river may well have been

the primary reasons why people decided to settle where they did in the early period.

The effect ofkinship, however, cannot be completely discounted, even in Marshall

Township. Several kinship clusters were present in Marshall Township in the first few

years of settlement. The Ketchurn’s and the Chisholm’s were both large kinship

clusters, involving many people. The Ketchum brothers were also very influential,

because they managed to persuade numerous people to settle in Michigan and Marshall

in particular.

By the end ofthe early period offrontier settlement, in 1834, numerous Ernilies had

settled in Marslmll and Fredonia Townships. These settlers (see Figure 5.13, page 171)

tended to be associated with either the developing village ofMarshall, or the settlement

on Palmer’s Plains. A third area that attracted settlers and settlement was the northwest

corner ofFredonia Township and the southwest corner ofMarshall Township.

During the second phase of settlement, all four townships acquired new arrivals and

many kinship clusters were present among these settlers. Convis Township had its first

settlers during this stage ofdevelopment. Most ofthe Ernilies that settled in Convis

Township in the years between 1835 and 1837 were involved in some type ofkinship

relationship. When other Enrilies did settle in the township they tended to settle near

the established kinship clusters in the southern part ofthe township (Figure 5.14,

page] 72).
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Tekonsha Township also received its first significant settlement in the second phase

ofthe frontier period. Most ofthe settlement was associated with the village of

Tekonsha and the St. Joseph River that runs through the township. Numerous kinship

clusters are visible on Figure 5.14 ofthe township. In 1835, most ofthe settlement

occurred in the southwest portion ofthe township and appears to be heavily influenced

by the presence ofkinship clusters in this area. There was a large influx ofpioneers to

the township in 1836, concentrated in the middle ofthe township, north ofthe St. Joseph

River and east ofthe village. This group of settlers also had several kinship clusters

associated with them at the time settlement occurred. The only settlers to Tekonsha

Township in 1837 were part ofa kinship cluster that had already settled in the township

the previous year.

Fredonia Township during the middle phase of settlement received numerous

settlers (see Figure 5.14, page 172). Most ofthese were not associated with a kinship

cluster and settlement, in general, was generally scattered throughout the township.

Several kinship clusters did settle in Fredonia Township during this period, but there

were so many non-kinship settlers that the few kinship clusters that were present do not

appear to have a significant effect on the settlement pattern for the township.

The dominance ofnon-kin settlement over kin-based settlement is true for Marshall

Township. There are a significant number of settlers in the township fiom 1835 to 1837,

but very few kinship clusters. The fact that there were few kinship clusters in Marshall

Township during the pioneer phase of settlement 1E3 been alluded to earlier. When

settlement occurred in this phase, it tended to be scattered and not concentrated around

the existing kinship clusters in the township.
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During the final phase offi'ontier development for Convis Township numerous

settlers arrived. Most ofthe settlement continued to be concentrated in the southern half

ofthe township where no new kinship clusters settled. With the beginning of settlement

in the northern halfofthe township developing, several kinship chrsters arrived in this

area and the overall development ofthe township continued (see Figure 5.15, page 173).

By the end ofthe frontier period for Marshall Township almost all ofthe land was

occupied with few new kinship chrsters associated with this township. The few clusters

present in the upper central part ofthe township that arrived during this phase of

settlement are surrounded by non-kinship cluster settlement. Nearly two-thirds ofall

available land in this township was owner occupied by this period on the frontier and

kinship clusters were not heavily represented at any time.

Fredonia Township did not continue to receive the significant increase in population

that had occurred during the second phase ofsettlement. Only one new kinship cluster

arrived in the last three years ofthe frontier phase ofsettlement. The pioneer Errrrers

that settled in the township during this phase continued a general filling in ofthe

township with a number ofparcels purchased that tended to be contiguous with other

already purchased parcels in the township. A widespread settlement pattern was

developing for this township much like the other townships during this phase.

Tekonsha also showed a significant increase in its population during the final plmse

offrontier settlement. Most ofthe population continued, however, to settle in the

southern halfofthe township, in the St. Joseph River valley. A historical road, visible

on Figure 5.15, page 173, appears to divide the township in half, with almost no

settlement north ofthis road and significant settlement below it. Several kinship
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chrsters did settle in the township during this phase. By this time, however, the

population ofthe township was such that kinship appears to affect settlement patterns

not at all.

With respect to the presence ofaspects of social centralization for Tekonsha

Township during the settlement phase, there are both cemeteries and a mill site present

in the township in the frontier period. The village ofTekonsha was both the site ofa

cemetery and mill in the early years ofsettlement. The sawmill was built in 1836 in the

village by two men who were not related to one another nor any other kinship cluster.

The village cemetery was established in 1838. An additional cemetery was also located

in the township in the area know as the “WindEll.” This area was covered by heavy

timber before settlement, but a storm apparently devastated the area, causing the timber

to be uprooted (History ofCalhoun County 1877:150). The cemetery at the “Wdell”

was associated with a kinship cluster, the Stone Emily and the Walling Emily clusters

both owned land in this area in the pioneer period.

No area ofsocial centralization for Fredonia Township was discemable, either on

the map or historically. There are, however, two cemeteries in the township. These

cemeteries were established late in the pioneer period and did not have a specific

association with a kinship cluster.

Marshall Township has two areas of social centralization, neither ofwhich should be

considered to be associated with a kinship cluster. The village ofMarshall and the

village ofCeresco are both on the Kalannzoo River, one on each side ofthe township.

Marshall was not only the social and economic center ofthe township it was and is, the

county seat for Calhoun County. What this implies is that social centralization for this
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particular township was not related to the presence ofthe kinship clusters here. It has

already been stated that there were too few kinship clusters, especially in the early phase

ofdevelopment to consider them an important Ector in settlement for this township.

The village ofCeresco, established in 1838, was directly associated with the

building ofa sawmill on the Kalamazoo River at this point. In 1839, several men of

Marshall Township built a flourmill here and laid out the village ofCeresco (History of

Calhoun County 1877:70). This village was not associated with any kinship clusters,

but did develop into a social center, probably due to the presence ofthe mill sites there.

Two cemeteries are present in Marshall Township. The Hotchkiss Cemetery is in

the northern part ofthe township and is directly associated with several kinship clusters

in that area. The other cemetery is Oakridge, established for the village ofMarshall, in

1839.

Convis Township did not have any mill sites in the pioneer period of its

development. Two cemeteries were established in the township in the later part ofthe

fiontier period. Mrs. Nancy (Paul) Moss, a member ofthe English kinship cluster who

settled in Convis Township in 1835, was the first burial in the Porter Cemetery, in

October 1840. The two cemeteries were otherwise not particularly associated with any

kinship clustering in the township.

In general, the aspects of social centralization that have been used as criteria for the

effect ofkinship on settlement patterns appear to have little relevance in the four

townships just discussed. Some evidence for social centralization does exist associated

with the presence ofkinship clusters, but most ofthe factors associated with social
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centralization have more to do with the village sites present in these townships than with

any association with the kinship clustering phenomenon.

Figure 5.13: Marshall T. 1831 to 1834
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Figure 5.14: Marshall T..1831 to 1837
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Flgure 5.15: Marshall T. 1831 to 1840
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Conclusion

Most significant patterns recognized in this research deal with the effects ofkinship

clusters on initial settlement ofthe frontier ofCalhoun County. Almost all ofthe initial

settlers to the townships ofCalhoun County were associated with kinship clusters. This

initial settlement by kinship clusters is true with respect to settlement, whether the initial

settlement was during the first phase (1831-1834) or the second phase (1835 -—1837).

When a kinship cluster was not the initial settler in a township, e.g. Newton and LeRoy

Townships, kinship clusters were still one ofthe earliest settlers to arrive in the

township.

The majority of settlement to the county during the initial phase was by kinship

clusters. When non-kinship cluster pioneers did settle in this period they tended to

cluster near the kinship clusters already present. The presence ofkinship clusters in a

township, therefore, tended to result in settlement in general becoming clustered.

Townships with a low population density, even late in the pioneer period, tended to

show significant clustering in their settlement patterns. This clustering appears to be

primarily associated with the presence ofkinship clusters. Townships with higher

population density tended toward a less clustered settlement pattern over time as the

population increased. The effect of increased population over time tended to overwhelm

the effect ofkinship clusters on the settlement pattern.

Factors ofsocial centralization, such as mills, cemeteries and villages are fiequently

associated with kinship clusters. Many ofthe village sites in the county were

established by kinship clusters. These villages acted as areas ofsocial centralization and

clustering occurred around them. Mill sites were more fiequently established by a
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kinship cluster than by an individual. These sites were usually associated with a village

or on land owned by a kinship cluster. Cemeteries, especially in the early settlement

period, were fi'equently associated with kinship clusters.

When kinship clusters were found less fiequently in a township, e.g. Albion,

Marshall and Marengo, the settlement pattern was more dispersed and associated with

other Ectors, such as the environment and cultural aspects. The environment affected

settlement patterning when it was not clustered by kinship. For example, Pennfield

Township’s settlement pattern was clustered, but did not tend to be associated with

kinship. The rivers in this area tended to affect the settlement pattern.

The establishment ofroads, a cultural mnipulation ofthe environment, afi‘ected

settlement patterns. This is especially true for the second tier oftownships. The

Territorial Road was established before initial settlement to Calhoun County had begun.

This road’s presence may have had a greater influence on the settlement pattern in these

townships that the road traversed than kinship.

The last phase ofthe pioneer period was almost always associated with a decrease in

the effect ofkinship on the settlenrent pattern and a general filling in ofthe landscape by

pioneer settlers.
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Chapter VI

Frontier Calhoun County: Testing the Role of Kinship on the

Settlement Pattern

Introduction

The previously presented data on kinship clusters and their effect on the settlement

pattern ofCalhoun County during the fi‘ontier phase will be evaluated in this chapter

using multiple analytical techniques. The statistical techniques used will depend on the

data being examined. Some data lends itselfto written comparative analysis, while

other data requires charts, tables, graphs or rrrore complex statistical analytical

methodology. Numerous questions pertaining to the impact ofkinship on settlement

will be examined and answered by this analysis. The questions to be answered in this

chapter and the analytical techniques that will be used are as follows:

1. Does the type ofkinship cluster effect the settlement pattern in the county?

By comparing kinship cluster type in the different townships it will be possible to

determine if settlement was affected by the presence ofa particular type ofkinship

cluster in a specific area ofthe county. One way to do this is to corrrpare the different

types ofkinship clusters in the different townships to see ifthere is a statistical

difference in the distribution ofthese clusters in the county.

2. Who was responsible for more land purchases in Calhoun County, kinship

clusters or non-kinship cluster pioneers, during the pioneer period ofsettlement?

By quantifying land purchases by year and by number ofparcels purchased, it

should be possible to determine which group, kinship clusters or non-kinship cluster

pioneers, were responsible for the most land purchases during the fiontier period. This

176



should help determine whether kinship clusters were influential in determining the

settlement pattern on the fi'ontier ofCalhoun County.

3. Did kinship clusters make up a significant proportion ofthe population during

the pioneer phase ofsettlement?

Kinship clusters have been proposed as a significant Ector to the settlement

pattern ofthe frontier ofCalhoun County. Did kinship clusters actually include enough

people to have an effect on the general settlement ofthe county during the pioneer

phase? By quantifying the number ofindividuals present in the kinship clusters this

should determine iftheir numbers were large enough to actually have an effect on

settlement patterns.

4. Was the settlement pattern ofCalhoun County affected by the presence ofkinship

clusters and if so, how?

Kinship clusters were usually the first settlers in the townships examined. The

consequent settlement ofother pioneers to the townships around these kinship clusters

should result in a settlement pattern that was clustered. It has been proposed that over

time, this clustering phenomenon was decreased by the steady influx ofnon-kinship

pioneers.

Distribution of Kinship Clusters

Analysis ofthe settlement patterns of frontier Calhoun County will focus on and

emphasize the classification ofkinship clusters presented in Chapter V. As previously

discussed, there were three types ofkinship clusters observed in the pioneer period of

Calhoun County: 1) sibling clusters, 2) generational clusters and 3) extended family

clusters. The first question to examine, therefore, is whether the settlement pattern may
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have been affected by the type ofkinship clusters present in the township. One way to

do this is to compare the different types ofclusters in the different townships to see if

there is a statistical difference in the distribution ofthese clusters in the county. In

order to accomplish this a chi-square analysis was performed using the three different

types ofkinship clusters in the five aggregated township areas. The goal ofthis analysis

is to assess whether different kinship clusters operated in a similar or different Eshion

across different parts ofthe county.

Chi-square analysis “provides a standard for deciding whether two sets of

frequencies are statistically independent. Ifthe differences between the observed and

expected frequencies are small, the conclusion is that the differences could have arisen

by chance” (Earickson and Harlin 1994:238-239).

Table 6.1: Analysis of Cluster Type vs. Spatial Units

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cluster Type Athens Homer Marengo BattleCreek Marshall Totals

Sibling 7 15 5 10 1 1 48

Generational 11 32 14 12 l 1 80

Extended 4 5 3 4 i 3 19

Totals 22 52 22 26 25 147      
 

The table above is a contingency table ofvalues that are being cross-classified to

test for independence ofthe variables. Under the null hypothesis, (Ho), it is assumed

that: No difference exists between the type ofkinship cluster and the areas in the

county where they are found. Generational clusters were the most frequent Emily type

ofthe three types examined. Extended Emily clusters were the least frequent. This
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probably has more to do with the definition ofan extended Emily rather than actual

Enrilies present. While Homer Township had more than twice as many clusters as the

other townships, the proportion ofthe three types was still very similar to the other

townships.

The formula for calculating chi-square is:

x2 = Z (f—o — f-e)2/f-e

The computation ofthe observed frequency (f-o) to the expected frequency (f-e)

resulted in a calculated chi-square value of4.9491 . This value is less than the computed

value ofchi-square of 15.507, fiom a chi-square table with degrees offreedom (v) = (r-

1) (0-1) = 8 and P = .05, where r is the number ofrows and c is the number ofcolumn in

the contingency table.

Computation from Table 6.1:

Cell f-o f-e f-o — f-e

7 7.18 .0045

11 11.97 .0786

4 2.84 .473

15 16.98 .231

32 28.30 .484

5 6.72 .440

5 7.18 .662

14 11.97 .344

3 2.84 .009

10 8.49 .269

12 14.15 .327

4 3.36 .122

11 8.16 .988

11 13.61 .501

3 3.23 .016 
Critical value ofchi-square 2 15.507, v = 8, Computed chi-square = 4.9491

179



Therefore, the null hypothesis must be accepted and there is no difference in the type of

kinship cluster in the areas in the county where they are found.

The phi statistic ((9) makes a correction for the value ofchi-square being directly

proportional to the sample size. .1. = \le/n:

Phi statistic = square root ofchi-square divided by total number ofoccurrences (n).

Cramer’s V adjusts the rows and colurrms in the table, depending on which ofthe two is

smaller. Cramer’s V has a range of0 to 1, just like the phi statistic, the closer to one,

the greater the degree ofrelationship between f-o and f—e.

The formula for computing Cramer’s V is: N/(bZI Min (r-l), (c-l)

Cramer’s V is computed by taking the square root ofphi squared divided by the lesser

ofthe two numbers (r-l or c-l). Phi (o) = .1835 and Cramer’s V = .1297. Therefore,

the null hypothesis (Ho) cannot be rejected because the relationship ofthe observed to

the expected frequencies is weak. Consequently, there is no significant difference in the

type ofkinship cluster present in any particular township in the county and therefore

type ofkinship cluster does not affect the settlement pattern seen in this research. What

this allows one to conclude about kinship clusters and the settlement pattern offiontier

Calhoun County is the type ofkinship cluster did not have an effect on settlement and

all kinship clusters, no matter what type or in what part ofthe county, acted in a similar

Eshion on the settlement pattern in this frontier community.

Land Purchase Data: Kinship Purchases versus Non-Kinship Purchases

Examining the land purchase data from the maps produced in Chapter V, it is

possible to quantify the amount of land purchased by kinship clusters versus land

purchased by actual settlers, not kinship clusters or speculators, in specific years during
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the pioneer settlement period. By graphing parcels of land purchased by kinship

clusters against total land sales to actual settlers, for each specific year, it is possible to

determine what proportion oftotal land purclmses were acquired by kinship clusters.

Demonstrating the purchases of land graphically in Figure 6.1, it is possible to see that

kinship cluster purchases made up a higher percentage oftotal land purchases in the

early years of settlement than they did in the later pioneer period. This was

accomplished by quantifying all land purchases from the data used in Chapter V to

produce the maps in ArchView 3.2 GIS®. It was possible to calculate each year’s land

purchases, both by kinship clusters and total land purchases for the year in question.

Whenever land was purchased, the date ofpurchase was entered into the program,

which then quantified the total land sales for the county by year for both groups. In the

first few years ofsettlement, 1831 to 1834, the quantity of land purchased by kinship

clusters incorporated a much greater percentage ofthe total land purchases than it did in

later years ofthe settlement period, 1835-1840, as seen in Table 6.2.

Table 6.2: Land Purchase Data by Year - Calhoun County

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

  

Year # Kinship Parcels Total # Parcels Percentage

1831 110 252 43.7%

1832 126 207 60.9%

1833 104 233 44.6%

1834 143 320 44.7%

1835 188 494 38%

1836 239 739 32.3%

W37 121 253 47.8%

TEES 125 556 22.5%

339 97 495 19.6%

E840 145 994 14.6%     
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The exception to this is in 1837, when the total land purchases in the county dropped

significantly and purchases by kinship clusters, again, made up a greater proportion of

total sales, as it had in the earlier years of settlement. By the end ofthe pioneer period,

land sales to pioneers who were not associated with a kinship cluster were more than

five times higher than land sales to kinship clusters.

Figure 6.1: Land Purchase Data — Calhoun County
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Kinship Population versus Total Population

The total population ofCalhoun County in 1840 was 10,576 people (Federal Census

1840). Ofthis total population, a minimum of 1,967 people, were associated with

kinship clusters in the county (See Tables 1-5, Chapter V). This constituted a

substantial percentage (18.6%) ofthe total population. It has been stated previously that
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settlements required a certain minimum number ofindividuals to survive and prosper

(Green 1977:51). What this implies is that since kinship clusters were often the initial

settlers to an area, the number ofpeople in the chrster was important for continuation of

the settlement. Unfortunately, it is impossible to get an accurate population count in the

county before the 1840 census. Ideally, it would be informative to know the

proportions ofkinship cluster population to total population in the earliest years, but

that data is not available for study. Information that is available by 1840, however,

would therefore imply kinship should be considered an important Ector in settlement.

Settlement Patterns on the Frontier

The premise ofthis research endeavor has been that kinship was a major Ector in

the settlement process ofthe fi'ontier ofCalhoun County. Kinship clustering and the

consequent settlement ofother pioneers around these kinship clusters has been the

rmjor emphasis ofthis dissertation. In order to examine this effect it is important to

look at the settlement pattern from the beginning ofsettlement and see ifkinship did

have an effect on the settlement pattern ofCalhoun County. It is necessary to pinpoint

settlement precisely so that an analysis can be performed on the data. The settlement of

the county will be examined as point data from the maps in Chapter V.

Analysis ofthe spatial distribution ofpoint data on rrraps can be accomplished by

perforrrring a technique known as nearest neighbor analysis. Nearest neighbor analysis

was originally formulated by plant ecologists to evaluate the randomness ofplant

species in the environment (Earickson and Harlin 1994:249). According to Whallon

(1974), “one ofthe great advantages ofnearest neighbor analysis is that it is entirely

flee from such problems ofgrid size, shape, and orientation. Proceeding directly fiom
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the exact location ofeach item in relation to the exact location of every other item, it

can detect and handle clusters ofany size or shape...” (Whallon 1974:17). One

problem, however, that has been noted by Whallon and others is the effect ofartificial

boundaries that are created in an excavation unit. It is possrhle that the artificial

boundary created by the excavation unit may not incorporate all items in the

calculations that may be included in the site. This bias may affect the nearest neighbor

statistic that is calculated if items near the border ofthe unit are included in the

statistical analysis. Whallon argues “ifthe boundaries ofthe excavation are made to

correspond well to the limits ofthe site, the existence ofthe site itselfas a spatial

phenomenon will play no role in the nearest neighbor statistic” (Whallon 1974:22).

Since the township units used in calculating the nearest neighbor statistic in this

research include all the area under investigation, this “boundary effect” has no basis for

concern in this particular circumstance.

In order to use this statistical tool it is necessary to measure the distance between

points on a map and determine the mean observed distance [r(o)] and compare them to a

mean expected distance [r(e)] in a random spatial distribution. A ratio (R) equals r(o)

divided by r(e).

Nearest Neighbor Analysis Equation (R) = r(o)/r(e).

This analysis results in a distinct value ofnumbers that range fiom zero (0) for

completely clustered (aggregated) points to a value of2.1491 for points which are

completely regular in a hexagonal lattice, where all points are equidistant from all other

points in the analysis. A value ofone (1) falls in between the upper and lower limits of

this range and is the ideal number for a random pattern. The range ofthese numbers
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allows the investigator to determine whether points on a map are tending toward

clustering, random or a regular arrangement. The closer the computed value is to zero,

the more clustered the point data. As the values for nearest neighbor increase above one

this indicates a more regular pattern (Whallon 1974:18-19).

Nearest neighbor analysis ofthe data fi'om Calhoun County was accomplished using

the nraps fi'om Chapter V indicating on the nraps where the pioneer settlers were located

in the county at a specific point in time. This data was formulated using the purchase

dates ofthe land by the pioneers, whether a kinship cluster or not. Just like the maps in

Chapter V, the kinship cluster purchases, indicated by colored forty-acre parcels and the

non-kinship cluster purchases are indicated by open forty-acre plot squares. Points

were placed on the maps at the center ofthe land purchased by the individual person or

kinship cluster. In a few instances, it will be noted when examining the rmps that there

are some points that do not correspond to forty-acre plots. The points were

approximated by the corrrputer software program when the individual owned more than

one plot of land and the parcels were not contiguous. While this may have introduced

some error in the calculations, there are very few points ofthis nature in the entire

county. The nearest neighbor statistical analysis was then performed by the software

program in ArcView 3.2®, a geographic information system (GIS)(ArchView GIS

1996).

Each ofthe five aggregated townships was examined for indications ofclustering,

randomness or point patterns that tended toward regularity. The years of settlement

were not individualized, but condensed into the same three-year segments that were

used for the maps fi'om the previous chapter (Chapter V). Each aggregated township
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will be discussed individually, the point data examined and conclusions drawn as to the

presence or absence ofclustering in the township.

Figure 6.2: Athens T. 1831 to1834
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Figure 6.3: Athens T. 1831 to 1837
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Figure 6.4: Athens T. 1831 to 1840

 

  

 

     
  

   

      
Legend

0 Point om to 1834 N15...cm Division N

. Point Data 1m to 1337 M., a.

Cl H‘sto‘luo W E

Familymto 1840

- - D

188



Athens Township Nearest Neighbor Statistical Analysis

Applying nearest neighbor armlysis to the data from Figures 6.2 to 6.4 it is possible

to determine ifkinship did have an effect on the settlement pattern ofAthens Township

in the frontier period fiom 1831 to 1840. The null hypothesis (Ho) for this analysis

would be that:

Ho: Kinship did not play a role in the settlement pattern and therefore settlement should

be random in the township examined.

Using Arcview 3.2® to perform the analysis for the period 1831 to 1834, where N

(number of settlers) = 21 for the township ofAthens, the calculated R-value (nearest

neighbor statistic) = .606775. This is significantly below one (1) and therefore the null

hypothesis must be rejected because a tendency for clustering does exist during this

time period for this particular analysis. For the period 1835 to 1837, where N = 69 for

the township ofAthens, and R = .884646, indicates a random distribution ofsettlement

for the township because the R-value is tending toward one. Finally, 1838 to 1840,

where N = 93 and R = 1.03648 this also indicates a random distribution ofsettlement.

The null hypothesis must be accepted for both the middle period and later period of

settlement ofAthens Township.

A separate analysis was performed using the data from Athens Township with the

land purchases separated by whether kinship clusters or non-kinship settlers purchased

the land. For the first period, 1831 to 1834, there were a total of21 settlers (N) to the

township. Ofthese, eleven were non-kinship settlers and ten were kinship clusters. The

R-value for the kinship cluster group with N often (10) was .399379. This indicates a

significantly clustered settlement pattern for this period oftime. The R—value for the
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non-kin settlers, (N = 11), was .698559. This is less clustered than the original R-value

calculated for the total population at this time period, and is significantly less clustered

than the kinship clusters for this period. Even though this is a hypothetical examination

ofwhat occurred during this part ofthe settlement phase, and does not reflect the true

settlement events, this still indicates that kinship clusters were instrumental in forming

the settlement pattern for this particular time period in Athens Township.

For the period 1835 to 1837, the number ofkinship clusters (N) was 27 and the

number ofnon-kin settlers was 42 for a total (N) of69. The R-value for kinship clusters

was calculated at .807216 and for non-kinship settlers at .865367. Both these numbers

are within the range ofrandom distribution and both are less than the original calculated

R-value of .884646. This would indicate that kinship clustering was already being

overwhelmed by the influx ofpioneer non-kin settlers.

During the final period, 1838 to 1840, the number ofkinship clusters in Athens

Township was very small (N) = 9 and the number ofpioneer non-kin settlers was

ahnost ten times greater at 84. The R-values for this period reflect this overwhelming

ofthe effect ofkinship clusters with .951937 and 1.04453 respectively reported for the

two groups. The R-value for the non-kin settlers is almost identical to the original

calculated R-value (1.03648) for this township and this time period.

The data for Athens Township during the fi'ontier period, therefore, supports the

conclusion that kinship did play a role in the settlement pattern seen in the first part of

settlement ofthe township. Visualization for such a conclusion may be supported by

examining Figure 6.2 and noting the significant number ofkinship clusters that existed

in the township during that period. During the later two periods, see Figure 6.3 and 6.4,

190



settlement was more random for this particular township resulting in a nearest neighbor

statistic that supports this conclusion.

Figure 6.5: Battle Creek T. 1831 to 1834
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Figure 6.6: Battle Creek T. 1831 to 1837
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Figure 6.7: Battle Creek T. 1831 to 1840
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Battle Creek Township Nearest Neighbor Statistical Analysis

Application ofthe nearest neighbor analysis from ArcView 3.2® for Battle Creek

Township for the same three time periods resulted in similar results. The null

hypothesis for this township is the same as for the previous examination The null

hypothesis implies that settlement is random and that kinship does not have an effect on

the settlement pattern for the township in question. For Battle Creek Township for the

earliest period, 1831 to 1834, N (settler numbers) = 43 and R (the nearest neighbor

statistic) = .713972. A tendency for clustering does exist during this time period,

therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected and the position that kinship clustering affects

the settlement pattern is accepted. For the second time period, 1835 to 1837, N = 93

and R = .972336, this supports the null hypothesis with a random distribution. Finally,

for 1838 to 1840, N =136 and R = 1.10159. This is greater than one (1) and therefore a

tendency toward a regular pattern exists and the null hypothesis is once again rejected.

Applying the same technique ofseparating the kinship clusters from the non-kinship

settlers and running nearest neighbor analysis for Battle Creek Township resulted in

some interesting variations to the earlier findings. For the initial phase ofsettlement,

1831 to 1834, (N) = 16 for kinship clusters and 27 for non-kinship settlers. This

township was much more heavily settled than Athens Township during the same period

oftime. The R-value for kinship clusters was calculated at .783888, only slightly

higher than the original calculation ofR for the township. The R-value for the non-

kinship settlers, however, was .692942, more clustered than either the kinship clusters

or the original calculation for the township. This might indicate that shear numbers

alone have an effect on the settlement pattern in the early period. Another possibility is
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that something other than kinship was responsible for the clustering that occurred in this

township for this time period. In an earlier discussion (Chapter II) other possible

causes for settlement patterning, besides kinship, were examined. This discussion

included environmental effects on settlement decisions by pioneer farmers. The

importance ofthe river systems and soil types was discussed extensively. When

examining Figure 6.5 it can be noted that there are two significant areas ofsettlement in

the township during the early phase. Almost all ofthe settlement occurred along the

Kalamazoo River and the large prairie south ofthe river surrounding Goguac Lake.

The other area ofsettlement for the township during this phase was in an area that

would later become Emmett Township. The settlements there were north ofthe

Kalamazoo River in a broad, open plain and “oak openings.” These environmental

factors were also likely to be responsible for much ofthe clustering ofsettlement during

this early phase ofthe pioneer period.

During the second settlement phase, 1835 to 1837, (N) was 28 and 65 for kinship

clusters and non-kin settlers and the R-values were .928373 and .957452 respectively.

The kinship clusters were more clustered than the non-kin settlers. Both ofthese R-

values are close to the calculation for the total population of .972336, and again indicate

a random pattern ofsettlement for the township for this period. This very diffuse

settlement pattern is obvious when examining Figure 6.6.

For the period 1838 to 1840, (N) equaled 18 for the kinship clusters and 118 for the

non-kin settlers. The R-values were .865513 and 1.04274 respectively. The kinship

clusters were more clustered than the non-kin settlers, but were still within the range of

a random pattern, most likely associated with the fact that settlement was becoming

195



quite dense by this period and settlement was tending toward a regular pattern as first

calculated for the combined population.

By examining Figures 6.5 to 6.7, it is possible to visualize the change in the

settlement pattern over time for this township. The statistical analysis supports the

conclusion that clustering exists early in the settlement period. Clustering in Battle

Creek Township during the early period apparently had to do with factors other than

kinship. A more random distribution is seen during the middle period with the influx of

settlers. Due to the significant population increase during the later period, (N) of 136, a

more regular pattern is beginning to develop. Battle Creek Township was heavily

populated by the end ofthe pioneer period and the limited number ofthe kinship

clusters Ind little effect on the general settlement pattern that was developing by this

period.
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Figure 6.8: Homer T. 1831 to 1834
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Figure 6.10: Homer T. 1831 to 1840
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Homer Township Nearest Neighbor Statistical Analysis

Homer Township was settled early and heavily during the pioneer period. Applying

the nearest neighbor statistical analysis program fiom ArcView 3.2® to the data fiom

Figures 6.8 to 6.10 the following conclusions can be reached. For the period 1831 to

1834, the number of settlers (N) = 66 and the R-value was equal to .837571. While this

R is the closest to one (1) that has been determined so far, it is still low enough because

ofthe total number of settlers to consider the overall settlement pattern clustered for the

earliest period. The null hypothesis, that a random pattern exists, is once again rejected

for the early period of settlement ofHomer Township.

For the middle period ofsettlement, 1835 to 1837, N = 79 and R = .952955. This

supports the null hypothesis, that settlement is random, and therefore the null hypothesis

cannot be rejected for this time period. The shear number ofsettlers that arrived in

Homer Township during this period would tend to push the R-value toward a random

distribution, since it was already getting close to that in the earliest period.

A continued significant influx ofpioneers during the later period, 1838 to 1840,

once again resulted in a significant increase in the density ofthe population for this

township. For this period, N = 168 and R = 1.10732, the null hypothesis is once again

rejected, the settlement pattern is showing a tendency toward a regular pattern.

Examining the distributions ofkinship clusters and non-kin settlers as separate

groups for Homer Township with nearest neighbor analysis resulted in R-values that

were very similar for the separate analyses and the original (combined) calculations for

the settlement patterns.
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For the initial settlement period, 1831 to 1834, with (N) of35 and 31 and R-values

of .900513 and .806305 respectively for kinship clusters and non-kin settlers, a reversal

ofthe results is found for this township. The kinship clusters are less clustered than the

non-kinship settlers. The two groups are similar in number and the combined R-value

that has already been discussed (.837571) is almost midway between these two

calculations. It is not possible to assign a specific cause for this particular result. One

explanation, that can be visualized in Figure 6.8, may be that the large group ofkinship

clusters that are in Eckford Township may have altered the calculation for this period

since there are very few settlers in this township that are not associated with a kinship

cluster, resulting in a more widespread settlement pattern for the kinship clusters.

Another possibility is once again the environmental factors that were mentioned in the

discussion ofBattle Creek Township’s settlement. There are two major rivers

associated with this group oftownships. There are also two village sites, Albion and

Homer, both ofwhich were early settlement sites, and contained mills (both saw and

grist) as early as 1833 (History ofCalhoun County 1877:111,121). Environmental or

social efl'ects, therefore, could possibly be a contributing cause ofthe discrepancy in

nearest neighbor statistic for the initial period of settlement ofthese townships.

For the second period, 1835 to 1837, with (N)’s of32 and 47 and R—values of

.938682 and .853964, respectively, for kinship clusters and non-kin settlers, the data for

both groups indicates increasing R-values and a tendency toward a random pattern.

This is a similar result to the combined R-value of .952955 for this township. What this

indicates is the heavy population influx into this township resulted in a random

distribution of settlement even as early as the middle period of settlement. The thirty-
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two kinship clusters that settled in Homer Township during this period were more

similar in number to the other townships, unlike the previous examination when the

kinship cluster numbers were much higher tlmn was present in the other townships for

the same time period.

During the final period, 1838 to 1840, kinship does not aflect the settlement pattern

to any significant degree. The statistical analysis ofthe two subsets ofkinship clusters

and non-kin settlers resulted in respective (N)’s of38 and 130 and R-values of .931562

and 1.09. The kinship cluster numbers are, once again, overwhelmed by the presence of

non-kin settlers to the township. The R-value for the kinship clusters in this period is

random in nature and equivalent to the R-value for the middle period with a similar

number ofkinship clusters for each time period. The R-value for the non-kin settlers is

almost identical to the aggregated R-value of 1.10732. These statistics are indicative of

a tendency toward a regular pattern for the township due to the very heavy settlement

that occurred in this township, the heaviest in the entire county for this period.

There were a significant number ofkinship clusters present in Homer Township

during the entire pioneer period. While the kinship cluster subset was not as clustered

as the non-kin settler subset for the initial settlement period, it is still possrble when

looking at the map (Figure 6.8) to visualize the effect that kinship had on the settlement

ofthis group oftownships. These clusters tended to act as a focal point for settlement

and the settlement pattern therefore remained clustered for the early period.
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Figure 6.12: Marengo T. 1831 to 1837
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Figure 6.13: Marengo T. 1831 to 1840
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Marengo Township Nearest Neighbor Statistical Analysis

Marengo Township was less settled than Homer during the same time period. The

two northern tier townships did not receive any settlement in the first years ofthe

pioneer period. When applying the ArcView 3.2® nearest neighbor statistical program

to the data fi'om this township it is necessary to realize that settlement was not

generalized throughout this township. The presence ofkinship clusters, however, was

still a significant factor in the settlement pattern because they were still the first settlers

in the township and all consequent settlement congregated around them. For the earliest

period of settlement, 1831 to 1834, N = 33 and the R-value was .600567. The null

hypothesis (Ho) that random settlement occurred is once more rejected for this time

period. There is a definite tendency towards clustering ofsettlement in these townships.

For the years 1835 to 1837, N = 47 and the R-value was .695895. This is also

within the range ofa clustered pattern of settlement. The null hypothesis is once again

rejected for this period. Settlement was not as heavy during this period in Marengo

Township as it was elsewhere in the county.

During the last period of settlement, 1838 to 1840, the township acquired a great

many settlers, N = 134 and R-value of .912037. This result indicates a random

distribution of settlement.

When examining the maps in Figures 6.11 to 6.13 it is possible to visualize the

spread of settlement in this group oftownships. The initial period saw settlement only

in the two lower townships. During the middle phase there was still only a few new

settlers to the township with the resultant continuation ofa clustered settlement pattern.
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It is only during the final phase with a significant increase in population that settlement

becomes random.

Evaluation ofthe two subsets, kinship clusters and non-kin settlers, with nearest

neighbor analysis confirms the tendency toward clustering, with the expected efi'ect of

kinship on the settlement pattern. For the initial settlement period, 1831 to 1834, with

(N) ofseven and 26 for the two subsets ofkinship clusters and non-kin settlers, and R-

values of .507914 and .603434, respectively, indicates a significant tendency toward

clustering. The R-value for the non-kin settlers is very similar to the combined R-value

of .600567. The kinship clusters for the same period are significantly more clustered

with an R-value of .507914, the expected result ifkinship were a factor in settlement.

During the next phase of settlement the pattern is still tending toward clustering, but

with R-values for the non-kin settlers significantly less clustered with an R-value of

.778549 and an R-value for the kinship clusters of .606903. Both groups are moving

toward a more random pattern, and the kinship clusters, as expected, are still

significantly more clustered than the non-kin settlers.

In the final phase of settlement, 1838 to 1840, settlement increased rapidly. Settler

numbers were much higher for this period than the previous two periods with (N)’s of

22 and 112 for kinship clusters and non-kin settlers. The kinship clusters had a marked

increase in settlement and increased clustering during this phase, with an R-value of

.470437, a very clustered result. The kinship clusters for this period tended to fill in

around already existent kinship groups. The non-kin settlers continued toward a

random pattern result ofR = .929647. This result is very similar to the R-value of

.912037 calculated for the total population for this period.
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Figure 6.14: Marshall T. ‘1831 to 1834
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Figure 6.15: Marshall T. 1831 to 1837
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Marshall Township Nearest Neighbor Statistical Analysis

Marshall Township was the first actual area to be settled in Calhoun County. It is

with this in mind that examination ofthe settlement pattern for the four townships

involved in the group was undertaken. The outlying townships ofConvis and Tekonsha

were slower to develop than the more centrally located townships ofMarshall and

Fredonia. In undertaking the nearest neighbor analysis for this township during the first

period, 1831 to 1834, N = 37 and R = .637712. Rejection ofthe null hypothesis, the

random distribution of settlement, is once again the case for the early pioneer period.

Numerous kinship clusters were the first to settle in Marshall Township and other

incoming settlers purchased land around these original land purchasers.

For the years 1835 to 1837, settlement increased with N = 74 and R = .936439. The

null hypothesis is accepted for this period with a random distribution ofsettlement in

these four townships. It is during this phase that initial settlement was accomplished in

the outlying townships ofConvis and Tekonsha.

During the final phase of settlement, 1838 to 1840, there was a large influx of

pioneers, and the outlying townships ofConvis and Tekonsha were more heavily settled

with N = 110 and R = 1.00278. Acceptance ofthe null hypothesis is once again

appropriate due to the random settlement distribution.

When the subsets ofkinship clusters and non-kin settlers are examined for this

township for the initial settlement period, a distinct clustering is noted for both the

kinship clusters and the non-kin settlers. The kinship clusters are more clustered with

an R-value of .584267, than the non-kin settlers with an R-value of .693989. This is the
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result that is expected when settlement is associated with kinship clusters acting as a

focal point.

During the second phase ofthe pioneer period, 1835 to 1837, there is an expansion

in the settlement distribution with N = 22 for kinship clusters and N = 52 for non-kin

settlers. The R-values for the nearest neighbor statistic are .565743 and .971116

respectively for the two groups. The kinship chrsters remained clustered, while the non-

kin settlers tended toward a random distribution ofsettlement. This is what has been

expected with the increasing population during this portion ofthe pioneer period.

For the final pioneer period, 1838 to 1840, settlement became more widespread

throughout the four townships. The R-values were calculated on (N)’s of 15 and 95, for

kinship clusters and non-kin settlers, respectively, for the four townships. The kinship

clusters now show a distinctly random pattern with an R-value of .986263. The non-kin

settlers outnumbered the kinship clusters greater than five to one also show a random

pattern to their settlement distribution with an R-value of 1.00089. This is the expected

result for the later pioneer period due to the overwhelming efi‘ect ofthe non-kin settlers

on the settlement pattern.

Figures 6.14 to 6.16 exhibit a similar progression as was seen in the earlier

examinations for clustering. The earliest settlement was clustered with kinship clusters

providing a focal point for the beginnings ofcommunity. This is evident by the nearest

neighbor statistic result of .637712, a distinctly clustered pattern As more pioneers

moved into the area, and kinship played a lesser role, the need for close neighbors was

taken up by non-kin pioneers. As this occurred the settlement pattern became less

clustered and the nearest neighbor statistic reflects this with a value that is within the
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random range at .952995. Kinships role was significant during the early phase, as it had

been in the other townships, but as the population increased, kinships role decreased.

Conclusion

In the preceding analysis ofthe data on kinship clusters several questions were

posed and examined using difi‘erent analytical techniques. These questions included: 1)

what was the distribution ofkinship clusters in the county and did this distribution

affect the settlement pattern 2) What proportion ofthe land sales were to kinship

clusters and ifthis could help explain the effects on the settlement patterns 3) Was there

a significant population associated with kinship clusters in the pioneer period 4) How

clustered was settlement in the pioneer period and did kinship clusters have an effect on

the settlement pattern.

Examination ofthe effect ofkinship on the settlement processes associated with the

fiontier ofCalhoun County in the early nineteenth century has led to the conclusion that

kinship played a significant role in the early development ofthe county. Different types

ofkinship clusters were distributed throughout the county and acted as rudimentary

social centralization areas. It was determined using chi-square analysis that the type of

kinship cluster did not matter; it was the presence ofa group of individuals that was the

important point for consideration. Statistically the kinship cluster types were distributed

in an equivalent manner throughout the townships and therefore the type ofkinship

cluster did not have an effect on the settlement pattern.

Kinship numbers were important because these clusters ofpeople constituted a

substantial percentage ofthe total population, especially in the earliest years. It has
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been determined that a minimum number ofpeople was essential for settlement to

continue and prosper on the fi‘ontier. These kinship clusters provided that demographic.

The kinship clusters accounted for more than forty percent (40%) ofthe total land

purchases in the first four years of land availability for Calhoun County. During the

second phase of settlement the kinship clusters still accounted for more than thirty

percent (30%) ofthe total land purchases. It is only in the final settlement period, 1838

to 1840, with the large influx ofpioneers to the county, that kinship played an

insignificant role in settlement.

It has been determined that almost all ofthe townships were first settled by one or

more kinship clusters. In those few townships where the kinship clusters were not the

first pioneers, they were almost always among the first. The conclusion, therefore, is

that kinship clusters provided a focal point for settlement to begin, progress and

prosper.

Figure 6.17: R-Values (aggregated) for all Townships
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Statistically, (see Figure 6.17, p.214) nearest neighbor analysis ofthe five

township’s settlement patterns indicates that clustering was significant to the early

development ofCalhoun County.

During the first years, 1831 to 1834, the nearest neighbor statistics show a

significant clustering effect occurred in all the townships. The two townships with the

lowest population (Athens and Marengo) were more clustered than the townships that

received a larger influx ofpioneers (Battle Creek and Homer). As the population

increased, the effect ofkinship became less ofa factor to the development ofthe

settlement pattern for the individual townships and the county.

When examining the two subsets, kinship clusters and non-kin settlers, using nearest

neighbor analysis, (see Figure 6.18) during the initial settlement period, 1831 to 1834, it

becomes clear that population density and the presence ofkinship clusters did play a

role in the settlement pattern for the county. The townships with the lowest population,

Athens, Marengo and Marshall, were significantly more clustered than the other two

townships ofHomer and Battle Creek, the most populous. It is in these areas with the

lowest population that kinship clusters appear to have their greatest effect.

Factors, other than kinship, may have afl‘ected the settlement pattern in the initial

phase and consequently the clustering phenomenon in two ofthe townships. R-values

were lower for non-kin settlers over kinship clusters for Battle Creek and Homer

Townships. It was posited that environmental factors such as the presence ofmajor

rivers or large prairies could have attracted a large number of settlers to a relatively

restricted area resulting in a clustered settlement pattern. Cultural factors such as the

presence ofvillages, Battle Creek, Homer and Albion, with their resultant mill sites that
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were established during this initial phase, may have also been a factor in the non-kin

clustering phenomenon that was recognized in the two townships during this early

period of settlement.

For the middle phase of settlement, 1835 to 1837, it was determined through nearest

neighbor analysis in general (see Figure 6.17, p.214) that kinship was not a significant

enough factor to continue to maintain the settlement pattern in a clustered configuration.

A tendency toward a random distrlbution of settlement was seen during this phase. The

only township where this was not the case was Marengo. It continued to maintain a

clustered settlement pattern, most likely because the two upper townships were not

settled at all during the first phase of settlement, so that during the second phase this

particular township was more like the other townships were in their initial phase of

settlement.

When examining the subsets ofkinship clusters and non-kin settlers for the middle

period, (see Figure 6.18, p. 217), it becomes apparent that areas with slower settlement

and lower population, such as Marengo and Marshall Townships, still show significant

clustering for this period. Both ofthese townships contained areas that were slow to

develop resulting in a more clustered pattern for the middle period of settlement. What

is seen for the other three townships is a tendency toward a random distribution. This is

what was expected when kinship becomes less ofa factor as population increased.

By the end ofthe fi'ontier period in Calhoun County, all ofthe townships were so

heavily settled that kinship should not be considered a significant factor affecting the

settlement pattern. The only area that this does not hold true for was Marengo

Township. Part ofthis township, the township ofLee, was so sparsely settled even as
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late as 1840 that few people lived there and clustering was still a significant finding.

The population was dense enough in the rest ofthe county by this time that the security

and social interactions that kinship clusters provided, in the early period to the frontier,

were no longer necessary.

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

Frontier Calhoun County: An Overview and Conclusion

Analysis ofthe settlement patterns ofan agricultural fiontier such as Calhoun

County, Michigan, is a complex and multidimensional problem. Investigating the

settlement patterns is important for understanding adaptation on agricultural frontiers in

general and Calhoun County specifically. Most agrarian settlement is thought to be

involved with processes that were permanent and nuclear family based, with subsequent

development and spread over time (Lewis 1987:6; Jordan and Kaups l989:3,123).

Therefore, factors that affected settlement decisions should have consequences beyond

the immediate settlement period. This analysis focused on one often overlooked factor

in frontier settlement decisions, kinship, and results in a general model ofsettlement

evolution in this context.

The frontier ofCalhoun County, Michigan, was part ofthe Old Northwest Territory.

Jerome Steffen believed this was the only insular frontier in American historical

development. Furthermore, the relative social and economic isolation ofthis region

resulted in agricultural development that was briefly self-suflicient and based on family

need (Steffen 1977:xii, xviii). Frontier studies have been based on diverse interests and

focused on the different views ofvarious researchers as to what actually comprises a

fiontier.

Kenneth E. Lewis examined the fiontier ofMichigan and noted the importance of

agricultural production with its resultant ties to the world economy. As agriculture

developed the increased demand for products outside ofthe frontier resulted in

increased prices for those products that encouraged transport ofthem to outside
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markets. Detroit developed as the entrepot for fiontier Michigan with a network of

roads extending into the interior in a dendritic fashion. These roads enabled both

people and agricultural products to make their way back and forth across the peninsula.

By the 18403 this network had developed to such a degree that this marked the closing

ofthe fiontier ofMichigan (Lewis 20028).

For other modern theorists, the frontier is a contact zone between cultures that

results in a new syncretized culture developing in the culture contact zone. The fiontier

ofsouthwest Michigan was a new habitat as well as a social process. The pioneers that

settled in this region were looking for land that would be more productive than the areas

they had left in the east. In addition, the processes involved in society building led to

formation ofa new culture, similar, but not the same as what was left behind.

Southwest Michigan was an agricultural fi'ontier contact zone where intrusive

agricultural colonizers met an extant Native American agricultural society. This contact

led to specific cultural changes in the intrusive agricultural society. Diverse flexible

agricultural systems allowed frontier Ermers to be self-sufficient for the first few years

of settlement. This included the multi-crop and animal complex seen on other fi'ontiers.

Family labor was essential for success in this environment because agriculture on the

fiontier was labor intensive and extensive in nature. The role ofEmily and kinship in

this environment cannot be overemphasized.

Kinship’s role in society, in general, is one ofsocial organization (Pasternak

1976:82). Kinship acts to group people into efiective, cooperative units to accomplish

tasks that cannot be accomplished by a single person or Emily. In European and Euro-

American society kinship distinguishes between family and relatives. Family refers
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almost exclusively to the nuclear Emily ofimmediate relatives, comprised ofparents

and siblings. Relatives are those people related to the referent by either blood

(consanguineal) or marriage (aflinal). The primary focus for kinship in western society

is best described as the nuclear Emily. Nuclear families were the primary settlement

group on the fi'ontier ofsouthwest Michigan. Like most agrarian settlement, the frontier

of southwest Michigan was considered a permanent settlement. This usually results in

Emily involvement with the settlement process. Most ofthe pioneers were also fi'om

areas in the cast that had already experienced nuclear Emily settlement resulting in

whole families moving west to Michigan. In many instances groups ofseparate

households settled together at the same time and/or in close proximity. Many ofthese

household groupings were also kin groups, consisting ofnuclear Emilies related to one

another by birth or marriage. These “kinship clusters” lent support to each other on the

frontier, providing the needed social dynamic to support the group during the initial

phase of settlement.

The premise ofthis research into fiontier settlement has been that kinship provided

the beginnings ofcommunity in an environment that was not accommodating to an

encroaching culture. Overarching integrative social organization was not present during

the early years ofsettlement in Calhoun County. Kinship may, in fact, have provided

one ofthe few organizational mohanisms present in the early fiontier settlement.

Recognition ofthe fact that spatially organized kinship clusters provided the needed

demographic, a significant population ofyoung early reproducing families, in close

proximity, for society to grow and prosper in this new environment is an important

outcome ofthis work.
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By providing the beginning organizational mechanism for settlement, kinship’s role

should be measured first at the settlement level. The “open country neighborhoods”

discussion ofRobert Mitchell placed significant emphasis on kinship’s role in the initial

organization ofthese settlements. Over time the kin based settlements examined in the

different townships ofCalhoun County expanded and became interconnected with other

settlements in the townships. This interconnectedness resulted in firrther ties, both

social and economic, with resultant expansion ofthe township. Kinship’s role is best

exemplified at the settlement level because once expansion occurred kinship became

less significant to the processes of frontier development. Kinship provided the essential

beginnings ofcommunity that enabled pioneer settlers to prosper on this frontier.

As mentioned at the outset, the environment, transportation Ecilitation, economic

factors associated with trade, presence/absence ofindigenous people and farming

technology all played a role in the settlement pattern that developed in this frontier

community. Initially agrarian frontier settlers judged the suitability ofthe environment

for agriculture by its tree cover. Later, by the time pioneer settlers arrived in Calhoun

County, areas such as “oak openings” and prairies became highly prized for agricultural

settlement. Certain areas in the research universe may have been more desirable than

other areas for agricultural development. This may indeed have affected the settlement

distribution and the pattern of settlements that developed. However, since the kinship

clusters were usually the first groups to arrive in an area they would have had their

choice ofany agriculturally habitable zones. There were areas in the county that

experienced heavier settlement fi'om the outset. These areas were usually associated
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with the major river basins as well as the area where the Territorial Road crossed the

county.

The frontier ofCalhoun County was an Open environment with accessibility to the

area governed by the presence ofrivers and Indian trails. The first road through the

county, the Territorial Road, was little more than a modified Indian trail for several

years. Pioneer settlers followed Indian trails and section lines that had been marked by

surveying parties when the county was surveyed in the 1820’s (History ofCalhoun

County 1877: 14,18). Native American presence was relatively low in this area when

settlement began and with the Indian Removal Acts in the late 1830’s Native Americans

had minimal impact on settlement decisions. The other factors mentioned also played a

role in settlement decisions and should be considered for further investigation into

settlement patterning.

It was proposed that kinship contributed to the formation ofareas of social

centralization on the frontier ofCalhoun County. Some ofthese social centralization

areas were described as churches, schools, or cemeteries. Other material culture entities

recognizable on the landscape, and that had economic significance associated with

them, were stores, mills, or taverns. All ofthese material culture entities should be

associated with the development ofsocial and economic centers on the frontier,

described by Mitchell and Hofstra as “open country neighborhoods” (Mitchell and

Hofstra 1993:124). Alternatively, this research reveals that in actuality kinship acted as

the most effective social organizational factor on the fiontier before these aspects of

social centralization emerged.
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When examining the history ofCalhoun County for the earliest period of settlement,

1831 to 1834, it was found that very few edifices ofsocial centralization, i.e. churches,

schools, etc. had been developed. The presence of mills, both sawmills and gristmills,

were some ofthe few aggregrative locations extant in the early period. First a sawmill

and then a gristmill were constructed by George Ketchum in Marshall in 1831 and

1832, respectively (History ofCalhoun County 1877:52). Milton Barney constructed a

sawmill and a gristmill in 1833 in Homer (History ofCalhoun County 1877:121).

Other than these four facilities no other mills existed in the county at that early date.

Each ofthe major villages, Marshall, Albion and Homer, had a store or tavern in the

earliest days of settlement (History ofCalhoun County 1877:15,105,121). Church

services were usually associated with a residence for the first few years of settlement

because the few ministers present were regionally itinerant. Schools were also an early

development for the county, although actual school buildings were erected in Marshall,

Marengo and Emmett Townships only prior to 1835 (History ofCalhoun County

1877:25,127,181). Cemeteries were very scarce in the earliest settlements, and must be

considered a result of social centralization, rather than a cause.

A further important consideration to an understanding of frontier settlement

dynamics relates to the time governmental organization was formalized. Marshall and

Homer Townships held their first township meetings during the initial pioneer period in

1833 and 1834, respectively (History ofCalhoun County l877:70,122). The other

townships did not actually have formal and more centralized governmental organization

until later in the pioneer period.
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Mills, taverns, churches, and schools acted as organizational Ectors for this frontier

society. These material culture entities were, however, few and far between in the

earliest years of settlement. Present in the early days, however, were the underlying kin

relationships and spatially organized kinship clusters.

Kinship is associated with Emilies and families are involved in development of

domestic (rural Ermsteads) sites on the fiontier. These domestic sites should not be

evaluated archaeologically without integrating them into the larger socio—economic

milieu ofthe settlement. Mitchell and Hofstra’s “open country neighborhoods”

included domestic habitations as well as social and economic material culture features

such as churches, schools, mill sites, taverns, and country or village stores. According

to Donald Hardesty, these material culture features must be included in any

archaeological examination ofdomestic sites because “ifdomestic sites are evaluated

outside oftheir social and economic contexts, their connections within local and

regional settlement systems might be overlooked and their research value diminished”

(Hardesty 2000:119).

Thus, kinship and its association with domestic life affected the material

development ofthe settlement and consequently the settlement patterns that evolved

over time. The material manifestations ofkinship should be evaluated with respect to

its role in settlement decisions based on Emily association and the need for a cohesive

unit to be able to establish itself in the hostile environment ofthe fiontier.

Archaeological evaluation ofdomestic sites that were associated with kinship

clusters, confirmed through historical documentation, might lead to identifiable material

culture patterns associated specifically with the presence ofkinship clusters at these

224



sites. This could result in important models for domestic settlement associated with

kinship clustering. .

From this discussion a model ofsettlement patterning for southwest Michigan has

been hypothesized that incorporated the previous discussion and generated the

following questions.

1. If southwest Michigan was an insular agricultural frontier, then settlement

patterns seen on this frontier should follow a similar development cycle as seen

 

on other agricultural frontiers.

2. Ifnuclear Emily farms in the form ofkinship clusters were the initial settlers to

this area, then one should see evidence ofan extensive kin based “clustering

phenomenon” in southwest Michigan.

3. Ifthe southwest Michigan frontier developed a settlement pattern associated

with kinship clusters in a “clustering phenomenon,” then this pattern should be

visible archaeologically as areas of social interaction. They should manifest

themselves in such material culture activity areas as stores, mills, schools,

churches and cemeteries.

4. If Calhoun County, during the frontier period of settlement, shows evidence of

the clustering phenomenon, as seen on other fiontier settlements, then this

kinship clustering phenomenon may be deemed a prevalent source ofsettlement

on fi'ontiers in general and southwest Michigan in particular.

Agricultural fiontiers have been hypothesized to follow a developmental cycle that

was proposed by John C. Hudson. The theoretical settlement pattern associated with an

agricultural fi'ontier, according to Hudson’s model, should be comprised ofthree
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separate phases: colonization — initial settlement, spread — over time the settlements

grow and spread out fiom the initial contact points, and competition -— when the

population reaches a level where land availability becomes constrained. Hudson’s

model examined settlement on a theoretically featureless or isotropic plane. The spatial

patterns that developed from these settlement phases can be examined using statistical

analysis techniques. What is seen in actuality differs from the model in some respects,

but generally follows the progression that Hudson theorized. For Calhoun County, a

fi'ontier that was comprised ofa multitude ofenvironmental variables, settlement did

follow this three-stage progression. The colonization phase, referred to in this research

as the initial phase, was associated with the presence ofmultiple kinship clusters and

other early settlers. The earliest settlers spread out over Calhoun County, attracted to

specific environments, the kinship clusters providing a significant proportion ofthe total

population in this earliest phase. This was tested using census data that indicated that

kinship clusters made up nearly twenty percent ofthe total population during the

pioneer phase. The land purchase data was even more impressive indicating that for the

initial period, 1831 to 1834, kinship clusters were responsrble for approximately forty-

five percent ofthe land purchases during those four years.

During the middle phase of frontier development, Hudson’s spread phase, settlement

did indeed spread and become more generalized in the county. The effect ofkinship on

this phase of settlement was not as dramatic. Land purchases by non-kin pioneers

comprised a much larger percentage ofthe total land acquired fiom the government

during this period. Kinship cluster settlement did not keep pace with the growing

number of settlers that were not associated with a kinship cluster.
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By the final phase ofCalhoun County’s frontier period, competition for space was

evident when examining the maps ofChapter V. Many ofthe townships were heavily

populated by this period, leaving little land available for settlement. The only areas

where this was not the case, were those locations where less desirable agricultural lands

were present. Swamps and heavily forested land were never highly prized agricultural

commodities. Pioneering ofthese lands required specialized equipment and additional

labor that was not available during the fiontier phase.

It has already been shown that the kinship clusters were responsible for much ofthe

land purchases in the county during the initial period. It has also been shown, in the

kinship cluster tables in Chapter V, that kinship clusters contained significant numbers

of individuals. These two Ectors were examined using maps ofCalhoun County and

locating the point of settlement on these maps for both kinship clusters and non-kin

settlers. Using this point data and nearest neighbor analysis, a statistical testing

technique that determines whether points on a plane are clustered, random or regular, it

was ascertained that settlement was clustered in the earliest period, random or tending

toward random during the middle period and random with a tendency toward a regular

pattern during the final phase of settlement. As settlement progressed during the three

phases, kinship appeared to aflect the settlement pattern less. This was the expected

result ifkinship clusters had affected settlement during the pioneer period, because as

the population increased kinship cluster numbers were overwhelmed by the large influx

ofpioneer settlers.

The two groups, kinship clusters and non-kin settlers were then separately tested

using the same technique, in order to determine whether kinship clusters were more
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clustered than the non-kin settlers. In a majority ofthe townships in the study this was

the result. Statistically the kinship clusters were more clustered than the non-kin settlers

in the earliest phase of settlement, indicating that kinship acted as a focal point for

timber and firture settlement ofCalhoun County. As settlement progressed through the

middle phase, both the kinship groups and the non-kin settlers became less clustered

and tended toward a random distribution in the county. During the last phase, kinship

clusters were of little significance to the settlement distribution that was seen for the

county.

In two areas, Battle Creek and Honrer Townships, the nearest neighbor analysis

indicated that the non-kin settlers were more clustered in the early phase ofsettlement

than the kinship clusters. Several reasons for this deviation fi'om the expected results

were discussed. This deviation fi-om the expected clustering most likely reflects the

effect ofenvironmental variables on the statistical results. In Battle Creek Township

much ofthe earliest settlement was associated with a large plain, Goguac Prairie,

southwest ofthe Kalamazoo River, where many early settlers were not associated with a

kinship cluster. In fact, throughout this township, the kinship clusters were not the first

people to arrive. Consequently, the clustered settlement developed without significant

influence fiom kinship clusters. However, in the middle phase, settlement is once again

more clustered for the kinship groups than for non-kin settlers, even with the large

increase in settlement that occurred in this phase.

In Homer Township, 3 similar aberration fiom the expected result was found.

During the initial pioneer period when settlement, in general was clustered, the kinship

clusters were less clustered than the non-kin settlers. This discrepancy may have to do
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with the number ofkinship clusters in this township. There were more than twice as

many kinship clusters here as any other township resulting in the spreading out that was

seen in the initial phase.

For the other townships the kinship clusters were more clustered than the non-kin

settlers and supported the hypothesis that kinship was a social centralizing Ector during

the earliest period of settlement. As time progressed and more pioneers settled in the

county, the effect ofkinship on the settlement pattern was diluted and diminished.

The need for social interaction in this frontier environment has already been

discussed at some length. It was essential for the development ofthe fi'ontier society for

groups ofpeople to work together in an integrated Eshion to accomplish their goals and

establish an economically productive and temporally viable working society.

The role ofkinship as a principal element ofsocial organization early in the

development ofthis frontier society has also been examined in light of its spatial

distribution. In the absence ofsignificant political, economic or geographical structures

oforganization in this frontier society, kinship clusters may have been the only effective

form of social organization in existence that allowed for the mobilimtion ofpeople as

cooperative groups to solve the many common problems that existed on the fi'ontier.

How these kinship clusters then acted as a focal point for further social development has

also been discussed and explained. Thus, the “open country neighborhoods” of

Mitchell and Hofstra can be visualized as the “settlements” that developed fiom these

early kinship clusters throughout the county.

This dissertation has examined the settlement patterns ofthe historic fiontier period

ofone portion of southwest Michigan. The analysis results in a general evolutionary
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model with embedded testable propositions. This approach was based on a kinship

model ofsettlement associated with kinship clustering and how this “clustering

phenomenon” affected settlement decisions by these kinship clusters and the other

pioneers who followed them. The social organizational role ofkinship clusters and

their effects on settlement patterns in a frontier environment could be the basis for

further and more detailed investigation as a continuation ofthis research, as well as by

others interested in fi'ontiers elsewhere.

Archaeologists interested in settlement patterning in other localities and time

periods may be able to use this model to determine ifkinship played a significant role in

initial settlement in those localities or periods. The overarching importance ofkinship

in the initial settlement period is something that should be testable and identifiable in

general. This dissertation emphasized the importance ofEmily and kinship

relationships associated with agricultural settlement. Therefore, any agricultural

settlement that is long term and associated with nuclear family involvement should be

able to be examined using the same statistical techniques employed by this research to

determine the importance ofkinship and its effect on settlement patterns.

Comparing a suite ofdata sets, both archaeological and historical documentation, it

may be possible to confirm archaeological manifestations ofkinship clustering. This is

a proposed future endeavor for this research. Using archaeology and the particularistic

historical documentation employed by this dissertation in combination it may be

possible to develop hypotheses that could be tested, expanded and generalized to

settlement studies elsewhere.
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The results ofthis research on the effects ofkinship on settlement patterns results in

a general model which can have other applications, and may not necessarily be

considered specific to this region, environment or time period. Importantly, the model

provides testable implications for further research and testing. Future endeavors

involving this region generally and Calhoun County specifically may include a more

focused archaeological examination offiontier settlement for a portion ofthe study

area. Additionally, examination ofthe impact ofone or more ofthe several other

variables, and their interaction with kinship clusters, could be undertaken by firture

research. Integration and comparison ofthe results ofthis study with data fiom other

regions to understand settlement decisions and patterns over a larger area is also a firture

goal. Through comparative analysis ofregional fi'ontier settlement patterns it may be

possrhle to ascertain higher scale, more general, patterns and discover adaptive

solutions that are common to all agricultural fi'ontier communities.
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