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ABSTRACT

THIS ONCE SAVAGE HEART OF MINE:
RHETORICAL STRATEGIES OF SURVIVAL IN
EARLY NATIVE AMERICAN WRITING
By

Tammy J. Wahpeconiah

The focus of this dissertation is the recovery and study of early Native American
writing. I concentrate on the rhetorical strategies used by these early Native American
writers to create something wholly different from what was expected or desired by
Euroamerican society. Each writer responds to a specific moment in Indian/white
relations and each text enters the dialogue between colonizer and colonized.

For example, there are questions that surround the issue of Native Americans and
Christianity, questions dealing with issues of identity, cultural transformation, cultural
conflict and racism. Many have deemed native religious adaptability a “tragic
acculturation”; it is, however, an attempt to create a cultural system in which native
communities could survive and prosper. Writers such as Joseph Johnson, Hendrick
Aupaumut, Peter Jones, and William Apess have left us a written account of the struggle
of the individual, as well as his community, in their attempt to carve a place in changing

world.
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INTRODUCTION

The focus of this dissertation is the recovery and the study of early Native
American writings of the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, some of which are
relatively unknown. I have focused on the writings of Joseph Johnson, Hendrick
Aupaumut, Peter Jones, and William Apess. Although these early writers have received
some attention within the academic community, relatively few literary scholars have
attempted to frame this work within the American literary tradition. Furthermore, early
Native American studies focus less on the Indian writers and more on their Euroamerican
colonizers. In doing so, scholars, in true western tradition, place the Indian response (to
colonization, conversion, or cultural difference) seemingly below the response of their
European counterparts.

My response to the scholarship that exists is to focus on the rhetorical strategies
used by these early Native American writers to create something wholly different than
what was expected or desired by Euroamerican society. For example, each of these
writers creates the political subject using the rhetoric most available to him. Joseph
Johnson and Peter Jones use theological arguments. Aupaumut, the idea that the rhetoric
of justice is said to be available to all, yet Indians are placed outside that ideal. William
Apess uses the idea of the hero and Christianity to argue that the Indian is more
“American” and more “Christian” than white people. By doing so, each writer positions
himself in canny and subtle ways to determine his place in a changing society.

In addition, I must explain what this pfoject does not do. I do not attempt to
define what is “authentically” Native American and what is not. Scholars who have

attempted to do so have based their opinions on parameters that have no merit. I do not



reinforce the idea of racial differences between Native Americans and whites. I do not
argue that certain literary forms are tied to a culture, a people, or an ethnic group. What I
do attempt to do is show how each text responds to a specific moment in Indian/white
relations, how each text enters the dialogue between colonizer and colonized.

Scholars working in early Native American studies fall into roughly two
categories: literary essentialists and ethnohistorians. The literary essentialist attempts to
categorize these early writers into the “authentic Indian” and his/her polar opposite: the
“assimilated” or “acculturated” Indian. For example, Arnold Krupat attempts to define
these categories through the Native American autobiography which he separates into
“individually written (autobiographies by Indians)” and “compositely produced (Indian
autobiographies)” texts (133). According to Krupat, these writings create a dialogic self,
a self that exists only in relation to those around it. I would argue that no self exists in
isolation, that we all create ourselves in relation to others. What Krupat is driving at,
however, is that the Indian self exists only in relation to the dominant culture, “the textual
representation of a situated encounter between two persons . . . and two cultures” (133).
In other words, the dialogic self, for the Indian, is created biculturally.

He goes on to say these autobiographies illustrate a collective self that is a “result
of specific dialogical or collective sociocultural practices” (134). How does this differ
from any autobiographical self? No matter one’s cultural affiliation, the written self is
always created dialogically. Rather than acknowledging this obvious misstep in his
argument, Krupat moves to his thesis that Native American autobiographies work to
suppress the dialogic voice. Again, isn’t this true in all autobiographies? Doesn’t the

definition of autobiography loosely mean a story written by oneself about oneself?



What Krupat is attempting to do, along with others like him, is to locate the
“authentic” Indian within the text itself. Such work implies that something exists within
the text that allows us to recognize ethnicity and, as such, allows us to establish a
hierarchy in which we can categorize texts on some sort of sliding scale of authenticity.
The mindset of the literary essentialist works in such a way that it eliminates or discards
texts that do not meet the defined criteria.

Krupat’s move, to explain his “reading” of Native American autobiographies as
either dialogic or monologic, is an attempt to define his terms by way of Bakhtinian
theory and dialogical anthropology. In other words, the autobiography is a genre
standing in direct opposition to all that “Indianness” implies — tribal nature, the denial of
the individual, the affirmation of the communal. Thus, according to Krupat, and other

‘SIQ)

literary essentialists, there is no “I”” in Indian.

Yet what happens is Krupat attempting to justify his own position as a member of
the dominant culture constructing his own “analogical anthropology”: replacing the
Indian text with his “autobiographies by Indians” and “Indian autobiographies.” Krupat
does this in an attempt to deflect any criticism that sees his work as an act of imperialism.
He goes so far to say that “the use of appendixes and footnotes” does not affirm
imperialism or function in the service of domination” (139). Noting the footnotes on the
bottom of the page, one is forced to smile.

Krupat argues that Indian autobiographies (those written with others), although
literally dialogic, read as though monologic, and that single voice is the voice of the

dominant culture. He goes on to generalize that the “commitment to dialogue in

autobiographies by Indians is no more universally present in them than a commitment to



monologue is universally present in Indian autobiographies” (141). What he is saying, in
effect, is that he cannot argue, with any degree of certainty, that his artificial distinctions
can be maintained. In other words, both the monologic and the dialogic voice can be
found in Native American biography.

Krupat’s reading of Apess’s Son of the Forest lacks an even basic understanding
of the conversion narrative as genre and actually tends toward a dangerous essentialism.
He argues that Apess’s autobiography does not differ from earlier Puritan religious
writings, nor does it differ from the writings of Catherine Brown, who defines herself as
“a Christian Indian of the Cherokee nation” (145-147). Evidently, Krupat is unaware of
the specific tenets of Protestant religious writing. Krupat claims that he is unable to
locate “a Cherokee dimension” in Brown’s writing or “a Pequot dimension” in Apess
(147). Thus, Krupat believes the reader can locate in “authentic” Indian writing
something that defines that writer’s “Indianness.”

Furthermore, he claims there is no representation of the “secular, Anglo world” in
these texts. What he fails to understand is religious writings were not meant to represent
the secular world, only the religious conversion of the writer. In addition, he earlier
condemns the monologic voice of the dominant culture in Native American
autobiographies and then turns around and condemns Apess for his lack of that voice.

Consequently, the literary essentialist acts as the gatekeeper of Native American
studies, determining which texts are worthy of our consideration — because they represent
the “real” — and which texts should be ignored — because they represent an individual’s
failure to resist assimilation or acculturation. Such categorization reflects the dominant

society’s unwillingness to look unflinchingly at those moments that create the texts the



literary essentialist works so hard to ignore. Thus, according to Krupat, eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century Native American writings should be dismissed since they do not fit
his idea of authenticity. For Krupat, the “authentic” Indian is not Christian, the
“authentic” Indian does not even write, at least not in the nineteenth century.'

In many cases, the literary essentialist turns to works written about Indians, or to
works written by Indians but with significant input from whites. For example, Krupat
finds evidence of authenticity in Life of Black Hawk, written by J.B. Patterson, an Illinois
newspaper writer, from a translation by Antoine LeClair, government interpreter for the
Sauk and Fox. Krupat bases his finding on the opening of Black Hawk’s narrative, where
Black Hawk relates a prophesying dream. According to Krupat, relating this dream is
much more “Indian” than relating one’s childhood experiences, as, for example, does
William Apess.

Krupat, therefore, would argue for nativist side of things, claiming that in order to
be the “true” Indian, the “authentic,” one must commit acts in one’s writing not required
anywhere else. To locate the authentic Indian, we must subscribe to idea of the New Age
tree-hugging Indian, weeping at pollution and speaking monosyllabically. Any other
attempts, according to Krupat, bans us from the “Indian” table.

Yet another facet of early Native American scholarship is ethnohistory.
Ethnohistorians attempt to understand early Native American response through the eyes
of the colonizer. For example, George Tinker analyzes the impact of Christian
missionaries on Native American life in Missionary Conquest: The Gospel and Native

American Cultural Genocide. Tinker chooses to devote his scholarship, not to the Native

! Krupat does not find fault with Leslie Marmon Silko’s Storyteller. In it, he is able to locate
“Pueblo tradition” which signals, in his mind, its authenticity.
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American response, but to the missionaries themselves: John Eliot in New England,
Pierre-Jean de Smet in the Northwest, Junipero Serra in California, and Henry Benjamin
Whipple in the Midwest. In doing so, Tinker commits the same crime of which many
Native scholars are guilty: focusing on the colonizer in order to read the colonized.
According to Jace Weaver, readings such as Tinker’s destroy both Native agency and
subjectivity: “The missionaries are portrayed as the only actors in the story. Indians are
passive recipients, merely acted upon” (5). Grounding one’s readings, where the primary
text becomes the missionary, is reminiscent of those “armchair anthropologists” E.E.
Evans-Pritchard criticizes who claim knowledge of a primitive culture through their
readings of travel narratives. It becomes no more than an act of cultural relativism.
Several questions surround the issue of Native Americans and Christianity,

questions dealing with issues of identity, cultural transformation, cultural conflict, and
racism to name a few. The question of one being both Native American and Christian
has intrigued scholars in various fields of Native American studies®. James Treat writes
of the paradox surrounding the terms Native and Christian:

Conventional wisdom suggests that ‘native’ and ‘Christian’ are mutually

exclusive identities: a native who has become wholeheartedly Christian

has lost some measure of native authenticity; a Christian who is still fully
native has fallen short of Christian orthodoxy. (6)

In other words, consolidation of an ethnic identity, particularly a Native American ethnic

identity, with that of a religious identity is fraught with contradictions.

2 For example, see Amold Krupat, For Those Who Come After: A Study of Native American
Autobiography (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985). In his study of Indian autobiographies,
Krupat distinguishes autobiographies written by “christianized Indians” as inherently different from “Indian
autobiographies” (31). He argues that Indian autobiographies are a collaboration between whites and
Indians and therefore, works which do not have that collaboration cannot be defined as such. Thus, he
dismisses out of hand the works of numerous early Native American writers whose autobiographical
writings allow scholars an unprecedented look into the fundamental struggle to construct a viable identity
in a world now dominated by white Euroamericans.

6



To answer the question surrounding these “mutually exclusive identities, “we
must look at the historical moment in which European missionaries were attempting to
convert the Indians to Christianity. Besides the inculcation of Christian doctrine, the
missionaries were introducing Western “culture, values, and social and political
structures, not to say political hegemony and control” (Tinker 4). Therefore, scholars
argue that the process of Christian conversion consists of an acceptance of “Indian
inferiority and the idealization of white culture and religion” (Tinker 3). Arguments such
as these have led scholars to question the credibility of the Native American convert as
both a Native American and a Christian.>

Whether or not one agrees with Tinker’s conclusion (and I do not), it is true that
missionaries believed civilization went hand in hand with conversion. Native Americans
were considered savages who needed both literacy and morality in order to grasp the
implications of Christ’s teachings. Arguments ensued between denominations over
which should come first: civilization or conversion, but no matter the answer,
missionaries indoctrinated the Indians by way of the mission school and Indian “Praying
Towns.”

Questions surrounding the supposed contradiction between being both Native
American and Christian are thus rendered moot. It is not, as anthropologists have argued,
that native religious adaptability is a “tragic acculturation,” it is, rather, that those early

Native American converts were attempting to create a cultural system in which their

3 James Axtell, “Were Indian Conversions Bona Fide? in After Columbus: Essays in the
Ethnohistory of Colonial North America (New York: Oxford University Press, 1988), 100-121. See also
George E. Tinker, Missionary Conquest: The Gospel and Native American Cultural Genocide
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993). Tinker agrees with Axtell that most Indian conversions were genuine,
but believes that Axtell confuses sincerity with a thorough comprehension of Christian doctrine.
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communities could survive and even prosper (Treat 9). The world was changing.
Writers such as Joseph Johnson, William Apess, and Peter Jones have left us a written
account of the struggle of the individual, as well as his community, in their attempt to

carve a place in a changing world.

Bernd Peyer argues that converted Indians, both missionary and writer,
“developed a relatively homogenous survival strategy, an Indian theology of liberation”
as an adaptation to and survival in the colonial situation. Peyer’s thesis seems rather
simple: as though one could read the abovementioned writers and discover one inherent
quality that connects them all, a quality that is more than Indian identification. Although
I do believe that each writer presents a “survival strategy,” to use Peyer’s phrase, I do not
find a connective thread that I can point to, other than what I have mentioned above — the
struggle of the individual and community to situate themselves in this colonial world -
that I can define as a “theology of liberation.”

Joseph Johnson, one of Eleazar Wheelock’s prize pupils and most prolific writers,
is an outstanding example of the Indian convert who not only accepts Christianity, but
refashions it in such a way that it is no longer his teacher’s Christianity, but something
more. This fact alone sets Johnson apart from William Apess and Peter Jones in his
attempts to come to terms with the tenants of Calvinism. Johnson’s theological struggle
differs, then, from the struggles of Apess and Jones. In one example, we see Johnson as a
young man struggling to achieve God’s grace and sanctification, something one cannot

procure in Calvinist theology:

I am yet in the Gall of Bitternes* and in the bond of Iniquity. I hope that
God will yet Enable me to See the Pride of my heart, & the great Sin of
Unbelief and the Necessity I stand in of Christ Jesus. I believe that unless
God be pleased to Open my Eyes that I may See the wickedness of my

* Spelling in this quotation has not been corrected.
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heart I greatly fear I Shall never Obtain the One thing needfull. (Murray
65)

Johnson believes that although God has not yet opened his eyes, He still may. Then
Johnson will “Obtain the One thing needfull”: salvation. That Johnson is still seeking
salvation shows his belief in his own determination to achieve grace. In order to create a
specific place in this new world order, Johnson must step outside of Wheelock’s Calvinist
theology and refashion a theology that will allow him and other Indians to survive and
prosper in Christian America. As he struggles to determine his fate, Johnson’s
understanding of grace, regeneration, sanctification, and justification illustrates a subtle,
but important, difference.

In The Experiences of Five Christian Indians, William Apess acts as amanuensis
relating the conversion experience of himself, his wife, and three other Indian women.
However, his reasons behind this text are more than just narratives of conversion,
although they do serve that very purpose. Apess makes it a point in this and other
writings, that those who profess to be Christians behave in non-Christian ways to those
sons and daughters of the forest. For example, Apess includes Hannah Caleb’s enmity
toward Christianity and those who practice it: “They openly professed to love one
another, as Christians, and every people of all nations whom God hath made - and yet
they would backbite each other, and quarrel with one another, and would not so much as
eat and drink together, nor worship God together” (85). What Apess is doing, in effect, is
to show how Christians are less so than those they have deemed “savages.” Over and
again, Apess illustrates how he and these four women are better Christians than those
who colonized America in the name of Christ. We do not see such attempts in Johnson’s

writings.



Peter Jones, in many ways, strikes the middle ground between Johnson and
Apess. As an itinerant Methodist preacher, Jones’ss autobiographical narrative is a
journal of his drive to bring Christianity to various Indian nations. Jones does echo
Apess’s condemnation of white Christian behavior, but unlike Apess it does not color his
entire narrative. Jones, more so than Johnson or Apess, is strongly sectarian. In one
instance, he attempts to proselytize among members of the Mohawk nation who are
Christian but associated with the Church of England. He tells us: “I regret to state that
the gospel preached among them seemed to have little or no effect upon their moral
conduct. In this respect, they were no better than their pagan brethren” (6). Thus with
Jones we do not see the subtle refashionings of Joseph Johnson, nor the cynicism of
Apess.

Although it is tempting to see these writers as more “Indian” than “Christian,”
because to do so would silence those critics who label Christian Indians as “sellouts,”
these writings resist such an easy categorization. To say that one falls more on the Indian
side than the Christian assumes an existence of something completely “Christian” or
completely “Indian.” It assumes that there is a marked delineation between polar
opposites. These writers prove that to be Christian, to be Indian, or to be a Christian
Indian, is a fluid state resisting a positivist mentality that demands evidence of the
authentic or the genuine.

Jace Weaver, in an attempt to come to terms with two widely divergent views on
Christianity and Native Americans, uses two scholarly works in order to set the
parameters of an ongoing discussion: were Christian missionaries well-intentioned, as

George Tinker claims in Missionary Conquest: The Gospel and Native American
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Cultural Genocide, or did those missionaries carry with them the knowledge of genocide,
both cultural and specific, as Homer Noley claims in First White Frost: Native Americans
and United Methodism?

Unlike Tinker, Homer Noley focuses on the writings of those impacted by the
missionaries: Peter Jones, George Copway, John Sunday, and Harry Lang. Readings
such as these situate the Indian as the primary text —a reading that moves away from the
anthropological and into the realm of literary scholarship. Whether one wants to argue
for acculturation, assimilation, or resistance, it is here — in the writings of these
Christian Indians —where Native scholars should look.

No matter where one looks for answers, the questions scholars such as Weaver,
Tinker, Noley, and others attempt to answer is how does one come to terms with two
such disparate designations: that of Christian and Indian. “Natives are still taught that
‘Christian Indian’ is an oxymoron. For all too many, to become Christian still means to
cease being Indian,” says Weaver (6). Although the question continues to be a troubling
one, Weaver argues that Native scholars have approached it from a position situated
firmly in European intellectual discourse: biblical hermeneutics. Thus, Western
interpretations of biblical texts supported and enforced colonialism.

This hermeneutical understanding of the Bible, and consequently, Christianity,
has led to the Christian/Indian divide in Native communities, Weaver implies.
Furthermore, the “isms” through which we read and interpret texts reinforce the Native
American as subjected. Western discourse, Weaver asserts, fails to acknowledge a
Native worldview that is vastly different from its own. Thus, to use post-colonialism as a

tool for understanding Native American reality is to claim that colonialism is dead when,
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as Weaver states, such as assertion is patently false for two-thirds of the world (13).
Instead, a more significant approach would be internal colonialism which Weaver defines
as “a native population . . . swamped by a large mass of colonial settlers who, after
generations, no longer have a métropole to which to return” (13). In addition, post-
colonialism is closely aligned with postmodernism, a discourse that denies agency and
subjectivity. It is no coincidence, observes Weaver, that these two systems of thought
occurred “just as the peoples of the Two-Thirds World begin to find their voices and
assert their own agency and subjectivity . ..” (14).

If, at one end we have Tinker, who strongly believes missionaries “did not intend
any harm to Indian people,” and at the other end we have Noley, quoting both Cotton
Mather’s and Captain John Underhill’s response to the Pequot massacre of 1673 as “a
‘sweet sacrifice’ to God” and “Scripture declareth women and children must perish with
their parents” respectively, where can situate ourselves so as to move away from this
ever-present dichotomy of Native and Christian? (Tinker 15; Noley 25, 26). We must
usher in a true post-colonialism for Native Americans. To do so, Weaver contends, we
must cease teaching Western hermeneutics and theologies (15). Post-colonialism for
Native Americans must be such that no division exists in the community between the
Christian Indian and her/his traditionalist counterpart.

In order to create this post-colonialism, Weaver believes we need to consider the
relationship between Indians and the land. In a purely Delorian move, he propounds that
Indians are spatial rather than temporal, and that they view creation as ideal rather than
corrupted (Deloria 80-81). Finally, interpretation and understanding must come out of

the community, not the individual. Borrowing from Justo Gonzalez, Weaver labels this a
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communitist approach —a combination of community and activist —so as to create a
“post-colonial we-hermeneutic . . . [possessing] an active commitment to Native
community” (22).

Although an ideal approach, it not only falls back on Western discourse
—something Weaver seems determined to avoid —but fails to overturn the judgments
handed down to those already labeled “oxymoron”: the Joseph Johnsons, the Samson
Occoms, the Peter Joneses, the Charles Eastmans. However important and viable it is to
move beyond the dichotomy of “us” versus “them” in the Native American community, it
is equally as important to recover these early works without the negativism of Arnold
Krupat or the naiveté of George Tinker.

In a more useful approach, Hilary Wyss focuses on the idea of marginalia to
illustrate the writings of Native Americans in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.
Indians began their dialogue with their own community, as well as the Euroamerican
community, by writing in the margins of their Bibles. In so many ways, this symbolizes
not only their status within colonial society, but also their status in present-day academia.
Wyss attempts to eliminate this marginalization through the critical recovery of both
Native writers and Euroamericans writing about Natives. Wyss situates her project from
the mid-seventeenth century through 1829 — the year William Apess’s narrative, A Son
of the Forest, was published. She is concerned less with defining the authentically native
than with laying out those “cultural influences that define and are in turn redefined by
Christian Indians . . .” (5). Wyss terms these cultural convergences “transculturations”

and “reculturations.”
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Noting the argument surrounding the term “autobiography,” Wyss categorizes
these writings “auto-ethnography,” preferring to situate these writings in the writer’s
attempts to define various traditions rather than define him or herself. This definition,
according to Wyss, became an amalgamation of both Euroamerican and Native cultures.

Similarly to Weaver, Wyss examines the assumptions surrounding the terms
“Native” and “Christian.” For too long, scholars have either ignored or dismissed these
early Native writings, labeling them as inauthentic because of what these scholars see as
no more than physical manifestations of assimilation. Wyss analyzes letters, narratives,
and manifestos written by Natives as well as missionary tracts and captivity narratives
written about Natives that illustrate the cultural negotiations taking place between the
indigenous peoples and their colonizers.

Wyss breaks down her examination into five separate scenes of writing: the
events surrounding King Philip’s War; Experience Mayhew’s Indian Converts; the
missionary efforts at Stockbridge; the Native Christian community at Brotherton; and
William Apess’s conversion narrative. In doing so, she sets up a continuum beginning
with John Eliot’s bid to Christianize “a local Algonquian community in 1643" and ends
with William Apess’s 1829 narrative designated by scholars as the “first” published
Native American autobiography (19).

Although she grants the significance of Apess to the Native American literary
canon, Wyss attempts to change our perceptions as to how and when Natives entered the
American scene of literacy and literature. By situating Apess at the end of her study,

Wyss forces us to acknowledge his predecessors and, in doing so, challenges us to rid
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ourselves of any essentializing tendencies which would effectively erase the writers who
laid the foundation upon which Apess stands.

Wyss forces us to acknowledge the Native American writings that came before
Apess; yet, she assigns him a prominent position, devoting the last chapter to A Son of the
Forest, The Experiences of Five Christian Indians of the Pequot Tribe and The Eulogy on
King Philip. 1t is his rhetorical power, Wyss claims, that has all but obscured the earlier
writings. Nevertheless, he is writing out of a tradition and uses familiar discourses —the
captivity narrative, the rhetoric of the revolution, and the conversion narrative —to shape
his texts. Although these discourses are firmly established in the Euroamerican tradition,
Apess’s appropriation marks them as fraudulent: the captivity narrative describes his
removal from his community when but a child; the revolutionary rhetoric establishes
King Philip as a hero equal to George Washington; the conversion narrative establishes
the close connection between missionary and convert. Apess, like those before him, was
engaged in the constant redefinition of the Native Christian.

For those who are determined to categorize these early writers as either nativist or
assimilationist, I would refer them to Eastman’s final paragraph in From the Deep Woods
to Civilization:

I am an Indian; and while I have learned much from civilization, for which
I am grateful, I have never lost my Indian sense of right and justice. I am
for development and progress along social and spiritual lines, rather than

those of commerce, nationalism, or material efficiency. Nevertheless, so
long as I live, I am an American. (195)

15



Eastman speaks eloquently for those labeled “Wheelock’s Indians,” who struggled to

exist in a world that considered them no more than savage beasts’; for Hendrick
Aupaumut, who was rewarded for his efforts on behalf of the United States government
with the loss of his people’s lands; for William Apess, whose writing rivals that of the
leading abolitionists of his time, but who has spent a century in relative obscurity®; for
Peter Jones, who writes one of the most detailed spiritual journals of his time, yet who is
only known to a handful of “Native American scholars”; for Eastman himself, whose
epitaph amounts to no more than a racial slur.

In order to combat such erroneous perceptions, pre-nineteenth-century Native
American scholars must move away from the school of thought in which we read these
texts from a position of cultural relativism, a position that cannot be avoided if we
continue to read through an anthropologist’s lens. We must look at these writings within
the historical moment in which they were created. We must desist from attempting to
categorize these works in such a manner that refuses fluidity. Of course Native
Americans were impacted by white society. But, we must remember that any
transactions that occur between cultures move bidirectionally.

Eighteenth and nineteenth-century American Indians wrote in a variety of forms.

For example, Joseph Johnson’s writings are a collection of letters and diaries; Hendrick

3 James Dow McCallum, in the Introduction to Letters of Eleazar Wheelock’s Indians, writes “The
reader . . . will be amused as though he were watching some captive animal performing his tricks. He will
also realize something of the tragedy of coercing the savage to studies for which he had little aptitude and
nouse...” (11).

¢ See Robert Warrior’s “Eulogy on William Apess: Speculations on His New York Death” in the
Summer 2004 issue of Studies in American Indian Literatures. In this article, Warrior focuses on aspects
of Apess’s life and death, rather than focus on his writings. As he states, “The purpose of this paper . . . is
not so much to add to what we know of Apess’s texts, but to examine the circumstances surrounding his
death in 1839, not in New England, but in New York City” (2). Historical information is always important
in helping us discover these writers, but to ignore their writings is a continuation of a practice that positions
the Native American as inferior in American literary scholarship.
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Aupaumut wrote narratives of diplomatic missions; Peter Jones situated himself as a
Methodist missionary in his autobiography. Because there are such a variety of forms, I
plan to focus my dissertation on how each writer is responding to a political moment.

My first chapter focuses on the writings of Joseph Johnson, one of the founders of
Brotherton, the foremost Indian “praying” town. Joseph Johnson was a Mohegan Indian
preacher and schoolteacher under the auspices of Eleazar Wheelock. His letters to
Eleazar Wheelock, an ordained minister of the Second Congregational Church at
Lebanon Crank, Connecticut and headmaster of Moor’s Charity School, span a period of
twelve years from 1764 through 1776.

What is important is these letters illustrate how Johnson, and others like him,
respond to the imposition of Christianity on the Indian nations existing within and around
colonial America. Johnson’s letters and writings illustrate a refashioning of Christian
doctrine fundamentally different than that of Eleazar Wheelock. That difference lies not
in race, but rather in understanding. Johnson’s definition and comprehension of
regeneration tends toward Arminianism, Wheelock’s to Calvinism. Johnson, like other
students of Moor’s Charity School, states on several occasions their choice to take part in
activities deemed both improper and heretical. Many of these activities, as in Johnson’s
case, took place after the writer had undergone a spiritual experience. Therefore,
choosing to act in an improper manner means that one was able to refuse a divine decree,
the very point over which Arminians argued with Calvinist theologians.

Joseph Johnson illustrates a constant struggle between Euroamerican Christianity
and Native American identity. In order to unite these seemingly incompatible parts into a

coherent whole, Johnson and his colleagues strive to fashion a Christianity that will allow
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them freedom to create an identity fundamentally different than that being created for
them by Wheelock and others like him.

My second chapter focuses on Hendrick Aupaumut and his struggle to ensure
survival, not only for the Mohican people, but for numerous other Indian nations. I focus
mostly on A Narrative of An Embassy to the Western Indians (1827), which displays the
struggle within a man determined to survive as an Indian in an increasingly white world.
Through this work, we are able to see a man who believed in accommodation, but not
complete acculturation. His Narrative reveals a man who realizes what is necessary for
tribal survival, but is unwilling to sacrifice Indian identity. A close look at his writings
reveal a man struggling to maintain a diplomatic balance between the Americans and
Mohican allies.

My third chapter deals with Peter Jones, with special focus on the Life and
Journals of Kah-Ke-Wa-Quo-N~-By: (Rev. Peter Jones) Wesleyan Missionary. Peter
Jones’ss autobiographical journal is a fertile source for reading the Christian Indian. In a
manner reminiscent of Joseph Johnson, Jones combines elements of tribal religion,
Christian theology, and political commentary to illuminate the plight of the Indian in the
early nineteenth century. Although his Methodism is strong — he dismisses his earlier
baptism as an event, which worked no spiritual changes in him - his attention to
Indian/White relations, and his desire for all Indians to receive the benefits afforded white
Americans is clearly evident.

My final chapter focuses on William Apess. Although much has been written
about Apess since the publication of Barry O’Connell’s seminal collection of his

writings, one cannot leave him out of any serious discussion of early Native American
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writing. I focus mostly on Apess’s Eulogy on King Philip and The Experience of Five
Christian Indians. In the Eulogy, Apess uses history to reflect on the present, to overturn
romantic notions of the American past, and to open up that narrow group of men whom
we have labeled as ideal representations of the American spirit.

The above examples exemplify the different forms in which eighteenth and
nineteenth century American Indians were writing. Their goals, the reasons for these
letters, narratives, and autobiographies are as varied as the forms they use.

The scholarship in which I am engaged is of importance to American literature,
minority studies, and of course, Native American studies. As I stated earlier, some work
has been done on these texts, but there is much left to do. As an academic community,
we know less about American Indian writing than any other American ethnic minority.
Most of what we do know focuses on twentieth century works, and there are many who
don’t even realize the vast amount of early Native American writing that exists. So much
of our understanding of American Indians comes from novels and stories written by our
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century American novelists. My work will help to dispel and

refute the myths that still exist about Native Americans.
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CHAPTER 1
This Once Savage Heart of Mine:
Joseph Johnson, Wheelock’s “Indians,” and the Construction of a
Christian/Indian Identity 1764-1776

Great Wonder! even marvelous in my Eyes, or rather the admiration of
my soul that I, a hell deserving cursed Creature has been suffered to live
in this World so long, Sinning, offending, and provoking the God of
holiness, and the God of justice, and the God of vengance, and what is the
Jjoy of my Soul the God of love, and the God of mercy, through his dearly
beloved and only begotten Son, the Lord Jesus Crist, who is admired by
all them that believe, and in whom I humbly hope, I have been enabled by
the Spirit of the living God, to put my whole trust & confidence, for time
and for Eternity. O! that I might see more and more of my own
wretchedness, and insufficiency, that Jesus Christ might be more and more
precious to my Soul. Oh! I am nothing. Should I have the boldness to tell
you, that I am hopefully converted, I should tell a news that I am not
certain of. For since I first thought so myself, I have often doubted. 1
percieve Sin to be lurking within. Sometimes I greatly fear that I am
altogether in my Sins, even under the power and Dominion of Sin, if so I
am wretched wretched poor miserable creature sill, notwithstanding the
World calls me blessed, notwithstanding I pass for a true Christian among
all setts, and Denominations, as it were.

The Rhetoric of Confession
For those of the Reformed faith, an ideal way to measure spiritual progress was
through the act of writing. Writing allowed Reformed Christians to keep a permanent

record of their thoughts and actions as each progressed in a personal quest for spiritual

7 Joseph Johnson to Eleazar Wheelock, May 2, 1774 in Laura J. Murray, To Do Good to My
Indian Brethren: The Writings of Joseph Johnson, 1751-1776 (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press,
1998) 228. I am indebted to Laura Murray for her exemplary edition of Joseph Johnson’s writings.
Spelling in this quotation, and all subsequent letters, has not been corrected. The term “Wheelock’s
Indians” is meant to illustrate the mindset of the Euroamerican colonizer. I use the terms /ndian and Native
American interchangeably, realizing that each is flawed in a particular way.
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salvation. Equally important were the rhetorical devices these writers used to illustrate
the authenticity of their desire to live in a state of grace. Such devices could include
dramatic flourishes, repetition, anaphora, chiasmus, and parallelisms among others.
Similar rhetorical devices appear in many conversion narratives of well-educated New
England ministers, trained in theology as well as the art of writing. What makes the
above letter particularly interesting is that it was not written by a New England minister,
but by a young Native American man engaged in the constant soul-searching common
among his white, Euroamerican colonizers.

Joseph Johnson was a Mohegan Indian preacher and schoolteacher under the
auspices of Eleazar Wheelock. His letters to Wheelock, an ordained minister of the
Second Congregational Church at Lebanon Crank, Connecticut, and headmaster of
Moor’s Charity School, span a period of twelve years from 1764 through 1776. These
letters are an interesting scene of writing, illustrating for the reader a struggle in power
relations between a dominant European civilization and a colonized people.

Looking at the above-quoted letter with twentieth-century eyes, one may find
Joseph Johnson’s abjection and self-loathing to be off-putting, but the reader must bear in
mind that religious doctrine required Christians to humble themselves before God and
before their spiritual community. Nonetheless, there is still an element of discomfort
when one is aware of Johnson’s position as an Indian in eighteenth-century Colonial
America. Itis these two elements —Johnson as Christian and as Indian— that are of
paramount significance to this work.

Johnson’s correspondence helps us to recognize the complex and problematic

relationship that existed between Wheelock and the Indian students. The definition of
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that relationship was, as Johnson’s letters illustrate, of critical importance to Johnson’s
struggle to unite two seemingly oppositional or incompatible identities: those of Christian
and Indian. This paper will trace Johnson’s struggles to construct an identity through his
appropriation of rhetorical Christian discourse and his interpretation of Reformed
theology. Although both Christian discourse and theology were firmly embedded in
Western civilization, Johnson was able to manipulate certain rhetorical and theological
devices that made visible the power relations between him and Wheelock.

Most importantly, the correspondence reveals how Johnson, and others like him,
responded to the imposition of Christianity on the Indian nations located within and
around colonial America. Johnson’s letters and writings illustrate a refashioning of
Christian doctrine that made it fundamentally different from the doctrine of Wheelock.
The difference was founded not in race, but rather in understanding. Johnson’s definition
and comprehension of regeneration tended toward Arminianism, Wheelock’s toward
Calvinism.® Johnson, and other students of Moor’s Charity School, stated on several
occasions their choice to take part in activities deemed both improper and heretical.
Many of these activities, as in Johnson’s case, took place after the writer had undergone a
spiritual experience. Therefore, choosing to act in an improper manner meant that one
was able to refuse a divine decree, the very point over which Arminians argued with

Calvinist theologians.

® On this point I differ from other scholars who have focused on Johnson and Wheelock’s Indians.
Murray argues that Johnson’s Christian discourse is the discourse of all Christians in the eighteenth
century, as shown by his humility. Johnson’s discourse, although a strong example of Christian humility,
depict a man struggling with the issue of will in regeneration and justification, an issue that would be
considered heresy by Wheelock or Wheelock’s colleagues. See Murray, To Do Good to My Indian
Brethren, 12.
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On several occasions, Johnson bemoaned his failure to live a Christian life, yet
consistently took responsibility for his own actions. In a letter written to Wheelock in
1774, Johnson asserted that he had “in times past crucified as it were, the Lord of Glory,
even the Son of God, afresh and put him to an open shame.” Johnson’s words denoted
action on his part: he crucified both God and Christ, not once, but many times afresh.

In laying claim to his actions, Johnson addressed a major dilemma inherent in
Protestant doctrine: the relation between will and reason. According to Perry Miller, if
will were to follow a regenerated reason, then grace would become no more than an
intellectual exercise. On the other hand, if will were not subject to reason, then the
Christian would be able to refuse God’s grace. Both views, according to Miller, were
equally repugnant to Calvinists: the former discounts faith, the latter discounts divine
decree.' Yet, as we shall see, the writings of Wheelock’s Indians continually addressed

one’s will as it related to the acceptance or refusal of God’s grace.

Eleazar Wheelock and the Function of Power

In order to examine the writings of Johnson and other members of Moor’s Charity
School, I have turned to the work of both James C. Scott and Michel Foucault. Foucault
and Scott chart the way in which subjugation and resistance are both material and
discursive processes. Scott’s work focuses on two kinds of discourse that take place

between the dominant and the subordinate: the public discourse, or transcript, and the

9Joseph Johnson to Eleazar Wheelock, May 2, 1774, Eleazar Wheelock Papers, Dartmouth
College, 774302 (emphases mine).

1% See Perry Miller, esp. “The Means of Conversion,” in Miller, The New England Mind: The
Seventeenth Century, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1954), 280-299.
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critique of power that occurs “behind the back of the dominant,” the hidden transcript’’.
Foucault, in both Discipline & Punish and The History of Sexuality, focused on the body
as a site of power relations. The body is controlled through regimentation and
surveillance. As we will see, Eleazar Wheelock's civilizing mission included the strict
control of activity, the constant gaze of authority, and the extraction of the confession.

In Johnson’s letters we can see the workings of Scott’s public and hidden
transcripts as well as the workings of Foucault’s panopticism and his theory of the
confession as a discourse firmly embedded in a power relationship, all of which
contribute to the formation of Johnson as a colonized subject. In The History of
Sexuality, Foucault wrote that confession is one method on which Western society relies
for the production of truth; confession plays “a central role in the order of civil and
religious powers™'2. By forcing Johnson and the others to confess their sins publicly,
Wheelock constantly strengthened his power over them. Furthermore, these letters
served as a permanent record of the students’ transgressions, allowing the confession to
be alluded to repeatedly in order to reinforce the notion that the students were deficient in
character and to cement the hierarchy of English over Indian.

Johnson’s letters illustrate that the formation of his subjectivity was not a steady
affair. A closer look at them reveals a man who was trying to position himself in a
changing world. And it is here, in the interpretation of Johnson’s letters, that I differ
from James Scott. Scott argues that hidden transcripts take place away from, and outside

of, dominant society’s observation. Johnson’s letters refute Scott’s argument since they

' James C. Scott, Domination and the Arts of Resistance: Hidden Transcripts (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1990) xii.

2 Michel Foucault, The History of Sexuality, trans. Robert Hurley (New York: Vintage Books,
1980), 58.
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function as both public and private discourse: public because of their material existence
and private because they are the written conversation (confession) between pupil and
mentor. This essay will demonstrate that a careful reading of these letters undermines
one’s assumptions about the power relations that at first glance seem so obvious.
Johnson was excruciatingly aware of the social hierarchy within his community. He
attempted to come to terms with the racialist ideology of those in power and
simultaneously construct an identity that would allow him to function fully in both the
Indian and the white worlds, an identity that one cannot label Christian, in the
Wheelockian sense, nor “Indian,” in the Krupatian sense.”

For European settlers in colonial America, the Christian school became a site for
civilizing Native Americans. Wheelock, whose goal was to convert the Iroquois™,
founded the Indian Charity school, commonly known as Moor’s Charity School, in 1754,
in its final incarnation, it became Dartmouth College. He referred to his efforts as a
Great Design" and was compelled as much by religious motives as he was by political
and economic imperatives. France and England were in constant competition to win the

allegiance of the Indians, and Wheelock believed that if half the money used to build and

' The Wheelockian definition of Christianity is firmly embedded in Protestant congregationalism:
the community is formed by covenanted members of the Church, among them “visible saints” and those
whose regeneration had been confirmed by the educated ministry. Arnold Krupat, The Voice in the
Margin: Native American Literature and the Canon (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1989).
Krupat argues that one can determine Indian “authenticity™ in autobiographical writings: the true Native
American autobiography is dialogic representing both a collective self and a collective society.
Autobiographies by Native Americans (his distinction) are monologic, representing the singular self in an
effort “to accommodate themselves to a reigning authorative discourse” (134). Johnson’s writings create a
textual self that refuses both the Wheelockian and Krupatian definitions.

¥ Laura Murray writes: “[Wheelock’s] ultimate ambition was to gain influence among the Six
Nations, who were what he called ‘a much better breed.””” Murray, To Do Good to My Indian Brethren, 54

' Wheelock wrote to George Whitefield, 1756: “My dear, dear brother, I feel in behalf of the
poor, savage, perishing creatures like a covetous, craving beggar, as though I could not tell them when to
ha’ done, or how to leave begging for them, till the Great Design of their being brought to Christ be
accomplished.” In James Dow MaCallum, Eleazar Wheelock, Founder of Dartmouth College (Hanover,
N.H.: Dartmouth College Publications, 1939), 75.
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man fortifications had been spent on missionaries and school teachers, the “converted
Indians ‘would have been a far better defence than all our expensive fortresses’”'.
Although a liberal thinker, Wheelock maintained that Indian conversion required

a strictly regimented school day and constant surveillance:
They are obliged to be clean, and decently dressed, and be ready to attend
Prayers before Sun-rise in the Fall and Winter, and at 6 o’clock in the
Summer. . . . [T]he School begins with Prayer about 9, and ends at 12, and
again at 2 and ends at 5 o’clock with Prayer. Evening Prayer is attended
before the Daylight is gone &c. They attend the publick Worship, and
have a Pew devoted to their Use in the House of God. On Lord’s-Day
Morning, between and after the Meetings, the Master, or some one whom

catachises them, discourses to them &c. . . . And in general they are
orderly and governable."”

Wheelock was creating what Foucault termed the “docile body.” During the eighteenth
century, the body was identified as an “object and target of power.” Institutions such as
schools and the military found that a body that is “manipulated, shaped, [and] trained” is,
in turn, compliant, responsive, and proficient.'® Although Foucault restricted his study to
Europe, one can apply his theory to Wheelock’s methodology as it pertained to his Indian
students.

By strictly regimenting the actions of his students, Wheelock increased the utility
of the Indians’ bodies while decreasing their autonomy. In other words, he forced their
obedience in order to increase their productive capability. If one substitutes Moor’s
Charity School for the Gobelins school, Foucault’s analysis of pedagogical discipline

summarizes Wheelock’s goal:

' McCallum, Eleazar Wheelock, Founder of Dartmouth College, 76.

'” Eleazar Wheelock, A plain and faithful Narrative of the Original Design, Rise, Progress and
present State of the Indian Charity-School at Lebanon, in Connecticut. (Boston: Richard & Samuel Draper,
1763), 36.

'8 Michel Foucault, Discipline & Punish: The Birth of the Prison, trans. Alan Sheridan (New
York: Vintage Books, 1995) 138, 136.
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[Moor’s Charity School] is only one example of an important
phenomenon: the development, in the classical period, of a new technique
for taking charge of the time of individual existences; for regulating the
relations of time, bodies and forces; for assuring an accumulation of
duration; and for turning to ever-increased profit or use the movement of
passing time. "
The motivation behind Wheelock’s strict regimentation of the Indian body was to
transform the “savage” into a reasonable facsimile of an English citizen. The important
word here is “facsimile.” Wheelock strongly believed that an Indian could never
disregard his true “nature;” it could only be controlled through confession and
surveillance. Therefore, when Joseph Johnson left school to begin his missionary work,
Wheelock received reports of his progress in Johnson’s own letters and in the letters from

others, including Samuel Kirkland, a white student of Wheelock’s, and Ralph Wheelock,

Eleazar’s son.

Writing as Public Transcript

Wheelock promoted the idea of using his Indian students as missionaries to the
more remote tribes, believing that they had an advantage over English-speaking
missionaries, given the similarities in their language and their knowledge of Indian
culture. However, as Laura Murray points out, Wheelock’s motives were not purely
philanthropic: he sought students as a financial supplement to his meager salary.”
Wheelock sent his students to work on nearby farms several days a week, causing one of

his students, Hezekiah Calvin, to level charges of theft and misuse against the Reverend.

19 Foucault, Discipline & Punish, 157.
% Murray, To Do Good to My Indian Brethren, 50-51.
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In a letter to Wheelock, Edward Deake, a white teacher in Rhode Island, listed Calvin’s
allegations:
you use ye Indians very hard in keeping of them to work, & not allowing
them a proper Privelidge in ye School. . . . That Mary Secutor, & Sarah
Simon has been kept as close to work, as if they were your slaves, & have
had no privelidge in ye School since last Fall, nor one Copper allow’d ym
for their Labour. . . . So yt ye Indians are ready to conclude, that their

Fellow-Indians will never receive any great Benefit of ye Large sums of
Money contributed by good People to promote so good a Cause.”

In addition to questioning the sincerity of Wheelock’s philanthropic motives, Calvin’s
accusations illustrate the importance of the written word as it applied to the Indian
student and his teacher. Evidently Calvin was unable to express his anger and frustration
with Wheelock through a more direct communication such as a face-to-face confrontation
or a personal letter. However, Calvin felt comfortable enough among his friends to
express his concerns.

Another important aspect of Calvin’s accusations, as they relate to Joseph
Johnson and the students of Moor’s Charity School, is the very survival of these
accusations in the written record. Wheelock was extremely careful in preserving the
letters his students wrote to him, but few of his responses exist. Deake’s letter allows us
a rare glimpse into Wheelock’s character and his relationship to his Indian students. As
this essay will demonstrate, letters from Kirkland and Ralph Wheelock that inform
Wheelock of Johnson’s behavior and actions were likewise preserved.

Letters written by the Indians who attended Moor’s Charity School were
extremely important to Wheelock’s fundraising efforts, which is why the Reverend took

such pains to save them. Wheelock often sent copies of the letters to patrons in England

2l Edward Deake to Eleazar Wheelock, June 21, 1768, Wheelock Papers, 768371.2.
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and Scotland as proof of his capability to educate and convert the “savage and brutish”
Indians.? Johnson and his fellow students were aware of Wheelock’s methods, as the
postscripts of letters from Johnson and David Fowler indicate. In a letter sent to
Wheelock in May of 1765, Fowler closed with the following: “Sir, I hope you won’t let
this letter be seen, I have no Table to write upon, besides I have not writ so long my
Hand’s out of order.”® In February of 1768, Johnson wrote a lengthy letter to Wheelock,
adding, “Please sir to overlook my hast, an the many Blunders which I Suppose are in the
paper. I have no time to write it over or correct it. Dont Expose it.”* Thus, Johnson and
his peers were aware that they were writing for a larger audience and that their
“performance” affected Wheelock’s purse.

If Johnson and his peers were aware of their power, over Wheelock, albeit
limited, why this willingness to participate in his Great Design? To answer this, one
must return to Scott’s work on power relations and resistance. Scott divides social
subordination into two distinct, but related, areas: the public transcript and the hidden
transcript. The public transcript is the open interaction between the dominant and the
subordinate. The hidden transcript, as defined previously, characterizes subordinate
discourse that “takes place ‘offstage,” beyond direct observation by powerholders.”
Hidden transcripts thus “confirm, contradict, or inflect what appears in the public

transcript,” which Scott defines as “subordinate discourse in the presence of the

2 Eleazar Wheelock, A Continuation of the Narrative of the State, &c., of the Indian Charity
School at Lebanon, in Connecticut. (Hartford: Ebenezer Watson, 1775).

B James Dow McCallum, The Letters of Eleazar Wheelock's Indians (Hanover, N.H.: Dartmouth
College Publications), 91.

* Joseph Johnson to Eleazar Wheelock, May 2, 1768, Wheelock Papers, 768302.
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dominant.”* If one only looks at the public transcript, one fails to see the complete

workings of power relations. For example, in the following quotations from Johnson and
Fowler, one may discern little more than deference and consent.

And may the Blessings of Heaven rest on you &c &c and continue you
a long and rich Blessing in the World, may the Heathen in the Wilderness
feel the goodness of thy Labours. May you have Double Measure of the
Spirit of God, and fill your Heart with Love of God and Compassion to
poor perishing Souls, and may the Giver of all things, give Strength and
Health, Wisdom and Authority to rule govern and teach those who are
commited to your Care in Fear of the Lord: which is the sincere Prayer of
him who desire the Continuance of your Prayers.

your affectionate

tho: unworthy Pupil,

David Fowler®®

Revd and Hond Doctr.

Suffer me as an Indian and a good for nothing one, to Subscribe
myself your dutifull Pupil, or one that will Endeavour to be dutifull, for
time to come.

Pray that he would grant me wisdom from on high, Such as none but a
God can give; that he would grant me wisdom So to behave myself as not
to dishonour or bring to Religion, that he would make me a blessing to the
Children which he has commited to my charge.

This is the true and Sincere, hearty desire, of me, thy Dutifull tho
Unworthy Pupil.

Joseph Johnson?’

But was this deference a tactic used to appease Wheelock? Is the obsequiousness that
runs throughout Johnson’s letters a true indication of his relationship with Wheelock?
Both questions can be answered in the positive. As Murray points out in her study of the

letters of Calvin and Fowler, the relationship between Wheelock and the Indians was

2 James C. Scott, Domination and the Arts of Resistance: Hidden Transcripts (New Haven: Yale
Universitg' Press, 1990), 2, 4.

¢ David Fowler to Eleazar Wheelock, June 24, 1765, McCallum, Letters of Eleazar Wheelock’s
Indians, 97.

n Joseph Johnson to Eleazar Wheelock, November, 10, 1767, Wheelock Papers, 767610.
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intense and complex.”® Following Scott’s argument, it is imperative that the subordinate
fulfill the expectation of the dominant society. Scott goes on to state that “the public
transcript will typically, by its accommodationist tone, provide convincing evidence for
the hegemony of dominant values.”” Therefore, the public transcript between Johnson
and Wheelock on its own shows Johnson playing the role of social subordinate.
Johnson'’s first letter to Wheelock was written in 1764, while he was still
attending the Indian Charity School. The circumstances surrounding the letter indicate
that some type of altercation had occurred between Johnson and Eleazar Sweetland, a

fellow student.
Revd & Hond Sir

With A great deal of consideration would I inform you Sir what past
between Eleazar Sweetland & I. This is the true meaning According to the
best of my Memory, that as we was playing the Misfortune was this that
Sweetland took up A Stone, Gourdains being present and he Sent the
Stone not knowing that the dog was there. Gourdain told me of it.

In a mean & Sordid Manner I told him that I would do the Same to
him, As he would do to the dog, But All in Jest, Sweetland Witnesses to it.

And I Also threw him down not Violantly & there held him down
About A quarter of An-hour he Witnesses himself. In A shorst time After
I had got him down I Asked him what if I keept him All the Night then he
said he would not Stay here 2 hours longer. Then I told him I did not
Intend he Should. Then he said he would not Stay one hour longer. Then
I Askd him how he could help himself In no Anger but All in Jest Eleazar
Sweetland witnesses.

Your Humble Servant Joseph Johnson ¥

% Murray, To Do Good to My Brethren, 17. Although I agree with her statement, Murray does not
address the complexity of doctrinal differences that lie between Wheelock and his students. As I have
stated earlier, Wheelock’s understanding of grace is that of the Congregationalist, while Johnson’s
understanding—Ilike that of several other of Wheelock’s students—is closer to the Arminian definition of
will and the role human reasoning plays in one’s acceptance of grace.

3 Scott, Domination and the Arts of Resistance, 4.

% Joseph Johnson to Eleazar Wheelock, September 6, 1764, Ayer Collection, Newberry Library,
MS 453. Eleazar Sweetland went on to become a minister after graduating from Dartmouth College in
1774. Gourdain may be the nephew of Samson Occom Gourdain Wyyougs (Murray, To Do Good to My
Indian Brethren, 60).
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Although Johnson’s letter was a confession, he explained that Wheelock and those who
witnessed the occurrence misunderstood his actions. He stated that the “true meaning” of
this skirmish was “All in Jest,” confirmed by Sweetland himself, who “Witnesses to it.”
Johnson was aware, however, that he must still confess to behaving inappropriately. He
went on to say that “In a mean & Sordid Manner, I told him that I would do the Same to
him. As he would do to the dog.” Johnson acknowledged his anger toward Sweetland
for the latter’s treatment of a dog, but continued to affirm that both he and Sweetland
were no more than playing around. If we take this letter in its social context, we see
nothing more than a thirteen-year-old boy roughhousing with his peers. Wheelock,
however, turned this normal activity into an opportunity to increase his control over
Johnson and the other students by requiring a public and permanent confession.
Wheelock compelled his students to structure their confessions in the form of a

letter ensuring both the public knowledge of their sins and, by association, their public
humiliation. What does this tell us about the power relations between Wheelock and the
Indian students? One thing the letters illustrate is Foucault’s theory of surveillance as a
form of disciplinary power.

The exercise of discipline presupposes a mechanism that coerces by means

of observation; an apparatus in which the techniques that make it possible

to see induce effects of power, and in which, conversely, the means of
coercion make those on whom they are applied clearly visible.>'

Confessional letters written by Hezekiah Calvin, David Fowler, Nathan Clap, Hannah
Nonesuch, Mary Secuter, and Jacob Wolley, as well as Joseph Johnson, are still extant.

In addition, some letters were composed while the writer was still attending at Moor’s

3! Foucault, Discipline & Punish, 170-71.
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Charity School; others, including Johnson’s letter quoted below, were written from the
student’s assigned missionary post.

Wheelock’s control over his Indian students reached much farther than mere
physical proximity, as a letter to Wheelock from Hezekiah Calvin illustrates. Calvin,
who entered Wheelock’s school in 1757, left in 1765 to teach among the Mohawks in
Fort Hunter, New York. He wrote the following letter, two years later:

Honored Sir
With shamefacedness & humbleness of Heart I write you these Lines,
owning & Confessing my heinous Crimes.
the last evening being the 25" of Xber I Confess I was Drunk:
Swearing & Curseing followed, which I knew not of only as I was infor’d
so this Morning, & am Sorry for it--I hear that they say I make mock at
your Night Discourses; which I think is false, But But I promise never to
Drink Liquor again & Promise to Attend my Life & Conduct for the future
God assisting me I am willing to Suffer any thing that might make my
Schoolmates know the wickedness of getting Drunk or that they might not
take that example of me.
Sir I am thy Disobedient
& undutiful Servant
Hezekiah Calvin®
Calvin’s statement that his “[s]choolmates . . . not take that example of me” indicates that
he was aware of the public nature of the confession as employed by Wheelock.
However, even more startling is the need Calvin felt to confess his behavior to Wheelock
two years after leaving Moor’s Charity School. In this letter once can discern the extent
of the power Wheelock had over his students and the students’ awareness of his “all-
seeing” gaze. Confessing to Wheelock was tantamount to confessing to God. Calvin

directed his promise to refrain from liquor not to God, but to Wheelock. In fact, the only

mention of God is an appeal for assistance in keeping that promise.

32 McCallum, The Letters of Eleazar Wheelock's Indians, 60 (emphases mine).
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Three of the confessions cited above were written in Wheelock’s handwriting, and
at least one is believed to have been dictated by Wheelock. We have no way of knowing
whether Wheelock copied these confessions or wrote them himself. Based on Foucault’s
theory of the confession as a production of truth, I would argue that Wheelock impelled
his students to produce their own confessions and then copied the confessions for use in
his fundraising efforts. For the confession to produce truth, the speaking (or writing)
subject must acknowledge his or her behavior. Foucault wrote that the confession is “a
ritual that unfolds within a power relationship, for one does not confess without the
presence (or virtual presence) of a partner who is not simply the interlocutor but the

authority who requires the confession, prescribes and appreciates it, and intervenes in

933

order to judge, punish, forgive, console, and reconcile.” Letters such as Calvin’s and

Johnson’s show Wheelock was always present in the minds of the Indian students.

The Confession and Reformed Doctrine

Several of the confessional letters began as Mary Secuter’s did:

I May [sic] Secuter do with shamefacedness acknowledge that on the
evening of the 8" Inst I was guilty of going to the tavern & tarrying there
with much rude & vain company till a very unreasonable time of night
where was dancing & other rude & unseemly conduct, & in particular
drinking too much spiritous liquor whereby I was exposed to commit
many gross sins, which offence is doubly aggravated in that it is a direct
violation of a late promise I have publickly made before this school—all
which wicked & sinful conduct of mine, I am fully sensable is much to the
dishonour of God & very prejudicial to the design & reputation of this
school, and in opposition to the good of my own soul & the souls of my
mates—for which I deserve to be turned out of this school & be deprived
of all the privileges of it—1/ desire to lie low in the dust therefor & do now
ask forgiveness of God, the Revd Doctr Wheelock, his family and school,

33 Foucault, History of Sexuality, 61.
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and all others whom I have hereby offended—and I desire now with my
whole heart to renew my former engagement that I will never more drink
any spiritous liquor on any occasion where necessity does not require it,
and I do promise that (by the grace of god) I will amend my past life &
never offend by any of the like or any other misconduct. for time to
come—And desire once more to warn all my mates not to take occasion
by this or any other instance of my misconduct, to commit the like or any
other evil—and I beg the privilege of continuing still a member of this
school & that I may enjoy the privileges of it, for a trial of the sincerity of
this my confession & my engagements for an amendment of life

Mary Secutor

Lebanon March 11" 1768 Present

Dr Wheelock

B. Woodward™
Secutor’s confession illustrates the views that Wheelock and other colonists held
concerning Indian character. Exposure to drinking, dancing, and other “rude &
unseemly” conduct was all that was needed to turn the Indian from civilized to savage.
Secutor was unable to refrain from sinning because her very character prevented her from
making that choice. The fact that she was a young girl who had been removed from a
culture steeped in community gatherings was not considered. Mary Secutor and the other
Indian students, were expected, even obligated, to act as members of an English
Protestant community, notwithstanding their upbringing as Indian children prior to their
attendance at Moor’s Charity School.

The circumstances surrounding Secutor’s foray to the tavern provide evidence of

yet another shortcoming. Her descent into sin followed a “publickly made” promise
before the school not to “drink any spiritous liquor.” The fact that Secutor did so after

she vowed to refrain from such behavior caused such abjection that the rest of her

confession is almost too painful to read. However, what one finds striking in her

3 McCallum, Letters of Eleazar Wheelock's Indians, 237 (emphasis mine). Bezaleel Woodward
was Preceptor in Moor’s Charity School.
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statement is not the tone, but her will to sin. She was “fully sensable” [sic] that her
conduct was both “wicked & sinful,” an action for which she was completely responsible
after promising to refrain from such behavior. Secutor’s will to sin came some three
months after an earlier transgression, after which she promised “by divine Grace to walk
morally and in all Respects circumspectly, for time to come.”™

Protestant congregationalists strongly held that one could not refuse divine
decree, that once justification had occured a person had experienced regeneration and
was then a covenanted member of the community —a “visible saint.” Secutor’s two
confessions clearly indicate a person who was not covenanted according to any Protestant
definition. Furthermore, she had proactively engaged in committing “many gross sins.”
Her ability to withstand “divine Grace” placed her squarely in the Arminian camp.

In several ways, Secutor’s confession was strikingly similar to that of Hezekiah
Calvin. Both individuals stated that with God’s help they would rehabilitate themselves
and abstain from such behavior in the future. In addition, both Calvin and Secutor
warned others not to mimic their behavior, so as to avoid falling into the wickedness that
had consumed them.

Like Mary Secutor’s confession, all those written within the school proper
conclude with some type of attestation, usually by Eleazar Wheelock himself, Bezaleel
Woodward, or Ralph Wheelock. As Murray states, writing down one’s actions serves as

a reminder to “the confessor of the inferiority of his judgement and [causes] him to relive

the embarrassment of misconduct reproved.” In addition, the attestation provides

3 McCallum, Letters of Eleazar Wheelock’s Indians, 236 (emphasis mine).
3 Laura J. Murray, ‘“’Pray Sir, Consider a Little’: Rituals of Subordination and Strategies of
Resistance in the Letters of Hezekiah Calvin and David Fowler to Eleazar Wheelock,” in Early Native
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evidence of social hierarchy, not only that of Moor’s Charity School, but of the European
colonizers and their Indian subjects. Wheelock’s signature (or that of Woodward or
Ralph Wheelock) offered a validation to the confessor. Without the acknowledgment of
one in authority, the confession would be ineffectual.

As noted above, Calvin’s confession was written after he had left Moor’s Charity
School. As such, it is not an anomaly, as the correspondence of Johnson and others
proves. Several of these letters are confessional in tone, Johnson penned one of them in
1768, two years after he had left Wheelock’s school and taken a position among the
Oneida Indians as an assistant teacher to Samuel Kirkland. During this, Johnson’s final
year among the Oneidas, he evidently engaged in behavior that was, by “Christian”
standards, opprobrious. He “kept. . . strumpets . . . nigh two months last spring—drank
up near three Galln of wine . . . & between 6 & 7 Galln of Rum.” In an even more
heinous act, Johnson “turn’d pagan for about a week — painted, sung—danc’d—drank &
whor’d it, wh some of the savage Indians he cou’d find.””’

Johnson’s letter to Wheelock, written in December of 1768, reveals a man deeply
ashamed of his behavior, yet oddly defiant. In it, he repeated the word deceitful, a direct
reference to his perceived treatment by Wheelock himself. It is evident from a previous
letter that Johnson was not trusted with any money and was hurt by this slur on his
character. As he stated in a letter dated September 27, 1768, “I have not as yet been
trusted with one Copper not So much as in sight . . . I have not yet been lavish of any of

Christ money, or been found Dishonest . . . . Or ask Mr Kirkland if I Ever proved

American Writing: New Ceritical Essays, ed. Helen Jaskoski (New York: Cambridge University Press,
1996), 26-27.

37 Samuel Kirkland to Eleazar Wheelock, December 29, 1768, McCallum, Letters of Eleazar
Wheelock's Indians, 140-141.
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dishonest to any of the Money He has from time to time trusted me with, or to your
Honoured son . . .”* Johnson’s reference to his mistreatment undermines Scott’s theory
that the hidden transcript takes place away from the gaze of the dominant. Johnson’s
subtle, but obvious, criticism of Wheelock contrasts sharply with the rest of the
December letter, which is filled with deep shame and misery.

Revd and Ever honoured Doctr.

Forgive me for my Repeated presumtion in Writing to you; But this
once more give me leave to acquaint you my Once kind Benefactor, the
Case I at present am in; But as I have so Often been found deceitfull, 1
know not as you will have patience to Read over this my pretended
Confession, as I said, Seeing I have showed So much Deceitfullness in my
pretentions, & Undertakings, Since I have been capable of being Improved
in some good way; But for Grant — Which way to Betake myself — I know
not, | am at a stand. Hond Sir; to return to you whom I have so greatly
grieved, I dare not; I am ashamed, & Concience stings me to the Measure
the down Cast Spirits of Cain when He received his curse; but no Equal to
his; tho my Crimes are more than Equal. The thoughts of your School
haunts my Mind dayly, and to turn my face that way I dare not. I see
nothing; but my Actions in the deepest dye of Ingratitude stare me in the
face which Causes my heart to faint Under the thoughts of Returning; but
what Course to take. I know that god is Everywhire, and is Acquainted
with Actions past, and will punish without Mercy those that Be
DisObedient to his Laws, and Commandments Er long.*

Johnson’s letter serves as both confession and explanation. As much as he felt compelled
to confess his sins, he also evinced the need to explain his behavior. In the first
paragraph, Johnson asked Wheelock to forgive his presumption in writing, but deemed it
necessary to present his “Case” so that Wheelock might hear about his actions first-hand,
as it were. Johnson’s writing depicts a young man unsure of his position within his
world. He had behaved, according to Christian standards, in a most heinous manner. For

a young Native American man, however, Johnson’s actions were quite normal.

38 Joseph Johnson to Eleazar Wheelock, September 27, 1768, Wheelock Papers, 768527.
39 Joseph Johnson to Eleazar Wheelock, December 28, 1768, Wheelock Papers, 768678.2

38



Johnson now stood firmly between two worlds: the world of the white Christian
and the world of the Indian: “.Which way to Betake myself — I know not, I am at a
Stand.” This “stand” marked a significant point in Johnson’s religious conversion. That
God had bestowed his Grace, Johnson had no doubt: “Good God seems to be lengthening
out his mercy to me, tho I have so Openly Rebeled against Him, and has graciously
guided my Doubtfull steps” Johnson had experienced justification, but was not living the
sanctified life. In doing so, he separated elements not separable according to Calvinists,
who argued that justification and sanctification are complementary: out of justification
came sanctification. Thus, Johnson chose, at various times, to live the unsanctified life, a
choice that placed his determination over God’s determinism. As evidenced by the above
letter, Johnson’s understanding of grace could be easily defined: it was necessary for
salvation but could be refused.

However, the power that Eleazar Wheelock held over his students cannot be
discounted or minimized, as this letter proves. Johnson had an almost overwhelming
desire to return to Wheelock’s school, but his shame prevented him from doing so:
“Hond Sir; to return to you whom I have so greatly grieved, I dare not; I am ashamed. . . .
The thoughts of your School haunts my Mind dayly, and to turn my face that way I dare
not.” The powerful presence of Wheelock was constantly felt. Johnson’s words illustrate
the depth of his pain and despair as well as his confusion. He had been removed from his
home, his family, and his way of life. He was expected to become civilized, but never to
become white. Wheelock sent Johnson, along with the other Indian students, as
missionaries and teachers to other tribes without regard for the diversity of their

languages and customs. Nevertheless, as Laura Murray points out, the students of
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Moor’s Charity School were meant to consider themselves as better than those whom
they were sent to teach.”> How could these young men and women reconcile their
position between cultures? In so many ways they were not quite Indian and not quite
white. It would appear that the tensions inherent in such a reconciliation led to Johnson’s
fall from Wheelock’s grace.

Johnson’s desperate attempt to obtain forgiveness from Wheelock is apparent in
his rhetoric. His powerful use of anaphora illuminates his mindset and reveals his
expertise in the art of writing: “But how, it seems as if there was some probability, some
glimpse of hope yet, Some ways of Being Recovered from this Unhappy State . . .”
Rhetorical questions indicate Johnson’s futile desire to erase his behavior and obtain
Wheelock’s forgiveness: “But how can I make my sorrow Credible — which none can
Believe . . .” “What would I give Even all that I have or all that my care or Industry
would gain Could I Recall these fatal hours which I consumed in sensless Vanities . . .”
If Johnson had learned anything from his tenure at Moor’s Charity School, he had learned
the power of the written word. He had been compelled to bare his soul on the page. His
progress — as a Christian, as a civilized human being, as a teacher, as a missionary —

could only be determined through the written word.

The Letters of Joseph Johnson

The first extant letter written by Johnson after he left Wheelock’s school is from
the Oneida country, where he was sent in 1766 as an assistant teacher to David Fowler

and Samuel Kirkland. As mentioned previously, Fowler was another Indian student of

“ Murray, To Do Good to My Indian Brethren, 34.
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Wheelock’s, described by Laura Murray as “a teacher’s pet.”*' Samuel Kirkland was one
of the Reverend’s white students considered to be “a key agent of Wheelock’s hopes for

converting the Iroquois.”*

Wheelock kept up a constant communication with Kirkland,
on whom he relied for information about the behavior of the Indian missionaries, and his
willingness to respond to Kirkland’s letters was a point of contention with the Indians. In
a 1767 letter written to Wheelock, Fowler complained that “others have received Folio’s
after Folio’s,” while “I have not received one Line.”® The “others” to whom Fowler
referred were, of course, Kirkland and, most likely, Ralph Wheelock.

Johnson’s letter opens with a reference to a letter no longer extant. He apologized
for its contents, saying, “I have not Acknowledged the kind reception it meet with and the
affectionate messages you have Sent me in your Letters to M’ Kirkland.”* Although
subtle, Johnson made it a point to mention that messages for him were relayed through
Kirkland. In communicating with Johnson through Kirkland, Wheelock continued to
reestablish the hierarchy of power between himself and Johnson, as well as the hierarchy
between the white man and the Indian. In other words, Johnson did not merit a response

from Wheelock himself. Johnson was aware of his position within this hierarchy,

moreover, he was aware of the Indian’s position as it related to white society.

! Murray, “’Pray Sir, Consider a Little,”” 24. Murray presents a masterful reading of resistance in
the letters of David Fowler and Hezekiah Calvin, another student of Wheelock’s. Although a teacher’s pet,
several of Fowler’s letters show a disenchantment with Wheelock: especially Wheelock’s refusal to
communicate with Fowler and his obvious preference for Samuel Kirkland.

“2 Samuel Kirkland entered Moor’s Charity School in 1760, where he remained for two years
before attending the College of New Jersey (Princeton). From 1764 through 1766, Kirkland served as
missionary to the Oneidas and the Senecas before returning to Lebanon, Connecticut to be ordained. He
returned to the Oneidas with whom he worked for more than forty years. Kirkland severed relations with
Wheelock in 1770, in a dispute over the use of funds for Dartmouth College. See Samuel K. Lothrop, Life
of Samuel Kirkland: Missionary to the Indians (Boston: Little Brown, 1848).

“ McCallum, Letters of Eleazar Wheelock’s Indians, 108.

u“ Joseph Johnson to Eleazar Wheelock, December 1, 1766, Wheelock Papers, 766651.3
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In the same letter, Johnson wrote, “That God may grant you an ample reward in
the upper world, for all your Labours of Love towards the poor Indians, and me in
perticular . . . .” Although his tone is one of deference and humble gratitude, Johnson’s
view of himself and his people underlay this statement. He closed the letter, “your most
Obedient though unworthy Servent Poor good for nothing Indian Joseph Johnson.”
Johnson’s humility and obsequiousness served a dual purpose. On the one hand, he
engaged in proper Christian rhetoric, since it was commonly expected that Christians
would humble themselves before God and before their religious superiors. Laura Murray
points out that many of Wheelock’s white students used similar rhetorical devices in their
letters. However, she goes on to point out that Christian rhetoric “takes on particular
valences” as it pertains to the subordinate status of Native Americans.*

Nevertheless, there is more to Johnson’s language than Christian rhetoric.
Through it we witness a young man’s struggle to establish a place in a world that has
attempted to negate his existence. Johnson realized that men such as Wheelock played a
large part in determining the fate of Native Americans. At the same time, he was trying
to come to terms with his own role in shaping that fate. Neither the Mohegans, nor the
Oneidas, nor any other tribe could survive without acknowledging European domination.
Yet, with this acknowledgment came the awareness that Wheelock (and the majority of
Europeans) viewed Indians as inferior; that even as he attempted to educate and train his

Indian students, Wheelock always thought of them as savages.*

4 Murray, To Do Good to My Indian Brethren, 294, n. 12.

4 Eleazar Wheelock to George Whitefield, July 4, 1761, McCallum, Eleazar Wheelock, 84:
“None know, nor can any, without experience, well conceive of , the difficulty of educating an Indian.
They would soon kill themselves with eating and sloth, if constant care were not exercised upon them at
least the first year. They are used to set upon the ground, and it is as natural for them as a seat to our
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Johnson’s confusion about his place in God’s plan and his position as a Christian
Indian among the “pagan” Iroquois is evident in a letter he wrote to Wheelock in
December of 1767.
Revd & ever hond Doctr.
I would once more attempt to write to you Hond Benefactor:
Notwithstanding I find my mind so Discomposed, it is as if their was no
Solidness in my mind; Sometimes Encouraged, & at other Time
Dishearted; So yt I cant be Resolute in what I do. At present things look
dark — They all wear a Garment of Discouragement, but I hope that Before
long Some will change their present Garments, & Look Encourageing to
your poor Labourers in the Wilderness.
As do Puritan writings, the above quotation incorporates an important element of the
Christian writings of the time. Recording one’s despair and sinfulness offered a
purgation of that sinfulness as well as relief from despair. Nevertheless, the language
employed sounded not only a note of sorrow, but also of hopefulness, as Johnson’s
writing illustrates: “. . . but I hope that before long Some will change their present
Garments, & Look Encourageing to your poor Labourers in the Wilderness.” Johnson
was aware that God would only hear the appeal for salvation from one who was actively
seeking that salvation.”” Therefore, the “Wilderness” of which Johnson spoke was not
only the physical space he occupied in Oneida country, but a spiritual space in which all
Indians resided.
Johnson’s desperate search to create a solid, viable identity among a society that

thought of his people as less than human is poignantly displayed in the second paragraph

of the letter:

children. They are not wont to have any cloaths but what they wear, or will without much pains be brot to
take care of any. They are used to a sordid manner of dress, and love it as well as our children to be clean.”

*7 Again, a specifically Arminian view where the sinner chooses Christ. This contrasts with the
Calvinist idea of God choosing the sinner.

43



I Fear that God is about to give up these poor Ignorant heathen to walk
after their own hearts, and cut them of Intirely from his Earth; I think at
present their is Some concern amongst these Indians I would hope a Real
concern. I hope that God is about to carry on his own work amongst us,
and bring out Some of our Souls from this darkness into his Marvelous
Light. I am yet in the Gall of Bitterness and in the bond of Iniquity. I
hope that God will yet Enable me to See the pride of my heart, & the great
Sin of Unbelief and the Necessity I stand in of Christ Jesus. I believe that
unless God be pleased to Open my Eyes that I may See the wickedness of
my heart I greatly fear I Shall never Obtain the One thing needfull.*®

Johnson’s ambiguous position within this society is markedly evident in the above
quotation. Laura Murray points out his shifting pronouns, which reveal his confusion,
but she fails to analyze the importance of these grammatical changes.” To whom should
Johnson have related? Did he belong with those “poor Ignorant heathen” or did he
belong with those who could see the damnation to which those “poor Ignorant heathen”
were condemned?

The above paragraph begins with Johnson distancing himself from the Oneidas as
he stated that “. . . God is about to give up these poor Ignorant heathen,” yet the next
sentence brings the fear of damnation closer to himself as his pronouns shift to the first
person and the possessive. “I hope that God is about to carry on his own work amongst
us and bring out Some of our Souls from this darkness . . .” However, in the next
sentence, Johnson moved completely inward, focusing solely on himself and his fear that
he would never receive God’s grace: “I am yet in the Gall of Bitterness. . . .  hope that
God will yet Enable me to See the pride of my heart. . . . I believe that unless God be

pleased to Open my Eyes that I may See the wickedness of my heart / greatly fear / Shall

never Obtain the One thing needful.” This transition illustrates the complexity of

a8 Joseph Johnson to Eleazar Wheelock, December 29, 1767, Wheelock Papers, 767679.2.
9 Murray, To Do Good to My Indian Brethren, 58.
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Johnson’s constant struggle to create an identity that would allow him to function in both
the Indian and the white worlds.

Furthermore, Johnson believed that although God had not yet opened his eyes, He
still might. Then Johnson would “Obtain the One thing needfull”: salvation. That
Johnson was still seeking salvation shows his belief in his own determination to achieve
grace. In order to create a specific place in this new world order, Johnson would have to
step outside of Wheelock’s Calvinist theology and refashion a theology that would allow
him and other Indians to survive and prosper in Christian America. As he struggled to
determine his fate, Johnson’s understanding of grace, regeneration, sanctification, and

justification illustrated a subtle, but important, difference.

Conclusion

To all Enquiring friends, or to all Strangers that my Cast their Curious
but dying Eyes upon these lines. Disdain not the feble attempt of a Poor
Indian, who wishes well, to all mankind, wishes the well being of mortals,
in this World; but above all Sincerely desires their well being, in the
World to Come. But O! friend would you know more Concerning me. |
am, kind friend, an Indian of the Mohegan tribe, known by the Name of
Joseph Johnson. . . . As for my great Undertaking, I can assure you it was
not the Purpose of my heart; till of late. My dear friend, let me freely tell
you, that I was 21 years in this World, before I was born, and as Soon as |
was born, I had my Eyes Opened. . . . But let me tell you, before I let you
go, that I am but one year, and three months old properly, and my friend,
you Cant expect that in such a short time, I have arrived to manhood. No.
I confess, I am but a child in the knowledge of Jesus my Lord, and a babe
in Understanding.®

Joseph Johnson, along with other students of Moor’s Charity School, personified

a constant struggle between Euroamerican Christianity and Native American identity. In

5050 WP 772900.2.
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order to unite these seemingly incompatible parts into a coherent whole, Johnson and his
colleagues strove to fashion a Christianity that would allow them freedom to create an
identity fundamentally different from that being created for them by Wheelock and others
like him.

Calvinistic theology contended that human depravity, and therefore, divine
salvation were not a matter of choice: God elected individuals prior to creation and those
individuals, because of that election, lived a life of faith. Wheelock’s constant demand
for confessions of misbehavior and backsliding reinforced the idea that God had not
chosen any of Wheelock’s Indian students to receive salvation. To accept this
interpretation of Christianity would lead to nothing but despair, a despair to which many,
even Johnson himself, succumbed to for a time.

Nevertheless, Johnson was able to overcome this despair through his own
understanding of the Christian God and reinterpretation of the Christian faith. Johnson’s
understanding of Christianity was much closer to Arminianism than to Calvinism.
Arminian theology allowed humans to acknowledge their sinful state, repent and believe.
God elected those whom He knew would accept salvation, but it was up to the individual
to make that choice. Therefore, one could acknowledge divine grace, but still struggle to
accept the gift. According to Calvinistic theology, Johnson’s failure to lead a Christian
life ensured his damnation. Johnson believed differently. His spiritual struggles,
although many, culminated in a life of faith as evidenced by his later writings and the
founding of the Brotherton settlement. Those writings show a man secure in his faith and

in his belief of God’s salvation and mercy.



Although he would die before Brotherton was completed, Johnson, along with
Samson Occom, was a driving force behind the creation of the community. Within this
community, Native Americans could live together, free from the constant concern that
they might lose their land. Brotherton would embrace European agriculture and Christian
religion combined with the Indians’ sense of community. Brotherton became for Johnson

and the others the perfect amalgamation of European and Indian ways.

47



CHAPTER 2
Do Not Let Our Words Be Buried Underground:
Hendrick Aupaumut and the Language of Diplomacy
But on my part, I have hitherto had a persuasion on my mind, that if the
Western Nations could be rightly informed of the desires of the United
States, they would comply for peace, and that the informer should be an

Indian to whom they look upon as a true friend, who has never deceived or
injured them.”’

In 1826, Dr. Benjamin Coates found a manuscript written by a Native American
recording a diplomatic mission that attempted to engender peace between Indian nations
living west of the Ohio River and the new American government. Coates found the
manuscript to be fascinating, not for its historical significance, but for its literary
significance. As he says “. .. men desirous of preserving the impartiality of history have
often felt the want of some direct expression of the feelings and opinions of the sons of
the forest themselves” (Coates 63). Hendrick Aupaumut defied the “ancient fable” that
Coates refers to in his Prefatory Remarks to Aupaumut’s A Narrative of An Embassy to
the Western Indians: “ . . . the lions have had no painters — no apologists have arisen to
celebrate and exalt their great actions . . .” (Coates 63).

In a time when Indian nations were being decimated, when the search for a
homeland was a constant undertaking, Aupaumut took it upon himself to become the
“painter” for the “lions.” His Narrative reveals a man who realizes what is necessary for
tribal survival, but who is unwilling to sacrifice Indian identity. A close look at his
writings reveal a man struggling to maintain a diplomatic balance between the Americans

and Mohican allies. Aupaumut realizes that integrating certain aspects of white culture

*! Hendrick Aupaumut. A Narrative of an Embassy to the Western Indians. 76. Spelling in this
quotation, and in all subsequent quotations, has not been corrected.
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are necessary if the Indians are to survive. While he works toward this integration,

Aupaumut fights against complete assimilation.

Historical Background

Because Hendrick Aupaumut remains virtually unknown, his background as well
as some Mobhican history is beneficial. Captain Hendrick Aupaumut was born in 1757 in
Stockbridge, Massachusetts. The Reverend John Sergeant, a Protestant missionary,
taught Aupaumut to read, write, and speak English. Aupaumut earned the title of
“Captain” during the Revolutionary War, fighting in the Mohican company under George
Washington. Because of his bravery and leadership, Aupaumut earned a commendation
from Washington and rose from the rank of private to the rank of captain.

At the completion of the Revolutionary War, Aupaumut returned to Stockbridge,
Massachusetts where he became sachem, or leader, of the Mohicans. As Alan Taylor
explains in his article on Aupaumut, the Mohican tribe should not be confused with the
Mohegans of southern New England or the Mohicans invented by James Fenimore
Cooper. Aupaumut’s Mohicans were a combination of Mahicans, Wappingers, and
Housatonics who dwelled between the Hudson and Connecticut valleys (Taylor 432).
The Mohicans called themselves Muhheakunuk, but both British and Americans referred
to them as Mohicans or “Stockbridge Indians.”

As sachem, Aupaumut accepted an invitation from the Oneida to immigrate to
central New York. His decision was based on the increasing number of white settlers
surrounding their township in Stockbridge, Massachusetts. In 1783, Aupaumut moved

the Mohicans to New Stockbridge, a township located on the Oneida Creek. Although
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not in danger of immediate encroachment by white settlers, the move to central New
York provided distance from white incursion while still allowing communication
between the Mohicans and American officials.

Aupaumut referred to his tribe as the “front door,” invoking a long tradition of
Mahican mediation between the colonists and the western Indian tribes (Ronda 47).
Early in the seventeenth century, the Mahicans acted as cultural emissaries among the
Algonquian tribes and as mediators along the Hudson trading corridor. Their position
grew more dangerous with the advent of the Dutch fur trade. Mahican access to the
goods traded by the Dutch engendered the hostility of the Mohawks who drove the
Mahicans from their lands west of the Hudson River. With access lost to the Dutch fur
traders, the Mahicans lost their diplomatic supremacy. By forming close ties with the
Miami, Delaware, and Shawnee, they worked to rebuild their position as the “front door”
which was undermined by their defeat in the war with the Mohawks.

Upon their amalgamation with the Housatonic and the Wappinger, the Mahicans
settled around a Protestant mission in Stockbridge. Because of the remembered power
and prestige of the Mahican people, the leadership of the unified tribe — the Mohicans
— fell to the descendants of the original Mahicans. Aupaumut’s grandfather believed
that adopting the Protestant religion and English agricultural methods would ensure the
tribe’s survival. Suffering the derision of neighboring tribes, the Mahicans farmed the
land, lived in permanent farmhouses, owned cattle, and sent their children to the
Protestant mission school (Taylor 441). Thus, as a third-generation Christian and

Stockbridge inhabitant, Aupaumut saw the benefits of adaptation and accommodation.
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Although the Mahicans integrated European religious and cultural customs into
their everyday lives, the result was not total acculturation. The Mahicans were able to
integrate those European practices and customs that they determined would enrich their
lives without turning away from their own customs and traditions. As Taylor states,

the New Stockbridge Mohicans cherished their distinct identity as a native
people. They adopted “white” techniques and beliefs that would help
them persist as Mohicans in a changed world — not that they might pass
as white men and women. They retained their Algonquian language
(while adding English), matrilineal inheritance, clan system, and
hereditary chieftainship and much of their folklore. In particular they

clung to traditional diplomatic rituals, considering their precise renewal
the essence of a native identity. (441)

Therefore, in 1803 when Aupaumut tried to convince the Delaware to adapt white
farming techniques, he was not asking them to forsake their culture, but rather work to
ensure Indian survival in an increasingly white world.

Aupaumut’s knowledge of both Indian and white culture made him a prime
‘candidate for the post of emissary to the western tribes. After the Algonquian defeat of
General Hamar’s army in 1790 and St. Clair’s army in 1791, the Secretary of War, Henry
Knox, sought an emissary to convey the new policy of the United States to the western
tribes. Washington’s administration determined that “short-term patience and restraint
would dissolve the dangerous Indian confederacy and would eventually reward
Americans with the continent at a minimal expenditure of blood and treasure” (Taylor
435). Knox wanted to recruit the Mohawk Joseph Brant, but Brant’s connection with the
British made him unreliable.

In June 1791, Timothy Pickering, the United States Indian commissioner, traveled
to central New York to meet with potential delegates. He found the Iroquois wary and

unwilling, but received an offer of assistance from the New Stockbridge Mohicans. In a
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speech to Colonel Pickering, Aupaumut “offered to effect a western reconciliation as
both a sincere friend to the United States’ and ‘a true friend to the people of my own
colour’* (Taylor 435).% However, Aupaumut did not accept Pickering’s mission with
blind faith in the Americans. The Mohicans resented the treatment they had received
from New York officials as well as the lack of payment from American officials for
Mohican service in the Revolutionary War.
In another conversation with Pickering, Aupaumut stated:

Since the British and Americans lay down their hatchets, then my nation

was forgotten. But sometimes I feel sorrow, and shame, that some of my

great brothers have forgotten me — that all my services & sufferings have

been forgotten — and that I — my nation remain neglected . . . Perhaps I

am too small to be regarded. My friendship however is strong; my
friendship I do not forget. (qtd. in Taylor 442)

Aupaumut takes the Americans to task for their behavior toward the Mohican nation.
Although he questions his people’s status with the Americans — “Perhaps I am too small
to be regarded” — the sense one gets from his admonishment is one of disappointment in
the Americans’ behavior. His words are not that of an inferior but of a wise brother who
seeks to correct his brother’s mistakes. Aupaumut’s diplomatic maneuvering is superb.
His use of the words sorrow and shame are more effective than an outright display of
anger. Anger may have made Pickering wary, concerned about Aupaumut’s reliability in
pleading the American cause to Mohican allies. By invoking the emotion of sadness,
Aupaumut ensures Pickering of his own integrity, while stating his awareness of unfair

American treatment toward Indian nations.

52 Aupaumut, Speech, 20 June 1791, in Pickering, Newtown Point Council Journal, Timothy
Pickering Papers, Massachusetts Historical Society, vol. 61, item 200.

33 Aupaumut, Speech, 20 June 1791, in Pickering, Newtown Point Council Journal, Timothy
Pickering Papers, Massachusetts Historical Society, vol. 60, item 70.
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In addition, Aupaumut placed the blame for the war between the western Indians
and the American settlers firmly on the shoulders of the settlers. In another speech to
Pickering, Aupaumut criticized “the inhuman practices of your people on the frontiers,
who ought to have set good examples; but . . . these cruel people have kindled the bad
fire, and so raised the evil smoke” (qtd. in Taylor 442).* Aupaumut clearly states that it
is not the Indians who are acting inhuman; it is the whites. However, the atrocities begun
by the whites, the bad fire, could affect more than the nearby tribes. The evil smoke can
spread even farther, influencing those who are now at peace.

Still, if the situation could not be rectified, if the Americans reneged on their
promise, Aupaumut was more than willing to assist the western tribes in repelling the
American settlers. In a speech to the Shawnee, unknown to Pickering and other
American officials, Aupaumut concluded, “We now tell you [that] if these people with
whom you are at war shall refuse to listen to a just and honourable peace, and remove all
obstacles on their part, then we can join with you against them” (qtd. in Taylor 442).%
These excerpts from Aupaumut’s speeches indicate a man with a knowledge of political
maneuvering. Aupaumut knew where to place the blame for the ongoing troubles along
the Ohio frontier and he was not afraid to voice his opinion to Colonel Pickering, nor to
ensure to Western nations of Mohican support. Furthermore, he let Pickering know that
he had not forgotten the payments owed to his tribe for service during the Revolutionary
war even if the Americans had forgotten the Mohicans. Of course Aupaumut wanted to

solidify his tribe’s position with the Americans, but he also wanted to strengthen the

5 Aupaumut, Speech, 20 June 1791.

%5 Aupaumut, Speech to the Shawnees, quoted in Sergeant, Journal, 9 June 1791, Society for
Propagating the Gospel among the Indians and Others in North America, Box 1, Massachusetts Historical
Society.

53



bonds between the Mohicans and their western allies. Therefore, his motives in
accepting the mission to the western tribes were more complicated than just blind loyalty
to the Americans.

Aupaumut made four trips to the western tribes between 1791 and 1793. His first
two trips in 1791 and February of 1792 ended in failure. Aupaumut was unable to reach
the Indian confederacy situated along the Maumee River until his third trip in the summer
of 1792 and his fourth trip in the summer of 1793. His third trip met with such success
that the Americans sent a delegation to meet with the Indian confederacy. Aupaumut’s
fourth trip was as facilitator to the delegates, Benjamin Lincoln, Timothy Pickering, and
Beverly Randolph. During his third trip, Aupaumut kept a journal that he then turned
over to the American officials upon his return. It is this journal on which the remainder

of this chapter will focus.

The Indian Report

The function of the Indian Report was to provide first hand, personal accounts to
the government regarding the mindset of the various Indian nations. In 1776, the Board
of War decided to appoint an agent for Indian affairs who would “support friendly
savages” and determine and divide those nations who were hostile (Morgan 41). This
decision was in response to the flux within the standing committee created to supervise
Indian affairs, a flux that did not allow the government to establish a consistent policy
when dealing with the various Indian nations. However, the United States could not find
responsible agents who would fairly represent the new government’s policies. Thus the

United States was forced to recruit Indians as agents, especially to combat the British
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who had over fifty agents actively promoting friendship between Indian nations and the
British government.

However, Indian agents were not readily available, so many of the extant Indian
reports are written by white men, usually members of the United States Army. In many
cases, the language of the white-written Indian report is similar to that of Aupaumut’s.
Yet, careful reading allows us to see the subtle differences that make Aupaumut’s
narrative so important to our understanding of cultural negotiation between Indian
nations and Euroamericans.

One interesting difference is how the narratives open. Aupaumut’s narrative is
prefaced by a letter from Coates to Thomas Pickering. Coates feels the need to “ascertain

and confirm the authenticity of the memoir and the authority of the writer.”*

Pickering’s
reply to Coates, confirming Aupaumut’s diplomatic journey, is placed prior to the
narrative proper. Thus, Pickering’s letter becomes an authenticating document, similar to
those documents that preface the slave narratives of writers such as Frederick Douglass
and Harriet Jacobs. The trope of the authenticating document requires that a white writer,
usually a white man, confirm the veracity of the text as well as the veracity of the writer.
Without this confirmation, it is implied, the writer, as well as the text, comes into
question. Thus, without Pickering, Aupaumut’s narrative voice is silenced, the narrative
itself, dismissed.

Aupaumut opens his narrative explaining why he accepts the mission on behalf of

the United States government and then explains the connections between his nation and

the Western nations. Aupaumut states early on that both the United States and the

36 Coates, B.H. “Prefatory Remarks” in Aupaumut’s Narrative, 68.
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Western nations were concerned with his ability to negotiate peace; nevertheless, he
believes “that if the Western Nations could be rightly informed of the desires of the
United States, they would comply for peace, and that the informer should be an Indian to
whom they look upon as a true friend, who has never deceived or injured them” (76).
Thus, Aupaumut’s position allows him to understand the position of the United States,
while as an Indian he provides the American government a level of access to the Western
Nations not necessarily available to a white emissary.

Colonel Thomas McKenney, appointed as Superintendent of Indian Trade in 1816
by President James Madison, undertook a mission to the Southern Indian nations: the
Chickasaw, Choctow, Cherokee, and Creek. Throughout his mission, he wrote to James
Barbour, the Secretary of War, informing Barbour of his progress.” McKenney traveled
to the Southern nations to determine their views on the removal of their people to west of
the Mississippi. McKenney’s report of his mission to the Southern nations opens with a
letter to James Barbour.® There is, of course, no authenticating document. Unlike
Aupaumut, who feels the need to acknowledge that there are those who oppose his
diplomatic position, McKenney is able to get right down to business: “Sir: I have met the
Chickasaw Chiefs in Council, and, in pursuance of your instructions, ascertained their
views in regard to their removal West of the Mississippi.” Because his position allows

him a certain privilege, McKenney has no need to establish his narrative voice.

57 These letters, encompassing his dealings with the four Southern Nations, date between October
and November of 1827. See Reports and Proceedings of Col. McKenney on the Subject of his Recent Tour
among the Southern Indians, as Submitted to Congress with the Message of the President U.S. Gales &
Seaton, 1828.

%% Letter dated 10" October, 1827. Reports and Proceedings of Col. McKenney on the Subject of
his Recent Tour Among the Southern Indians, as Submitted to Congress with the Message of the President
US., 1828.

56



Interestingly, McKenney’s narrative rarely allows us to hear the Indian voice.
McKenney recounts speeches to the various nations, but only rarely quotes the their
reply. Out of a thirty-seven-page report, less than five pages focus on the Indian reply and
then only the speeches of the Chickasaw and Choctaw. Aupaumut, on the other hand,
makes it a point to provide detailed accounts of the Western Nations’ responses. When
McKenney does provide us with the Indian voice, the quotes he provides focus on him
and his position within the government, a position the Chiefs of the Chickasaw and
Choctaw nations know can help or hinder their cause.

To further his position, McKenney informs his readers that Levi Colbert,
Counselor to the Chickasaw nation, refers to him as “brother,” but McKenney uses no
such language when referring to Colbert and the other chiefs.” This may not seem to be
an important distinction until one remembers the importance of familial connections
among the Indian nations. Aupaumut opens his narrative defining his nation’s
connections with the Western nations in familial terms. For example, the Delawares are
Grandfathers to the Mahicans, the Monthees are brothers, while the Miamies and the
Ottawas are grandchildren.

Thus, for McKenney the term “brother” is no more than a political maneuver to
solidify his position to his reader James Barbour. By noting Colbert’s use of “brother,”
McKenney assures the Secretary of War that he has the connections needed to guarantee
Indian cooperation. He is familiar enough with Indian diplomacy to mimic it, but his

connection with the Southern Nations, as shown through his narrative, is superficial.

» McKenney states: “I will, however, note the language of Levi Colbert: ‘It makes my heart glad,
Brother,’ said he, ‘to see you’ . . . I replied that a regard for them, and a strong desire to see them, and to
see them happy, had brought me to their country . . . .” (7-8 emphases mine). Letter to James Barbour, 10
October 1827.
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McKenney uses the term “brother” in his address to the Chickasaw and Choctaw nations,
not to establish any type of familial connection, but to illustrate the superiority of the
“American” way of life and the power of the United States government. The Chickasaw
nation is reluctant to leave their lands — “Here lie the bones of our fathers; and here has
been the home of our infancy, and we love this country” — because it is their home.
McKenney dismisses their argument with his focus on the Western ideal that betterment
and progress are equivalent. He tells the Chickasaw chiefs that their “exchange of
country” will provide “an opportunity of making [them] a great people, and in all respects
like the whites.”® For McKenney, greatness and whiteness are analogous. He goes on:
“Y ou ought to have told [the American commissioners], like all other people, we wish to

better our condition.”®!

McKenney’s speech is in no way similar to those of Aupaumut’s
to the Western Nations, other than his meaningless use of the term “brother.”

In contrast, there is no time when Aupaumut disregards the position of the
Western Nations. When he delivers the United States’ message, he does so without
prejudice. He neither condemns the position of the United States nor the Western
Nations during council meetings. However, he does note his skepticism of the American
government and their treatment of Indian nations, his in particular.”* Aupaumut never
encourages the Western Nations to assimilate or acculturate. He does not assume to tell
the Nations what position they should take. All Aupaumut does is present the words of

the United States government — he leaves the decision on whether or not to accept these

words to the leaders themselves: “I have delivered you a great Message in your hands,

% «Talk delivered to the Council held with the Chiefs of the Chickasaw Nation, at Levi Colbert’s,
on Tuesdsaly, October 9“’, 1827.” Thomas McKenney, Reports and Proceedings.
Ibid.
2 Please see pp. 5-7 where I discuss this point
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and you must exert yourselves, and consider it seriously — and to remember our children,
women, young men, and old people, and take the wisest part; and as I am here with you, |
will endeavour to assist you as far as I can” (95). Nor does Aupaumut argue that by
accepting the terms of the United States, the Indian nations will better themselves. They
may better their condition — they will avoid war — but he never assumes to determine their
future.

Another significant departure between Aupaumut and McKenney is their
descriptive language. In a letter to James Barbour, McKenney advises against giving the
Indians money, stating: “All who know any thing of the Indian character, know how
improvident they are, and will admit that a moneyed consideration would be a fruitful
source of evil to them, and would doubtless render the majority of them homeless and
houseless for the rest to their lives.”® He makes it clear that he, in no way, believes in
the Indian character. His language is similar to many whites: the Indian is no better than
a child, and must be protected from himself.

Aupaumut, on the other hand, acknowledges that the United States can help the
Indian nations by assisting them, not controlling them. As he tells the Delaware, the
United States endeavors “to lift us up the Indians from the ground, that we may stand up
and walk ourselves; because we Indians, hitherto have lay flat as it were on the ground,
but which we could not see great way; but if we could stand then we could see some
distance” (127). Aupaumut, unlike McKenney, fully believes in the Indian’s ability to

control his own destiny, to “stand up and walk ourselves,” albeit with some assistance.

63 Letter dated October 10, 1827.
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Thus, Aupaumut’s narrative differs in that Aupaumut places greater emphasis on
the Indian voice than does his white counterpart. Both McKenney and Aupaumut attempt
to provide the American government with the mindset of the nations they visit, yet
McKenney does so through his own cultural lens: a view that sees the Indian as child-like
and incapable of caring for himself. McKenney rarely provides a first-hand account of
the Indian voice because the Indian cannot speak for himself or for his nation. In almost
direct contrast, Aupaumut provides us mostly with the Indian voice. The bulk of his
narrative is the Western Nations’ response to the American offer and to the problems
with white settlers. In doing so, Aupaumut challenges the pervasive notion that the only
way of survival was through Euroamerican culture. Aupaumut and the Western nations
understand and are willing to accept American help “to lift the Indians up,” but are

determined to “stand up and walk” themselves.

Objective Reality and the Language of Diplomacy

In Residues of Justice, Wai Chee Dimock states that justice “will always be
imagined as having an objective reality, a reality coincidental with the immanent
relations among things and discoverable through a rational process of deliberation” (4,
emphasis added). For Aupaumut, and the Western nations whom he approaches on
behalf of the United States government, justice and the language surrounding it, have an
objective reality, not an imagined reality. Speech between Aupaumut and the Western
nations takes on a material reality, a physical presence unfamiliar to American officials.
This materiality can be seen as Aupaumut requests his brother “to fetch [his] bag of

peace, in which there is ancient wampom [sic]” before starting out on his journey (78).



The significance of this gesture cannot be glossed over. Aupaumut’s presence at
the council fires, or his speech alone, is not enough to convince the sachems of the
importance of his mission. The idea of diplomacy, the act itself, must be visible to
leaders of the Western nations. Aupaumut must present physical proof of the United
States’ intentions: their desire for peace and their willingness to negotiate the terms of
that peace. In addition, Aupaumut must assert his position as an ally of the Western
nations and a worthy advocate for the United States. His bag of peace, then, carries a
presence that goes far beyond the symbolic or the imagined. It becomes, in effect, the
material presence of peace, the concrete manifestation of the goals Aupaumut attempts to
achieve.

Equal to the objective reality of diplomacy is the objective reality of justice.
Dimock argues against the idea that justice is a reification of commensurability, that
relations surrounding the conception of justice complicate the notion that one good could
equal another good or one evil could equal another evil (6). Yet, in Aupaumut’s
narrative, justice has a physical commensurability as evidenced in the exchange of
wampum. Wampum serves not only as a physical manifestation of diplomacy, -- as the
exchange reveres both speaker and audience -- but both parties imbue the wampum itself
with a belief in its commensurability: the administration of what is morally right must be
visible between the United States and the Western tribes. Wampum, then, implies that
one good can equal another and to renege on diplomatic promises demands equal
reaction.

The physical manifestation of diplomacy is made evident in an early interaction

between Aupaumut and the Iroquois. At the very beginning of his journey, Aupaumut
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meets with members of the Iroquois confederacy, explaining the reasons behind the
urgency of his mission as well as the United States’ choice of him as intermediary.
Before he takes leave of the confederacy, however, Farmers Brother, an Iroquois sachem,
asks Aupaumut to deliver a message to the Delaware. Evidently, Iroquois warriors, “led
astray by the big knifes,” have killed two Delaware.* In his message, Farmers Brother
apologizes for the actions of these “foolish young men” and reassures the Delaware of
their continued alliance. He concludes his speech with the promise to “wipe of [sic] your
tears which runs down your cheeks,” and he ensures the importance and truth of his
statement with five strings of wampum (81). Thus, Aupaumut will deliver to the
Delaware material proof of both sorrow and justice as felt by the Iroquois.
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