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Trail of Tears

	I think all Americans can agree that the Trail of Tears was one of the darkest times in our 200+ year history, a blemish we have chosen to all but forget. Even in 1830 the Indian Removal Act was controversial. Though some agreed with Andrew Jackson’s Indian Removal Act many Americans didn’t think it was right to force the Native Americans to leave their ancestral homelands. When the Indian Removal Act was authorized by President Andrew Jackson in 1835 and the “migration” began there were many strong reactions, both for and against the issue. In this essay I will look at three primary sources from that time and analyze their writer/speaker’s arguments.
	In Ralph Waldo Emerson’s letter to President Martin Van Buren, 1836, he makes it extremely clear that him and his community were not okay with what the government was about to do to the Cherokee nation. He questions the government’s morals and motives, holding the president personally responsible for stopping this “crime.”
	Emerson starts the letter by offering the trust that the position of president commands and asks that Van Buren be unbiased and hears him out for he not only speaks for himself but many in his community. When he states the “sinister rumors” he’s heard it is with a tone of disbelief, still trusting but, now, also questioning. Does the government plan to force the “aboriginal population,” who are becoming civilized, out of their home lands? If the red men are trying “…to redeem their own race from the doom of eternal inferiority…” and adhere to “…the arts and customs of the Caucasian race” why must they be moved from their homes? Emerson says that they should be treated as independent and “…they shall be duly cared for; that they shall taste justice and love from all whom we have delegated the office of dealing with them.”
	Emerson and his community don’t want to believe that it was true, when they read about the Treaty of New Echota and the plan to forcefully remove the Indians from their land in the newspaper “Man and women with pale and perplexed faces meet one another in the streets and churches here, and ask if this be so.”
	“Such a dereliction of all faith and virtue, such denial of justice, and such deafness to screams for mercy were never heard of in times of peace…” Emerson says on the government’s failing ethics. He then politely says he may have over stepped his bounds “of decorum,” then counters that it would be of higher indecorum if he were to not say something about the crime being committed. Emerson says tells the president that this is not an act of “party,” it is not an act of the people but the government; he states that this act against the Indians is disgracing the government, the office of presidency, and our country.
	Then Emerson finally asks “Will the American government steal? Will it lie? Will it kill?” Old statesmen and counselors state with conviction that ten years before “…the proposed Indian measures could not be executed…” but since the steps of this crime are moving so fast the “virtuous citizens” don’t have a chance to stop it.
	Then he calls the president to action saying that if he doesn’t do something there will be repercussions.
	I think Emerson’s argument is extremely effective; he uses emotion and morals to get the president to jump into action and, if I were the president, I would try to stop it. He seems extremely genuine, like he truly cares what happens to the Cherokees and the state of the government. The quotes I used in the above paragraphs are the ones I found most powerful, each one tugs at your heart strings. He is also a beautiful writer, his word choice is excellent and I actually enjoyed reading it.
	My next source is from 1838. On May 10th Major General Winfield Scott delivered an ultimatum to the Cherokees who had not yet left Georgia. Scott reminds the people that they were allotted two years by the Treaty of Echota and that time will end in two weeks. He is there to make sure the people do move even if he has to use his army to make it happen.
	I like Scott a lot less than Emerson because I think he is kind of spineless. The whole time he says things like “I am come to carry out…” and “I have no power…” I see this as him not taking responsibility for his part in these efforts. 
I also feel that Scott is rather insincere. He seems to be concerned by his words but he also has a tone of superiority and arrogance that I would not have listened to had he been trying to persuade me. “I am an old warrior, and have been present at many a scene of slaughter, but spare me, I beseech you, the horror of witnessing the destruction of the Cherokees.” It’s about him and how he is a great warrior, not about the fact that he would be the one slaughtering and destroying them. He does have the power to command his forces to stand down but instead he takes no responsibility and gives it all to the president.
His argument isn’t persuasive because he is a sort of arrogant puppet; he gives no reason other than because the president says so. In the undertones you can tell he believes in what he is doing and, though he may not have known how badly things would go, he refuses to take responsibility. 
John Burnett’s story of the Trail of Tears is as informed and knowing; he was there and saw it all. As a kid he grew up with the Indians and, therefore, cared for them very much. So when Burnett heard of the plan for Indian removal he was dismayed, and when he saw how they were being “removed” he was appalled. The soldiers apprehended the Cherokees from their homes giving them no time to retrieve supplies or even shoes, whipping elderly men in the streets. 
Then, if they survive that, they are loaded into 645 wagons and sent on “the trail of exiles [it] was a trail of death.” On the trail 4,000 Cherokees died of pneumonia and exposure, they now lie in shallow, unmarked graves.
He paints a picture of the kindness, virtue, and beauty of the Cherokee people. “…I did not meet one moral prostitute. They are kind and tender hearted and many of them are beautiful.” He even tells the story of Chief John Ross’ Christian wife who died of pneumonia because she gave her only blanket to a sick child.
Burnett said that “…covetousness on the part of the white race was the cause of all the Cherokees had to suffer.” One Indian child sold a golden nugget to a white trader and that was the end, once the white man knew gold was on their land the Indians were doomed.
John Burnett paints a strong picture of why Indian Removal was wrong; he gives a perspective from right in the middle of all the horror. It would be nearly impossible to be in the situation he was in and not feel guilty that he couldn’t do more. Though he is remembered as “the soldier that was good to us” he couldn’t stop what his superiors commanded. He is very persuasive because his story is.
The conclusion I have come to while writing this paper is that with knowledge comes responsibility. Emerson knew only a limited amount but he still spoke out, he still tried to make it stop. Scott knew what was likely to happen when he came to enforce the treaty, that it would probably end up bloody but he refused responsibility. He didn’t show any remorse in his ultimatum. While Burnett showed only remorse, he had orders he had to carry out as a soldier but he didn’t like it and he tried to ease the sufferings of those he was charged to care for.


Class Reflection
[bookmark: _GoBack]	In HIST1700 I learned a lot of new information about events and historical figures that I never knew I was missing. All through school you learn American history over and over again with the same events and facts and dates but Dr. Sederholm taught us a different side of those events, he showed us the men behind the scenes and their characters. It is so much more interesting to hear that presidents Jackson, Lincoln, and T. Roosevelt were real people who participated in history, not that they just existed during important events. This class rejuvenated American history in my mind.
