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MR. SCHURZ ANSWERED.

REPLY TO THE SECRETARY BY THE
BOSTON COMMITTER, -

L}

His Arguments in his Letter to Governor Long Refuted
~—The Case Carefully Restated — The Evidence Re-
cailed — The Interior Department Held Accountable
for the Ponca Troubles, :

To the Secretary of the Interior: —

Your letter to Governor Long is really a reply to the whole -

action. of oar Committee. It is a plausible letter, but it is
not, we think, a fair nor a candid statement. The misappre-
hensions of law, and, in some cases, of fact, contained in it,
are almost pai'nful. Coming from you, in your high position,

. it is calculated to mislead public opinion, and we deem it a

duty, though not desiring a controversy, to correct it. You
are entitled to the credit that comes from a frank confession
of error; but we regret that the confession is partial, and
that you could not have seen your way clear to accompany
regret with entire reparation. We do know something of

the Indian question, and of the Ponca case in particular, in -

spite of an insinuation in your letter — not unusual, when
parties in power are criticised -— that we know nothing about
it. We start with the simple fact —which you admit— that
the Department of the Interior, with you at its head, respon-
sible for its conduct, and kept informed of its proceedings,
drove seven hundred Poncas from homes and lands to which
you knew that their title was beyond the shadow of a ques-
tion ; and that you did this against their consent, in violation
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of the law of Congress and the dictates of humanity, employ-
ing for the purpose a company of soldiers, and, as you now
add, four companies of cavalry.

THE FIRST PETITION.

You refer first to the petition of the Poncas for removal to
the Indian Territory, dated Sept. 23, 1875, as if that were
a sort of consent on their part. It appears by the testi-
mony thatA. J. Carrier was the Government agent for the
tribe at that time, and obtained the signatures to this paper.
Before it was executed he states: ‘I took particular empha-
sis and care to say to them, ‘ By signing this paper you cede
none of your rights t6 this reservation; you cede nothing
whatever by this paper; you give up nothing by this paper.’”
And again: “Their faith in me, and in my word, was what
procured their unamimous signatures” White Eagle, the
head chief, testified: ‘ We never signed any paper asking to
be removed to the Indian Territory; we never talked about
going to the Indian Territory; we did not know at that time
that therée was any such place,” etc. Morgan, the interpre-
ter, also declared that the Indians did not understand that
they agreed to go the Indian Territory. '

In regard to the treaty of peace made with the Sioux,
which you call a “kind of treaty,” the report of the Indian
Commissioner is more explicit, and he states: * During the
year the chiefs and head-men of the tribe (Brule Sioux)
asked for, and obtained, permission to visit the Ponca agency
- for the purpose of making a treaty with the Poncas, with
whom they had been on unfriendly terms for years.  This
treaty was effected, and entered into with the best of faith,”
It appears that this treaty was regarded as of more solemn
obligation by these tribes than the Government regards its
treaties with them. Moreover, the very treaty of 1868
between the United States and the Sioux Indians, which you
say by mistake” was made to include these lands owned
by the Poncas in fee, had been decided by the United States
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courts, in the case of Gordon ws. Crook,—as, in your official
position, you of course must-have known,—to be void, and of
no force. This very treaty, which you say was the “law of
the land,” had been declared not to be law two years before
you make it an excuse for driving the Ponca, Indians from
their homes. How could you make such a mistake?

You also allude to the consent of the tribe obtained at the
council hetd Jan. 27, 1877. There is no sufficient evidence
to that effect. There are what purport to be the minutes
of a council held with these Indians, attested by Charles
and David Le Clair, interpreters. In regard to the charac-
ter’ of these men, Mr. Carrier, the former agent, says, in a
letter to the President: “I believe it impossible for you to
secure a true and impartial rendering of the truth from the
Poncas, or to rely upon being truthfully interpreted to them
by either David or Charles Le Clair.” Other testimony as
to their charactér was of a similar nature. The Indian chiefs
testified that ten of them only agreed, after great persuasion,
to go to the Indian Territory, and if they were pleased, they
were to select a location, and then go to Washington and
arrange details, The testimony before the Committee last
winter and spring is voluminous, but quite conclusive, that
the Indians were deceived and cheated in a most shameful
manner in this matter, The Senate Committee report as
follows: “ An effort was kept up for awhile, during the
negotiations, to obtain from them something that might be
construed into words of consent; and various methods were
resorted to to obtain from them something that would bear
such construction: but at no time, from beginning to end of
the negotiations, did those representing the Government ever
frankly and fairly state to the Indians that they had the
liberty of free choice to stay upon their own lands or to
remove to the Indian Territory. The Committee can find
no language sufficiently strong in which to condemn the
whole proceedings, and trace to it all the troubles which
have come upon the Poncas, and the hardships and sufferings
which have followed them, since they were taken by the
United States from their old reservation and placed in their
present location in the Indian Territory.”
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The Senate Committee also agree that this removal was
in direct violation of law, inasmuch_ as the consent of the
tribe was never obtained, and the law required this consent,
The report states: * That the Government, failing to obtain -
such free consent, removed them by force, and placed them
where they now are, against their will, leaving their houses
and all other property, which they were unable to take with
them, and lodging them in a hot, and, to them, an inhospita-
ble climate; that they have suffered greatly, from the time
of their removal to the present time, and have been thereby
greatly diminished in numbers; that they are, at the present
moment, discontented, discouraged and disheartened, and are-
making no progress toward self-support; that this proceed-
ing on the part of the United States was without justification,
and was a great wrong to this peaceable tribe of Indians, and
demands at the hands of the United States speedy and full
redress.”

THE RESPONSIBILITY.

You state truly that the removal of the tribe was initiated
before you came into office, and you excuse yourself from the
responsibility of the removal on account of having your time
occupied in acquainting yourself with the complicated
machinery of the Interior Department, DBut it appears that
you were duly warned by several individuals of good
standing, and who were highly recommended, of the injus-
tice and wrong of this removal, and in ample time for you to
have prevented its accomplishment; so that the responsi-
bility cannot be put upon a previous administration. Let
us see, . :

Mr. Kemble testifies that he went to Washington and saw
you, stated all the facts, giving all the information in his
possession, and asked what should be done; that he learned
from you that the Poncas would be removed, and, if neces-
sary, troops would be called upon to enforce their removal.

Mr, Solomon Draper, a lawyer, of Niobrara, was employed
by the despairing Poncas to go to Washington and state their
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case, He testified that he went with Senator. Paddock, of
Nebraska, who vouched for him, and called upon you and
explained the whole matter., He tried to induce you to
delay action, and select any man or men that you might
have confidence in, to go out there and investigate whether
the Poncas were willing to go to the Indian Territory or not.
Commissioner Smith, for some reason or other, was very
desirous of their removal. The Secretary, Mr. Draper
continues, was ihclined, at first, to delay the matter and

make an investigation, but he finally made up his mind that * °

his official information was of such a nature that he ought to
act. He represents having three interviews with you, and
that he finally suggested that Bishop Whipple be authorized
to investigate the matter; but you decided the removal must
go on. This attorney also testifies that Mr. Kemble and the
contractors and the agent appeared to be struggling for their
removal, and that whenever Mr. Kemble got a communica-
tion or telegram indicating that the plan of removal would
be successful, it was shown to them all, and they were all

_jubilant. It appedrs, also, that April 10, 1877, H. Wester-

man, with references transmitted to you of the highest class,
telegraphed to you: “The Ponca Indians do not wish to
be removed. They have not made a treaty for their lands,
but are to be forced off. Please order a suspension of their
removal until you receive papers already forwarded setting
forth their rights in full”

As early as March 1gth the Rev, Alfred L. Riggs, mis-
sionary of the American Board, addressed you a letter, from
which we make the following extracts: “ The Poncas have a
clear right to the land on which they now are —the right of
original possession, guaranteed by two treaties with the
United States, They have never relinquished that right,
any reported agreement to the contrary notwithstanding.
The ostensible reason for the removal of the Poncas — the
hostility of the Brule Sioux —is without good foundation;
for, though they are now enemies, closer neighborhood, and
the control of the United States authority, would quickly
make them at peace, We are therefore convinced that great
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wrong will be done these Indians, and more disgrace accrue
to our country, by such ruthless disregard of our obliga-
tions.” The Rev. John P. Williamson, missionary of the
- Presbyterian Church, also wrote to you, under same date:
“1 hereby certify that (though not knowing to all of the
facts above stated) I do know that the Poncas, as a
tribe, are bitterly .opposed to removal. Believing that it
would be an outrage to drag them even to a better country,
I join in the petition for further investigation,” The Rev.
Joseph Ward, pastor of the Congregational Church at Yank-
ton, and J. C. McVay, president of First National Bank at
Yankton, concurred in these statements, and requested a delay
until proper inquiry could be made, Can you seriously claim
that, with all this information and pleading, you were so
fresh in your office as not to be * responsible” for the résult?

In addition to all this, March 21st the Rev. A. L. Riggs
and the Rev, J. P. Williamson united in a dispatch to you:
“ Please order stay of proceedings in removal of Poncas uatil
inquiry is made, Removal is against their wishes, and
violates two treaties, Particulars mailed.” It is in vain,
Mr. Secretary, to affirm that you acted from want of knowl-
edge. These protests did not come from the sentimentalists
of the East, but from responsible parties living in the midst
of the Indians, and their voice you should have heard, It
would have saved untold anguish and suffering. The troops
were sent at your command, and the removal was forced,
You admit a mistake, but call it a mistake in making a treaty.
But as the Act of Congress required a free consent on their
part, was it not rather a grievous wrong to order that
removal after such warning that the law itself was violated
by so doing? The outrage was not in the law itself, but in
the manner of executing it. The law reads: ‘“That the
Secretary of the Interior may use of the foregoing amounts
the sum of twenty-five thousand dollars for the removal of
the Poncas to the Indian Territory, and providing them a
home therein, with the consent of said band”
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THE SIOUX OCCUPATION.

The reason alleged for the removal of the Poncas, is, that
the Sioux were to occupy the land; and you state that you
refused the request of the chiefs, when they visited you in
Washington, to return to their home, because ‘the Sioux
had, in the meantime, been removed to the Missouri River,
and occupied that part of their reservation which included
the Ponca lands.” In order to show that this was no valid
reason, we call your attention to the testimony of Mr. A. J.
Pollock, your Indian inspector, who afterward removed the
Sioux jfrom the Ponca lands, It refers, of course, to the
removal of the Sioux back again from the Ponca lands, and
not to the original removal of the Poncas,

Question by Senator Dawes.—You took charge of their
removal? A. Yes, sir. They were really about to move
themselves ; they would not remain there.

Q. When did they remove? A. It wa$ on the 23d or
25th of July, I think, that I gave them permission to start,

Q. What were they moved down for? Were they moved
against their will (that is Z the Ponca land)? A, Yes, sir,
as I understood ; many of them were opposed to going, and
¢ chked," as we call it, on the way down.

Q. Why were they moved back? A. They were moved
back at their own request. It was a part of the arrangement
when they moved down there that they should be moved back.
They had selected that country (that is, the Rosebud) for
their permament home,

Q. They were removed to the Ponca agency against their
will, and stayed a few months, and were moved back at their
own earnest solicitation? A. Yes, sir; they came with the
understanding —and would not have come in any other way —
that they were to receive their supplies there for the winter,
and in the spring select their own spot, which they did on
the Rosebud, and were moved there the next July or August.

Further testimony proves that it was the contractors who
wanted these various removals, and not the Indians, This
testimony furnishes perhaps a key to the whole system. The

-
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haste in removing the 'Poncas was wholly unwarrantable, as
the Sioux did not arrive for months afterward, The Sioux
arrived in November and December, and were moved back
‘again in July., The Sioux did not want to move to the Ponca
. lands, but the contractors did desire it ; for Solomon Draper,
of Niobrara, in answer to the question whether the contract-
ors who had succeeded in getting them brought to the Mis-
souri, had at last succumbed to the contractors to supply
them at the old agency, answered, ‘“Yes, sir.” This ex-
poses the reckless treatment that ‘“‘our wards"” received at
‘the hands of the Government. The influence of the con-
tractors outweighs the interests of the Indians, and these
helpless beings are moved about from place to place, to suit

the interests of contractors, or the caprice of an official. It

is true you took the system as you found it; but it is none the
less an infamous system, which we hope to demolish by
securing to the Indians the protection of the civil law,

THEIR CONDITION IN THE INDIAN TERRITORY.

You allude to the possible invasion of the Indian Territory
by settlers, and claim that the Northern Cheyennes and the
Nez Perces may also become restless to return to their homes
in the north, We are ashamed when you admit that you
deem it a good reason why this great nation should steal land
from one Indian tribe, that, if restitution were made, some
other might also take heart and beg for redress. Isit not
possible that a fine exhibition of justice, in this case, might
give the Government 2 hold on the Indians such as it never
has had, and such as our former system of treaty-breaking
and the bayonets have failed hitherto to secure? The horri-
ble butchery of the northern Cheyennes, the cruel treatment
of the Nez Perces, all under your administration, are still
fresh in our memories, and form one of the darkest chapters
in the history of this country in its dealings with the Indians.
The treatment these tribes received was barbarous and
inhuman, and we are not surprised they should rise before
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your vision when you contemplate the wron'gs inflicted upon
the Poncas, and are asked to redress them,

You refer to your annual report;of 1879, in which you say:
“ All that could be subsequently done by this department, in
the absence of new legislation, to repair that wrong and
indemnify them for their losses, has been-done with more
than ordinary solicitude.” If that be true, Heaven help the
other tribes! We must refer again to the testimony. The
dgent, in this report, states: It is a matter of astonishment \
to me that the Government should have ordered the removal
of the Ponca Indians from Dakota to the Indian Territory,
without having first made some provision for their settlement
and comfort. As the case now is, no appropriation has been
made by Congress, except of a sum little more than sufficient
to remove them. No houses have been built for their use,
and the result is that these people have been placed on an
uncultivated reservation, to live in their tents as best they
may, and await further legislative action.”
_ Your inspector, Mr. Pollock, visited the Poncas in Decem-
ber, 1879, two years and a half after you had removed them,
and this is his testimony before the Senate Committee:
“The condition of things there was so bad—to such an
extent, in fact — that I considered myself justified in remov-
ing the agent, which I did. I considered, and so reported,
that he was not dealing justly with the Indians, and for that
reason I suspended, him, The Indians were not living in
houses at the time I arrived there, on Dec. 22d, 1879,
There were but two houses occupied by Indians, I think;
not to exceed three. The houses stood there, some seventy
in number, in an incomplete condition, so that it was not
possible to occupy them., The Indians were living down in
the bottoms, on the lowlands, in the timber near to the river,
in their tents, The houses had been built—the log part of
them — for some time, I understood that the agent was
allowed to expend thirty dollars on each house. Of course,
it. was not possible to huild a very good house for thirty
doilars, The principal charge made against the agent of the
Indians was that they had been required to receipt for things
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that never had been delivered to them,~—such as cattle, wag-
ons, dishes, etc.,— which proved to be true, There was a
storm there about the last of December, in which snow fell
four or five inches deep, and the snow was followed by sleet,
which froze on top of it.

Q). These Indians were living in tents, then? A, Ves, sir.

Q). And had no stoves? A. No, sir; no stoves,

It is difficult to reconcile this testimony, confirmed as it is

by that of, the Indian chiefs, with your report made several

months earlier, and your own testimony before the Commit-
tee, giving the result of your observation made on a visit six
months prior to that of your inspector. VYou state: ‘I found,
so far as I could ascertain, that the land was very good, well
watered and well timbered ; in short, it was good agricultural
land. I aiso found that they had been provided with dwell-
ings far superior to those which they had occupied on their
old reservation.” The evidence affords positive proof that
for the long period of two years and half, this poor tribe of
exiles were most-shamefully treated, half fed, and living in
tents where disease and death carried off its victims at a
fearful rate.

The murder of Big Snake illustrates the reign of terror
that had been established ; and here we call upon Mr. Pollock
to confirm the testimony of the chiefs, and to contradict the
report that was telegraphed from your ‘department, all over
the country, that Big Snake, the brother of Standing Bear,
had been aecidentally shot, and that he was a bad man,

Q. What effect did the killing of Big Snake have upon the
Poncas themselves? A. It had a very bad effect—about the
same effect it would have upon you or me if some person were
to kill a brother of ours. At the time of the killing there
were ten or twelve soldiers present in the office. Big Snake
was alone, and unarmed. It looked to me, to put it in plain
English, like a cowardly, willful murder,

Thank you, Mr. Pollock, for your straightforward, manly
testimony. We have not heard, Mr, Secretary, that any
measures have been taken to punish the guilty parties for
this murder; but, perhaps, as Indians are not considered by
the department as persons, no law can reach the offenders,
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The excuse put forth by you for refusing to allow the return
of the Poncas, that you-had no authority to appropriate
money for that purpose, does not meet the case. What we
complain of is, acknowledging the wrong, denouncing it, and
even suggesting pecuniary damages, you, who are the respon-
sible head, never raised your voice or lifted your hand for all
these years to do the only thing that a sense of justice could
have suggested —and that was, the immediate restoration of
this people to the homes for which they were piteously plead-
ing. You would not, so far as you could help it, even let
them escape and go of their own free will. They were kept
under a merciless despotism ; and when Standing Bear and
his little band of sick and suffering followers had escaped
from the land of death, and were living in peace with a kin-
dred tribe, the Omahas, it was by your cruel order that they
were arrested by the military, only to be rescued by an
appeal to the courts, which was in turn resisted- under cover
of your authority.

-

THE LAST PETITION — NO -FREEDOM OF CHOICE,

But you say they are now contented, and willing to remain,
It is too late, Mr. Secretary, after three years, to say that
present content on their part, even if it exists, justifies or in
any way excuses your department for the original wrong. It
is very much as if, after robbing the man who went down to
Jericho, a plea had been entered against making restitution
of the money taken, on the ground that the unfortunate
victim was better off in the hands of the Good Samaritan,
and ought not to be deprived of the delight of living on
charity at a comfortable inn, and of having oil poured into
his wounds at somebody’s else expense. And not only this,
but, as we understand you, if it should appear to you even
now that these Indians really desire to go back to their
homes,—their own homes, remember, — you would use every
“argument’ —and that means a good deal from the head of
a department at whose mercy they are— to prevent them,
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Can it surprise you that we are indignant at this? If you

saw a poor man robbed of his child, how long would your.

own blood endure the robber’s apology that he was sorry,
and- would like to make pecuniary compensation, provided
he could raise ‘the money, if all the while he still defiantly
refused to restore the little one to its parents on the pretense
that he could give it a more luxurious home than theirs? or
because he had wronged and terrified them into the acqui-
escence of despair? or because he had been in the business
of kidnapping so long, that restitution in any one case would
disturb his whole “policy?” And we have no doubt that
many people would say it was ' sentimental” to interfere in
such a case; that the perpetrator of the wrong knew all
about its circumstances much better than anybody else, and
was entitled to something better than scurrilous abuse or
injurious insinuations from decent men.

We have a word to say about the certificate addressed to
you, signed by some of the Poncas, asking for the privilege
of signing away their rights, etc. Frankly, we doubt whether
they have, of their own free will and choice, signed any such
paper. It is not reasonable, as will be seen from the evidence
we now cite; and, remember, it is the testimony of the same
chiefs whom, you now allege, are anxious to remain in the
Indian Territory. The first name that appears on your peti-
tion is White Eagle, This is his testimony, even as late as
last spring, at Washington, before the Senate Committee.

Q. Did I understand you to say that when you were to
start for Washington, a council was held by the Ponca
Indians, at which you were present? A. Yes, sir.

Q. How many Indians were present at that council? A,
There was a large house full; all the chiefs were pres-
ent, except one, and many of the young men-—almost all
of them,

Q. What did they talk about in that council? A, I told
them I had been sent for, and was going to Washington
with this man, All the chiefs and young men got up and
told me to tell the good people at Washington that it was
- very hard for them to live down there, and that they all
wanted to go back to their old reservation.
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Q. Did the half-breeds also agree to that? A, Yes, sir.

Q. What did these Indians want you to tell us was the
reason why they wanted to get away from there? A. They
said it was very hard for them to live down there, and they
were suffering very much; that they never wanted to go
down there, but were forced to go.

Q. If the Government were to pay you a fair price for
your lands, for your old reservation up in Dakota, and fix
your people up down there in the Indian Territory as well as
it could for the money, would you be willing to stay there?
A. No.

Q. What makes you want to go back to your old reser-
vation? A, Because the Indian Territory is no place for
us; only in the night-time do we have any chance to
work, and then we cannot do much ; and, besides, we love our
own land —our old reservation. That is a better country,
anyhow. .

Q. Do all the other chiefs feel as you do about that?
A, Yes; all the other chiefs feel as I do.

Q. If they knew they could not go back to their old res-
ervation, would’ they not be coritented down there? A,
They would not be willing even if they could not get
back ; they would go back on their own accord; they con-
sider that their reservation yet— their own, yet.

Q. Would you be afraid of the Sioux, now, if you were to
move back to your old reservation? A, No; for we have
made peace with them, and they have refused to stay on our
land, but have left it, and written to us saying that the land
was ours, and we ought to come back and live on it.

Standing Buffalo, another chief, also testifies: —

Q. Do the Poncas believe that if they should undertake
to go back to their old reservation the Government would
punish them for it? A. Yes, sir

Q. Had you any trouble in making a living before you left
your ojd reservation? A. We had considerable trouble in
making a living when we were up in Dakota, yet we liked
it better than the Indian Territory, and the whole tribe would
like to go back there.
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The following question and answer show the despotism
that had been established over these Indians, and serve to
explain, also, the letter you quote from Standing Buffalo. It
is the language of fear, and not-an honest expression: —

Q. If you had the same things, wagons and ploughs and
harnesses, and so on, where you now live in the Indian Ter-
ritory, do you not think that you could make a living there?
A. I think we could make a living there, but we do not want
to stay down there, the Poncas don't. I do not want to say
anything against staying there, or to say anything against
going away, for myself; but the rest of the Poncas all want
to go away. For myself, I do not want to say anything
about it.

Now, in face of this and other testimony, you ask the
people to believe these Poncas are desirous of signing away
their rights and homes. Having kept them seciuded from
every‘one interested in their behalf, and having arrested the
person who was sent by their counsel and by their friends
in Omaha to confer with them, we ave told we must accept
the statement now published as from them, and as repre-
senting their wishes. Quite likely these poor, discouraged
chiefs, having seen one of their number shot dead for ques-
tioning the command of an agent, having seen one of their
friends arrested and ignominiously driven from the reserve,
and feeling that their case is a hopeless one, have been ready
to sign any paper that their agent has demanded. Nearly
four years have passed since their exile, and it is no wonder
that they have given up in despair, and are willing to yield
to any terms. Perhaps the chiefs who are coming now to
Washington will be induced to ask to remain where they
are. But the fact must not be overlooked that about one
hundred and thirty—nearly one-third of the surviving mem-
bers of the tribe —have left everything behind them, and are
now upon their old homestead. The unjust order came,
indeed, at last, that they could leave in peace, but only upon
condition that they must abandon everything. They were
not allowed to take a single article of property with them;
and yet under these circumstances one-third have escaped.

Digitized by GOO [C
3




17

INDIANS UNDER THE LAW-—OBJECTS IN VIEW,

You criticise our second resolution. But the Government,
through its instructed law officers, maintained the position
that an Indian could not appear as a party in court, even on
an application for kabeas corpus. TFor this the Government was
justly arraigned by us. You answer that Chief Justice Mar-
shall decided, in Cherokee Nation #s. Georgia, that an Indian
tribe cannot sue the United States. This is hardly creditable
to you, for Chief Justice Marshall decided no such thing, and
the question was not before him. His decision was that his
court had no jurisdiction to hear a suit by a tribe against a
State, No one supposed that the sovereign could be sued
without its consent by anybody. And even if the great
Chief Justice had decided that no suit, even against a citizen,
could be brought by an Indian living under a tribal organiza-
tion, his decision would not apply to the present case, be-
cause the fourteenth amendment is now the law of the land,
How could you make that mistake? Reférence is also made
by you to the case decided by Judge Dundy, affirming that
an Indian was a person, and it is claimed by you that you
objected to some positions in the United States Attorney’s
brief, and therefore allowed the decision to stand. But the
friends of the Indians desired that the Government should
enter an appeal in that case, in order that the principle might
be decided by the Supreme Court of the United States.
Your action defeated this hope. The Government, in this
celebrated case, tock a wrong position, and maintained it
publicly, For this it was condemned in our resolution, The
friends of the Indians claim that they are United States citi-
zens, because they are persons born in the United States, and
subject to the jurisdiction thereof. It seems hard to deny
this without asserting either that the Fourteenth Amendment
is invalid, or that the Indian is not a person, And it seems
unbecoming for the United States to seek to deny the
citizenship of any one who was born in this country, and
who is secking justice in its courts.

The friends of the Poncas are blamed for asking the
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President to ‘“use his large powers” to rectify the wrong
done them, and it is denied that the President has any power
in the case. The best answer fo this has been given by the
President, who promptly appointed a commission to ascertain
the facts, and to learn the wishes of the Poncas.

You say that the scope of our vision includes only one
feeble tribe, while you are charged with the management of
all. There never was a greater mistake. The first move-
ment was fo secure for a féw Poncas the privilege of the writ
of habeas corpus, and it was granted, in spite of your opposi-
tion ; and, for the first time in the history of the country, the
civil power took those oppressed Indians out of the hands of
your department. It is now our desire to have this decision
affirmed by the Supreme Court, and thus stand as the law of
the land, which your action in not appealing the decision has
delayed, Another decision has recently been given, confirm-
ing to these Poncas the title to four thousand acres of land
in Nebraska, and a suit is pending for the balance, of some
ninety thousand more. No, Mr. Secretary, our efforts
are not limited to the restoration of the Poncas alone.
Every decisi0n| of the courts obtained in their behalf will
- apply to the benefit of all other Indians. Civil liberty, the
overthrow of an infamous system that has grown up under
abuses, and that has been a disgrace to this people for many

years— these are the objects we have in view. It is not the -

first time in the history of a nation that a great and inexcus-
able wrong has been permitted, and has become instrumental
in arousing the people, not only to redress the wrong, but to
overthrow the system of which it was the result,

We cheerfully accord to you all praise for your efforts in
behalf of the education and employment of Indians, It is

claimed that over three hundred children are now being

educated in the schools of Carlisle.and Hampton, - But when
we consider that there are over fifty thousand Indian chil-
dren of school-age, we trust more yet may be done. There
are about four thousand children in schools upon the reserves,
~-3 work largely due to missionaries, The sum of g150,000
is’ well asked for by the department to build school-houses

Digitized bty (.;OO l(f
3

— )




w7

19

and furnish teachers for the Indians. It would be a wise
expenditure if Congress could be induced by you to appro-
priate, at least, half a million of dollars for educational pur-
poses among them. We wish, too, that the appeals of the
Indians themselves, for an appropriation for schools out of
their own money, could have had more encouragement,

Titles to lands is a subject that has not escaped our atten-
tion any more than it has your own. Many of the tribes
have been besceching the Government, for many years,
through their agents and missionaries, for these titles, They
have been promised them over and over again; and the
reports of the agents are filled with complaints because they
have not been granted according to the treaties and pledges
of the United States, The Indians have an unsettled feeling,
and it is a great hindrance to their progress and prosperity.
Still, during the four years of your administration, nothing in
that direction has been done., You may not be accountable
for this, but it has been in the power of the President to
grant titles to some tribes, and it would doubtless have been
done if you had recommended it. There may be good
reason why you have not done this; but there should be a
stronger reason than has yet been shown why a treaty should
not fulfilled. This matter of granting to the Indians valid
titles to land occupied by them is one of vast importance;
and if you had succeeded in accomplishing this one object, .
it would have been not only justice, but statesmanship.

CONCLUSION,

We recognize the difficulties of your position, and the evils
of the system that existed when you entered upon your
duties, We acknowledge, as we have said, your interests in
behalf of education and the employment of Indians, but you
seem to overlook the fact that liberty should accompany, if
not precede, education, Vain the effort to educate a people
kept in bondage. Words, however ingeniously interwoven;
apologies, however apparent their candor; the balancing of

Digitized by (;OOS l@




20 .
expediencies; the just boasts of worthy achievements in other
things, —all these fail to meet the plain issue that is embraced
in these three questions: First— Did you commit a- cruel
and unlawful outrage upon the Ponca Indians, in robbing
them of their homes? To which you have already answered,
Yes. Second — Have you lifted a finger for all these three
years, during which you say you have so sincerely repented
your error, to restore them to their homes? To which you
have already answered, Vo, Third — Will you not, even at
this last moment, for the sake of the credit of the adminis-
tration and the country, ascertain, by men in whom the
Poncas have confidence, whether those who are still in the
Indian Territory do not really wish — having full knowledge
that the way is cordially open to them —to re¢join the hun-
dred or more who have escaped and returned to Dakota?
and, if they do, will you not ask for an appropriation, and do
what you can to restore them, also? Can you not apprehend
the one fundamental thing, that this land in Dakota is theirs,
theirs, THEIRS? We beg you to apply to their case, not the
wrench of a “ policy,” but for once, the good old golden rule
— not always bad, even, as a policy —of “doing unto others
as ye would that men should do to you” It may leave the
constitutional *“Indian Policy” blotted by a drop of the milk
of human kindness, but it will leave you a record in the
administration of President Hayes upon which you will have
no more sincere congratulations than our own,

Be assured, Mr, Secretary, that the idea of any personal

controversy is entirely foreign to us, We appreciate your

great abilities and services, and there needed no enumeration,
such as in, your letter, of your good works, as an official, to
convince us of your many merits; and it is only where you
have done wrong, and where you propose only partially to
repair it, that we exercise the same right which you have so
often and so eloquently exercised, of frank and outspoken
criticism, —not that we wish to attack you, but that we may
attack the injustice. There is the risk, of course, in all such
cases, that one side suffers too indiscriminately the reproach
of wrong-doing, and the other of impertinence or sentiment-
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alism; but whatever bruises the contestants get, it fortu-
nately always happens, as in this case, that a good cause
secures a lift forward, and the perpetration of similar offenses
in the future is prevented, As you say in your letter, we
both agree that a wrong was done. Doubtless, we agree,
too, that the same wrong will never be done again. If our

-mutual aglitation of this matter shall do nothing more than

that; or, better, if it shall awaken, as you would rejoice with
us in awakening, a livelier popular sense of the rights of the
Indians, of the injustice hitherto done them, and of the
duty of this nation to them in the way of their education, and
of guaranteeing to them citizenship and titles to land, we
shall have nothing to regret. We close our correspondence,
therefore, not only with the courtesies of personal respect,
but in the spirit of that devotion to humanity and to the
equal rights of all, which we share in common with yourself,

By order of the Committee,

Joun D. Lowe, Chatrman,

WiLLiam H. LiNcoLN, Secretary.

Bosron, Dec. 20, 1880,
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