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INTRODUCTION

James Mooney, a white ethnologist studying Native American culturedianlierritory (later
Oklahoma), witnessed a Peyote ceremony of the Kiowa tribe in 1891. Inbdlegthie ritual for
white readers, he wrote, “It [Peyote] is regarded as the vegetabledtioarof a deity, and the
ceremonial eating of the plant has become the great religious ritettod &libes of the southern
plains. . .. It may be said that the Indians regard [Peyote] as a panaceacinenadiource of
inspiration, and the key which opens to them all the glories of another Wdrterapid
dissemination of the Peyote ceremony (even the syncretic Christiangoromyg the

reservations produced fear and concern from missionaries and governmeais afiicking

with the tribe< Prior to 1890, Peyotism was common throughout Mexico but only a handful of

tribes— the Carrizo, the Lipan Apaches, the Mescalero Apaches, the Tonkawarahleakie,

! James Mooney, “The Mescal Plant and CeremoRyerapeutic Gazette2, no. 1 (January 15, 1896): 7-9.
Mooney'’s earlier writings contributed to the confusregarding the botanical classification of Peyabhd mescal
beans. Peyote is a small, spineless cactus. Tims ste the cactus, which grow two to three inchesaground,
have a “button” or top on them. This is the parth&f Peyote cactus harvested and used for théowgdigitual. The
common practice is to dry the buttons for storamgk teansport. Peyotists consume the dried buttgrehbwing or
swallowing, turning them into a paste with the &iddi of water, or making a “tea” to drink.

2 Mooney's observation portrays Peyotism as a mtriolceremony. However, Peyotism experienced its ow
version of internal schism in terms of the cererabnature of the Peyote meeting. Around 1880 a Gadaned
John Wilson experienced revelations concerningvastgle of Peyote ceremony that differed from teeecnony
promoted by Quanah Parker. Wilson changed the faftar a crescent shape to a horseshoe shapehthus t
nomenclatural distinction between Parker’s Half Ma@agremony and the Big Moon ceremony introduced by
Wilson. The new altar was also more complex withttladitional elements of a Peyote ceremony arimereate
a cross in the center of the meeting space, leddittte name Cross Fire ceremony as an alterntiBégg Moon.
Wilson’s Peyote ceremony also included other Clanssymbols and elements such as the use of tedigrand
biblical references to Jesus. His new style of memgy spread to the Delaware, Osage, and Quapaas firib
Oklahoma. See Thomas C. MarouKibe Peyote Road: Religious Freedom and the Natwerigan Church
(Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 2010), 29é8Imore details about John Wilson and his alienaof the
Peyote ceremony.



and the Caddo— inhabiting lands within the borders of the United States used*P&spte.
within the next twenty years, over thirty tribes in the United States adopgeteRruals as part
of their religious practicé Opposition to Peyote from missionaries and government officials
created an increasing climate of hostility for the religious prafioee its introduction into the
United States in the late nineteenth century. The federal government bannedaiteti coany
practices and customs in Native American culture misunderstood by the white cegarding
their communal and spiritual significance, as religious historian Tisa Wergkins:
In 1883, the BIA [at that time called the Office of Indian Affairs] implated a
“Religious Crimes Code” that specifically prohibited the Sun Dance and thengiyea
[ceremony], and authorized government agents to use force and imprisonment to stop any
Indian religious practices that they believed to be immoral, subversive ohgoseat
authority, or an impediment to the adoption of white civilization.
Government officials discouraged other spiritual traditions, like the Sveetrd ceremonies.
Officials attempted to modify or suppress other aspects of traditionaleNatnerican culture,
such as clothing, hairstyle, dances, and language. Peyotism also becagieus nglactice

targeted for eradicatiohBy 1918, reports in the press characterized Peyote as the “new agent of

the devil.” Religious leaders and government officials framed the debate over Reyote i

% The growing region for Peyote is about “two huntbneiles of additional country on both sides of Rie Grande
in Mexico and Texas and west of the Pecos Rivev@st Texas.” Omer C. StewaReyote Religion: A History
(Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1987), 9, 45

* For the historical accounts tracing the diffusidiPeyotism, see see J. S. SlotRihe Peyote Religion: A Study in
Indian-White Relation§Glencoe, IL: Free Press, 1956); Weston La Barne, Peyote CulfHamden, CT: The Shoe
String Press, 1959); David F. Aberlghe Peyote Religion Among the NavéBhicago: Aldine Publishing
Company, 1966); Edward F. Anders@&wgyote: The Divine Cacty{Fucson: The University of Arizona Press,
1980); and Omer C. StewaReyote Religion: A HistonAlthough there is no English translation, see a&rtin
Gusinde Der Peyote-Kult, Entstehung und Verbreituiwgien, Austria: Druck der Missionsdruckerei St.b@al,
1939).

® Tisa WengerWWe Have a Religion: The 1920s Pueblo Indian Danoet®versy and American Religious Freedom
(Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Pse2009), 39.

® Dallas Morning News“Sun Dance Barred; Peyote Use lllegal,” Junel®8,2, 11.

"El Paso Herald“Devil in a New Dress, Our Own Peyote Bean,” kely 23, 1918, 12.



apocalyptic terms of “good/evil” and made concentrated efforts to eratheapeactice in order
to “save the Indian.”

When government officials first became aware of Peyote in the late mtietsmtury,
they worked to curtail its use. An order (“for the good of the Indians and for théarevg
issued in 1888 made the use of Peyote illegal and continued use was subject to criminal
prosecution. If convicted for violating this order, the punishment for Native Ameraféen
included a denial of the government’s “annuity goods and rations . . . and in extremé&ases t
grain money [would] be cut off”In 1890, the Office of Indian Affairs (OIA) categorized Peyote
as an intoxicant and began a campaign of eradicatioa899, Oklahoma Territory officials
enacted the first law to suppress the use of Peyote. The Oklahoma legisiadated the statute
in 1908 due, in part, to the organized lobbying efforts of Peyotists. That action did not stop the
Office of Indian Affairs in its committed campaign to eliminate Peyote. dffice worked to
find federal measures that could eliminate the use of Peyote among the Naévieaks. In
1910, the OIA attempted to persuade the Treasury Department, through the BureaaraCus
to prohibit the importation of Peyote to the United States from Mexico. After Hsage of the
Harrison Narcotic Act in 1914, the OIA argued that Peyote fell within the law’s idptna the
attorney general ruled against this interpretation. A moderately stidcssmpt to curtail the
use of Peyote came in 1915 when the Department of Agriculture issued a oegolaetain

supplies of Peyote that entered the country. In 1917, the US Post Office prohibiteditigeoha

8 Order to Kiowa, Comanche, Wichita Agency, Jun&888, Kiowa Agency Records, Box 454, Folder, KA50-5
Item 111, Oklahoma Historical Society Research $dvi, Oklahoma City.

° There has not been a consistent usage of terngindlp the government for the agency in charge ofdm affairs.
The government has used Office of Indian Affairglian Service, and Bureau of Indian Affairs, whitgdcame the
official name in 1947. Marouki®eyote Road4. This study uses the terminology of Office mdibin Affairs that
appears frequently on the letterhead and in theespondence during this particular period.



Peyote shipments. Congress also considered prohibition legislation on Peyote in 1916, 1917, and
1918° The continuous efforts of the federal government to eradicate Peyotism |ethénerds
to consider ways to protect their religious practice. In August of 1918, Reywig an
intertribal gathering in El Reno, Oklahoma to discuss strategies to protectgheto use
Peyote. Deciding on a legal strategy of incorporation similar to otheiotgdigroups, they
drafted articles of incorporation and applied for nonprofit status with treecft@&iklahoma to
create the Native American Church of Oklahdrh@ihe state of Oklahoma formally granted
legal status to the Native American Church of Oklahoma on October 10, 1918.

In his writing on the history of drugs in American religious history, RobeleiFwrote,
“The story of the emergence and rapid spread of Peyotism among these trinagesast
fascinating chapter in the history of American religiéhThe historiography of Peyotism and
the Native American Church has focused primarily on the diffusion of Peyotismgatme
various tribes and the reasons for it. Because Peyotism coincided with both émsidecdf the
Ghost Dance movement and the federal policy to relocate Native Amerlestty assigned
reservations, many scholars have interpreted Peyotism and the concomitgtitoaigo cultural
life as a singular event. Those scholars described Peyotism as a religgemsition and reaction
to the reservation system. Various categorizations of social movemegiagraiom
“nativistic” to “revitalization” to “redemptive,” have become commonplassumptions in the

works about the Native American Church and its use of Peyote. The earliestftbeoRalph

19 Hazel W. Hertzberglhe Search for an American Indian Identity: ModBan-Indian MovemeniSyracuse:
Syracuse University Press, 1971), 254-55.

" Maroukis,Peyote Road3-4.

2 Robert C. FullerStairways to Heaven: Drugs in American Religioustétiy (Boulder, CO: Westview Press,
2000), 38.



Linton argued that nativistic movements, including the Ghost Dance and Peyotisnit@rose
threats to the culture from contact with another cufttiténton defined the process as “any
conscious, organized attempt on the part of a society’s members to revive or perpetua
neglected aspects of the cultutélh 1956, Anthony F. C. Wallace developed his revitalization
theory, which has become the prevalent explanatory paradigm for evaluating American
religious movements such as the Ghost Dance and Peyotism. Wallace defiradidagoit
movements as any “deliberate, organized, conscious effort by membescadtyg 8 construct

a more satisfying culturé™>His explanation considered revitalization movements to encompass
Linton’s nativistic movements as well as others such as cargo cults, religiouas, utopian
communities and sects, and revolutibhBavid Aberle, in his 1966 study of Peyotism among
the Navaho, disagreed with the labels “nativistic” and “revitalization,” aedhated to

reclassify Peyotism as a redemptive movement aimed at a “total cimangeviduals, rather

than a totally transformed social ordéf.Aberle focused his study on the typology of social
movements within a discussion of “relative deprivation,” working to identifgra of distress as
the impetus for social change. Whether a deprivation in goods (livestock reduction among the
Navaho) or in status, Aberle viewed Peyotism as a compensation for a new soti@lpoal

“reasonable response to degraded stdtus.”

13 Slotkin utilized Linton’s “nativistic” terminologyn his work on the Peyote religion. He argued thatPeyote
religion arose as “an Indian defense against caresegs of white domination,” and Peyotism was amgpte of
“accommodation rather than militancy.” SlotkiReyote Religion?.

14 Ralph Linton, “Nativistic MovementsAmerican Anthropologist5 (1943): 230-31.

15 Anthony F.C. Wallace, “Revitalization Movementéyherican Anthropologis68 (1956): 265.

'®Ibid., 264.

7 Aberle, Peyote Religion Among the NavaBa7, 334.

18 pid., 15.



These theories emphasize that Peyotism was a reactionary responge tulire
based on a perceived or actual relative deprivation. Framing Peyotism eBanagg “religion
of an oppressed people” does not explain the efforts of incorporating the Native&meri
Church or any other efforts by Native Americans to protest the anti-Peyatiesbl The
historiography lacks an adequate explanation of contested efforts to presetieeaerican
cultural identity. There is a need for an alternate paradigm to view théews possessing a
cultural agency to contest the efforts to prohibit the use of Peyote. An examiofthe larger
historical context of the period offers insight into a contestation by Nativeiéanaeyotists
against the dominant culture, ironically with the use of the rhetoric of the domutamecin
response to the opposition of the Peyote practice and religion from the dominant ddture, t
incorporation of the Native American Church of Oklahoma exemplified a pan-Ind@amrsiise
contestation by adopting rhetoric from the dominant culture, including the termge'Na

American,” “church,” and “sacrament,” and using them as a foil of resistance

Methodology

The conviction, held by white culture, that Peyotism represented a threat talthation
efforts of the Native American peoples emerged from an assimilatida@bgy that sought to
define Native peoples by a prescribed standard of thought. The efforts of the daihaetto
direct and produce people in particular ways relied upon boundaries that weregaisbidim
nature. Rhetorician Holly Baumgartner elaborates on the linguisticeffovtork in the

colonization of Native American peoples.

19 Historian Morris Foster is critical of attemptsewaluate the diffusion through a religious lenis &pproach
examines the attraction of Peyotism as it relabetthé sociological needs of community organizatMorris W.
Foster,Being Comanche: A Social History of an AmericaridndCommunityTucson: The University of Arizona
Press, 1991), 97-8.



Native Americans have been dominated through an oppressive use of language by the
European invaders and settlers. Sometimes whitewashed terms masiditiesain

order to make them more palatable, for example in the use of terms like “shanife
destiny” and “westward expansionism” for the colonization and remapping oeNati
lands. Sometimes language oppresses by reducing whole groups of peoples into single
entities, such as in the name “Indian” used as a blanket term for many distimatscaft
diverse ethnic heritages and histories. Sometimes language was usegtople into
objects or to dehumanize them, as the “noble savage” imagery so often applitideo Na

peoples or the depiction of Natives as beasts or animals. . . . Ultimately, thod abnt
language was an oppressive tool used either to annihilate or assimilate Nati
Americans>

Language is “a place of struggle,” a place where the oppressed work $b ¢adsnization, to
move from object to subject®In this linguistic struggle over reality, identity, and history,
words are not without meaning. Words are an action— a resistance— known as talkiffg bac
Writing about Native Americans in the Progressive Era, historian Fekddoxie notes how
Native Americans began to talk back to American society through such meamsfasmne of
communication and cultural expression, including books, lawsuits, and commentarieslimgcor
to Hoxie, “They spoke out at celebrations and nationalistic commemorations. Tlogect the
actions of the Indian office and its authoritarian bureaucrats. . . . They poked furrightebus
preachers, moralistic politicians . . . They began to define ‘Indian culture’ @teanative to
American civilization and to combine the defense of Native cultures withigmiticf modern
life.”#® Hoxie wrote that Peyotism and the incorporation of the Native American Churctaeserve

an example of talking back.

2 Holly R. Baumgartner, “De-Assimilation as the Needrell: Native American Writers, Bakhtin, and
Autobiography,” inAmerican Indian Rhetorics of Survivance: Word MiadicWord Magiced. Ernest Stromberg
(Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 200631-32.

Z pell hooks [Gloria Watkins]Talking Back: thinking feminist, thinking blagRoston: South End Press, 1989), 15.

2 |bid., 28. hooks identifies “back talk” or “talkirback” in the world of the southern black commyiais
“speaking as an equal to an authority figure” (5).

% Frederick E. HoxieTalking Back to Civilization: Indian Voices frometProgressive Eralhe Bedford Series in
History and Culture (Boston: Bedford/St. Martir2§01), 3.



“Back talk” did not reject governmental discourse. Rather, it allowed Nativeridans
to adapt the discourse of the dominant culture in order to “reveal contradictions and make
demands with regard to particular policié8 A more precise definition of talking back comes
from the work of sociologist Kirsi Juhlia.
Talking back is always a dialogue with culturally dominant categaizsat. . . | define
talking back as consisting atts, which comment on and resist stigmatized identities
related to culturally dominant categorizations and which have the function of presenting
the difference between one’s own self or a group and the dominant definélkimg
back is not characterized so much by the downright denial of the stigmatizety ident
by asubtle negotiation, which calls into question dominant categorizations and evokes
the possibilities of alternative identitigsriginal emphasis{?
The theory of resistive rhetoric provides a precise rhetorical frankdmoevaluating the claim
of Peyotists talking back. In his assessment of the discursive power o Ratericans in the
context of removal, communication theorist Jason Black argues, “Americamsnalppropriated
the government’s arguments [to create] rhetorical strategies focemf@n Indian perspective
in contested cultural spac&’Applying the theory of resistive rhetoric in the examination of the
incorporation of the Native American Church requires a more thorough examinatien of t

dominant culture’s discourse than has previously been attempted in the historiagraphy

Peyotism. This work represents an engagement with the discursive appealseyotists

24 Jason Edward Black, “Native Resistive Rhetoric tredDecolonization of American Indian Removal Discse,”
Quarterly Journal of Speedb, no 1 (February 2009): 68.

% Kirsi Juhila, “Talking Back to Stigmatized Ideiis: Negotiations of Culturally Dominant Categotiaas in
Interviews with Shelter Resident®Jualitative Social World, no. 3 (2004): 263.

% |bid., 67. Black demonstrates responses to Indiaroval through the appropriation of the governrisent
discourses of “territoriality, republicanism, patalism, and godly authority” to expose the hypoes®f the
government’s policies.



through an inquiry into the appropriation of religious rhetoric of ‘church” and “sacrdnasnt

well as the cultural and political rhetoric of “Native American.

Caveat on Terminology

Realizing the contentious nature of rhetoric surrounding the acceptable termifooltgy
indigenous peoples of America, my use of “Native American” is the prefaréstin for the
group categorization. This reflects the historical empowerment of theeaubhef the Native
American Church to transition from object to subject, with the right to define thaireslity,
establish their own identity, and name their histdrjhere are times throughout this work
where the use of the term “Indian” appears, and the application of it is so&ehjigsrical
frame of reference. The preservation of quotations from others who use tléAmeenican
Indian” is done out of respect for their work.

Scholars in the field of religious studies may object to my use of the teligion& when
speaking about Native American traditions because of the Eurocentric assisnapiached to
this term with its ideological support of colonialism. Wenger articulatas&incing argument
on this definitional dispute, “The recognition that religion is both a first- acwhskeorder
category, and that its cultural referents are constantly changueg, ggholars the humility to
acknowledge that any such definition must be contingent, constructed for the purpose of
analysis, and cannot pretend to discover any unchanging essence of a anoasltyddintifiable
thing called religion.?® My argument on the appropriation of the dominant discourse by Native

Americans of a “church” using a “sacrament” also suggests a crdasatuistorical

%" hooks,Talking Back 42.

2 \WengerWe Have a Religigri4.
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understanding of religion. The Native American utilization of the concept and teligion”
comes from the articles of incorporation of the Native American Church of Okéaiuvere
members of the various tribes made the claim to associate to “form auslagd benevolent

association” to ‘foster and promote the religious belief of the several aiiedians.?®

2 Articles of Incorporation for the Native Americ&@hurch of Oklahoma, October 10, 1918, Cheyenne and
Arapaho Agency Records: Liquor Traffic and Peyose 1/31/1916-12/27/1933, Box 445, Folder Native Acam
Church, Item 226a, Oklahoma Historical Society Rede Division, Oklahoma City. See Appendix A foeth
document in its entirety.



CHAPTER 1

‘CHURCH": DEFENDING AN AMERICAN RELIGION
A key to understanding the interplay between white culture and the practice efytite P
religion lies in the axiomatic assumption infamously asserted by Cdndiken School founder
Richard Pratt— “kill the Indian and save the man.” Representations that definee Nati
Americans in terms of their “lack of White ways” propelled the impulseattstorm America’s
indigenous peopleSEnglish professor Ernest Stromberg notes the idea of the indigenous
peoples’ “lack” amalgamated around the rhetoric of “civilizing” and fagating,” where the
“primary assumption was the inferiority of Native American culturesuaiog spiritual beliefs,
languages, and material practicédhe promulgation of a moral obligation for civilized
Americans who were also good Christians fueled the assault on Native Amairitae.
Civilization and Christianity were not mutually exclusive goals; ratherirtersectionality of
these goals defined Indian policy in a symbiotic relationship with the chief a@gnadicating

traditional Native American culture.

Contested Cultural Space: American Religion

The landscape of American religion at the close of the nineteenth century andrzgegirthie

twentieth century reflected the addition of a broad continuum of new religions, new

! Robert F. Berkhofer, JIThe White Man’s Indian: Images of the Americanandrom Columbus to the Present
(New York: Knopf, 1978), 26.

2 Ernest Stromberg, “Resistance and Mediation: Thetdtic of Irony in Indian Boarding School Narrativby

Francis La Flesche and Zitkala-Sa,”American Indian Rhetorics of Survivance: Word MedicWord Magiced.
Ernest Stromberg (Pittsburgh: University of PittgiiuPress, 2006), 97.

11
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denominations, and new sects. In spite of the rich diversity of religious prabece was a
de-legitimating of the religious and spiritual beliefs and practices avéAmericans in the
public sphere. Religious historian Tisa Wenger writes, “A virtual Christiabkshment,
composed of missionaries and reformers who considered Christian missions dmalitiadien
of ‘paganism’ integral to the goal of ‘civilizing’ and ‘assimilating’ tiielians, had long
dominated decision making in Indian affairs.”

There existed a history of close cooperation between church and state withtoega
federal Indian policy, culminating in the short-lived “Peace policy” announced in 1869 by
President Ulysses S. Grant, which allowed church officials from various denmmat have
extensive official participation in the advisement and administration of Indiay/3dh an
assessment of Grant’s policy on reservations, Alvin Josephy, Jr., notes how damagstp
Native American peoples: “Many reservations had come under the authosibhabhad
amounted to stern missionary dictatorships whose fanatic zealousness hadladiahezlilture
and institutions, suppressed religious and other liberties, and punished Indians fcstthledea
of independence>In spite of the abandonment of the “Peace Policy” in the 1880s, attempts to
suppress Native American religions continued, notably the banishment of thealgeai
1873, the Sun Dance, the Snake Dance, and the utilization of military force in 1890 to suppress

the Ghost Dance movement, resulting in the massacre at Wounded Knee. NativaaAmeri

% Tisa WengerWe Have a Religigrt.

* For a detailed account of this action, see Henrlyrz, “The Making of Grant’s ‘Peace PolicyThe Chronicles
of Oklahoma&37, no. 4 (1959): 411-32.

® Alvin M. Josephy, JrThe Indian Heritage of Ameriog@ew York: Alfred A. Knopf, Bantam Books, 1968}
guoted in Henrietta Mann, “Earth Mother and Prayle@hildren: Sacred Sites and Religious FreedomNative

Voices: American Indian Identity and Resistarest Richard A. Grounds, George E. Tinker, andi&v Wilkins
(Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas, 20085, 1
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religious historian George Tinker summarizes the church-state relationshgpost-“Peace
Policy” era:

Beginning in the 1880s, in the interests of the doctrine of Manifest Destiny, mbeca

U.S. government policy to outlaw specific American Indian ceremonies that were

deemed dangerous impediments to the twin projects of civilizing Indian peoples and

systematically relieving them of their landholdings. U.S. churches contributed
significantly to this cause of colonial expansion by providing on-site policingcesrvi

(missionaries) to ferret out secret performances of ceremonies, disraptand destroy

religious artifacts that were seized in the process. Although these migssdmeat no

official sanction to perform such civil police services, they were neveamssd by civil
authorities; rather, their vigilante activities appear to have beenygapmtteciated.
A variety of Christian church-state activities to suppress Nativerfian religious expressions
coincided with the rise of the Peyote practice among the tribes of the soutirsnd@ring the
latter part of the nineteenth centdry.

Anthropologist J. S. Slotkin estimates that “the fully developed Peyotereligs
inventedabout 1885 by Comanche or Kiowa living at the Kiowa, Comanche, and Wichita
Agency in what is now Oklahoma. Before that time many tribes, both in the southerraRthins
to the north, were slightly acquainted with the Peyote plant, the old Peyote cpar@ex
religion-like rite [emphasis added].An earlier date for the construction of a new American
religion among the Native American peoples comes from historian ThomasikitarThe

Kiowa-Apaches, Kiowas, and Comanches, along with some of their neigtlbeetoped the

modern Peyoteeremonyin the late 1870s and 1880s [emphasis addedkspite the

® George E. Tinker, “American Indian Religious Ttaatis, Colonialism, Resistance, and Liberation,Native
Voices: American Indian Identity and Resistarest Richard A. Grounds, George E. Tinker, andiD&v Wilkins
(Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2003), 223-2

" Several historians, working to trace the spreatth@Peyote practice from Mexico to the United &taare unable
to place a specific date to its arrival in U.Sritery. However, most acknowledge that the Amerifiaim of the
Peyote religion emerged with the establishmenhefreservation system.

8 Slotkin, Peyote Religion34.

° Maroukis, Peyote Road29.
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concomitant rise of new religions within the white culture (the country haaldgliseen the
religious landscape change with the Mormons, Millerites, Shakers, CiStiantists,
Spiritualists, Russellites, and a host of other religious communities) litfieus creativity
produced anxiety among the Protestant elites. Even with the syncretidmsoa@ity by some
factions of Peyotists, the federal government, missionaries, and othedsfoéthe Indian” did
not afford Peyotism the same protection of religious liberty as thoseaingnn the white
culture. To the contrary, the opponents of Peyotism mistakenly viewed it as a tradiatiacn
practice and worked vehemently to ban the practice among the Native Anpegmales. A story
from a 1918 newspaper highlights the religious tensions surrounding Peyote: ‘STheve i
taking place before the Senate committee on Indian affairs a battle agaewttemptation for
the sons of man. It is comparatively new to the white man, but to the red man as old as his
tradition. This new agent of the devil is commonly known as Peydte.”

In contrast, there were a handful of others (albeit a minority voice) who latlieve
traditional Native American religious beliefs warranted freedom and piatdcom the
encroachments of white culture. Leading this charge was James Mooney, aogeshmaarking
within the institutional setting of the Bureau of Ethnology until 1918 when the Offilceliain
Affairs banned his research privileges on reservations in Oklahoma. Dubbed the “Indian Ma
by a Chicago journalist in 1893, Mooney became the champion defender of the Peyote rite on

behalf of the Native American peoplféd.. G. Moses, in his biography of Mooney, wrote,

19E| paso Herald“Devil in a New Dress, Our Own Peyote Bean,” keloy 23, 1918, 12.

1 While working on the Kiowa-Comanche reservatiomdvley attended his first Peyote ceremony during the
summer of 1891. Subsequently, he was one of thieviinite anthropologists to write about the cereyn@ee James
Mooney, “The Mescal Plant and Ceremony,” 7-11.
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“Mooney’s support of the Peyote religion signified his recognition that culturedheukr be

defined in the singular. Regardless of his own tastes and preferences in thel molzier

cultures were no less civilized than white cultures, only differérin’a letter written to Mack

Haag, a member of the Cheyenne tribe who served as the first president diveeAReerican

Church, Mooney discussed the continued efforts to fight opposition to the Peyote religion eve

after incorporation of the Native American Church and conveyed his own sentimemnalimgg

religious freedom.
| am sending you some papers from which you can see how many different redigions
advertised in Washington every Sunday— and each claims to be the only one right and all
the others wrong. But all are allowed liberty under the Constitution. . . . When tles whit
disagree so among themselves, why should self-respecting educated kkbaheir
dictation on religious matters when they know from experience what their agiomel
does for them. . . . | am not of your church, but I believe your own religion is best for
you, and that you have a right td-t.

Peyote’s entrance into the American religious landscape came atlapeahtime of

expansionism for religious boundaries, except for the Native American peolplegbsiumed in

a federal Indian policy of assimilation and civilization through Christiaioizaf American

religion became the contested cultural space, and the response to it for thetegstthe

incorporation of their religious practice.

2| . G. MosesThe Indian Man: A Biography of James Moofieybana and Chicago: University of lllinois Press,
1984), 234.

13 James Mooney to Mack Haag, October 25 1920, JoBepburn Collection, Box 31 (Manuscripts: ParkersRo
Folder 7 (Peyote religion, 1920), ltem CH-3, OklatzoHistorical Society Research Division, Oklahoniiy.C

4 Notable at this time for expanding religious boaries was the 1893 World’s Parliament of Religidredd in
Chicago, the largest event among many other cosggdan the World’s Columbian Exposition. Statidtica
speaking, the Parliament was dominated by Engfiglalsing Christian representatives. The majoritthefspeakers
were Christians (Protestant, Orthodox, and Cathalic the Christian bias was obvious through tharis; prayers,
and rhetoric during the Parliament. Still, the oppoity for the leaders from other religious tréatits though

limited was significant, as speakers representddidm, Buddhism, Judaism, Hinduism, Islam, Shintois
Confucianism, Taoism, and Jainism. However, théidraent excluded all Native Americans. See Richdunghes
SeagerThe Dawn of Religious Pluralism: Voices from therM/e Parliament of Religions, 189® aSalle, IL:
Open Court, 1993).
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Peyote’s Challenge in the Efforts to “Civilize”

The idea of civilization, and its corollary doctrine of progress, has albgss an inherent
assumption of the nation’s policy toward Native American peoples. However, the inioadafct
the Peyote religion to the various tribes in America coincided with a “refeverfthat hit

during the 1880s, where “friends of the Indian” called for specific policymefon response to
the reservation system. Reform groups, such as the Indian Rights Assoi882) and the

Lake Mohonk Conference of the Friends of the Indian (1883), though advocating for specific
policy changes to guarantee fair treatment for Native Americahsetieved civilizing and
assimilating into white culture was a necessary condition for Nativeiéansrto cope with the
larger society? Historian Hazel Hertzberg writes about the new direction for public pdiity
Indian alone was to be melted and was to come out white, in culture if not in color. The name
which the reformers gave to this process, of which the Dawes Act and the atlptitiey were
both instrument and symbol, was significant. They called it the ‘vanishing ptifoyfistorian

David Wallace Adams surmises, “Reformers viewed the Dawes Act a@awuicéory; in one

!> The Indian Rights Association would become the idamt reform body in the field, but as David Watlakdams
notes, “Even after its appearance, reformers redlirat the network for reform remained incomptéefde solution
was the establishment of the Lake Mohonk Conferémd@883 and continuing for over thirty years ttadter. These
annual meetings “would be attended faithfully biytlabse interested in the Indian question.” DavidllMte Adams,
Education for Extinction: American Indians and earding School Experience, 1875-192&wrence: University
Press of Kansas, 1995), 11.

8 Hazel W. HertzbergSearch for an American Indian IdentiB2. Congress passed the General Allotment Act,
more commonly known as the Dawes Act, in 1887 todsh the tribal connection, force Indians to wdrk fand,
and eventually bring an end to the rationing system The following provisions were initiatedtms legislation:
1) the reservation was surveyed and divided up gnttes Indians, 2) for protection against white eachments,
the actual deed to the allotment remained in tmelfaf the government for twenty-five years, dunvigch time
the land could not be sold or encumbered, 3) cifh® status was conferred upon all allottees wipre they
would become subject to the criminal and civil lavishe state or territory where they resided, 4ndll surplus
land might be sold to white settlers with the pext®of the sales to be held by the governmenhiotrtbe’s
‘education and civilization’.” Adamdgzducation for Extinction17.



17

bold stroke, it held out the possibility of smashing the tribal bond and setting Indians oadhe r
to civilization.™’
The federal government and its Indian agents, as well as the refeimgusling the
later Society of American Indians, a group established in 1911 by educatedsgirayiative
Americans— viewed the spread of the Peyote religion as an impediment to tooviliZdne
arguments against the Peyote practice on the grounds of its adverseamibecprocess of
civilization centered on the notion of progress as demonstrated by a shift fdimoned culture
into the modern world and a commitment to industrious or productive living (later defined by
Max Weber as the “Protestant ethit®*YOpponents of Peyotism attempted to link the practice
with a demoralizing state that proved deleterious to the Native American paspletl as
demonstrate the paternalistic actions of the federal government needed to ssgpdhd spread
of Peyote. Gertrude and Raymond Bonnin, both Native Americans representingidtg &oc
American Indians, summarized this view in a report to the Committee on IndersAin the
House bill to prohibit the use of Peyote.
Since the use of peyote is spreading rapidly and is undermining the uplift work of the
churches and our benevolent Government; since it is an American principle to protect
helpless, downtrodden people from the ruthless hand of the oppressor, to restrain the
unscrupulous greed of those who traffic upon the ignorance and superstition of a people,

we do implore all earnest citizens of America for a Federal law to protegausst the
traffic in and the indiscriminate use of Peybte.

17 Adams,Education for Extinctionl7.

18 realize the distinction of modern/traditionalpisoblematic for some because of the binary-oppmsti character
of the concepts as well as the use of Eurocemring that contribute to a prescriptive standarevafuation. | do
not intend for my use of the discourse to be agmateof racial concepts nor as an imposition obo@l ideology
on a subaltern community. See Michael Hardt anadiot Negri,Empire(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 2000), 106-9. Rather, | concur with the \aewanced by Scott Richard Lyons in his work oatises and
Indian identity within Native American studies, wagues, “The distinction is often useful as a ¥aynderstand
the various discourses regarding time and charajdritlian people advanced.” Scott Richard Lyotsjarks:
Native Signatures of Asseiinneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2Q1@).

¥ House Committee on Indian AffaiBrohibition of Use of Peyote Among India68" Cong., 2d sess., May 13,
1918, H. Rep. 560, 14.



18

The position that the traditional use of Peyote in the religious practice of Natigegans
contributed to keeping the Native American peoples in an inferior position withaivihzation
process was widespread.

Viewed as a traditional practice, Peyotism represented to its opponextbexence to
heathen and pagan practices of the past and thus became the antithesis of thmadtzande
progress required for civilization. According to Omer Stewart, whose accouhts Béyote
religion have become an authoritative source for ethnohistorical study, “Whesetloé Peyote
became apparent to missionaries and Indian agents of the U.S. governmentntediiety
sought to suppress it. To them, as to the Catholic fathers in Mexico some two hundsed year
earlier, the plant and the Peyote ceremony seemed the very esseratberiibk Indian
practices, a veritable ‘root’ of all evif® Bruce Kinney, the Superintendent of Missions and
District Secretary for the American Baptist Home Mission Socidgntified the threat of the
Peyote practice upon the efforts to civilize the Native American peoplesd0%aletter sent to
Commissioner of Indian Affairs Robert G. Valentine.

As a band of Christian workers among the blanket Indians, we fully realize thabdur

and the work of the government is the same in purpose: viz, the civilization andoglevati

of these tribes. We, the Baptist missionaries find ourselves in sympaththeiefforts
of your department for these people. Under our united efforts we have seen in many
localities, the tepee village pass away, and permanent houses establishedymsny
being developed, and children educated in the government schools.

We respectfully desire, however, to call attention to the fact that therertamevil

practices that hinder the further development of these people. . . . In the lasafsw ye
there has been a growing tendency on the part of many to return to the old customs and
dances. . . . The greatest evil is the eating of mescal or the peyote. Thigjisndoe to

undo what the government is accomplishing in the line of education than any other one

2 StewartPeyote Religion128.
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thing; for the leaders, in many cases, are young men upon whom the government has
spent hundreds of dollars to educite.

Federal agents also noted their concerns about Peyote on the civilizing processatedifdgi
W. W. Scott, Superintendent of the Cheyenne and Arapaho Agency, who wrote to the
Commissioner of Indian Affairs, “The use of Peyote among these IndiansuEmto grow,
especially among the younger men and women . . . [it] debauches them mentaillly;, raod
physically.”

A significant clash of the binary-oppositional nature of the modern/traditional view of
culture is also associated with medicinal value of Peyote. The indigenous fdasgifeec
Peyote as a “medicine” and that appropriation extended even into the Americas foorite
use. However, in its opposition to Peyotism, the federal government depended on tlo@yestim
of medical professionals to call into question the medicinal value of Peyotetdim ¢estances,
the cultural rhetoric of modernity versus traditional framed the debate. bBry Heyd,
physician for the Uintah and Ouray Agency in Utah, contributed testimony fpo# te
Congress about the refusal of Peyote users to submit to “rational” treatniterg, “Indians
who had learned to come to the agency physician and to employ scientific remedidgsinde
instructions are taught by the ‘Peyote chief to take no further treatnoamdinysicians. . . .

Thus the work of years in teaching the Indian to use the white man’s methods ofiegmbat

disease is undoné®

% Bruce Kinney to Robert G. Valentine, Septemberi2®9, Cheyenne and Arapaho Agency Records 5/27/187
12/17/1915, Box 444, Folder 2, Item 70-71, Oklahdiigtorical Society Research Division, OklahomayCit
“Blanket Indian” referred to those Indians holdtagribal culture and traditional customs.

Z2\W. W. Scott to Cato Sells, March 27, 1918, Chegeand Arapaho Agency Records: Liquor Traffic angdée
Use 1/31/1916-12/27/1933, Box 445, Folder 4, It&®, Dklahoma Historical Society Research Division,
Oklahoma City.

% House Committee on Indian Affai@rohibition of Use of Peyote Among India68" Cong., 2d sess., May 13,
1918, H. Rep. 560, 12.
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Advocates of the civilization motif also advanced arguments attemptingatuisist
Peyote’s hindrance to the work ethic of Native American peoples, especiatjittiofithe
allotment era following the passage of the Dawes Act. A report on Pegstmgluded in
hearings before the Oklahoma legislature in 1908 to amend a section of the seatisees on
the possession of mescal, and referred to Peyote as “a stuff which destmoysltistiy, force,
and will power. . . . It is claimed that it makes a capable and industrious person wdfthhess
pamphlet, titled “Mescal, a Menace to the Indians,” included in the report to GengrE918
claimed, “Industrially it [Peyote] is bound to become one of the greatest hinsltanmegress.
Many are now working their farms, but who will question the ultimate outcome ohdustrial
hopes for the Indian if this habit continues and incregSaa/hite reformers were not the only
ones concerned about the effects of Peyote on industry and progress. A petitiomfoum af
Kiowa Indians to John Blackmon, an Indian agent, claim that those who use Peyote are
“impoverished- having nothing of their own, but living off of, and consuming what other more
industrious Indians maké®Following this logic to an extreme, one author wrote, “The marked
secondary effects of peyote, weariness and depression, are felt with adiponatexceptions.
These would result in the case of the Indian in a permanent economic degenéf&ion.”
particular concern to many with regard to the work ethic of the Peyotisthevastual

ceremony and the amount of time involved in the ritual practice that distractedrtdme their

2 «peyote,” February 29, 1908, Sac and Fox and Skavwgency Records (Vices) Liquor Traffic, Peyoteddal
Use 9/15/1848-8/11/1908, Box 613, Folder SFSA 3Beln 40, Oklahoma Historical Society Research §on,
Oklahoma City.

%> House Committee on Indian Affai8rohibition of Use of Peyote Among India68" Cong., 2d sess., May 13,
1918, H. Rep. 560, 17.

% Kiowa Indians to John A. Blackmon, January 10,7.90owa Agency Records, Box 454, Folder, KA504@n
27, Oklahoma Historical Society Research Divisidklahoma City.

%" Gertrude Seymour, “Peyote Worship: An Indian @uidl a Powerful Drug,The Survey6 (May 13, 1916): 183.
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farming obligations. A farmer writing to Major W. L. Walker about a Peyotetimg held by
John Wilson in 1898 said of the ceremony, “I believe Saturday and Sunday were the snly day
they were together this time. More often three or four days and every thrieg Weeng this
time their stock at home must suffer as well as any crops they mayfi@me E. E. Hart,
government physician at the Cantonment Agency in Oklahoma, declared, “The effeas®n t
who attend [Peyote feasts] is that of general depression, followed by idleneasiness|*
The pillars of industry and progress as a means to civilizing Native Amsneare in jeopardy
according to the views of the anti-Peyotists. Both the effects of Peyote andeladldcated to
its ceremonial use endangered the goal of civilization for the Nativeigangyeoples.
The clash between the aim of civilization and the respect for traditionateblecame
most apparent, ironically, in a conflict between James Mooney, a white ethhaogisfficials
with the Office of Indian Affairs. It was missionaries who first begamplaining about Mooney
and his work with the Native American peoples. Rev. Bruce Kinney sent a lettaitttoei
Sniffen of the American Baptist Mission Society saying, “We were t@datedly that Mr.
Mooney of the Smithsonian Institute at Washington, was working down there amadndiémes
and distinctly encouraging their old tribal customs, particularly the useyot®° Sniffen’s
reply included listing tactics for dealing with Mooney.
| know that Mr. Mooney has been a strong supporter of the Peyote habit. . . . It seems to
me that you could do more good, under present conditions, by getting some publicity in

your church papers, showing how an important branch of the Government service (the
Ethnological Bureau) is, through one of its representatives, encouragingeatizmg

2 3. W. Lyans to Major W. L. Walker, August 29, 18@heyenne and Arapaho Agency Records, Box 444igFol
1, Item 49-52, Oklahoma Historical Society Resed@lision, Oklahoma City.

# Office of Indian Affairs Bulletin 21Peyote (1923), Cheyenne and Arapaho Agency Records 486x Folder 5,
Item 268, Oklahoma Historical Society Research $dvi, Oklahoma City.

% Bruce Kinney to Matthew Sniffen, August 21, 19P@yote Papers, Folder 4, ltem 3827.1996b, Gilcrease
Museum, Tulsa.
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practice among the Indians, notwithstanding the fact that Commissioneai&e s
assistants are doing everything to discourage the evil- to say nothing of sienarig
efforts and of all who have the real welfare of the Indian at heart. It ménabklooney
aims to keep the Indians in their most barbaric state and thus make them ingteresti
ethnological specimens for study of scientists! You could point out how, in this instance
science was discouraging civilization, and create such a strong public sentirthent i
matter that Mooney would be instructed by his superiors to drop his Peyote propdganda.
The schism between the Bureau of American Ethnology and the Office of Inffigars A
emerged publically at the 1918 hearings on Congressional legislation to ban Beywtet
writes, “Those testifying for the legislation . . . accused the ethnologistxcofiraging Indians
to maintain old, heathenish, unhealthy, uncivilized customs so the scientists coelldosks,
take pictures, and thus exploit the Indians with cheap publicity while doing nothinligp titéxe
become civilized ¥ Shortly after the hearings ended, Mooney returned to his work in Oklahoma
when the Department of the Interior requested the director of the Bur&thunology to recall
Mooney because of his interference in the work of the Indian Service. Mooneed:tarn
Washington, banned from doing fieldwork in Oklahoma ever again. The Superintendent of the
Cheyenne and Arapaho Agency informed the missionaries of the action writingyltddney
made quite a lot of trouble here for us as he was openly and avowedly in favor of the use of
Peyote by the Indians. His actions were so repugnant to me that | firalhgdeauthority from

the Indian office to order him to leave the reservatiiMooney later wrote in an appeal of his

banishment, “I am not alone in my opinion, although | have been singled out for the s&&Fific

31 Matthew Sniffen to Bruce Kinney, September 9, 19&yote Papers, Folder 5, ltem 3827.1999, Gilereas
Museum, Tulsa.

32 StewartPeyote Religion221.

33 C. V. Stinchecum to Bruce Kinney, November 21,8 $eyote Papers, Folder 24, ltem 3827.2012, Gisere
Museum, Tulsa.

34 James Mooney to Joseph B. Thoburn, June 16, 788&ph Thoburn Collection, Box 3 (General
Correspondence), Folder 1 (Archeological Moundsiabgrounds, and village sites #4 1915-1921), Item
86.01.276.B, Oklahoma Historical Society Researniision, Oklahoma City.
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The road to civilization (as evidenced in this encounter of the clash of civilizapimt®eded
through the path of Christianity. In the eyes of missionaries and governmeialgftivte Peyote

religion became a threat to the hegemonic status of Christianity.

Peyote’s Challenge in the Efforts to “Christianize”

Religious historian Charles Lippy writes of the transition between the amtbtand twentieth
century noting, “Despite the presence of literally hundreds of differereés?antt bodies,
representatives of every strand of Judaism, a burgeoning Roman Catholicisming grastern
Orthodoxy, and an undercurrent of skepticism, the popular public perception of the Urtided Sta
was that the country was indeed a ‘Christian’ nation, meaning a land wherelly lenangelical
style of Protestantism was both dominant and normafR/te idea of a Protestant America,
inculcated the fabric of the nation since its inception. At a Lake Mohonk ConfereiticamV .
Harris told the audience that Christianity was not merely a religion, Bidead of life
penetrating the whole social structurReligion, particularly an Anglo-Saxon evangelical
Protestantism, permeated the public sphere and influenced public policy throughout the
nineteenth century and into the twentieth century. In terms of policy toward tive Na
Americans, the efforts to convert them to Christianity meant the oblderatitraditional

cultural practices.

% Charles H. Lippy, “Politics,” irReligion in American Historyed. Amanda Porterfield and John Corrigan (West
Sussex, UK: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 251.

% William T. Harris,Journal of the Proceedings and Addresses of theohaltEducation Associatiori903, 1048;
guoted in David Wallace AdamBducation for Extinction: American Indians and Bearding School Experience,
1875-1928Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas, 1923),
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The Protestant reformers, missionaries, and government officials who dednina
nineteenth-century U.S. Indian policy uniformly derided Indian traditions asafyisy.”
Protestant leaders merged Christian traditions of religious comparison with
anthropological theory to construct a hierarchy of religions with ProteStargtianity at
the top. For them Indian “religion,” if it merited that designation at all, shidne same
“degraded” qualities condemned in the Bible and shared by other “pagans” worldwide

True religion cultivated “civilized” standards of conduct and morality, understood i

exclusively Anglo-Protestant terms, and made its adherents fit foridanecitizenship.

In this sense, only Christianity— and often only Protestant Christianity—igdalif

Indigenous traditions of any kind could be seen only as an impediment to the civilizing

process’

Reformers and religious leaders categorized the Peyote religaotraditional practice in need
of eradication, instead of affording the religion its place within the newrigarereligious
landscape.

Opponents of the Peyote religion failed to see Peyote as a “religious adjunat-tan ai
special experience” as manifested in other forms (prayer, fastingejrm a variety of other
religious contexts, including Christianit§’As reported ifThe Washington Timés 1913,
“There [are] a number of letters on file with the Indian commissioner fnaliams who say the
[Peyote] buttons are a divine revelation that the Great Spirit has denied thenahit
Consequently Government authorities and even the agencies is moving slowly alyng thee
Indian his Peyote® Conversely, opponents denied the validity of Peyotism as a religion. A
1917 editorial demonstrates the anti-religious sentiment surrounding the Nater&cAns’ use
of Peyote.

This [Peyotism] is not religion, that it has no tendency to promote religion, that it ha

exactly an opposite tendency, since it leads the user to imagine that raligtonething

else than living a pure, honest, upright, kindly, and reverent life. There is a phactica
unanimous testimony from all missionaries, and apparently from all thosestettin

37 Wenger We Have a Religiqrl9-20.
3 Aberle,Peyote Religion Among the Navafo 352.

39 Washington Time$Peyote is Shown as ‘Dry Whiskey’,” June 21, 19713
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the moral and religious welfare of the Indian, that its intoxicating eféesteusly
interfere with the religion of good mordfs.

By de-legitimating the Peyote religion, agents of the government weréréesto deny to the
Peyotists any Constitutional protections of religious liberty.

The issue, however, extends beyond asking the question of what constitutesm religi
The underlying tension emanated from questions of power and agency and whdecbthteol
balance of power in the right to decide the answers to those questions. Religioienhistor
Kathryn Lofton argues that as the turn from the nineteenth to the twentieth ogatutlye most
“fractious and transforming eras in American history,” so it also was hetkvorld of religious
belief. She notes that for many historians, “this religious abundance signaisdteatial crisis
of the age”— what Martin E. Marty describes as a “Crisis in the Protéstgpite.” Protestant
missionaries and religious leaders on the reservations sought to preserverdaaith their status
as the hegemonic religious force. James Mooney alluded to this issue of powdrenkte,
“The [Peyote] religion has a membership of hundreds regularly enrolled in tbas/arbes of
Oklahoma. . . . They are opposed, persecuted, and vilified by interested missiomho&gels
who fear the development of Indian initiative as a danger to their own monopoly wfuknd
economic control** A quote from a Peyotist appearing in a journal article also frames the
argument in terms of an issue over power: “Some pale faces who claim to berals &re

fighting our religion. . . . It's these missionaries and some government sffidi® are making

0 Outlook “The President, Congress, and the War,” April 1917, 644.

1 Kathryn Lofton, “Cosmology,” irReligion in American Historyed. Amanda Porterfield and John Corrigan (West
Sussex, UK: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 270-72. Seeodlgartin E. Marty Pilgrims in Their Own LandBoston:
Little, Brown, and Co., 1984).

42 James Mooney to Joseph B. Thoburn, October 26), 1&®eph Thoburn Collection, Box 31, Folder TnifeE1,
Oklahoma Historical Society Research Division, ®@klaa City.
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this complaint. It's nothing but jealousy that the missionaries have againstithed, since they
can't drive the red people with an iron rod to join their church&§ensions ran high between
the religious establishment and the Native American peoples.

The issue of power extended beyond the perception of power as a means of social
control; the hierarchical status of evangelical Protestant Christiaagyat stake in the conflict
over Peyote. Mooney believed Peyotism was a “legitimate substitute fortreams
Christianity” and his influence upon the Native American peoples greatlgwttreligious
and government official§’ The rise of the peyote religions coincided with the apex of the Ghost
Dance movement and even prompted some to question if Peyote contributed to the expansion of
the movement® A great concern for religious officials centered on the possible abandonment
and/or rejection of Christianity, or more specifically, mainstream Chunigyi. F. L. King, a
mission worker among the Arapaho Indians, wrote to Bruce Kinney, the Superintendent of
Missions and District Secretary for the American Baptist Home bhsSbpciety, to discuss the
implications that a Peyote ban in the local Indian churches would have on the Chagbani
process. He says, “If this method were followed the very object for which wesras
missionaries would be defeated. The object of giving them the Gospel. . . . The Mormon Church
is lurking at our doors (They are with the Cheyennes). They encourage the agetaf[Bic].

They would be only too glad to step in and take over a work and encourage all of these old

3 Seymour, “Peyote Worship: An Indian Cult and a Bidul Drug,” 184.
* Moses,The Indian Man233.

*5 Seymour writes, “The ghost dance apparently israrnonial of pure ecstasy or hypnotism. Springsader of
the lowas], like others, finds it easier to leacewlhis claim has the assistance of a powerful ffregote].”
Seymour, “Peyote Worship: An Indian Cult and a PdweDrug,” 184. Peyotists had mixed views abo@ Ghost
Dance. Quanah Parker staunchly opposed the Ghoselnd prevented its spread among the Comanciie, wh
John Wilson embraced both Peyotism (with ChristiEEments added to the ceremony) and the Ghost Dance
Hertzberg Search for an American Indian IdentiB42-44.
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ways.”® Another fear of religious and government officials was that the presurtetdritris
effects of Peyote (such as intoxication, laziness, and irrationality) wowddsprot only among
the Native American tribes but also into white culture and adversely dfteéinglo-Saxon
race. A newspaper account of the efforts to ban Peyote notes, “Indians e owlly victims.
Many white men have succumbed to the lure of the gorgeous dreams that livetile tbactus
root.”’ E. B. Merritt, Assistant Commissioner of the Office of Indian Affairs, ifiestthe
scope of the problem, “The Office . . . understands that its [Peyote] use is on theei@eneag
the Indians and that it is also being taken up among the whites and sdftiigns.&xpanding
use of Peyote alarmed Christian churches, philanthropic reform organizations, anthgaw
officials. They believed that the Peyote religion threatened their ag¢mfgave the Indian”
and they were ready and willing to do battle with this “agent of the devil.”

The contested cultural space of American religion was also a conflaith a national
Christian identity focused on the goal of the assimilation of Native AmertoaaScivilized”
state of existence. This required separating them from their traditiohalatddeliefs and
practices. The praxis of the Peyote religion represented an attempt to ssuaiationist
efforts directed toward the Native American peoples. As church and stats &ffban the

Peyote religion increased, so did the determination of the Native AmericangtpHsist.

“°F. L. King to Bruce Kinney, September 28, 1918;d% Papers, Folder 10, Item 3827.2002.1, Gilcrease
Museum, Tulsa. The Mormons— officially known as @teurch of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints— erttas an
American religion in the nineteenth century butengnced much hostility from other Christian growg® often
viewed the religion as un-Christian and un-American

" El Paso Heralg “Devil in a New Dress, Our Own Peyote Bean,” kely 23, 1918, 12.

“8 E. B. Merritt to W. W. Scott, April 13, 1918, Chayne and Arapaho Agency Records, Box 445, Foldierh,
167, Oklahoma Historical Society Research DivisiOklahoma City.
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Rhetoric as Resistance: Talking Back with “Church”

The impetus to seek Constitutional protection for the Peyote religion cam@amseso a
widespread campaign by the federal government to prohibit the possession, sale,aind us
Peyote. Hertzberg explains, “As a result of the [1918] hearings, the Peyotetseotboroughly
alarmed at the imminent legislative dangers now confronting them. If ¢hef tise Peyote so
central to their religion were outlawed, the religion itself would be doomed cBveteneasures
beyond the kind they had already taken were clearly in ofddm.&fforts to preserve their
religious practice, the Native American discursive responses to the Repdliet appropriated
the religious language associated with mainstream Christianitypraleéice of talking back
utilizing the discourse of the dominant culture began for the Peyotists before théomove
incorporate as a church. Discursive strategies of resistance videateefore the creation of
the Native American Church.

The performance of talking back was evident with organized lobbying efforkeby t
Peyotists to proposed state and federal legislation. When the Oklahomauegisitoduced
legislation in 1907 to interfere with the Peyote religion, sixteen Peyotistsding Quanah
Parker, registered as lobbyists in an effort to defeat th&’ Bitaveling to Guthrie, they spoke
before the legislature against a bill to amend a section of the revised statit@gsuld make it a

misdemeanor to possess PeydtReligious officials noticed and expressed concern over the

9 HertzbergSearch for an American Indian Identig71.

0 A. Frank Ross to Charles F. Shell, January 1481@beyenne and Arapaho Agency Records, Box 44deFa,
Item 255, Oklahoma Historical Society Research $dri, Oklahoma City;The Evening New@da, OK), “Protest
By Indians,” January 22, 1908, lawton (OK) Constitution-DemocrdtQuanah Parker to Lobby,” January 23,
1908, 6; and StewarBeyote Religion138.

*1 Memorandum by George Bellamy, “Speeches Made @i$ttbject of the Mescal Bean or Peoti[sic]”, Febyua
25, 1908, Sac and Fox and Shawnee Agency Recooats B3, Folder SFSA 35-1, Item 187, Oklahoma His&dr
Society Research Division, Oklahoma City.
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organized efforts of the Peyotists to cross into the political arena. A misiicial sent out a
memorandum concerning the upcoming legislative hearings, noting, “Thalrffeegote] users
have a strong lobby at Guthrie and it will take heroic work on our part to get the law péssed.
Peyotists also traveled to Washington to protest against the passage odlaafdde prohibit
the possession or sale of Peydte.

Talking back also included using religious discourse as a foil against somespétiic
arguments emanating from the white culture. In response to the accusatibe #rabunt of
time devoted to the Peyote ritual was a hindrance to the civilizing of Native édangyiOtto
Wells indicted the Christian practices of missionaries and the governnuatia his testimony
before the Oklahoma legislature.

The agencies of the different tribes say that if the Indian eats Pebhdss lazy. . . .

How is it that the missionaries hold their camp meetings a week at al timas?

employed by the Government. | went to their places and asked where theyegrard h

over there to Mount Scott holding camp meeting. If | go there they are not theyear€he
over at another place holding a camp meeting. . . . This Peoti [sic] business does not hold
their meetings three or four days at a time. . . . These missionaries has ruinemptair pe
Why they not practice what they preach? . .. Then they say we have got to take up
collection, and instead of the missionaries sending money to put up churches, they don’t
use it for that . . . they put it on themselves. . . . | pay taxes as much as you do on my
personal property. The Government has held up my land and | can’t sell it for the-twenty
five years. If we are citizens why don’t you gentlemen give us the libertyant and

our rights? We want a way to worship our Lord. . . . Haven't | got a right to worship God
the way | want to%?

*2 Memorandum by J. B. Rounds, January 7, 1908, Gimeyand Arapaho Agency Records, Box 444, Folder 1,
Item 251, Oklahoma Historical Society Research $dvi, Oklahoma City.

>3 W. W. Scott to Cato Sells, March 27, 1918, Chegemmd Arapaho Agency Records, Box 445, Folderef It
160, Oklahoma Historical Society Research Divisi@klahoma City; and E. B. Merritt to W. W. Scottpl 13,
1918, Cheyenne and Arapaho Agency Records, BoxE#l8er 4, Item 167, Oklahoma Historical Societys&ach
Division, Oklahoma City.

>4 Speech by Otto Wells, February 29, 1908, Sac amdaRd Shawnee Agency Records, Box 613, Folder SFESA
1, ltem 20-21, Oklahoma Historical Society Reseduhision, Oklahoma City.
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In response to specific ritual practices associated with Peyote, onesP&tkéd back
identifying a link to practices in Christian rituals of worship: “Our enerciasn we use a tom-
tom; that is true, that is the only kind of music the Great Spirit gave the red manhitde w
people have different kinds of music. The Salvation Army also uses little drumschbtinehes
use pianos, organs, and different kinds of muSi@hother way Native Americans talked back
to the white culture about Peyotism was to frame the argument in terms of whatitsxhs
religion, and subsequently what merited Constitutional protection. Paul Boynton,eenam
the Arapaho tribe, articulated this argument in a speech before the OklahmiadLirgin 1908,
before the actual incorporation of the Native American Church:
From what | have seen I think that this Peoti [sic] that they were tadkiagt is one of a
certain denomination. It is known that there is a great many denominations, butdét us
this one of them. . . . this is the only way that the Great Spirit is talking to us— to the
people. Let us try to recognize it as one of the ways that the Great Spiking to the
Indians. The Great Spirit is talking to the Indians in certain ways. . . . Common sknse w
always tell us that any religion that might be existing among the Indianisi Wwe
constitutional. . . . If my people think they have a religion of their own, give theghta
to worship their religion. . . . Let them have a full right to worship Great SpiritkVies
this much, that this Peoti [sic] is something that has come into our minds so tleat we ¢
talk with the Great Spirft®
Though Boynton, and other Peyotists, made some compelling arguments while talkintpdac
reality of not being an organized religion (according to the white cultnceeative standards)

allowed opposition to the Peyote religion to grow in the legislative and pobtieahs. Sensing

the possibility of the elimination of their religious practice, the Pegotigtde the decision in

5 Seymour, “Peyote Worship: An Indian Cult and a Bdul Drug,” 184.

% Speech by Paul Boynton, February 29, 1908, Sa¢ar@nd Shawnee Agency Records, Box 613, FoldSASF
35-1, Item 31-32, Oklahoma Historical Society Reskedivision, Oklahoma City.
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1918 to incorporate as the Native American Church to help “legitimate it as an euthent
religion.”’

The act of incorporation and identification as a “Church” was an act of resistatine
contested cultural space of American religion. The Peyotists’ legal padtawed them to
simultaneously develop a church organization based upon the white cultural pattern and mainta
the practice of their traditional religion. The cultural examples in the @\Rnstestant religious
landscape that surrounded the Indian reservations offered the Native Amemcenisex of
ways to adapt to the dominant discourse. Interestingly, however, the models nadsy cite
Peyotists include two Christian groups outside of mainstream Protestania@hyts the Indian
Shaker Church and the Mormons (perhaps, because of the embittered history witteamains
evangelical Protestant groups like Baptists, Methodists, and Presbyteripeghaps because
they could identify more closely to religious groups like the Mormons who alsoepersecuted
because of their religious beliefs that differed from the dominant cultdogkirBwrites about
the idea of the Peyotist associations incorporating to obtain official re@ogfiitim the
government, saying, “It had first been used as a defense by the Indian ShakérdZ iue

Northwest, on the county level in 1892 and on the state level in 28®bney wrote in a

letter in 1918, “The Peyote hearing was conducted before a special CommIimegoéss . . .

>’ WengerWe Have a Religigr39.

%8 Slotkin, The Peyote Religigrb8. Unrelated to the American Shakers (the Urtediety of Believers), the
movement that became the Indian Shaker Church bade882. Religious historian Lee Irwin writes, ‘@ tradition
established by John Slocum, a Squaxin with str@ggtod the Skokomish and other Southern CoasttSpdisples,
assimilated many features of Christianity, bothhGit and Protestant, while also retaining indigemnelements
central to Northwest Coast Native spirituality.iiiliar to prophets associated with the Ghost Danoeement,
Slocum experienced a revelation from God wherevgadimericans could achieve a medicine stronger than
shamans could if they would turn away from drinkisgoking, and gambling. His wife, Mary Slocum,agpdly
experienced the “Shake” when she received the mexminedicine from God. See Lee Irn@gming Down from
Above: Prophecy, Resistance, and Renewal in NAtiverican ReligiongNorman, OK: University of Oklahoma
Press, 2008), 267-77, 408-10.
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The question which some of the delegates and tribes are debating is the matterinihgrgeeir
own religion, like any other church or Society, as American citizens. Some robrtievestern
Indians have already done this more than twenty years’agoan affidavit from Harry Rave, a
member of the Winnebago Tribe, printed in a journal article in 1916, he is quoted as saying, “I
heard an educated Indian and he said in a meeting on Sunday morning: ‘My friends, we must
organize a church and have it run like the Mormon churf®h’.”

Peyotists in Indian Territory (later Oklahoma) had previously usesttamgem of
incorporation. Jonathan Koshiway incorporated a group of Otoe Peyotists in 1914, forming the
First Born Church of Christ in Red Rock, Oklahoma. Unlike the Native American Church,
Koshiway’s church did not mention Peyote in its articles of incorporation. Koshiwagirted
Christian elements into the Peyote religion, no doubt stemming from his vargdugli
background. Koshiway had served as an Indian evangelist for the Church of Jesusf Christ
Latter-day Saints (Mormons). Another important influence on Koshiway was that of the
Russellites, as the followers of Charles Taze Russell, founder of ZionthWaiver Tract
Society— later to become the Jehovah’s Witnesses— and Bible Student movement were know
Koshiway became a Bible student while living in northeast Kansas. Inflddaycthe ethical
standards of both the Mormons and the Russellites, Koshiway made changes to #hetBalyot
with a prohibition on smoking and the addition of the Bible as a conspicuous part of the meeting
Despite the syncretism of Christian elements with the Peyote religiamynity from the

government’s efforts to prohibit Peyotism did not come to Koshiway and his followers.

%9 James Mooney to Julia Bent Prentiss, July 29, 1B&gote Papers, Folder 1, Item 3827.1992a, Gierea
Museum, Tulsa.

69 Seymour, “Peyote Worship: An Indian Cult and a Bdul Drug,” 184.
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Koshiway went to H. F. Johnson, a lawyer in Perry, Oklahoma to seek legal advice, and on
December 8, 1914, the First Born Church of Christ incorporated under the laws of Okfahoma.
Maroukis’s recent work on the Peyote religion elaborates more on Koshiwairisemfor the
incorporation.
Koshiway told anthropologist James Slotkin that he incorporated to acquire legal
protection, that he had to find a way to defend his religion. He said that he chose a
biblical passage for the name of his church from Hebrews 12:23— “One Church of the
First-born”- so that they could spread the word of God and the Holy Bible. They
purposely focused on the Christian elements in their ceremonies and chasdsero le
opposition to their religiof?
Other Peyotists in Oklahoma (even those maintaining the traditional cerentboytwhe
Christian elements) became aware of Koshiway’s church. La Barre abotg an intertribal
conference of a group of Otoe, Kiowa, and Arapaho who met in Calumet, Oklahoma to consider
defensive measures to protect Peyotism. Koshiway took the charter from leis @htire
meeting and explained his solution to the problem. Many in the group, while partial dedhef i
organization for the Peyote religion, “objected to the element of white religigsiied in the
name “First Born Church of Christ*The Peyotists needed rhetoric that reflected the diversity
of Peyotism in order to talk back to the dominant religious culture.
Besides Koshiway’s church, other factors impacted the decision of Peyotsganize

and incorporate. Evidence suggests that James Mooney, a white ethnologist, also provided

influence in the decision to incorporate the Peyote religion as the Native Am&inuirch,

® La Barre Peyote Cult117-18, 167-70; Aberl®eyote Religion Among the Navali®; HertzbergerSearch for
an American Indian Identify250; andSlotkin, Peyote Religion58.

%2 Maroukis, The Peyote Road8.

% La Barre,Peyote Cult169; MaroukisPeyote Roads6.
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believing it to be the “only way to ensure constitutional protectid®&yotists representing
various tribes in Oklahoma met in August 1918 in El Reno, Oklahoma to discuss the options for
the organization of the Peyote religion. Maroukis includes the following account oe#teng
in his study, “Mooney was at the meeting, and according to Jim Whitewolf (Kép&ahe) who
was also there, Mooney recommended that the Peyotists there organize, choarsg affficpick
a new name. Whitewolf said in a 1949 interview that it was Mooney who recommended the
name Native American ChurcA>A letter reference to a 1918 telegram to the Commissioner of
Indian Affairs relaying the activities of Mooney reads, “Has advised ssidtad the Indians in
securing on October ten a charter for the organization of a Peyote ciUuR=Higious and
government officials objected to Mooney’s involvement in the process of organizingytbie P
religion. Mooney'’s efforts to assist the Native American peoples in talkicigdmst him; his
removal from Oklahoma prevented him from completing his work with the Native Aamsti
Upon hearing of Mooney’s death in 1921, the Native American Church issued a proclamation
highlighting his legacy of work with the Native American peoples.
Whereas . . . his efforts have been directed towards the uplifting of the Amexticzamnst
one who best knew and understood the customs and the Indian idea of the Great Spirit;
was largely instrumental in the organization and promotion of the Native American
Church, and
Whereas, realizing as we do the wonderful benefit he has been to the Indian ih genera

and to our tribes especially, and realizing that his life has been spent with a view of
bettering our conditions through the Native American Church organization, and had a

% Maroukis,Peyote Roads6; Slotkin,Peyote Religion58; La BarrePeyote Religion169; Aberle Peyote Religion
Among the Navahd 9; HertzbergeiSearch for an American Indian Identi®77; WengeryWe Have a Religign
139; and Mose< Indian Man 207.

% Jim Whitewolf, The Life of a Kiowa-Apache Indiaad. Charles S. Brant (New York: Dover, 1969),;1@ibted
in Maroukis, The Peyote Road6.

% C. V. Stinchecum to Commissioner of Indian Affaifebruary 17, 1919, , Cheyenne and Arapaho Agency
Records, Box 445, Folder 5, Item 21, Oklahoma Hiiséb Society Research Division, Oklahoma City.
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vision, making us able to become better citizens and to defend our religion as he knew it,
and

Whereas, we greatly deplore his untimely death in the midst of hi7s greatheapdr

lan.

unfinished work of the Peyote Religion of the North American Inf
Mooney’s biographer writes, “He ended his career as he had begun it, convinced of the
incapacity of one race to rule over another. He had studied and written for eaaeyoymake
smaller the chasm in understanding between the dominant culture and those who had once
challenged that dominancé®”

The identification of the adherents of the Peyote religion as a “churgird@ypated the
language of the American religious culture to allow the discursive power thaster’s”
language to speak in order to preserve Native American beliefs. One cpreirtiee act of
incorporating as a church to seek First Amendment protection as a discorgesation
against the fundamental tenets of assimilation, based on the precept of @wilihatugh
Christianization. The Native American Church did not conform to the standardsggadiusli
worship as connoted by the use of the word “church” in the white culture, yet thdlyetica

incorporation offered legal protection for the worship ceremony of the Peybtistgh the

rhetoric of the dominant culture.

®” Resolution adopted by the Native American Chuncithe death of the Hon. James Mooney, 1921, Joseph
Thoburn Collection, Box 23 (Manuscripts: Generafr@spondence), Folder 1 (Native American Churci38}.9
Item 86.01.3578, Oklahoma Historical Society Rese&ivision, Oklahoma City.

% Moses The Indian Man2109.



CHAPTER 2
“SACRAMENT”: PRESERVING THE RIGHT TO USE PEYOTE

The controversy about the use of Peyote as a part of Native American religialsaibhcided
with cultural concerns over “intoxicants,” whether in the form of alcohol or other.déugs
renewed assault on drinking emerged during the latter part of the nineteently vatht@fforts
from social reform organizations like the Woman’s Christian Temperanms@nd continued
through the Progressive Era with groups like the Anti-Saloon League. Tenmgpeséoren
became a powerful religio-social movement advocating public remedié® minds of
reformers, the evil of intemperance threatened the fabric of the social Atdered to the threat
alcohol posed on the physical and economic well-being of individuals and familied| as the
social and economic costs of drinking, reformers believed that “by banishing drthkitbody
of society would also purge itself of crime, poverty, and an irresponsibleraii?* While white
culture debated the issue of prohibition before the passage of the Eighteenth Ameadheent
Constitution in 1919, prohibition had already been an integral part of Indian policy (though
liquor law infractions frequently took place). The shift from the reservayistes to the
allotment era brought new challenges to the ways to handle the introduction of im®xita
the Native American culture.

As social reformers began to subsume the Indian question into their policyrptatfor
quite naturally the issue of liquor arose, especially as it related go#hef civilization for the
Native American peoples. Historian William Unrau writes, “In 1876, posing theignest to

why Indians so readily accepted what they themselves called the wicked avaindian

! Catherine L. Albanesémerica Religions and Religipd"” ed. (Belmont, CA: Thomson/Wadsworth, 2007), 262.
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superintendent’s answer was simply, ‘They have not the moral force to eegigation’.” The
perceived lack of moral fortitude on behalf of the Native American promptedredigpaders

and government officials to assume a protectionist attitude to assist NatemcAns in making
“good” moral choices, including what they could purchase and consume. With the rapid
diffusion of the Peyote religion among the tribes during the reservation peria$ nowlong

before missionaries and government officials began to view Peyote as an iepedim

civilization and Christianization. To eliminate the use of Peyote, officiglarbo classify it as
intoxicant, thereby subjecting it to the prohibition standards already in place am lcalintry.

When Gertrude Bonnin, secretary of the Society of American Indians, went tongtas to

testify on the issue of Peyote, a newspaper story wrote of her mission, “An &gpyogdor
$150,000 for the purpose of preventing the Indians from drinking whiskey is being considered,
and Mrs. Bonnin wants the appropriation to be used in fighting Peyote as well. Even ds the pa
face women go forth to save the white man from the demon rum, so this modern Indian woman

is determined to save the buck from the ravages of Pejote.”

Contested Cultural Space: Prohibition

The temperance movement that surged in the first half of the nineteenth cemuay during
the Civil War and the early years of Reconstruction. Changes in the continued drive for

prohibition in the post-Civil War years reflected alterations in the Asaerpolitical system

2 William E. UnrauWhite Man’s Wicked Water: The Alcohol Trade andHitsition in Indian Country, 1802-1892
(Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1996), 115.

% El Paso Herald“Devil in a New Dress, Our Own Peyote Bean,” keloy 23, 1918, 12.
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during a time of both national growth and upheaval. Historian Thomas Pegram explaih& how t
political system became an institutional obstruction in the temperance rotvem

The volatility of the liquor issue, revealed by the Maine Law campaigns aB&%s and

their political residue after the war, generated strong resistancehibion within the

Democratic and Republican parties of the late nineteenth century. Politicsansered

that alcohol created disorder in politics as well as in the lives of troubled drinkers. . . .

Prohibition was particularly troubling for Republicans in the late 1860s and early 1870s.

Most Americans who were inclined to support anti-liquor laws were Republicans. . . . Yet

controversies over temperance laws tended to strengthen Democrats and hurt

Republicans. Although many Democrats practiced personal temperance and even

supported some regulation of the liquor industry, the party as a whole expressed its

commitment to “personal liberty” in the matter of drinking. . . . Already hamperéeby

difficulties of Reconstruction, the Republican Party began to distance itsalf f

prohibition. . . . Beginning in the early 1870s, cautious politicians returned liquor

regulation to local jurisdictions and individual initiative, most commonly by r@vssof

old license laws.

The reluctance of the major political parties to take an official partyiposit prohibition left a
void in the political movement dedicated to prohibition. It would be up to grass-rooseéfort
take up the cause during the Gilded Age.

The most significant social movement to advance the cause of temperanceaia the |
nineteenth century was the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union (WCTU). Founded is 1874 a
an extension of the Woman’s Crusade, their mantra on temperance reformaotestigom of the
home.” When Frances Willard became president of the WCTU in 1879, the scope of the
organization expanded, reflecting her personal philosophy of “do everything.” Rard)\Vi
social reform was interconnected and issues, like alcohol, were symptofreaterger social
problem. Organizing political means to combat the causes and consequences iissvamh

necessary step in the evolution of the WCTU. Willard successfully worked to foajkaace

with the Prohibition Party, which added an endorsement of woman suffrage to their party

* Thomas R. PegrarBattling Demon Rum: The Struggle for a Dry Amerit8Q0-1933Chicago: lvan R. Dee,
1998), 44, 48-50.
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platform; the move, however, also created tension within the WCTU betweendvéitidr
Republican loyalists. When Willard became a Christian Socialist in #nd880s and added
“pacifism and international arbitration to her reform portfolio,” there mash resistance within
the WCTU and “many local Unions simply ignored Willard’s larger programs tceocdrate on
temperance reform at homeThe multifaceted agenda of the WCTU during Willard’s
leadership was unable to sustain its momentum, and by the time of her death in 1898, the WCT
had moved back to a single-minded focus on tempefa@oaforming more to the political
orthodoxy of the time, the WCTU would move into the twentieth century in a secondary
assistance role on the issue of prohibition.

A successful campaign to move the issue of prohibition into the twentieth century would
require “stripping away divisive companion issues, and bypassing thirdgpasigdes in favor
of influencing elected officials and the major partié3he Anti-Saloon League (ASL) became
the prominent organization advocating this approach for change in political andpsticiaf
Eschewing the violent antics of individual reformers like Carry Nation and tie fotitical
campaigns of the Prohibition Party, the ASL drew on dominant trends of the Progressive Era

infuse “organization and professionalism into the prohibition movement,” and took the path of

® PegramBattling Demon Run¥2-73. See also Ruth BordiWoman and Temperance: The Quest for Power and
Liberty, 1873-190@Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1981).

® Susan Hill Lindley“You Have Stept Out of Your Place”: A History of Wven and Religion in America
(Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 1998)6. Lindley also notes that “women were findatger
bases for their allegiance and interest, from thadggal Federation of Women'’s Clubs and the Associatf
Collegiate Alumnae to the National American Womaiffiage Association and settlement work.”

" PegrampBattling Demon Runpi74.
8 Formed as the American Anti-Saloon League in 1&38as renamed the Anti-Saloon League of Amenicad05.

See K. Austin KerrQrganized for Prohibition: A New History of the ABaloon Leagu¢New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1985).
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other Progressive Era reforms, “building from local triumphs to state victorregtibnal
success?

Although temperance reform action traditionally aligned itself with estcal
Protestantism, the ASL took unprecedented steps to identify itself as ghecdgrganized
Christianity in its battle against saloon lawlessness and immordliBegram reveals the extent
of the ASL-church connection, “In 1903 the League cemented its alliance with otjanize
Protestantism by restructuring state leagues into church federdtioines.federation scheme,
each member denomination elected representatives to the board of trusteed efsjae
affiliates.” Religious historian Sydney Ahlstrom identifies the range of church support for the
ASL, “Methodism, North and South, gave the League its unanimous institutional support and
supplied most of its most militant leadership. The Baptists and PresbgieéMianh and South,
were not far behind. Support came from everywhere, including at first someamtg®dman
Catholics, but it was basically . . . [a] corporate work in America of legatisangelicalism®?

The clash of religious culture became evident in the prohibition movement. Historian
Robert Fuller writes, “Total abstinence from alcohol- including wine, the gged beverage of

the Bible and Christian sacraments— was thus a direct consequence of the boutwdgry-set

° PegramBattling Demon Ruml12. Pegram writes of the ASL methodology, “FiitstASL] knit together a mass
constituency opposed to the liquor traffic— the ommicants of the major Protestant churches. Thrasgbaid
professional staff, the League then directed thagssentiment toward the passage of specific pafdegislation.
The League maximized its political influence byidigttention to the single issue of temperanceiandillingness
to accept incremental gains. Finally, the Leagudéthrough the barrier of party loyalty that hamsg other
temperance groups.”

19 pegrampBattling Demon Rurril14. The ASL even advertised itself as “the chuncaction against the saloon.”
See Pegram, 115.

" pegrampBattling Demon Rurri15.

12sydney E. AhlstromA Religious History of the American Peofidew Haven: Yale University Press, 1972), 871.
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behaviors at the turn of the twentieth centuiyifi the early part of the temperance movement in
the nineteenth century, churches had no other choice but to serve regular wine at communi
The focus of the Christian practice regarding this sacramental elemgotsbfip changed in the
1870s when the production of grape juice became technologically feasible. Thomas Welch, a
member of Vineland Methodist Church in New Jersey, wanted to give congregations an
alternative to wine. He successfully “pasteurized Concord grape juice toumigenented
sacramental wine using a process that French scientist Louis Pastelisduvered only several
years before Religious historian Jennifer Woodruff Tait traces the implications the
introduction of grape juice had on liturgical practice in American Methodism.
Methodist temperance historians began to recapture Wesley— using only his negative
lenses— for the temperance cause. The kind and quality of wine involved in Holy
Communion first became an issue in Northern Methodism’s lawmaking body, the
General Conference, in 1860. . .. The 1872 Conference recommended “the use of
unfermented wine on our sacramental occasions” and reaffirmed in 1876. . . . For the first
time, wording to this effect was also placed at the beginning of the liturgyefdrard’s
Supper. . . . In 1880, the Committee on Temperance performed a more thoroughgoing
overhaul of the Disciplinary requirements on wine. . . . The sentence at the beginning of
the Lord’s Supper was altered to read, “Let none but the pure unfermented juice of the
grape be used in administering the Lord’s Supper, whenever practicable. . . . When the
entire ritual was revised in 1916, the words “whenever practicable” wetedi&élem the
sentence in the Lord’s Supper liturty.
Other denominations associated with the prohibition movement soon followed and switched to

the use of grape juice in their Eucharistic practitésowever, some Christian groups

considered the use of alcoholic wine to be paramount to their sacramental theolodyset re

13 Fuller, Stairways to Heaveri04.

14 Garrett PeckThe Prohibition Hangover: Alcohol in America froneon Rum to Cult Cabern@tew
Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 2009),.180

15 Jennifer L. Woodruff TaitThe Poisoned Chalice: Eucharistic Grape Juice amtn@on-Sense Realism in
Victorian Methodisn{Tuscaloosa: The University of Alabama Press, 2012-13.

'8 Even Christian groups like the Mormons who hadiusime as a sacrament, adopted a total ban onalicoh
beverages in 1900. See FullStairways to Heaveri08-14.
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to make the switch to grape juice. Chief among those religious groups was thecGzilodh,
who even after passage of the Eighteenth Amendment establishing prohibition, ecbntinue
offering sacramental wine, not grape juté&he crux of the matter for Catholics extended
beyond being a social reform issue; it was a theologigaiori issue in the Sacrament of the
Eucharist. In talking about the Catholic belief in transubstantiation— thaeibtdral
transformation of the bread and wine served at the Eucharist into the body and bloodtef Chris
Peter Cimbolic, provost at Bellarmine University, says, “The wine beseihé— the actual
blood of Christ. This is the most sacred part of mass. So it is incorporated into duergaaft of
the Church. You have to have it to have a valid sacram&ht.tontrast, evangelical Protestants
tended to view the bread and wine as symbolic in their sacramental theology, dusthiaton

of grape juice for wine was not a contentious theological problem. It was easeahgelical
Protestants to alter their theological beliefs to incorporate the new teghr{at least on the
issue of prohibition).

Catholic and Protestant differences on the issue of prohibition went beyond thdologica
beliefs. Sociological factors contributed to the call for prohibition. Ahlstrom enzasate non-
theological factors associated with the ASL, “It was rural or smaliktow. Its deepest
antipathies were directed toward city dwellers, foreigners, and Romaali€atBigotry and
nativism were often dry™® The issue of prohibition politicized highly sensitive attitudes about

the stability of the social order.

Y There was an abstinence society within the Catl@fiurch. Organized in 1871 by Father Theobald Matbf
Ireland, it was known as the Catholic Total Abstioe Union. However, it was a short-lived movem&ete Peck,
Prohibition Hangover181.

18 peck,Prohibition Hangover181-82.

19 Ahlstrom, Religious History of the American Peopsd1.
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Many of the newly arriving immigrants were poor and ill-educated and lived in the
squalor of urban ghettos. The drinking of whiskey, gin, and malted beverages among
these immigrants became a symbol of their inability to assimilatehatestablished
WASP cultural order. Religious and ethnic prejudice fueled the fire of evaalgelic
Protestants’ moral indignation at the immigrants’ lifestyles. Thetlfeat even fellow
Anglo-Saxon Protestants also acted this way under the influence of ‘demorecuta” |
the identification of alcohol as an evil that threatened to pull down the nation’s moral
integrity 2°

Most of the Irish, German, and central European immigrants came with religlaafs theat

emphasized the use of wine in the observance of the Eucharist. Temperancerseiocaosed

on the perceived problems that Catholic and immigrant culture represented to thepioheve

of an economically and spiritually responsible Christian charattdtie religious and

sociological reasons for advocating temperance also contained an ethnbdintersion to

prohibition. This ethnocultural dimension also influenced policy concerning Native éaneri

and alcohol.
Prohibition in Indian Country

Preventing Native Americans from obtaining alcohol began as a policy duririgsthiefferson
administration but “through lax enforcement of its own sanctions the government proilided st

other means whereby Indians obtained alcohol” and the “failure of the courtwidepany

significant obstacle to illicit sales thus indicated only lukewarm public stfgrahe

government's anti-alcohol policy? Drinking among the Native American tribes continued

unabated in the late 1850s and early 1860s until a strong temperance movement took hold among

the non-Indian population. Unrau explains, “Attitudes regarding drinking by Indsanelbas

2 Fuller, Stairways to Heaveri04.
% Tait, Poisoned Chalices3.

22 Unrau,White Man’s Wicked Watet0, 88.
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non-Indians came to the fore and insisted that whatever else might be accomplislyet bri
Indian drinking under control was a matter of acculturation on the white nfddaiven the
failure of federal Indian prohibition for more than a quarter of a century, nedi®yéd the
solution was to reform existing Indian law. An attempt in 1862 to amend the Trade and
Intercourse Act of 1834 did little to decrease the supply of alcohol finding its wayNaititze
American lands. An 1874 revision clearly ‘prohibited all ardent spirits frangbmtroduced’ in
Indian country,” but the amorphous nature of “Indian country” sent the law to the courts for
further interpretatiord?

In 1892, Congress passed a comprehensive prohibition law, one that garnered the support
of the Indian Office and organizations such as the Indian Rights Associatioh, exiitled the

125

measure as a moral victory “in which every friend of the red race yalce2" Eliminating the

vague language of “Indian country,” the new law attempted to clarify who andhehat t
prohibition statute covered. The law made it illegal for any person to

sell, give away, dispose of, exchange, or barter any malt, spirituous, vinous liquor,
including beer, ale, and wine, or any ardent or other intoxicating liquor of any kind
whatsoever, or any essence, extract, bitters, preparation, compound, compositipn, or an
article whatsoever, under any label, or brand, which produces intoxication to amy India
to whom an allotment of land has been made while under charge of any Indian
superintendent or agent, or to any Indian, including mixed bloods, over whom the
Government, through its departments, exercises guardiafiship.

% |bid., 100.
24 Unrau,White Man’s Wicked Watet09-13.

% Francis Paul Pruchamerican Indian Policy in Crisis: Christian Reforrseand the Indian, 1865-19q0lorman:
University of Oklahoma Press, 1976), 222.

% Us Statutes at Large 27:260; quoted in Un¥sthite Man’s Wicked Watgt 14.
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The statute also included penalties for violators, and a revision of the statute in<18@d #sat
every person found guilty would spend at least two months in confinéfrigntau raises an
insight into the Indian prohibition law that set a double standard between NativecAmeri
culture and white culture: “For Indians to drink legally the test was theityabi satisfy the
property requirements of the Dawes Act and/or to convince the federal gownéethatehey had
reached that rarefied realm of assimilation whereby they no longerdwetaas in the legal
sense.?® For those wanting to drink alcohol (and those wanting to sell it), a statute was not
deterrence enough. Despite the law, Native Americans continued to obtain aicalbalatleg
system were excessive prices, intimidation, and violence were the norm.

To combat the use of alcohol among the Native American peoples, the federal
government regularly appropriated funds to suppress the liquor traffic. In 1914 (andioginci
with the time that the ASL made the decision to seek a prohibition amendment to the
Constitution), Cato Sells, Commissioner of Indian Affairs, sent a memo otalsg&en to a
group of field supervisors conveying the urgency of addressing the alcohol problem.

| believe that the greatest menace to the American Indian is whisklegs more to

destroy his constitution and invite the ravages of disease than anything elset us

save the American Indian from the curse of whiskey As a matter of good faith to our

treaty relationships, to legislative enactments, to the Congress, which aesopr

$100,000 a year for the suppression of the liquor traffic among the Indians, we should do

everything reasonably within our power to justify this appropriation and insure the bes
results obtainable. This accomplished, we have laid a substantial foundation for all of our

work in solving the Indian problem, and made a long step forward looking toward their
equipment for the responsibilities of citizensfip.

27 Us Statutes at Large 29:506; quoted in Un¥ithite Man’s Wicked Watgt 14.
28 Unrau,White Man’s Wicked Watgt14.

% Cato Sells to All Employees in the Indian Servigarch 25, 1914, Kiowa Agency Records, Box 454dEol
KA50-6, Item 56, Oklahoma Historical Society ResbabDivision, Oklahoma City. The opening paragraph
concerning the “curse of whiskey” was printed otividual cards and copies sent to four of the Indiahools for
distribution. See Kiowa Agency Records, Box 454dEpKA50-6, Item 57, Oklahoma Historical Societgdearch
Division, Oklahoma City.
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Striking in Sells’ speech is rhetoric similar to that of the general prohibitarement seeking a
sober citizenry. Sobriety was also necessary for Native Americansambevilized. Congress
pursued further legislative “bone-dry” action in 1917 to protect Native Americams f
intoxicating liquors with the Post Office Appropriation Act prohibiting the distion of
advertisements or solicitation of orders for liqudrs.

The creation of a special task force to combat liquor traffic in Indian cowasyanother
government tactic to address the problem of alcdhiol. 1906, President Theodore Roosevelt
obtained a special appropriation from Congress to employ detectives to obtain evedgriesl
to prosecute violators of the liquor traffic. Roosevelt named William “Pussyfobtisbn as the
special officer to enforce the prohibition laws in Indian country, working withraefof about
one hundred deputies and helpers. Johnson, known for his zealousness, “arrested whiskey
peddlers, confiscated their horses and wagons, smashed kegs and bottles, and burned gambling
paraphernalia wherever he found¥.When Johnson arrived in Indian Territory (later
Oklahoma) to enforce the prohibition laws, he became aware of the use of Payobedian
agents and missionaries working among the tribes. Together they began an\eggaesgaign

to suppress Peyote as well as alcohol.

30 Cato Sells to Superintendents, Circular No. 1288ne-Dry Legislation), March 29, 1917, Kiowa Agency
Records, Box 454, Folder KA50-6, Item 198, Oklahd#istorical Society Research Division, OklahomayCit

31 cato Sells to All Employees in the Indian Servidarch 25, 1914, Kiowa Agency Records, Box 454dEol
KA50-6, Item 57, Oklahoma Historical Society ResdaDivision, Oklahoma City.

32 StewartPeyote Religion133-34. Johnson was the nominee of the ProhibRiarty in 1903. He served as the
special officer to the Office of Indian Affairs fT01906-1911, and his work contributed to more tloaity-four
hundred convictions.
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Linking Peyote to Prohibition

To connect Peyote to the prohibition movement, it was necessary to identify Bewote
intoxicant. Thomas Morgan, Commissioner of Indian Affairs, made one of the firgabffic
governmental attempts to connect the two items in 1890.
Reports reach this office that among the Kiowas and Comanches a very dangerous
practice is growing up of using the mescal bean [often mistakenly i@enfioii Peyote],
a practice which results in mental, moral, and physical ruin to those who indulge in it. . . .
The article itself, and those who use it, are to be treated exactly asi¢ialeehol or
whiskey, or a compound thereof; in fact it may be classified for all pehgtizposes as
an “intoxicating liquor.®*
Indian agents sent a petition to Congress in 1907 claiming, “The substanadreddReyote]
is, in our opinion, worse in its effect than alcohol or cocaine, and its use is fast degdhbehi
Indians of these territorieS>"White settlers frequently wrote to Indian agents complaining about
the use of Peyote. One woman wrote, “Do you know I've lived here twenty years . .naret |
saw an Indian under the influence of alcoholic drinks? | have seen them drunk from Peyote. . . .
can't help feeling that Peyote is doing more to undermine the health and geospakipy of
our Indians than strong drink on this reservatih&h editorial in 1916 escalated the case for

the prohibition of Peyote writing, “Peyote is a greater enemy to civdizagspecially to the

Indian race, than whiskey®Opponents of Peyote often characterized it as “the twin brother of

% Thomas J. Morgan to S. L. Patrick, July 31, 1894 and Fox and Shawnee Agency Records, Box 61dero
SFSA 35-1, Item 86, Oklahoma Historical Societydash Division, Oklahoma City.

34 petition of Indian Agents to Sixtieth Congresshef United States, 1907, Cheyenne and Arapaho Agenc
Records, Box 444, Folder 1, Item 243, Oklahomadfiisal Society Research Division, Oklahoma City.

% Mary Clouse to C. V. Stinchecum, February 26, 1%iéwa Agency Records, Box 454, Folder KA50-6it67,
Oklahoma Historical Society Research Division, @klaa City.

% Red Lake Newdarch 15, 1916.
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alcohol, and first cousin to habit-forming drug$th portraying Peyote as an intoxicant, it was
then subject to federal prohibition laws governing Indian country.

Special agent, William Johnson, announced his intentions to deal with the Peyote
problem as part of the legislation regarding the illicit traffic in intasing liquors in 1908
Opponents of Peyote used the 1897 prohibition law to enforce their regulatory agenda, adding
(without federal authority) the prohibition of Peyote. Officials in the TegritdrOklahoma
enacted the first statute law in 1899 but the wording of that statute concerneglitagae of
the “mescal bean.” When the state legislature of Oklahoma attemptedrid #radaw in 1907
to change the language to “Peyote,” the aggressive tactics of loldfbymtthe Native American
communities worked to defeat the legislation. Undeterred by the failure to poacuzat
legislative authority to act, government officials and reformers continuddrtad the practice
of Peyote and harass adherents of the Peyote religion under the old 1897 law or simply by an
order from the Indian agent3®

Coinciding with the prohibition efforts of groups like the ASL, opponents of Peyote also
began to push for federal legislation to prohibit its use. By 1918, the anti-Peyotegampai
strong enough for Congress to consider legislation. Congressman Carl Hapdzoma
introduced a bill (HR 2614) in 1918 relating to the revision and codification of lawsmgelat
the liquor traffic among Indians, which included Peyote as an “intoxicant.” Tiheabédd for

outlawing the use of Peyote by any Indian over whom the Indian Bureau had jummsdict

*"House Committee on Indian Affai8rohibition of Use of Peyote Among India68" Cong., 2d sess., May 13,
1918, H. Rep. 560, 24.

3 William E. Johnson to Byron E. White, August 1906, Cheyenne and Arapaho Agency Records, Box 444,
Folder 1, Item 108, Oklahoma Historical Society &ash Division, Oklahoma City.

39 Stewart,Peyote Religion213.
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whether or not considered as a citiZ&A subcommittee of the Committee on Indian Affairs
conducted hearings on the Hayden bill in March of 1918, and support for the prohibition of
Peyote came from the ASL, the WCTU, the Board of Indian Commissioners, andethgioys
organization$! Congress failed to pass the Hayden bill, but Peyotists remained concerned about

the future of their religious freedom.

Rhetoric as Resistance: Talking Back with “Sacrament”

The blatant disregard of the religious significance of Peyote by fedécahisf prompted
Peyotists to find ways to protect its use in the wake of prohibition fervor. A disewtsategy of
talking back was necessary to challenge the prohibition framework thatiiekdRéyote as an
intoxicant on equal footing with alcohol and other habit-forming drugs. Misperceptiahs by
white culture necessitated the need for Native American resistiveidtetsafeguard their
religious practice. As Peyotists appropriated the religious languagbwtte from the
dominant culture to protect their religious freedom, now they needed to adopt ther'shast
language with reference to the concept of sacramental theology and the Hoghracsice.
Religious resistance came in the form of the mimetic modeling of theolaligcalurse.

As the identification of Peyote as an intoxicant began in the dominant cultures®eyot
attempted to clarify its use as a medicine. When James Mooney firstsetine$eyote

ceremony in 1891 and subsequently wrote about the experience, he described Peyote as a

0 HertzbergSearch for an American Indian Identi®57. An editorial from 1918 commented on Haydédaills
“Arizona has rather effectively taken the booze yafvam its white citizenry and its honored congreas is strictly
in line with his former preachment and practiceadwocating the abolishment of dope and drunkermessg the
Indians.”"Red Lake NewsPeyote,” November 1, 1918.

*1 HertzbergSearch for an American Indian Identi864.
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“valuable medicine” and provided anecdotal examples of specific illnessest@d through the
ingestion of Peyot& Healing was the most common reason for the gathering and participating
in a Peyote ceremony (commonly referred to as a “meeting”). Tasts of the curative

powers of Peyote helped contribute to its rapid diffusion among the various Nativie#@dme

tribes. Historians La Barre and Stewart both record that Quanah ParkeryantiaflComanche
leader, embraced the Peyote religion after experiencing personatiyrtieve power of

Peyote*® Parker, himself, said, “Peyote is a good medicine; it makes Indians well. . n.IWhe

am sick and take white man’s medicine, | do not get well; but if | take Peysewell
immediately.** Roley Mclntosh, a member of the Creek Nation, testified before the Oklahoma
legislature in 1908 asking, “If it is true that the Indians on the western side stale have

made a test of this medicine and have found it useful to them as a medicine, what could be more
proper— what could be more appropriate than that they may be permitted to continu¢ ito use
order that they may better their physical conditidnPeyotists continued to resist the

prohibition of Peyote by using the English word “medicine” to describe their helieé sacred
quality of the cactu$® Additionally, Peyotists were aware that many of the loopholes in previous
prohibition efforts to decrease alcohol in Indian country emanated from the phargieaiolse

of certain forms of alcohol and narcotics for medicinal purposes.

2 James Mooney, “The Mescal Plant and Ceremony1.7-1
3 StewartPeyote Religion72; La BarrePeyote Cult85.
*4 Fort Worth Star-TelegranfWill Ask Congress to Spare Peyote,” October 1909, 12.

*5 Speech by Roley Mclintosh, February 29, 1908, &ddax and Shawnee Agency Records, Box 613, Folder
SFSA 35-1, Item 12, Oklahoma Historical Societydesh Division, Oklahoma City.

* Drug companies such as Parke, Davis and CompaayPsgyote until the 1920s because of its allegedagieutic
uses. MaroukisPeyote Roai5.
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Supporters of Peyote from the white culture talked back to government offgsatsa
the attempts to label it as an intoxicant. A drug and pharmaceutical supply cosepatiye
following correspondence to an Indian agent concerning the sale of Peyote buttopsftdine
ask for them and want to use them for sick Indians. . . . It seems that there would be @ harm t
sell them as they could not get intoxicated on them without drinking enough to make them
sick.”’ In an interesting twist of irony, Mooney defended the Peyote religion in the 1918
congressional hearings on temperance grounds. He pointed out that “followers ofotfeerite
say that the peyote does not like whiskey, and no real Peyote user touches whiskeyoes
to drink whiskey after he has taken up the Peyote relidibhdoney was aware of the Peyotists
claims that it was a cure for alcoholism. He also understood the scope of ethgatliarid that
came with the practice of following the “Peyote road.” Peyotism offereoWells a moral code
and an ethical way of living, and taught followers “how to live, how to behave, how toheeat t
family and community, and how to be one with all humariiyHertzberg comments, “The
Peyote religion may legitimately be viewed in part as an Indian temgenaonement whose

anti-alcohol activities were set, as was largely the case in the @mgpenovement among

*" Teeter & Son to Indian Agent, May 14, 1904, Cheyeand Arapaho Agency Records, Box 444, Foldetef |
73, Oklahoma Historical Society Research DivisiDklahoma City.

8 James Mooney, US CongreBeyote 1918, 60-147; quoted in Hertzbe®garch for an American Indian Identity
266. Recent work by Dr. Joseph Calabrese also shaesnection between Peyote use and a decreestesmof
alcoholism among Native American peoples. He claifdeyote’s omniscience and omnipresence contitaues
function outside rituals, helping to keep NAC mensbf'eom committing moral infringements like consugi
alcohol.” Joseph D. Calabrese, “Spiritual Healing &luman Development in the Native American Chuiladward
a Cultural Psychiatry of Peyotd?sychoanalytic Revie®4, no. 2 (April 1997): 239. See also Joseph Dal@ase,
“The Supreme Court versus Peyote: Consciousnessafitin, Cultural Psychiatry, and the Dilemma of
Contemporary Subculturesinhthropology of Consciousne%g, no. 2 (2001): 4-19.

9 Maroukis,Peyote Road7.
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whites, in a religious context”The resistive rhetoric did little, however, to abate the fears of
prohibitionists who continued to push for the expansion to include Peyote.

Part of the controversy surrounding Peyote as an intoxicant stemmed from a confusion in
terminology, as Peyote became confused with the mescal bean in botassi&tateon. When
Mooney first wrote about the Peyote ceremony, he mistakenly referreddteRsymescal.
Maroukis examines the social implications of this mistake, “Part of the mistadeing
concerning the danger of Peyote was its confusion with the mescal beanlabe thiaeteenth
century, Peyote tops were referred to as mescal beans. . . . The mescal bean pla# pooduc
that contain red beans that are highly hallucinogenic and potentially dangé&rmoohey
attempted to correct his previous identification of Peyote in 1908. A newspaperegtongd,
“[Mooney] is inclined to the view that perhaps the [Peyote] buttons have a worsatigpttian
they deserve. This bad name comes in part from the incorrect use of the tecal looé®ns.’ . .

. [Mescal] is a brandy made from the root of an entirely different sort of dhamgthat which
furnishes the Peyote buttons. And it is no wonder, in the opinion of Mooney, that the misuse of
its name has given Peyote a bad reputatibhlative Americans, of course, knew the difference
between Peyote and mescal and attempted to distance Peyote from the haroffuhesssl

use. A quote in 1908 from Quanah Parker shows this attempt at talking back to the dominant
culture. Parker stated, “Indians no use mescal. | no eat. No make crazy. Meaisddtey

years for medicine. It good for red mati.tUnable to disentangle Peyote from the confusion with

0 HertzbergSearch for an American Indian IdentiB41.
*1 Maroukis,Peyote Roadé-7. Ethnobotanist Richard Evans Schultes fullyified the issue in the 1930s.

*2Bisbee (AZ) Daily ReviewMescal Buttons to be Investigated; Causing RkidsSto Get Drunk,” September 1,
1908. 2.

%3 Lawton (OK) Constitution-DemocratQuanah Parker to Lobby in Guthrie and Washingtdanuary 23, 1908, 6.
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mescal (a narcotic substance), Peyotists attempted another method gfliatirtio the
dominant culture’s efforts to classify Peyote as an intoxicant.

Native Americans and “friends of the Peyotists” utilized an interestingdise legal
strategy when the Oklahoma legislature failed to amend the 1899 statuegthated “mescal”
to include the word “Peyote.” The arrest and trial of three Native Amerfoatiseir use of
Peyote became a response of talking back by adapting the dominant discoueggin a |
maneuver. The defendants faced charges of violating the territorial statute gficé¥Bjting the
use of the “mescal bean,” when in reality, they were in possession of Peyote Bu@iensge
Bowman, the prosecuting attorney, wrote to a government official about gresdef strategy,
“[Their attorney] claims that this bean is not ‘Miscal’ [sic] but ‘Pyd&t] or some such name,
and that it is not against the law for Indians to use ‘Pyota’ [316}'Baptist missionary also
expressed concern about this legal strategy, “I understand that the @eéeagpecting to
establish that the article they use does not come under the law againstheassét is
unfortunate that the word bean is used both in the statute and also in all the reportsdf&gent
Just as reform efforts in the Progressive Era (like prohibition) often relied p@uthority of
experts and the methods of social investigation, so, too, did the legal system. Inethilsecas
prosecution had to find expert witnesses willing to testify that mescal bedfegote were the

same thing. As one government official said, “We must prove that the artidéyslee Indians

¥ Charles Shell to J. P. Blackmon, July 7, 1907 wéidAgency Records, Box 454, Folder KA50-6, Item 60,
Oklahoma Historical Society Research Division, @klaa City.

%5 George L. Bowman to Charles E. Shell, Februaryl®87, Cheyenne and Arapaho Agency Records, Box 444
Folder 1, Item 154, Oklahoma Historical Society &ash Division, Oklahoma City.

*5 Robert Hamilton to Charles E. Shell, FebruaryZd07, Cheyenne and Arapaho Agency Records, Box 444,
Folder 1, Item 161, Oklahoma Historical Society &ash Division, Oklahoma City.
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is what is covered by the term Mescal Bean in the stat(tditimately, the prosecution was
able to gather enough testimony to obtain a conviction. While the imprecision ofghadann
the Oklahoma statute eventually fueled the efforts of reformers to push fidveaate and
precise federal law banning Peyote, it did allow the Native Americansktbaek and challenge
the current state statute.

Unable to convince the dominant culture that Peyote was not an intoxicant that required
legal regulation, Peyotists would return to using religious rhetoric to preseiveight to use
Peyote. In their articles of incorporation in 1918, Article Il specifycalentions Peyote.

The purpose for which this corporation is formed is to foster and promote the religious

belief of the several tribes of Indians in the State of Oklahoma, in the Ghrsligion

with the practice of the Peyote Sacrament as commonly understood and used among the

adherents of this religion in the several tribes of Indians in the State dfdDida and to

teach the Christian religion with morality, sobriety, industry, kindly chamiy right

living and to cultivate a spirit of self-respect and brotherly union among the neofbe

the Native Race of Indians including therein the various Indian tribes in theoState

Oklahoma®®
The open acknowledgement of the use of Peyote was a rhetorical strategynaetvance a
Native American perspective in the contested cultural space around prohibition.

The impetus for labeling the use of Peyote as a “sacrament” caméh&omhite culture.
Mooney, a Roman Catholic, had first used the terminology in describing the Peyn®ies

he observed® Others began using the language of “sacrament” at the time of the hearings in

Oklahoma on the 1907 legislation to include Peyote in the prohibition statute. D. K.

" Charles Shell to J. P. Blackmon, July 7, 1907 wéidAgency Records, Box 454, Folder KA50-6, Item 60,
Oklahoma Historical Society Research Division, Gklaa City.

%8 Articles of Incorporation for the Native Americ&@hurch of Oklahoma, October 10, 1918, Cheyenne and
Arapaho Agency Records: Liquor Traffic and Peyose 1/31/1916-12/27/1933, Box 445, Folder Native Acam
Church, Item 226a, Oklahoma Historical Society Rede Division, Oklahoma City.

9 Mooney, “The Mescal Plant and Ceremony.”
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Cunningham, the attorney who would later use the statute as a defensivad¢egy stestified
before the legislators about the analogous sacramental practice of Réliahe Christian
practice of the Eucharist.
It is true that these Indians have meetings sometimes when they areoab&atthe
Sacrament, and they gather in some place— they have a little drum to beat, andhdome ki
of gourd- they sing praises to God, and ask forgiveness, and then they have a little Peot
[sic] scattered around, one opposite each member, and at the proper time thentiake it i
the mouth, just the same as the Baptists, Presbyterian, Methodists, and other
denominations break bread and drink wihe.
The connection of the term “sacrament” with Peyote became an argument advia@cagse of
religious freedom among the Native American peoples. Gertrude Bonnin of theySactee
American Indian stated, “Some have said that as the Indians claim the Bays#d Bs a
sacrament it will prevent any legislation on the grounds that such would be imteeferith
religion.”®* The Peyote religion was publicly talking back to the Christian churches using the
language of the churches.
However, the general movement for prohibition, and the tensions between religious
groups over the use of wine as part of the Eucharistic sacrament, would entéatieeotter
Peyote. Chief Joseph Springer of the lowas specifically connected thie Pegatice with
Peyote to the Catholic practice using wine when he spoke before the Oklahmstaduiee in

1907, “We are trying to reach Jesus Christ— we worship Him and use this medicine, as the

Catholic people use wine as a sacrififeAs Peyotists were drawing upon the religious culture

0 Speech by D. K. Cunningham, February 29, 1908 aBdd~ox and Shawnee Agency Records, Box 613, Folde
SFSA 35-1, Item 22-23, Oklahoma Historical Sociggsearch Division, Oklahoma City.

1 Washington TimegIndian Woman in Capital to Fight Growing UseRéyote Drug by Indians,” February 17,
1918, 9.

62 Speech by Joseph Springer, February 29, 1908ar8hEox and Shawnee Agency Records, Box 613, Folder
SFSA 35-1, Item 38, Oklahoma Historical Societydesh Division, Oklahoma City.
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for rhetoric to protect their practice, they now had to draw upon the legal cultaréafciic. The
legal strategy came in 1912, when the Office of Indian Affairs issued & pblimge to allow
the introduction of wines for sacramental purposes into Indian country.

The Indian appropriation act for the current fiscal year contains the faljgevovision

with reference to the introduction of wines for sacramental purposes:

That hereafter it shall not be unlawful to introduce and use wines solelgd@amental

purposes under church authorigt any place within the Indian country or any Indian

reservation, including the Pueblo reservations in New Mexico [emphasis adtled)].”
Just as Catholics and other religious groups that used wine in the sacrameiiunihiuest had
to defend their right to do so, the Peyotists faced the same battle over the usaef Rey
incorporation of the Native American Church of Oklahoma in 1918 legally proclainyedeRses
a sacrament administered by the authority of a “church,” thus advancingjtimeat that the
Peyote religion was deserving of the protection of religious liberty. Taking &rom white
culture, the Native American Church adapted the dominant discourse to take iagency
advancing their agenda. Rather than view the NAC charter as an exangderolagion to

white culture, it represents an example of talking back, resisting thesetiatfemonize Native

American cultural practices.

%3 F. Habbott to Superintendents, Circular No. 69@r¢iduction of Wines for Sacramental Purposes)teSeper 14,
1912, Cheyenne and Arapaho Agency Records, BoxFalder 3, Item 88, Oklahoma Historical Society &esh
Division, Oklahoma City.



CHAPTER 3

“NATIVE AMERICAN": ESTABLISHING A PAN-INDIAN IDENTITY
The conflict over Peyote intersected with several societal paradigis. $hddernity’s
embracement of scientific investigation as a means for classficatativist responses to the
influx of immigrants to the United States, and significant shifts in federarnmblicy each had
an impact on the religious freedom of the Native American people throughtehsectionality
of race, ethnicity, and citizenship. Richard Pratt, founder of the Carlisle IndolS
articulated the goal of the acculturation of Native Americans, “l| suppesend to be gained,
however far away it may be, is the complete civilization of the Indian arabk@ption into our
national life, with all the rights and privileges guaranteed to every otherdodiyithe Indian to
lose his identity as such, to give up his tribal relations and to be made to feel thahhe i
American citizen.* Native Americans, as well as other marginalized groups in the United, States
fell victim to the ethnocentric models of identity perpetuated by assiomist policies.

Civilization, through Christianization, also implied Americanization for thegeabus peoples.

Contested Cultural Space: Identity Construction

Identities come into existence when there are perceived differences peapig. As such,
identity is a social construction— definitions used to describe people and theyaistic

fabrications by human beings. Lyons states, “Identity is the assemblags&ningghat a group

! K. Tsianina Lomawaimalhey Called It Prairie Light: The Story of Chiloctadian School(Lincoln: University
of Nebraska Press, 1994), 5.
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holds as important signifiers of identity, and they say something about whatdhptvglues
The construction of identity is therefore a social process where certaningeachieve a
priority status. The historical production of identities serves particulaestse One can
challenge and redefine identity because it is intersubjective, but as pgsits, “Things become
definitive when there are lots of you, and lots of ‘us,” weighing in on the matter, badausity
is ultimately a communal thing The dominant culture (American Anglo-Saxon evangelical
Protestantism) of the late nineteenth and early twentieth century challixegddtive American
constructed identity (as well as the identities of other marginalizaggy, and attempted to
redefine it according to “their” norms. Factors such as race, ethnicityjtezehship became

part of the contested cultural space of identity construction.

Race

In the latter part of the nineteenth century, as historian Alan Trachtenbezg, il set of ideas
known as ‘scientific racism’ claimed to offer empirical support for a hiésaof ‘superior’ and
‘inferior’ peoples, and by 1900 this had become an article of faith among most Euro-
Americans.” Skin color became a sign of innate and immutable capabilities, a consstusitvi
of “race,” which attached itself to the social, economic, and political pdwetgre in the
United States. Theologian Dwight Hopkins writes on the prevalence of race imcAmer

identity, aesthetics, and power relations, “We find that the idea of racefir@sddand named all

2 Lyons,X-Marks 172.
* Ibid., 37.

* Alan TrachtenbergShades of Hiawatha: Staging Indians, Making Americd 880-193@New York: Hill and
Wang, 2004), xiv.
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collective selves and indeed each singular Selfdncepts of racial difference rendered Native
Americans as an “Other,” significantly different from the “white” peopl Euro-American
origin.’ The idea emerged that although Native Americans could not change their skitheylor
could progress through the steps on the path to becoming civilized.

Radical changes in the intellectual climate of the United Stateseaffpablic policy
toward Native Americans. According to religious historians John Corrigan amtndp
Hudson, “Within a decade after the Civil War, practically every importargri@n scientist
had been converted to Darwin’s theory of biological evolution, and Herbert Spesoerd °
Darwinism’ was equally influential. . . . This new intellectual current pateztrthe public
consciousness with astonishing rapidifys the field of anthropology was emerging in the
nineteenth century as a distinct academic discipline in the field of soelatecAmerican
scholars endorsed an “evolutionary model of social development, which influenceditreate
Indian policy (and immigrant programs and colonial policy in the Pacffitt\Was the
publication of Lewis Henry Morgan’s worlncient Society: Or Researches in the Lines of
Human Progress from Savagery Through Barbarism to Civilizatroh877 that provided a

framework for social evolution theory as it applied to the Native Americaplgge Morgan

®> Dwight N. HopkinsBeing Human: Race, Culture, and Religidtinneapolis: Fortress Press, 2005), 4.

® Historians James Olson and Heather Olson Bealagvihe argument that “although no such thing ‘ashie
race’ exists genetically, some theorists considiiteness’ a social construct that has musclegatginto forms of
identity.” James S. Olson and Heather Olson BBz, Ethnic Dimension in American Histpd' ed. (Oxford:
Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 10.

" John Corrigan and Winthrop S. Huds&eligion in America: An Historical Account of thelopment of
American Religious Life7" ed. (Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson-Prentice Ba04), 278.

8 Russel Lawrence Barsh, “Progressive-Era Bureaiarad the Unity of Twentieth-Century Indian Policy,
American Indian Quarterlyt5, no. 1 (Winter 1991): 2. See also the sectiothe conflict between James Mooney
and agents for the Office of Indian Affairs regaglattitudes about the civilization of Native Aneams in Chapter
1.
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described a progression through varying degrees on a scale rangingatesrossavagery to
barbarism and on to civilization. As Adams explains, “Depending upon the partidoder tri
group, American Indian societies were classified as being at the |exéh@f upper savagery,
lower barbarism, or in a few instances, middle barbarism. In no instance had arpkwjie
ever achieved civilization®”

Adding to the development of cultural evolution was the “scientific racism” esgdus
“Robert Knox, Josiah Clark Nott, Samuel Morton, and others who created elaborate tasonomi
of racial differences, ranking the races’ capacities for civilizatt8®dcial differences followed
the laws of nature in the new racial science, as anthropologists conflatdrssguality with
natural inequality. In the January 1895 editiofPopular Science Month|yDaniel Brinton,
president of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, wrote)laldhe the
brown, and the red races differ anatomically so much from the white . . . that evegquweaikth e
cerebral capacity they never could rival its results by equal effditéeTmonths later, John
Wesley Powell, the first director of the Bureau of American Ethnologgweld with his own
assessment: “The laws of evolution do not produce kinds of men but grades of men; and human
evolution is intellectual, not physicat™

The modernism of the intellectual climate was not constrained solely taatheat

science. Modernism also worked its way into religious thought, and clergy playedlasnmole

® Adams,Education for Extinction14. Interestingly, during Lewis Henry Morgan’seer, he wanted, and actively
pursued, an appointment as Commissioner of Indfaird. For more about Morgan’s life, see DanielddVoses,
The Promise of Progress: The Life and Work of Lé¥g@ary Morgan(Columbia: University of Missouri Press,
20009).

191 yons,X-Marks 80. For an introduction to scientific race thesriespecially in the American context, see
Reginald HorsmarRace and Manifest Destiny: The Origins of AmeriBatial Anglo-SaxonisfCambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1981).

™ Hopkins,Being Human147. Hopkins took the quotes from Lee D. Bakeom Savage to Negro: Anthropology
and the Construction of Race, 1896 to 19Bdrkeley: University of California Press, 19987-8.
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as scientists in promoting this view. In 1885, Josiah Strong, minister of the Central
Congregational Church of Cincinnati and later, general secretary of the Evalngiance,

wrote Our Country: Its Possible Future and Its Present Crisihich summoned the churches of
America to assume their full responsibility for the Christianizatiothefworld. According to
Corrigan and Hudson, Strong believed that “the Anglo-Saxon race in general and tiheaAmer
people in particular were the bearers of two great interrelated ideas-Hibaxty’ and ‘spiritual
Christianity.” And but for the ‘salt’ provided by the second, the first would ‘speeditay’.”?

For Strong, seven “perils” faced the nation— Catholicism, Mormonism, Soajalis
intemperance, wealth, urbanization, and immigration. Strong’s work, though a racist a
imperialist diatribe, proved to be an American best-seller, and in Ahlstromvs established

him as a spokesperson for the “Protestant Establishriigwttiile Our Countryproclaimed the
superiority of the Anglo-Saxon race, it was another of Strong’s works that coedfitouthe

model of cultural evolution. The publication e New Era or The Coming Kingdem1893
coincided with the World’s Columbian Exposition in Chicago heralding the progres&nésci

and reason since Columbus landed in the New World. Strong’s work echoed this theme of the
Chicago World’s Fair. Martin Marty writes of this publication, “Strong’s pr@begs not to

lower the level of the civilized but to educate and bring the lesser breeds higblerSaxon
religious life, he was glad to note, was more vigorous, more spiritual, morei&@htigin any

other race’s The religious voices, who had always endorsed the government's civilization

12 Corrigan and HudsoiReligion in America333.

13 Ahlstrom, Religious History of the American Peop®8. Religious historian Martin Marty writes tt@ir
Countryin 1885 “was said to have been the American belt#rsafterUncle Tom’s Cabiri Martin E. Marty,
Modern American Religigrvol. 1, The Irony of It All, 1893-191@Chicago: The University of Chicago Press,
1997), 23.

14 Marty, Irony of It All, 23.
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policy for Native Americans, were now beginning to articulate it with the shateric
embracing science and progress and thereby constructing racial identity.
The issue of race emerges in the debate over Peyote. The cultural evolutiomthaosy
(with the superiority of Anglo-Saxonism) is apparent in correspondence betweeh officials
concerning the publication of a tract as a means to combat the problem of Peyote.
Simplify the analysis of Peyote so that the Indians and Missionariesdarstand it.
Say you name the main drugs in it in common names and tell their effects on the human
body. Use simple words— Instead of saying it is a narcotic, say it is a poisah Ygat
words all the way. It will surprise you how many words we use and think they ar
understood that are not common to the Indian vocabulary. The every day [sic] language
on the streets is what they know— Anglo Sa%Xon.
Evidence of the concern with racial identity as advocated by the theorssi®ofific racism
comes in the language of Charles Shell, a superintendent and special distriberionitgthe
United States Indian Service. In a letter concerned with identification ofesaif a man buying
Peyote, Shell wrote, “I would like to get some more information regardingntis Is he white,
Indian, nigger, or hybrid? What is his reputation, and does he get these Peyotes for his ow
consumption, or as an article of commer¢&®@pponents of Peyote utilized race as an argument
in their efforts to eradicate the practice. A newspaper article in 1918 repahteie bullet and
bomb are destroying the white man on the battlefields of the world, the Amerdian is called
upon to fight an enemy which is rapidly undermining his race, and strange to sajrityis

mystic plant commonly known in the West as Peydtérdny emerges from the arguments of

the anti-Peyotists when viewed in light of federal Indian policy— why work teepve a race of

157, J. Davis to Bruce Kinney, April 9, 1919, Pey®mpers, Folder 39, ltem 3827.2029, Gilcrease Mus&uilsa.

'8 Charles E. Shell to W.C. Kohlenberg, Septemben1909, Cheyenne and Arapaho Agency Records, Box 444
Folder 2, Item 70-71, Oklahoma Historical SociegsBarch Division, Oklahoma City.

" Washington TimesgIndian Woman in Capital to Fight Growing UseRéyote Drug by Indians,” February 17,
1918, 9.



63

people only to insist that they then assimilate into the white race? Theak&mprested more
with Peyote’s connection to religion and the preservation of traditional msctiee cultural
identity more than the phenotype. The constructed cultural identities of Natiggdans were

the barriers to civilization in the opinion of the dominant culture.

Ethnicity

A people’s sense of identity finds its roots in their shared culture, including compeuoehtas
religion, language, family values, and other cultural aspects of conynihé& construction of
ethnic identity comes from culture, and the introduction of differing customdjqas,

traditions, beliefs, and patterns of behavior can create tension when diffeliggysogps come
into contact. The resulting reaction to “foreign” ethnic identities only reiatbthe dominant
culture of American imperialism. The perception by white culture of becttge to the
hegemonic status by the “Others” created for the dominant culture aeclyinsdcial
apprehension and hostility towards differences. A manifestation of thi$ sneese appeared in
the United States in the late nineteenth century when a resurgence of rextiuisest arose in
response to an influx of immigrants into the country.

The changing composition of the population in the mid-nineteenth century thredtened t
conviction many citizens held of a desired homogenized America. Corrigan and Hudson provide
the following statistical data:

After 1840, a sharply increasing percentage of the population was of foreign birth. From

1850 to 1860, the number of foreign born had increased 84.4 percent. From 1860 to 1870,

in spite of the dislocation of war, there was a further increase of 34.5 percerntsiThe f

great influx had come from Ireland and Germany, but before the end of theycerday
nations were contributing to the growing number of new Americans. . . . By 1900, out of
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a population of 75 million, one-third were either of foreign birth or children of fioreig
born parents$®

A drastic alteration in the composition of the social order occurred in Americagdhese years
of increased immigration. Many “native” Americans were fearful of #hien intrusion into
American life. Corrigan and Hudson record the factors contributing to this hesghtéense of
fear: “The various nationality groups tended to cling together in ‘ghettdbeafown,
separating themselves from the rest of the community. Many spoke no Englighvdree
suspected of exalting foreign ties and cherishing foreign id&aithough these differences in
customs, language, and beliefs contributed to the resurgence of nativist sentirheantihment
had religious overtones. The religious differences threatened the Protestanpaons of a
“Christian America.”

The conjunctions of religious and political history in nineteenth century America
highlighted the tensions between Protestants and Catholics, particulérbheviarge
populations of immigrants coming from Ireland. There was a Protestant urssasineerning
changes the massive Catholic immigration might have on the existing soeeal{@s depicted
by the ideals and morality of evangelical Protestantism). Many Aaresifeared that “the tenets
and spirit of Roman Catholicism were antithetical to religious and poliigaty.”*° The
conservative, reactionary stance of the Vatican during the latter hb# ofrieteenth century

also disturbed many Catholic leaders in America, notably Cardinal JaimesnSj Archbishop

18 Corrigan and HudsoiReligion in America231.
9 bid., 257.

% bid., 261. Corrigan and Hudson elaborate on $jgdeiars to the social order as expressed by RaBsholic
leadership: “[The American people] were equallytutised by the condemnations contained inSikabus of
Errors in 1864 and by the decrees of the Vatican CoundiB70. Moreover, in the encyclical letlenmortale Dei
(The Christian Constitution of States) of 1885, D& had explicitly affirmed the right of the papgato judge
when the affairs of the civil order must yield beetsuperior authority of the Roman Church.”
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John Ireland, and Bishop John J. Keane. This triumvirate of American Catholic wadéis
work to assuage the fears of Protestant America. In 1876, GibbonsTweoteith of Our
Fathers considered by many to be one of the most successful Catholic apologeticsigeer wr
in English, and eliciting a response demonstrating the effectiveness ofttbefac
Americanizing the faith! The leaders of the liberal contingent of the Catholic Church in
America advocated changes in church practice that aligned with the Amepottical climate.
This acculturation included emphasizing the role of the laity, organizingplagresses, stressing
the necessity for individual initiative in the apostolate of the church, and deempdise
contemplative life exalted by most of the religious ordéthallenges to the efforts to align the
American Catholic Church with the dominant cultural identity came in the lateeamnth
century with a new wave of immigrants.
Rather than integrating into Anglo-American culture or embracing a fnoodern” and
universal form of Catholicism, many Eastern and Southern European immigodetisds
themselves into ethnic parishes and fought to retain distinctive and often profoundly
gendered forms of piety that set them apart from both Protestants andliiheir fe
Catholics. . . . Mexican Catholics who were incorporated into the United Stateghthrou
southwestern territorial expansion over the course of the nineteenth ceruwsraks
into conflict with the Irish Catholic church leaders who advocated assimilattbn a
Americanizatiorf>
The perceived threat to the cultural identity of a Protestant Christian éaxt#d not stem solely

from Catholicism. The influx of immigrants multiplied the Jewish communitiese United

States. Between 1880 and 1900, more than a half-million Jews entered the coeiiytie

2\bid., 267.

22 |bid., 268. On January 22, 1899, Leo XlII issuetbademnation “Americanism” in the letteFéstem
Benevolentiag which he addressed to Cardinal Gibbons (273).

% Heather D. Curtis, “Community,” iReligion in American Historyed. Amanda Porterfield and John Corrigan
(Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 226.
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anti-Semitic pressures directed against them in their homelaxdsen they arrived in America,
these Jewish immigrants from Russia and Eastern Europe were “espadaiaigd by what they
saw as excessive accommaodation to American culture on the part of the moilatessim
Jews.” The earlier emergence of Reform Judaism in Germany in the 1840s entered ¢de Unit
States through immigrant waves in the mid-nineteenth century, but this new Jewisdtipopul
was markedly different in cultural background and represented a different tyyaacdrd, one
which would not assimilate easily into the cultural identity of America.

Immigrants frequently encountered acrimony from Anglo-American §teotts who saw
these ‘foreigners” as a threat to national cohesiveness and stability. Hpiveres not just the
immigrant population who endangered the cultural identity of America. The Nainegican
peoples also received the designation of being “foreigners,” relegatedh¢psh@ngers in their
native land”® The assimilation strategy of federal Indian policy intended to divestatieeN
Americans of their cultural traditions, which included their traditional r@ligibeliefs. The
allotment era that began with the Dawes Act of 1887 contained the idea of individubddiang
land ownership in order to promote civilizatighPresident Theodore Roosevelt carried this
view into the Progressive Era, noting that allotment was the “great pulveeizgige” to break
down the collective economic and social institutions of the Native AmericanseVits
appointment of Robert Valentine in 1909 as Commissioner for the Office of IndiansAffai

solidified the hope for the possibility of planned assimilation, employing themuxern

4 Corrigan and HudsomReligion in America276.
% Curtis, “Community,” inReligion in American History225.

% The American Board of Commissioners for Foreigis$itins (ABCFM), established in 1810, included Nativ
Americans as targets of their missionary activity.

27 See more on this in Chapter 1.
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methods® In 1912, the Office of Indian Affairs hired Arthur C. Ludington to prepare an
assessment of federal Indian policy, who continued to reiterate maintdiriggdl of complete
assimilation into the mass of the white population for the Native peoples. Ludingt@n \Witod
alternative policy of maintaining the separate tribal organizations asrsgéependent bodies-
politic, keeping them permanently segregated on closed reservations and encdheagitay
preserve their inherited institutions, customs and religion, while still theallg conceivable,
has long been practically out of the questittThe Office of Indian Affairs worked closely with
the churches and missionaries to advance assimilationist policies. Marabkisages on this
symbiotic relationship, “[Missionaries] supported the policies to eliminataindraditional
dances, religious ceremonies, clothing, and hairstyles as well as trdddmeacan Indian
marriage and divorce. The one policy that enjoyed universal support from church gesuihe w
[OIA’s] campaign to suppress the Peyote faith&n attitude of paternalism infused federal
Indian policy in their desire to see the Native American peoples assimilai® civilized state
as defined by the dominant culture. An editorial quoting the “Annual Report of the
Commissioner of Indian Affairs” for 1911 offers the paternalistic justifon to curtail the use
of Peyote.

Even if the physiological effects of this drug [Peyote] were not serioussatsvould

have to be prohibited for the same sociological reasons as have led the Government

strongly but tactfully to modify Indian dances. . . . The time occupied in going ® thes

meetings . . . encroach upon the time that should normally be devoted to work.
Furthermore, the effects of the drug in making the Indian contented with s&npre

% Barsh, “Progressive-Era Bureaucrats,” 6.
2 Barsh, “Progressive-Era Bureaucrats,” 10.

30 Maroukis,Peyote Road119. See also the sections on Peyote’s challentje efforts of civilizing and
Christianizing in Chapter 1.
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attainments seriously interfere with his progress by cutting off fromtie possibility of
healthful aspiratiori*

The dominant culture viewed Peyote as a hindrance to the progress of civilizivatitres
Americans. The Anglo-American culture was not the only source of pressiNatioe
Americans to assimilate; tensions over ethnic identity also cameofitten Native Americans.
The Society of American Indians (SAIl), formed in 1911 and the first fdyrolaartered
Indian organization, espoused an assimilationist (though “non-vanishing”) platfor
Anthropologist Jeffery Hanson writes of the aims of the SAI, “They stresdieletp, self
reliance and initiative, and the breakup of the reservation system. Theweddhdians who
went ‘back to the blanket,” a term referring to backsliding into traditional tcild&lire, which
they saw as divisive. They also opposed retaining tribal customs not consittgnogress.*
The SAI became the most active of the reform groups to oppose Peyotism, witldl&Bdnnin
leading the campaign and serving as a spokesperson for the SAI. Appearirghingiéa to
testify on legislation to prohibit Peyote, Bonnin said, “My work now is to prevent theidish
of my race by securing legislation forbidding the use of this injurious plant sathe way that
alcohol is prohibited.*® Bonnin appeared before the congressional subcommittee in 1918
dressed in traditional Native American clothing to testify against the Barfdéteyote.
According to Maroukis, “Bonnin even played the race card, pointing out that James Masey

white and she was Indian; therefore, she was in a better position to know the truth about

31 Red Lake New#March 15, 1916, 2.

32 Jeffery R. Hanson, “Ethnicity and the Looking Glahe Dialectics of National Indian IdentityXmerican
Indian Quarterly21, no. 2 (Spring 1997): 196.

3 Washington TimegIndian Woman in Capital to Fight Growing UseRéyote Drug by Indians,” February 17,
1918, 9. Accompanying the article is a picture eft@ide Bonnin (also known as Zitkala-Sa) wearragditional
Native American dress. The article refers to hea @arlisle graduate and relative of Sitting Bull.
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Peyote.®** Mooney later wrote to Mack Haag, president of the Native American Church about
Bonnin’s activities against Peyote, “You will also notice that the unspeakableBi@nin [sic]
made two talks against the Indian religion, and that then the Indians— as tieetpldtéo do—
signed a petition asking Congress to pass laws against it. . . . The Sioux Ingliaosyeur
enemies. They simply do not know any better, and believe what they are told by tloozeew
your enemies® The contestation of Native American cultural identity, particularly on the
religious practice of using Peyote, came from both external and internaésokioc those
advocating assimilation to the dominant culture, Peyotism representedvywibatiefs and
heathenish practices; Peyotism could not help the Native American peoplee cAdi
immigrants to America faced pressure to divest themselves from thieic etiltures and

Americanize, so, too, did Native Americans, who also had to fight for their pbideatity.

Citizenship

A citizen is a member of a political community. The problem (and challengiletore
Americans in the late nineteenth century was to obtain a political identity thottizenship
status. However, it was through the cultural identity of being an “Ameriteat’political
identity (associated with the nation) was possible. For Native Americalns iaté nineteenth
and early twentieth century this meant exchanging their constructed kigd@ntty to obtain the
political identity constructed by the dominant culture. Trachtenberg notesribe af irony in

the logic of the assimilationists.

34 Maroukis,Peyote Roads2-3.

3 James Mooney to Mack Haag, October 25, 1928eph Thoburn Collection, Box 31, Folder 7, ltemt&;
Oklahoma Historical Society Research Division, Gklaa City.
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[They] were unable to see anything odd about their campaign to “Americaméze”
original inhabitants of the place they called America. . . . Nor did they rexotiat . . .
they were going against the grain of liberal democracy by basirgrstiip on an
acculturation test, raising a cultural norm for what the Constitution deemed aarprdi
political act. And by requiring a display of “competence” as proof of elityilior
citizenship, by stressing appearance and self-representation, thegiripsilhciated a
potentially subversive note, suggesting that Americanness might be maoferanpece,

a calculated role, than a set of “common traifs.”

Citizenship status for Native Americans (as for many margirdatizeups in America) was often
a “dangled carrot” for signs of progress and at other times became a “margatj to keep
cultural groups disenfranchised.

The evolving/devolving definitions of the Native Americans’ citizenshifusthegan
with the Dawes Act in 1887, which tied citizenship to allotment. The Act proclaimetdettbay
Indian born within the territorial limits of the United States who has voluntaigrt up within
said limits his residence, separate and apart from any tribe of Indiangsaaddpted the habits
of civilized life is hereby declared to be a citizen of the United States, antitied to all the
rights, privileges, and immunities of such citizeAsThe Act encompassed more than a
particular policy; it was an ideology. Trachtenberg comments on the signdictite Act in
terms of political identity, “As freeholders, Indians would learn to think of the@s&o longer
as tribal Indians but asational Americansindividuals whose goal was to ‘rise’ [emphasis
added].®® Citizenship status was the achievement of progress toward a condition that

represented real Americanness, the standard set by the dominant culture. Netilcads were

only potential citizens until they could prove otherwise. The Burke Act of 1906 nglteri

% TrachtenbergShades of Hiawatha2.

37 An Act to Provide for the Allotment of Lands in Smalty to Indians on the Various Reservations, tarfextend
the Protection of the Laws of the United StatesthedTerritories over the Indians, and for Otherp@sesJ.S.
Statutes at Larg@4 (1887):388-91. §6.

¥ TrachtenbergShades of Hiawatha&9.
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provisions of the Dawes Act, and the Omnibus Act of 1910 both added further burdens of proof
for citizenship status. “Competence” in civilized life emerged as a reqgiirietm obtain a fee
patent, and the 1910 legislation charged “competency commissions” with the purpodengf f
Indians capable of managing their affairs. Those Indians assessedpetardrgained their fee
patents, which declared them citizén€ato Sells, the Commissioner of Indian Affairs,
announced another policy in 1917 by for determining Indian competency, one based og ancestr
and the attainment of education. Finally, the twisted maze of citizenship regniseemded
when the Curtis Act of 1924 declared all Indians to be citizens of the United States.

The juxtaposition of the words “civilized” and “citizen” in the Dawes Acledst the
fusion of cultural identity with political identity to create a national idgrti Americanism,
with the underlying assumption of loyalty to the nation (and only that nation). Rieleytdty to
the nation thus made immigrants a suspect class for citizenship, as weilvasAxaericans.
Although tribes, as defined by the federal government, were not naties;stahcern emerged
over the Indians dual membership and allegiance. This reasoning provides @f s&mgegiven
the debates and policy changes on the issue of tribal sovereignty that are pacbofeh8ous
history surrounding federal Indian policy. The entanglement of national originsxvitenship,
long a nativist concern about immigrants, found its way into Indian policy. Amawidd allow
for phenotypic diversity, but not the diversity of culture, as cultural identity beeguated with
Americanism. Theodore Roosevelt reflected the aversion to the idea of “hygghé&maéricans.”
He told a group of newly naturalized citizens in 1915, “There is no hyphenatedcAmeio is

also a good American. . . . Our object is not to imitate one of the older racial types, but to

3% Adams,Education for Extinction146.

40 \bid., 146.
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maintain a new American type and then secure loyalty to that tyobsevelt emphasized the
commitment to cultural assimilation in Progressive Era policy saf§ig,are a nation, not a
hodge-podge of foreign nationalities. We are a people, and not a polyglot boardingheuse. W
must insist on a unified nationality with one flag, one language, one set of nadealal We

must shun as we would shun the plague all efforts to make us separate nationalitresst\aé

of us be Americans, and nothing but AmericalisThe emergence of a monolithic American
cultural identity, with civilization and Christianization as its foundation,teckthe criteria for
citizenship. For Peyotists to be citizens, they had to abandon their religiouseeanticonform

to a new cultural identity. Written testimony on the Gandy bill in 1918 encouragedeSerigr
pass a law prohibiting Peyote because “the Indian needs his rational mind tasvieetl hope

#3

for full citizenship.™ Peyotists would have to fight to preserve their cultural identity as well as

their political identity.

Rhetoric as Resistance: Talking Back with “Native American”

Peyotists always maintained they were American citizens, and arguzedsdlitip status was
unrelated to their religious beliefs and practices by adopting the langutigeedfiminant culture
regarding Constitutional protections. Supporters of the Peyote religion advhacgditn of

citizenship status and equality under the law regarding the practice adusliggedom. Roley

“I Theodore Roosevelt, “The Duties of American Citideip (1893),” inThe Writings of Theodore Rooseyeld.
William H. Harbaugh (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill987), 16; quoted in Trachtenbe®hades of Hiawathd 19.

*2 Theodore Roosevelthe Great AdventurNew York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1918), 49dilgted in Barsh,
“Progressive-Era Bureaucrats,” 4.

** House Committee on Indian Affai8rohibition of Use of Peyote Among India68" Cong., 2d sess., May 13,
1918, H. Rep. 560, 24.
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Mcintosh, a Creek, testified before the Oklahoma legislature in 1908, “I do not thimidtae |
need have any apprehension about his rights being preserved. | want to say to yai¢hat i
fundamental law of this State— the Constitution— the Indian is put upon an equal footimg— a
equality, and given the same opportunities that the Anglo Saxon race has given I &indse
he could ask no moré®D. K. Cunningham, a white lawyer who had represented Peyotists in
legal controversies, also testified before the Oklahoma legislature. Hetneactennection to
citizenship status saying, “[The Indians who spoke to you this afternoon] triecké&oyma
believe that they are good American citizens, and | know you know that without tHangma
that statement. If they are on equal footing with you, why should you decide l®@ingheir
religion and legislate for or against that, more than you would any other detiomioa any
other citizen?* In attempting to establish the link to citizenship status and Native American
cultural identity, McIntosh extended the argument to include the identity of Aamézation
required by the federal government. Utilizing the dominant culture’s rhetoracef cultural
values, and patriotism, he said:
I am Indian, and | have read the history of the Indian race in Americaibarahd
before God | am not ashamed of their history. Patriotic and noble to the extoenoany
find no nobler race than the Indian race of America. . . . Is not that true of every nation
that has made its mark in history in the defense of the home and wife and children? And |
say that the Indian race has been one of great patriotism. . . . | want to $anthat
myself, part Indian and part white. Thank God, there is not one drop of negro blood in my

veins. . . .| have got just as good blood as | need. . . . Give these people what they ask
[referring to Peyote] because it will tie them in patriotfém.

4 Speech by Roley Mcintosh, February 29, 1908, 8dd@x and Shawnee Agency Records, Box 613, Folder
SFSA 35-1, Item 13, Oklahoma Historical Societydesh Division, Oklahoma City.

**Speech by D. K. Cunningham, February 29, 1908 a8dd-ox and Shawnee Agency Records, Box 613, Folder
SFSA 35-1, Item 22-23, Oklahoma Historical SociRgsearch Division, Oklahoma City.

“6 Speech by Roley MclIntosh, February 29, 1908, 8dd=ax and Shawnee Agency Records, Box 613, Folder
SFSA 35-1, Item 14-15, Oklahoma Historical Sociggsearch Division, Oklahoma City.
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Proponents of the Peyote religion reflected an understanding of the legalttyesfahip in
constitutional terms, not the cultural identity requirements of civilized Aaeism attached to
the complex reality of this political identity.

The contested cultural space of identity, with its racial, ethnic, and pbliticlertones,
led Peyotists to assess their own understanding of Indian identity. Stes@ibeg how
Peyotism “crossed tribal as well as geographical boundaries, bringingegrating force unique
among Indians® With its diffusion among the various tribes in America, Peyotism evolved into
a pan-Indian movement during the late nineteenth century, similar to the GhostaDdrifen
Dance as a means to preserve Native American cultural identity. Outsig@rsecognized the
pan-Indian nature of Peyotism when they described the inter-tribal gathieringgs Peyote. A
letter from a missionary worker to the Commissioner of Indians Affamrgptained that the
Peyote practice was “encouraged by the inter-tribal visitatinad’ Indian agent complained
about an upcoming Peyote gathering he heard about from a Native American doissajd
that Quanah Parker will be there and that the gathering is to be calledian Congress’ in
order to hide the real character of the meetffigihe significance of this statement comes from
the appropriation of the government’s discourse to describe the often inter-tubalrst of the
Peyote gatherings. James Mooney, the ethnologist who studied the Peyair egldjbecame
an outspoken advocate of its preservation, wrote to a Peyotist to encourage hit agains

opposition efforts saying, “Make them understand that you also are trying tpoloelpeople—

“" StewartPeyote Religion327.

“8 Bruce Kinney to Robert G. Valentine, SeptemberlZ®9, Cheyenne and Arapaho Agency Records, Box 444
Folder 2, Item 70-71, Oklahoma Historical SociegsBarch Division, Oklahoma City.

*9 Homer J. Bibb to Charles E. Shell, December 2881Zheyenne and Arapaho Agency Records, Box 4dldeF
2, Item 329, Oklahoma Historical Society Researahsinn, Oklahoma City.
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not one band or tribe only, but all the Indians togetA&P&yotism provided a sense of
community for the practitioners with an informal structure of organization. Xjeneing
opposition to the Peyote religion necessitated the need for institutional orgemikzathe
decision to incorporate as a legal church entity, there was also the need to consitefa na
the organization that reflected the pan-Indian cultural identity, which hadjedeith the
spread of the religious practice.

The choice of “Native American” as an adjectival description of the clwashn
actuality, an engagement in a discursive appeal to resist US governmesespolitie contested
cultural space of identity construction. Drawing from their experiencefedigral Indian policy,
as well as the experience of other immigrant groups in America, the RP&ys#isction of
“Native American” to describe this pan-Indian religious movement repiessorm of talking
back to the dominant culture. The selection of the name for the institutional organization
reflected a challenge to national identity, of what it meant to be an Aanefitie Peyotists
enacted their resistance with the incorporation of the Native AmericariGlaudesignation that
was twofold in meaning. First, the title defined its adherents as the oiigadlitants of the
country— they were native born so any further requirements for citizenship wereessary
(and frivolous). As native citizens, their rights extended to their religiousiggadeserving of
Constitutional protection. The ritual form of Peyotism as observed by the Natiggcam
peoples of America was a cultural construction of an American religion. Sectralljtle
represented the Peyote religion as a pan-Indian movement designed to promatsnangythe
diversity of tribes (as well as the mixed—blood population within the tribes), aaletbmmunal

identity, and the preservation of traditional beliefs and customs.

0 James Mooney to Mack Haag, October 25 1920, JoBepburn Collection, Box 31, Folder 7, ltem CH-3,
Oklahoma Historical Society Research Division, ®klaa City.
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The phrase “Native American” emerged in the white culture in the nirtbteentury as
a nativist response to the increased immigrant population coming into the Unttdd Sta
resurgence in nativist sentiment occurred in the 1880s with the increasixgahimmigrants to
the United States. Continuing into the twentieth century, and fueled by the netifisaiacial
and culture evolution theories, newspaper stories were regularly using éise phdescribe the
white population. For example, a story highlighting a demographic study of Manhatta
juxtaposes the percentage of “native Americans” with those who are foreiginabdrhow
many have “native American parent$.A headline for a 1917 story reads, “Native American
family is shrinking” but the story refers to decreasing birthrates in thie whpulatior?? The
speech of a Catholic priest at a community celebration in Fort Wayne, Indiemaldies the
appropriation of the discourse of the dominant culture by those in marginalized groups. Fathe
Noll said, “Why should I, a native American, whose father is a native Americapeak sn this
subject? It is only because | love my counttyPeyotists and their supporters most certainly
observed the way the dominant culture used the rhetoric to refer to the native drigins o
American citizens in the white populace. In contrast, rarely did storiesiagba newspaper
that used the phrase with reference to the Indian peoples of Arfefisa.typical discursive

labels for this demographic group were “Indian,” “red man/woman,” and “Aarefindian.” A

1 Washington PostAn American City,” December 10, 1911, 36.

2 Boston Globg“Native American Family is Shrinking; Posterity®utlook Bad, Says Dr. Eliot,” February 27,
1917.

%3 Fort Wayne Journal-GazettéText of the Speeches Made at Celebration of hgtdn Day,” April 20, 1917, 10.

> Historian Hazel Hertzberg writes, “The term ‘Nati®merican’ frequently occurred in general literatabout the
Indian during this period.” Hertzber§earch for an American Indian Identi®72. However, Hertzberg offers no
warrants to support this claim; there is no footrrefference, nor is there any evidentiary suppantiged. My own
examination of the general literature of this periadicates that “Native American” was not a tereguently used
in reference to the Indian tribes and peoples.
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few anthropologists in the early twentieth century did refer to the indigenous popas
“native Americans,” but their scientific use of the term did little to advéimeeause for cultural
and political identity’> However, Francis La Flesche, an Omaha and one of the few members of
the Society of American Indians to speak in favor of Peyotism, wrote in 1900, “Ne nat
American can ever cease to regret that the utterances of his fatheebawhstantly belittled
when put into English, that their thoughts have been travestied and their native dignity
obscured.® Religious rhetoric also utilized the phrase “native American” to distihgtis
racial and ethnic congregations from the white, American ones. For examjpley, taat
appeared in a religious publication in 1883 noted, “The Congregationalists cannot and would not
sustain a German church which excluded native Americans from its worshipamgldgsor a
native American churctvhich shut out Germans [emphasis add&@J he rhetoric for the title
of the Peyotists’ organizational structure in 1918 had already been a part of tleeilagrobthe
dominant culture to describe the geographical and cultural origins of an AmbagacHizenry.
Peyotists, also native born, embraced the use of the term to fit their own purposes.

Equally important in the selection of the name Native American Church is ¢hgpatb
establish a pan-Indian identity. Mack Haag, the first president of the Natreeidgan Church,
explains the importance of the name for cultural identity,” We have startegamzation by

nearly all the Indian tribes in the state of Oklahoma . . . known as the Native Amehigan C

%5 Washington Post‘Origin of the American Indian: Attempts MadeRoove Red Man Immigrated to this Country
from North Eastern Siberia,” May 25, 1918, 44.

%% Francis La Flesch@he Middle Five: Indian Schoolboys of the Omah&@niev. ed. (1900; repr., Lincoln:
University of Nebraska Press, 1994), xix; quote&tromberg, “Resistance and Meditation,” 95.

57 Church Union “That ‘Color Line’,” November 1, 1883, 355.
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We are trying to preserve an Indian identity, religion and history, and our cus®hes/e.*®
Mooney described the “Native American religion” as one “which can unite afities in an
Indian brotherhood and teaches them how to work together under leaders of their own race,
instead of each tribe trying to stand alone and helpless under the dictationgérstta their
customs, language, and history.The challenge to maintain a cultural identity while struggling
for a political identity led the Peyotists to use the “master’'s” laggwas a rhetorical strategy of
resistance in their decision to incorporate as the Native American Chuddtadifoma. The
choice to construct their cultural identity as Native American counteseningsions of race,
ethnicity, and citizenship and empowered Peyotists to refuse to accept thsodsfwthers had

of them— to talk back.

*8\ack Haag to Joseph B. Thoburn, December 15, 183%&ph Thoburn Collection, Box 31, Folder 7, Iteih&
Oklahoma Historical Society Research Division, Gklaa City.

®9 James Mooney to Mack Haag, October 25 1920, JoBepburn Collection, Box 31, Folder 7, Item CH-3,
Oklahoma Historical Society Research Division, Gklaa City.



CONCLUSION

This work in no way represents a complete history of Peyote, the Peyote religlomNative
American Church subsequent to its incorporation in 1918. My intention was to offer an
alternative interpretation to the accommodationist theories, especiallgd®/s revitalization
movement theory, surrounding Peyotism and the origins of the Native AmericarhChurc
Peyotists possessed a “satisfying culture” and merely needed a meastsdbipfrom
eradication by the dominant white culture. Examining the legal decision to incerpsrat
discursive resistance strategy allows for the recognition of culigeaicy to the Native
American peoples. The appropriation of the discourse of the dominant culture byatist®ey
meant increasing the scope of the study to include issues that the Nativeakmeriew from in
their discursive challenge. This goal of this work is to generate furthersdisa and historical
study into ways the Native Americans talked back to the dominant culture, and ailowocituss
and actions to tell us more about their history. The incorporation of the Native Am€hcach
of Oklahoma reminds us that history does not occur in a vacuum. The Peyotists’ actions of
talking back to the dominant culture using its rhetoric demonstrate the stroggleidgate the
complex worldviews of heterogeneous cultures without total acquiescence ®bametultural
identity. The strategy of resistive rhetoric illuminates the compléaitd irony) of federal

Indian policy, as well as American religious history.
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APPENDIX A
ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION FOR THE

NATIVE AMERICAN CHURCH OF OKLAHOMA
KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, That we, Mack Haag, and Sidney WhitaeCoa
the Cheyenne Tribe of Indians, Charles W. Dailey, George Pipestem and Ehafiesre,
members of the Otto [sic] Tribe of Indians, Frank Eagle of the Ponca Tribe ahsndVilbur
Peawa and Mam Sookwat, members of the Comanche Tribe of Indians, Kiowa Chénkey of
Kiowa Tribe of Indians, and Apache Ben of the Apache Tribe of Indians, all resifahi

State of Oklahoma, do hereby associate ourselves together to form a religidusnevolent

association under the laws of the State of Oklahoma, and do hereby certify:

ARTICLE I.

The name of this corporation shall be and is “NATIVE AMERICAN CHURCH.”

ARTICLE II.

The purpose for which this corporation is formed is to foster and promote the religiefi®bel
the several tribes of Indians in the State of Oklahoma, in the Christian religiotheripractice

of the Peyote Sacrament as commonly understood and used among the adherentsgibthis rel
in the several tribes of Indians in the State of Oklahoma, and to teach thea@hekgion with
morality, sobriety, industry, kindly charity and right living and to cultivate atspfiself-respect
and brotherly union among the members of the Native Race of Indians including therein t
various Indian tribes in the State of Oklahoma, with the right to own and hold property for the

purpose of conducting its business or services.
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ARTICLE III.
It is the purpose of this organization to establish one central church to be known as “Native
American Church” with branch churches subject to the jurisdiction of the Gerreradito be

organized in each of the Indian tribes in the State of Oklahoma.

ARTICLE IV.
The principal church with its seat of government and principal place of busifeselxy
established at El Reno, Canadian County, Oklahoma; each of the subordinate cburches t
establish by vote of the members the location of the various churches and branbk<huthe

territory of each of the Indian tribes in the State of Oklahoma, respectively

ARTICLE V.

The term for which this corporation shall exist is perpetual.

ARTICLE VI.
The principal churches shall be governed by trustees, the same to be callédrithal Council
of the Church” to consist of two members to be elected by the local Church estaiblisaed
Indian tribe in the State of Oklahoma that may desire to become affiliatiedhws church, and
for the time being, shall consist of Mack Haag and Sidney White Crane of thenGaélyibe of
Indians; Charles W. Dailey and George Pipestem of the Otto [sic] Trilneliahk; Frank Eagle
and Louis McDonald of the Ponca Tribe of Indians; Wilbur Peawa and Mam Sookwat of the

Comanche Tribe of Indians; Kiowa Charley and Delos Lone Wolf of the Kiowa dfivalians;



82

Apache Ben and Tennyson Berry of the Apache Tribe of Indians; and Paul BoydtGteaer
Warden of the Arapahoe [sic] Tribe of Indians, being fourteen trustees, whidhe fiime
being, shall constitute the Board of Trustees or General Council of the Main Churs@. The
trustees to hold office as such until the Local Church affiliated with thiglelairany of the

tribes of Indians shall select and name their successors.

ARTICLE VII.
This corporation shall have no capital stock but it is authorized to levy for the purpose of the
support of the Main Church of assessments to be determined by the General Council upon the

individual members of the church in the various tribes.

ARTICLE VIIL.
The General Council composed of the trustees nominated herein shall, withinalgtgfter
receiving Certificate of Incorporation, from the Secretary of the StaledGtate of Oklahoma,
meet in EI Reno, Oklahoma, and adopt a Constitution and By-Laws for the government and

control of the church.

ARTICLE IX.
At the meeting of the General Council called in pursuance of Articlenéli¢of shall, at such
meeting elect a President of the General Council, a Vice-President acckteand Treasurer
of this organization who shall hold office until their successors are electedthageovisions

of the Constitution and By-Laws to be adopted by the General Council.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF WE HAVE hereunto subscribed our names tfiislag of October,
1918.
Mack Haag
Sidney White Crane
Charles W. Dailey
George Pipestem
Charles E. Moore
Frank Eagle
Wilbur Peawa
Mam Sookwat (his X mark)
Kiowa Charley (his X mark)

Apache Ben (his X mark)

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, )
) SS:

OKLAHOMA COUNTY, )

BE IT REMEMBERED That on this #bday of October, 1918, personally appeared before me
the undersigned, a Notary Public within and for said County and State, Mack HaagroéCal
Okla., and Sidney White Crane of Kingfisher of the Cheyenne Tribe of Indians, £Warle

Dailey of Red Rock and George Pipestem of Red Rock and Charles E. Moore of Red Rock,
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members of the Otto [sic] Tribe of Indians, Frank Eagle of Ponca City of the Pobeaof
Indians, Wilbur Peawa of Fletcher, and Mam Sookwat of Baird, members of the Comanche
Tribe of Indians, Kiowa Charley of Ft. Cobb of the Kiowa Tribe of Indians, and Agaehef
the Apache Tribe of Indians, to me personally known to be the identical persons wilatlseggne
above and foregoing Articles of Incorporation and each severally duly ackigeai¢o me that
he executed the same as his free and voluntary act and deed for the uses andtparpivses
mentioned and set forth.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF | have hereunto subscribed my name and affixed mydNota
Seal the day and year first above written.
J. K. Wright
Notary Public.
(SEAL)

My commission expires May® 1921*

! Articles of Incorporation for the Native Americ&hurch of Oklahoma, October 10, 1918, Cheyennefaadaho
Agency Records: Liquor Traffic and Peyote Use 1¥916-12/27/1933, Box 445, Folder: Native AmericdnfEh,
Articles of Incorporation, Item 226a-226e, Oklahoriatorical Society Research Division, OklahomayCit
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