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Abstract

Between 1954-56 Jacob Lawrence created his Struggle from the History of the American People collection. This collection of paintings comprises thirty individual panels that charts the history of the United States, from the Revolutionary Period in 1775 to mass immigration into the U.S. between 1920-40. Within this collection are three panels that depict iconic moments in American history, The Boston Tea Party, The Lewis and Clark Expedition, and Tecumseh’s last stand at the Battle of the Thames. These are the only three paintings in the entire collection that depict Native American Indians. This dissertation explores the importance of scholarly research into the much-neglected area of Afro-Indigenous history, investigates the mythology behind these three iconic episodes of American history, and examines the political messages Lawrence sublimated in the three paintings. Lawrence was an African American who grew up in Harlem during the depression. His skill as an abstract artist saw him rise to great fame at a time when African Americans were openly discriminated against in the north, and Jim Crow Laws were causing untold misery to millions of people in the south. This dissertation also explores the positive and negative aspects of Lawrence’s success in a harsh climate of racism and discrimination. The conclusion of this dissertation highlights the negative impact of cultural appropriation and examines how Lawrence used abstraction to condemn and subvert it.









Introduction

[bookmark: _Hlk99546019]In 1949, Jacob Lawrence began research at the Schomburg library for his Struggle from the History of the American People collection; he completed thirty of the intended sixty panels which were exhibited in 1956 at the Alan Gallery.[footnoteRef:1] Struggle differs from Lawrence’s earlier works in which his focus was on painting black people, culture, and history. He expressed in an interview, ‘Years ago, I was just interested in expressing the Negro in American life, but a larger concern, an expression of humanity and of America, developed. My History series grew out of that concern’. The collection spanned modern American history with a timeline from the Revolutionary Period in 1775 to the mass immigrations into the U.S. between 1820-40. The collection was exhibited again in 1958 before being purchased by a single buyer who separated and sold off individual panels.[footnoteRef:2] Twenty-five of those panels have since been recovered and were due for a U.S. national tour in 2021. In this dissertation, I have focussed on three of Lawrence’s Struggle panels; they are the only panels within the collection that depict Indians. [1:  Peabody Essex Museum, 2021, JACOB LAWRENCE: THE AMERICAN STRUGGLE, https://www.pem.org/jacob-lawrence-the-american-struggle-panels [accessed 09/03/2022].]  [2:  Ellen Harkins Wheat, Jacob Lawrence American Painter (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1986) p.p. 104, 105.] 

In analysing these three panels, what became apparent was Lawrence’s skill in subverting the status-quo; especially evident in panel three, which depicts the Boston Tea Party, is his clever use of subversion to create a new narrative from the existing norm. The other two scenes depicted are The Lewis and Clark Expedition, and Tecumseh in battle; all three paintings depict iconic and familiar tales about Indians in American history. However, as Mark Charles claims in his 2016 lecture A Native Perspective on the Buried History of America, Americans do not teach history, they teach mythology.[footnoteRef:3] Throughout this dissertation, I argue that Lawrence took the existing mythology surrounding these three events and, using his talents as an abstract painter, repurposed them to create a new mythology, one that represents the oppressed rather than the oppressor. As John Ott explains, Lawrence had to be subversive and subtle when making political statements; early in his career, he learned that the art world did not respond positively to overtly political paintings, especially paintings about race. Lawrence’s dealer, Edith Halpert, had even refused to exhibit some of his earlier works depicting scenes of segregation. Lawrence had to rely on indirection when including political statements in his art.[footnoteRef:4] It is this indirection that I have followed, partially to analyse and understand what political messages Lawrence concealed in his paintings and to build a historical narrative around the depicted scenes.  [3:  YouTube, 2016, Mark Charles, A Native Perspective on the Buried History of America,
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eBVCHw1IIG0 [accessed 01/02/22].]  [4:  John Ott, 'Battle Station MoMA: Jacob Lawrence and the Desegregation of the Armed Forces and the Art World', American Art, 29 (2015), p. 76.] 


Preface to Chapter One: Rally Mohawks! Bring out your axes, and tell King George we’ll pay no taxes on his foreign tea

Chapter one discusses panel three of the collection, and it depicts a conflict during the Boston Tea Party. As no such conflict ever occurred, this chapter questions why Lawrence chose to depict such an altercation and why he focussed on just one aspect, the Mohawk disguises, of the Boston Tea Party. As this chapter discusses the revolutionary period, it is necessary to formalise some terms; the Revolution refers to the changes which took place in the minds of the rebellious colonists, whereas the War of Independence refers to the war that broke out as a result of the Revolution. Patriot refers to colonists who rebelled against British rule; loyalist refers to colonists who supported British rule. In this chapter, I argue that Lawrence used depictions of Mohawk disguises worn by Patriots to disguise a political message within his work and have set this argument within the larger historical setting of the pre-revolutionary Mohawk and Euro-American society. Not only is the clash of Mohawk and European culture a complex and interesting area of study it is also an important subject to understand when analysing this image. The extent to which European, Mohawk, and the wider Indian culture had become amalgamated by the 18th century is represented in Lawrence’s painting; I therefore deemed it necessary to include much contextual information. 
Preface to Chapter Two: In all your intercourse with the natives, treat them in the most friendly and conciliatory manner which their own conduct will admit…
—Jefferson to Lewis & Clark, 1803

Chapter two discusses panel eighteen and its depiction of the Lewis and Clark expedition, specifically the reunion between Sacagawea and her brother Chief Cameahwait. Many texts written about Sacagawea refer to her in derogatory terms, I will not be using any of these words even in direct quotes as I believe doing so would be gratuitous. There is controversy surrounding the spelling of the name Sacagawea; the controversy stems from conflicting accounts of which tribe the young woman belonged. The name spelled as Sacajawea is derived from the Shoshoni and means Boat Pusher or Boat Launcher; the spelling Sacagawea derives from the Hidatsa tribe and translates as Bird Woman. My choice of Sacagawea, as opposed to Sacajawea, is in no way political. I have chosen it simply because it has been the most common way of spelling it that I have seen.[footnoteRef:5] In this chapter, I discuss how misunderstandings regarding Lawrence’s political messages have arisen and argue that Lawrence has played with perspective to establish a political message within the painting. I also discuss how this painting relates to Lawrence’s childhood experience of foster care and the death of his sister. [5:  James P. Ronda, Lewis and Clark among the Indians (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2002). For a more comprehensive discussion of the spelling of Sacagawea, see pages 257-259.] 


[bookmark: _Hlk99637095]Preface to Chapter Three: Listen, Father! The Americans have not yet defeated us by land; neither are we sure they have done so by water—we therefore wish to remain here and fight our enemy . . . —Tecumseh to the British, Tippecanoe, 1811

Chapter three discusses panel twenty-one that shows the defeat of Shawnee warrior Tecumseh in the Battle of the Thames in 1813. His brother Tenskwatawa is also discussed in this chapter. Tenskwatawa also appears in records as Lalawethika, the Prophet, or the Shawnee Prophet. Lalawethika was his original name which meant ‘Noise Maker’, after undergoing a spiritual awakening he changed his name to Tenskwatawa which meant ‘Open Door’; he then became leader of a spiritual movement which earned him the title of Prophet.[footnoteRef:6] I refer to Tecumseh’s brother only as Tenskwatawa as it was the name he chose for himself and for consistency. In this chapter, I also argue that Lawrence used colour as a means of subversion. This argument, however, applies to all three paintings as he has used a similar palette in all of them. Also discussed is the relevance of these three panels within the wider context of the entire Struggle collection. I have also argued that there is a link between the reputation of Tecumseh and that of Lawrence in that they were both respected as exceptional among their people; I discuss why this is an inaccurate and unfair representation which only served to validate bigoted opinions.  [6:  Sandy Antal, Wampum Denied Procter's War of 1812 (Montreal: Carleton Library Press, 1997), p. 29.] 


Jacob Lawrence Biographical Material

Jacob Lawrence was born September 7th, 1917, in Atlantic City New Jersey; he spent his formative years in Harlem with his mother and two younger siblings. Lawrence belonged to the generation that followed the Harlem Renaissance; he was influenced by the movement through teachers and mentors including Charles Alston and Augusta Savage. As a teenager, Lawrence was a student at Frederick Douglass Junior High School; he attended an after-school programme at the Utopia Children’s House where he began to study art. Lawrence then moved to the High School of Commerce and continued his art training at the WPA Harlem Art Workshop. In 1935, Lawrence met historian and lecturer Professor Charles Seifert. Not only did Seifert give Lawrence access to his collection of African and African American history texts, he also recommended that Lawrence visit the Schomburg collection of African American literature housed at the New York Public Library.[footnoteRef:7] As an emerging artist he shared a loft space with fellow artists such as Romare Bearden and Claude McKay; as he was older than Lawrence, McKay also acted as a mentor.[footnoteRef:8] Lawrence continued to progress as an artist, being influenced by everything around him and creating many paintings depicting his Harlem neighbourhood that he began to exhibit in 1935. His career and style progressed with the creation of his Frederick Douglass series in 1939. Lawrence categorised his work as expressionist in style, cubist in form, and social in content.[footnoteRef:9] In 1941 Lawrence married fellow artist Gwendolyn Knight; the couple honeymooned in New Orleans, where Lawrence first encountered the brutality of the Jim Crow laws. This trip to the south coincided with his work on his Migration of the Negro series that documented the mass exodus of African Americans from the southern to the northern United States; Lawrence’s parents had been a part of the Great Migration.[footnoteRef:10] During World War II Lawrence served in the U.S. Coastguard. He was able to keep painting initially due to his supportive captain, Carleton Skinner, and was later employed as an official combat artist. In 1949 Lawrence voluntarily checked himself into Hillside Hospital, where he received treatment for depression. While in hospital, he continued to paint, and he exhibited his hospital paintings in 1950. I do not include any discussion of Lawrence’s life after the 1950s, although later interviews of Lawrence discussing his early life and career have formed a large area of my research and have been included. It is only left to say that Lawrence continued to paint and teach until shortly before his death in 2000 at the age of 82; he also remained happily married to Gwendolyn Knight for the rest of his life.[footnoteRef:11] [7:  Peter Nesbett and Michelle DuBois, 'Chronology: Life and Reception', in Over the Line the Art and Life of Jacob Lawrence, ed. by Nesbett Peter and DuBois Michelle (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2001), p.p. 25, 26.]  [8:  Harkins Wheat, Jacob Lawrence American Painter, p.p. 34, 35.]  [9:  Clarence Major and Jacob Lawrence, 'Clarence Major Interviews: Jacob Lawrence, the Expressionist', The Black Scholar, 9 (1977), p. 18.  ]  [10:  Leah Dickerman, Elsa Smithgall, Jacob Lawrence The Migration Series (New York: Museum of Modern Art, 2015)]  [11:  Nesbett and DuBois, 'Chronology: Life and Reception', p.p. 28, 30, 32, 34, 36, 38, 64.] 


Lawrence as Historian

In 1926, the 135th Street branch of the New York Public Library acquired the Schomburg Collection. The amassing of this collection of African and African American historical documents had been the passion of Arthur Schomburg, a black Puerto Rican who dedicated himself to promoting black history. His collection now contains approximately eleven million items. Lawrence regularly studied at the library and used the Schomburg collection for many of his works, including the Struggle collection. Lawrence described his research process in preparation for the creation of his Migration series, ‘I did plenty of research in books and pamphlets written during the migration and afterward….I took notes. Sometimes I would make ten or twenty sketches for one incident.’[footnoteRef:12] Struggle was Lawrence’s first collection which did not exclusively represent black history, it is difficult to ascertain how much information he would have had regarding Indian history. Lawrence’s main source of historical material was about African American culture; the only sources of Indian history he had access to were told through a white American lens. This explains why he chose well-known historical Indian characters and incidents as, despite his proficiency for historical research, he was restricted by a lack of reliable and accurate resources on Indian culture and history.    [12:  Harkins Wheat, Jacob Lawrence American Painter, p.p. 60, 140.] 

In Kyle T. Mays’ An Afro-Indigenous History of the United States, he states that historically, black people were exploited for their labour, and Indians were exploited for their land. This created a schism in the experiences of both groups, with peoples of African descent being needed in large and self-perpetuating numbers to provide free labour, and Indians were displaced and murdered in large numbers to provide land for white Americans. Mays argues that this schism has perpetuated the misconception that there is little Afro-indigenous history as the experiences of both groups were effectively opposed; his book then proves this misconception wrong.[footnoteRef:13] However, by the time Lawrence created Struggle in the 1950s, this pattern of exploitation had changed. By 1887 all Indian land had been seized by the U.S. government, with the exception of reservations, and despite African Americans still being undervalued and underpaid second-class citizens, they were no longer enslaved.[footnoteRef:14]  This change in circumstances would have brought the experiences of these two groups of people closer together. As Indians were confined to reservations, black people were similarly confined by Jim Crow laws in the south, and lack of access to housing opportunities in the north saw black communities confined to substandard inner-city ghettos. Black communities were often displaced to make way for housing or offices for mostly or exclusively white communities, actions comparable with the removal of Indian peoples in the preceding centuries. Black people were also no longer needed for their labour in the same numbers, unemployment among black communities was rife during the depression and even with the economic stimulus of WWII, many industries would rather be understaffed than employ black workers.[footnoteRef:15] I have considered throughout this paper that Lawrence was depicting scenes from history which occurred when black and Indian experiences of exploitation were opposed; however, he was creating the paintings at a time when their experiences had in some ways converged. This not only illustrates Lawrence’s importance as a historian it validates the necessity of an analysis of these three panels. As Mays has claimed, the history of Afro-Indigenous Americans has been woefully overlooked. Lawrence was not of Indian descent, but he was an African American representing Indian history. These paintings, therefore, are part of an underrepresented area of historical study that calls for a deeper understanding of them. [13:   Kyle T. Mays, An Afro-Indigenous History of the United States (Boston: Beacon Press, 2021), p. 17.]  [14:  Robert J. Miller, 'The Doctrine of Discovery in United States History', in Discovering Indigenous Lands the Doctrine of Discovery in the English Colonies (New York: Oxford University Press, 2010), p. 86.]  [15:  Nell Irvin Painter, Creating Black Americans (Boston: Oxford University Press, 2006), p. 220 246, 247.] 

 
Terminology

It was not until 1965 that the term negro started to be replaced by the term black, especially by the younger generation, and it remained present in common dialect for many years after.[footnoteRef:16] As this paper discusses Lawrence’s life and work up to and including the 1950s, I have regrettably been unable to avoid using the term throughout. In everyday language I would use the term Native American as it is the one with which I am most familiar. However, Anton Treuer describes that every term attributed to Indians such as First Nation Person, Indigenous, or Aboriginal all have their critics and problems.[footnoteRef:17] I, therefore, settled on the term Indian due to its conciseness. I have used this term when referring to Indian people or culture in general and refer to individual nations or confederacies when possible. The Struggle collection is usually referred to as a series, however, in an interview with Xavier Nicholas, Lawrence clearly states that it is not a series but a theme. Struggle is not a connected narrative but a single subject; I, therefore, refer to Struggle as a collection rather than a series.[footnoteRef:18]  [16:  Richard J. Powell, Black Art and Culture in the 20th Century (London: Thames and Hudson, 1997) p. 121.]  [17:  Anton Treuer, Everything You Wanted to Know about Indians but were Afraid to Ask (Ithaca: Borealis Books, 2012), p. 1.]  [18:  Xavier Nicholas, 'Interview with Jacob Lawrence', Callaloo, 36 (2013), p. 266.] 




[bookmark: _Hlk99438548]Chapter One: Rally Mohawks! Bring out your axes, and tell King George we’ll pay no taxes on his foreign tea . . ..
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Fig 1: Jacob Lawrence, Panel 3, Rally Mohawks! Bring out your axes, and tell King George we’ll pay no taxes on his foreign tea, from Struggle: From the History of the American People, 1954–56, egg tempera on hardboard 12 × 15 1/2 in. (30.5 × 39.4 cm).[footnoteRef:19] [19:  Peabody Essex Museum, 2021, JACOB LAWRENCE: THE AMERICAN STRUGGLE Panel 3, https://www.pem.org/jacob-lawrence-the-american-struggle-panels/panel-3 [accessed 09/03/2022].] 


If one word had to be used to describe this painting, I would choose ‘chaotic’; my initial notes when first analysing this painting encapsulate the urgency with which the image presents itself. I can see six hands, two faces but no other distinctive body parts, just draped cloaks. Both the faces are being grabbed by hands, there are two hands holding axes, the draped cloaks obscure everything else. There are two spears and two more faces that are not instantly recognisable. All four faces are being grabbed by hands. Yet another face appears in the top right corner.

Questioning Lawrence’s Historical Argument
 
When viewing this painting, there are no discernible links with the Boston tea party. Most, if not all, other depictions like Nathaniel Currier’s ‘The Destruction of Tea at Boston Harbour’ and Luis Arcas Brauner’s ‘The Boston Tea Party’ have many elements in common. They all show ships, tea crates, Boston Harbour, spectators, Boston buildings in the background, and Indian dress.

[image: A group of people on a boat

Description automatically generated with low confidence]Fig 2: Nathaniel Currier, The Destruction of Tea at Boston Harbour, 1846, hand-coloured lithograph, 7 11/16 x 12 ½ inches. [footnoteRef:20] [20:  Fine Art America, 2013, The Destruction Of Tea At Boston by Nathaniel Currier, https://fineartamerica.com/featured/the-destruction-of-tea-at-boston-photo-researchers.html  [accessed 09/03/2022].] 
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Fig 3: Luis Arcas Brauner (1934-89), The Boston Tea Party, oil on canvas.[footnoteRef:21] [21:  Fineartamerica, 2012, The Boston Tea Party by Brauner, Luis Arcas, https://fineartamerica.com/featured/the-boston-tea-party-luis-arcas-brauner.html [accessed 09/03/2022].] 


Lawrence’s painting only depicts the Indian dress element, with no other features to suggest what this image represents; without the title, it would be impossible to know that this painting depicts the Boston Tea Party. As Christopher Capozzola writes of Lawrence’s ‘Migration’ series, ‘Lawrence’s historical argument requires both the literary narrative of the captions as well as the evocative renderings of the images.’ Lawrence had served in the U.S. Coastguard during World War II and had acted as a combat artist creating approximately forty-eight paintings, most of which are now lost. He also created his Coastguard series, which depicted scenes of life at sea. During his twenty-six-month service, Lawrence would have obtained the skills necessary to create an accurate and varied portrayal of the Boston Tea Party but instead he chose to focus on a single aspect and fabricate a conflict.[footnoteRef:22] All this begs the question, why did Lawrence choose to portray only the Indian disguise element of the Boston Tea Party? Lawrence’s painting shows a violent struggle, despite no such clash ever taking place. The Boston Tea Party was a relatively peaceful affair with no fighting or casualties, which raises another question, why did Lawrence choose to depict an altercation which never took place? These two questions are addressed throughout this chapter, with an investigation into the lives of Indians, especially Mohawk Indians, in the decades before the American Revolution. [22:  Harkins Wheat, Jacob Lawrence American Painter, p.p. 69, 70.] 

As the initial panic of the scene subsides, the painting can be viewed objectively, and the skills used by Lawrence to create this work become clearer. First, the composition of the work provides no context. The audience can only see a brawling mass and, without context, it is as though the audience is walking into a fight with no idea who is involved, what it is about, or who is to blame. By not providing context, the painting calls on the audience to form an opinion of their own without the benefit of any knowledge, creating a sense of unease. There is no framing in this image, in fact, the two spears act as counter framing devices and, as they cut across and behind the figures, they jar the audience’s eye. With the lack of a focal point and no beginning or end to this image, Lawrence has created a chaotically tense scene, where the audience is seemingly thrown into the chaos. Several forms are obvious such as the hands which are very clearly defined, as are two of the Indian faces, so too are the distinctive feather headdresses and two hammers or hatchets wielded. There is no delicacy in this painting every element is sharp, angular, and brutal; even the feathers are sharp and weapon-like. This image is bright; the intense reds found in one of the cloaks and the deep blue background create a rich and enveloping atmosphere. The deep blue in the top left of the painting echoes in the blue highlights of the green cloak in the bottom right corner. This use of colour serves to constrict the fighting men, as though they are in a cramped space, creating an increased sense of tension. The reds, blacks, and blues of the cloaks repeat in the feather headdresses. A brown cloak fills the middle of the image, the fighting hands and faces surround it; I would interpret this brown cloak as a symbol of contested land over which the Indians and Euro-Americans are in a constant state of battle. 



Boston Mobs in Indian Dress

 To answer the question of why Lawrence only focussed on the Indian disguise element, it is necessary to understand why the tea partiers chose to disguise themselves as Indians. The Boston Tea Party was not unique when it came to colonists adopting Indian dress or disguise. Many frontier colonists adopted Indian dress and were proud of it; however, Boston could not be described as a frontier town by the 1700s.[footnoteRef:23] As the revolutionary fervour continued to grow in the colonies, many loyalists were evicted from their property and sought refuge with Indian tribes. These refugees adopted Indian dress and customs and fought the rebels alongside their Indian hosts. It is unlikely that the tea partiers dressed as Mohawks to try to shift blame onto the loyalists as the knowledge of loyalists joining Indian tribes would have been scarce at that point.[footnoteRef:24] A more likely explanation is alluded to in the letters of loyalist Ann Hulton, in which she described a mob attack on the home of hated Massachusetts Governor, Thomas Hutchinson. Ann wrote, ‘They have produced above twenty witnesses that prove they met upon the road from Boston toward my brother’s house, parties of men who appeared disguised, their faces blacked, with white nightcaps, and all with great clubs in their hands. One of them asked the way to Mr. Hutchinson’s’ house’. Ann then wrote, ‘I can tell you that the persons who were thus active to bring the dark deed to light, were immediately stopped and silenced, being given to understand that if they made any further stir about the matter, they might expect to be treated in the same manner as Mr. Hutchinson’.[footnoteRef:25] This was a common enough occurrence in 18th century Boston; mobs terrorised anyone with whom they disagreed, and by being disguised as black or Indian they afforded themselves a degree of anonymity. Although their disguises were often insufficient to disguise their real identities, they provided an excuse for witnesses to claim that they could not recognise who any mob participants really were when questioned by authorities.  [23:  Colin G. Calloway, The American Revolution in Indian Country (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), p. 18.]  [24:  Barbara Alice Mann, George Washington's War on Native America (Westport: Praeger, 2005), p. 9.]  [25:  Ann Hulton, Letters of a Loyalist Lady (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1927), p. 25.] 

Lawrence’s decision to focus on the Native American dress worn by some of the perpetrators of the Boston Tea Party was to highlight the contemporary historiography available to him. As Ethan A. Schmidt writes, many historians have relegated Indians to a tertiary position in the American Revolutionary era likening their input to that of the stamp act.[footnoteRef:26] In the 1950’s the idea that any contribution made by Indians to the revolutionary fervour was as inanimate onlookers. Along with women, children, and African Americans they were portrayed as props in the scenery while the main stage was occupied by white male Europeans. Lawrence’s work subverts this notion, he makes Indians both the focus of his painting by putting stereotypical Indian dress front and centre of the image and highlights how they were relegated to the periphery of the historical record with his title indicating that these were white people in Indian dress. Lawrence’s painting draws attention to the fact that Native peoples were only discussed through the lens of the actions of white colonists. [26:  Ethan A. Schmidt, Native Americans in the American Revolution: How the War Divided, Devastated, and Transformed the Early American Indian World (Oxford: Praeger, 2014), p. 12. ] 


Amalgamation of Cultures

The feather headdresses and red skin indicate that this painting is of Indians despite there being no Indian participants in the Boston Tea Party. The three Indian style figures are locked in a struggle with two non-Indian figures, the irregular circular pattern suggests it is a perpetual struggle. There is no perspective in this painting, with the lack of orthogonal lines and a vanishing point adding to the chaos of the image. The positioning of the faces makes it impossible for an audience to understand where the viewpoint of this painting is. All the faces are looking in different directions, with one looking directly out of the image. Are we, the audience, viewing this scene from above, below, straight ahead? This mass of figures fills most of the painting with only a strip of vibrant blue running along the top and down the left side of the painting. There is a difficulty in trying to understand form in this image; the figures are intertwined and indistinguishable from each other. Even with Lawrence’s signature blocking of colour, that here, defines the cloaks, it is impossible to ascertain which head belongs to which cloaked body. They are an entangled mass. Lawrence has managed to create this sense of amalgamation even though his colour blocking technique creates distinction. Lawrence has used clearly defined lines between the cloaks, spears, and arms to form, counterintuitively, a homogonous mass.
 This amalgamation of forms is representative of the fusion of cultures that had taken place by the 18th century. An understanding of Mohawk and Colonial historical relations is required to make sense of the amalgamation of forms in this painting. Indians and Europeans had been directly or indirectly in contact for two centuries. The Indians of the 18th century were already profoundly affected by multiple generations of European contact; theirs was not an untainted view of traditional Indian life for that had been lost already. These were traumatised people living through one of the worst genocides ever committed and desperately trying to find a foothold in a world which, once had been exclusively theirs, was now disappearing before their very eyes. The Iroquois nation in the eighteenth century consisted of six tribes the Onondaga, Cayuga, Seneca, Tuscarora, Oneida, and the Mohawks. Due to their eastern position within the nation, the Mohawks were called the ‘keepers of the eastern door of the lodge’.[footnoteRef:27] This eastern position brought the Mohawks into close contact with European colonists, the Mohawks shared their valley with Germans, Dutch, Scots, Irish, and English people. This close contact exposed them to disease and deprived them of land faster than the other member tribes.[footnoteRef:28] The Mohawk’s connection to the colonists also secured increased access to European goods, trade opportunities, and Christianity. These are just several of the factors that influenced the decisions made by the Mohawks before and during the Revolutionary period. [27:  Barbara Graymont, The Iroquois in the American Revolution (New York: Syracuse University Press, 1972), p. 14.]  [28:  Colin G. Calloway, The American Revolution in Indian Country, p. 3.] 




Wampum

 The use of wampum provides one of the most fascinating and tangible insights into the cultural turmoil that emanated from the European incursions into the Americas. First, it is necessary to understand the evolution of wampum and what it represented during the revolutionary era. Wampum is the English term for the Indian wampumpeag or Dutch zeewant. Wampum consists of tubular beads made from quahog and Busycon shells found along the eastern coast of North America. The earliest written record of wampum is from the 1620s when a Dutch trader held an Indian person hostage and demanded ‘140 fathoms of zeewan’ in exchange for the life of his hostage.[footnoteRef:29] Indians had used quahog and Busycon shells for centuries in various ways, however, there exists little archaeological evidence of wampum bead production before the arrival of Europeans.[footnoteRef:30] It is only due to European trade in iron drills that wampum beads could start being mass-produced to a standardised, fine quality.[footnoteRef:31] Wampum shells began being made into tubular beads in response to the tubular glass beads introduced by the French in the early 17th century.[footnoteRef:32] Wampum had several functions; it was used as currency and decoration but most importantly, was its use for making wampum belts. There were several types of belts, the smaller garter-type belts were often broken apart and the beads were re-used. The large diplomatic belts were an integral element of diplomatic relations between tribes and between Indians and Europeans. These diplomatic belts were intended to be preserved, and although smaller belts could contain beads made from glass or metal the large belts were pure shell. The diplomatic belts served as a record of an agreement and as a pledge; when Indians presented a wampum belt during a diplomatic meeting, it signified that they viewed the contract as binding. The belts could then be referred to and read by Indian professionals who knew how to interpret their meaning.[footnoteRef:33] Wampum proved a largely successful method of communication and, for a short time, currency. Both Indians and Europeans were involved in its invention and manufacture with neither group completely controlling the production or distribution of wampum. The sheer scale of wampum production is extraordinary; archaeologists collected a quarter of a million beads from just the Seneca Power House site alone.[footnoteRef:34]  [29:  James W. Bradley, 'Re-Visiting Wampum and Other Seventeenth-Century Shell Games', Archaeology of Eastern North America, (2011), p.p. 25, 33.]  [30:  Bradley, 'Re-Visiting Wampum, p. 30.]  [31:  Marshall Joseph Becker, 'Wampum Bags and Containers from the Native Northeast', Material Culture, (2013), p. 21.]  [32:  Bradley, 'Re-Visiting Wampum, p. 34.]  [33:  Becker, 'Small Wampum Bands used by Native Americans in the Northeast, p.p. 2, 5.]  [34:  Bradley, 'Re-Visiting Wampum, p.p. 35, 36, 39. Wampum acted as currency for about two decades in the mid-seventeenth century, for a short time it was more valuable than furs and firearms.] 

For two hundred years, wampum was a unique tool used by two very different cultures to bridge a communication gap, it evolved organically from technology and cultural practices provided by both sides and proved itself invaluable. It is difficult for a society with a tradition of writing to fully understand the meaning of wampum, the oral tradition that went along with it was robust and only failed due to the ravages of war and disease brought on by the Europeans. By the late 18th century, most wampum belts had lost their meanings; however, there is one treaty made using a wampum belt in 1794 that the U.S. government still honours.[footnoteRef:35] As Europeans saw it as necessary to learn how to use wampum in their dealings with Indians; this understanding was reciprocal as Indians too understood the importance that Europeans placed on the written word. As with the Treaty of Fort Stanwix in 1784, they were frustrated in trying to obtain a written copy of the agreement. This shows that wampum, although an important diplomatic tool for two centuries, never fully succeeded in bridging the communication gap between Indians and Europeans.[footnoteRef:36] [35:  Richard Cullen Rath, 'Hearing Wampum: THE SENSES, MEDIATION, AND THE LIMITS OF ANALOGY', in Colonial Mediascapes: Sensory Worlds of the Early Americas (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2014), p.p. 312, 313.]  [36:  Graymont, The Iroquois in the American Revolution, p. 16, 17.] 


The Iroquois Confederacy and the Covenant Chain Alliance

The Iroquois were in a geographical position of power which enabled them to play the French and English against one another. The Mohawk valley acted as a conduit for trade, a natural boundary delineating the territories of the Indians to the west, British to the east, and French to the north. The geographical and political position of the Mohawk valley saw it used as a diplomatic instrument; from the late 17th century, it was the geographic centre of the Covenant Chain Alliance. This alliance saw the Iroquois connected with Albany in trade and diplomatic relations. The Covenant Chain Alliance was initiated and maintained by a series of conferences at Albany between 1684 – 1726. These conferences consisted of gift-giving ceremonies, the presentation of wampum belts, and the chance for Indians to air any grievances. During these conferences, the British tried to claim the people of the Iroquois Nation as their subjects and the French acknowledged the Iroquois as such from 1713, however, the Iroquois’ stance on the matter is unclear.[footnoteRef:37] Even if the Mohawks had considered themselves British subjects, the issues that were to arise would have been unavoidable due to the completely different interpretation that the Mohawks had of the notion of ‘subject’. The British had a patriarchal society, with the king as master of his lands and people. The Mohawks, like most Indians, lived in matriarchal societies. Indian fathers would be more recognisable to a western notion of family as an uncle, a man who would periodically visit children with gifts and lessons. Children were raised by their mothers in property owned by women in societies governed by males and females with distinct but equal roles. The idea that being a British subject meant you owed allegiance to a governing patriarchal figure who commanded obedience was innate to the British but an alien concept to the Mohawks.[footnoteRef:38] Contradictory notions of the exact nature of Indian British relations, is seen in the recorded speeches of both Europeans and Indians. The Iroquois would refer to the British as brethren, in return, the Indians were called children; this highlights the divergent ideas of social constructs. The British were operating under the implied notion of a hierarchical lord and vassal connection, whereas the Iroquois viewed their relationship with the British as egalitarian. Ultimately these cultural differences proved complicated to reconcile, and in 1753, a single group of Mohawk Indians declared the Covenant Chain broken. This declaration stirred the British into action, and they called for a congress to be held at Albany in 1754 to address the Mohawk grievances. Either not knowing or caring for the congresses intended purpose, it was usurped by Benjamin Franklin as he tried to push his agenda of increased colonial cooperation. Franklin also declared membership of the British Empire for all white colonists, intentionally excluding Indians and people of African descent. Franklin later declared that the congress had been a failure which led directly to the American Revolution.[footnoteRef:39]   [37:  Timothy J. Shannon, Indians and Colonists at the Crossroads of Empire the Albany Congress of 1754 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2002), p.p. 17-21.]  [38:  Rath, 'Hearing Wampum, p. 292. ]  [39:  Shannon, Indians and Colonists at the Crossroads of Empire, p.p. 8, 13, 22.] 

 The ability of the Iroquois to play the French and British against one another ended with the Seven Years’ War (1756-1763), after which the French had been driven out of the future United States and Britain became the dominant power in the colonies.[footnoteRef:40] As soon as the British had defeated the French, they no longer felt the need to appease the Indians to keep them loyal, they withdrew the gifts traditionally made to the Indians and, British ambassador to the Mohawk, William Johnson, became dictatorial in his behaviour. The behaviour of the British was, in part, responsible for the breakout of Pontiac’s War in 1763. Pontiac and his allies successfully drove out many settlers from their territory. However, the war ended quickly due to British retaliation and smallpox. The war did succeed, however, in changing the Indian relationship with the British. The British restored the gift-giving policies and provided the Indians with firearms, they also realised that it was necessary to avoid another costly war with the Indians. This realisation saw the British government attempt to appease all eastern Indians with the royal proclamation of 1763 that forbade any European settlement west of the Appalachians. Not only did this proclamation fail to fully address the grievances of the Indians it also implied to the colonists that their own king preferred the Indian populace to them. The British inadvertently caused yet another rift in colonial British relations which added to the growing revolutionary fervour in the colonies.[footnoteRef:41]  [40:  Eric Hinderaker, The Two Hendricks Unravelling a Mohawk Mystery (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2010). p. 3.]  [41:  Schmidt, Native Americans in the American Revolution, p.p. 22, 23, 24.] 

The Mohawks had always remained unerringly loyal to the British and the Mohawk adoption of Christianity solidified their position as the first Indian tribe to be seamlessly integrated into the British Empire; an integration that never took place because of the American War and Declaration of Independence. Mohawk loyalty had been secured largely by the works of William Johnson and his Mohawk counterparts Tejonihokarawa and Theyanoguin both, confusingly called Hendricks. These two men were integral to British Mohawk relations and were hugely famous in the British press, however, due to them both being called Hendricks they have been consistently amalgamated by historians despite their career paths never having crossed.[footnoteRef:42] One thing that both men definitely had in common was their commitment to England, and their bond with William Johnson that dominated the Mohawk political scene and secured their alliance with Britain.[footnoteRef:43] This relationship was especially important to Britain as it saw its connection with the Iroquoian Nation as a keystone of its Imperial ambition. As the Mohawks were the ’keepers of the eastern door of the lodge’, the British had a perfectly justifiable reason to believe that their positive relationship with the Mohawks would eventually lead to the entire Iroquoian Nation becoming part of the British Empire.[footnoteRef:44] Of course this was not meant to be as the American rebellion grew the Indians had, in a single generation, gone from dealing with the French and English to just the English to then the rebellious colonists and the English. The Mohawk found themselves in a diplomatic minefield as Americans and British vied for their support for the upcoming war. This impossibility of the Indian position, illustrated with the actions of Guy Carlton, who threatened the Caughnawagas with the loss of land if they sided with the patriots and Andrew Eliot who, in a letter, stated that the Indians would bring utter ruin upon themselves if they acted against the colonies.[footnoteRef:45] [42:  Hinderaker, The Two Hendricks Unravelling a Mohawk Mystery, p.p. 8, 9.]  [43:  Timothy J. Shannon, 'Dressing for Success on the Mohawk Frontier: Hendrick, William Johnson, and the Indian Fashion', The William and Mary Quarterly, 53 (1996), p. 13.]  [44: Hinderaker, The Two Hendricks Unravelling a Mohawk Mystery, p.p. 2, 8. ]  [45:  Graymont, The Iroquois in the American Revolution, p. 60.] 


Mohawk War Culture

By the 18th century, Indian war culture had been permanently changed by the arrival of Europeans. One example of Indian practice, usually mistakenly cited as an illustration of the more peaceful nature of Indians, is when Indian tribes took prisoners either from other tribes or from European colonies. These prisoners were rarely killed and were instead frequently adopted as full members of the tribe, with many Europeans’ refusing to return to their original homes when the opportunity arose.[footnoteRef:46] This practice, however, only existed because of the massive population losses suffered by the Indian communities in the wake of the European settlers. War and disease had wiped out millions of Indian lives, and prisoners had to be adopted to replenish these numbers. Before European interference, wars between tribes would have seen prisoners tortured, killed, and sometimes eaten. The most conspicuous change to Indian war culture, however, was in the changing relationships between the civil chiefs, called sachems, and warrior chiefs. Although Mohawk society was undoubtedly more egalitarian than British society, several practices existed within both cultures. The Sachems were elected to their office by the Clan Mothers and, were almost exclusively chosen from her kin regardless of whether they were the most suitable person for the position. Men of lowlier birth had to prove themselves in war to rise through the ranks of society. Before the arrival of the Europeans, the balance of power within the tribe had always been weighted in favour of the sachems and clan mothers. Any would-be warrior would have to ask permission to fight with another tribe, the sachems would discuss the proposal, and the final say rested with the clan mother. However, European settlers provided a wealth of new enemies, they also provided a array of new weapons to fight old enemies. Public opinion within the Mohawk communities often called for violence against hostile colonists that caused the balance of power to shift from the more peaceful sachem and clan mother leadership to the war-like warrior chiefs. This shift enabled massive opportunities for social mobility within the tribes. The warrior chiefs also increased their status and power with diplomatic relations with the Europeans. The new settlers, from a continent in an almost perpetual state of war, were more responsive to warrior chiefs than they were to sachems. The clan mothers also lost status and influence as many Europeans thought of engaging in political or diplomatic relations with women as an alien concept.[footnoteRef:47]  [46:  Schmidt, Native Americans in the American Revolution, p.p. 19, 20.]  [47:  Graymont, The Iroquois in the American Revolution, p.p. 14, 21, 23.] 


Making the Familiar Alien

As the revolution moved on, British forces needed to step up their campaigns against the patriots. To achieve this, they sponsored slave insurrections and tried to persuade Indians to fight for them. This gave the patriots a golden opportunity for creating propaganda as the patriots had, from the start, faced the challenge of turning American colonists against their British cousins. As Robert G. Parkinson puts it, 'they had to make the familiar alien’.[footnoteRef:48] The decision of the British to form alliances with slaves and Indians became ideal ammunition for patriot propagandists. Patriot newspapers became filled with stories, partially based on truth, of the British sponsoring ‘barbarous’ Indians and ‘murderous’ slaves, and as the revolution continued the British became synonymous with slaves and Indians. This synonymity proved far more dangerous for Indians in the long run. After the war was lost, the British returned home in defeat but safe, whereas the Indian image as an enemy of white patriotic Americans sealed their fate for generations to come.  [48:  Robert G. Parkinson, The Common Cause Creating Race and Nation in the American Revolution (Williamsburg: University of North Carolina Press, 2016), p.p. 20, 21, 22.] 


Conclusion

The historical narrative displayed in this chapter is the amalgamation of Mohawk and Euro-American society. The chaotic nature of Lawrence’s painting has portrayed the Indians and Euro-Americans locked in an eternal struggle endured throughout the 18th century, not only for land but for cultural identity, which was being lost through the amalgamation of peoples and genocide. The use of wampum, alliances, Christianity, and gift-giving were all attempts to bring together two disparate societies. These attempts created a new, short-lived culture that could not survive the mass influx of Europeans into Mohawk territory. By the start of the Revolution, it would have been impossible to separate Mohawk culture from that of the colonists, for better or worse, they were locked in a struggle with no obvious beginning or end. Furthermore, Lawrence took the existing mythology of the Boston Tea Party and used it to impart his own political message. He has painted the fighting figures locked in a cyclical struggle that frames the contested land represented by the brown colour block in the centre of the image. Lawrence has cleverly turned the tables on the tea partiers. In the same way that they usurped the Mohawk image to disguise their identity, he has used their tea party, one of the most recognisable elements of the Revolution, and used it to highlight the struggles of Indian peoples. The stereotypical representation further emphasizes the superficial way that Indians, along with their cultural and political life, were viewed. 

Chapter Two. 
[bookmark: _Hlk99441363]In all your intercourse with the natives, treat them in the most friendly and conciliatory manner which their own conduct will admit…
—Jefferson to Lewis & Clark, 1803

[image: Panel 18]
Fig 4: Jacob Lawrence, Panel 18, In all your intercourse with the natives, treat them in the most friendly and conciliatory manner which their own conduct will admit…—Jefferson to Lewis & Clark, 1803, from Struggle: From the History of the American People, 1954–56, egg tempera on hardboard 12 × 15 1/2 in. (30.5 × 39.4 cm).[footnoteRef:49] [49:  Peabody Essex Museum, 2021, JACOB LAWRENCE: THE AMERICAN STRUGGLE Panel 18, https://www.pem.org/jacob-lawrence-the-american-struggle-panels/panel-3 [accessed 09/03/2022].] 



Panel 18 of Lawrence's Struggle collection depicts a singular moment from an iconic event in American history, the Lewis and Clark expedition, 1803-1806. Lawrence has painted the reunion of Sacagawea with her brother, chief Cameahwait of the Lemhi Shoshone tribe. This image is the most peaceful of the three panels despite the presence of weaponry; with two muskets held by the explorers on the left and a spear appearing to the left of the image. All three weapons are pointing up and are not wielded in a threatening manner. The feathers in the headdresses are softer and less brutal than in the other two panels. When viewed as part of the entire Struggle collection, this image is one of only ten panels that does not include an intentional act of violence and one of only seven panels that does not depict a war or battle scene. Although this brief respite from the violence of the rest of the collection and the subject of this painting being a family reunion would imply that it was a happy, even joyous image, it is not. The overwhelming emotion that comes from this painting is melancholy with the pained expression on the face of Sacagawea, the look of anxiety in the eyes of the two Indian men, and the sly contempt on the faces of the two American men. This painting may not contain any scenes of violence but its implication of violence to come is clear.

The Louisiana Purchase and the Corps of Discovery

The expedition, also called the Corps of Discovery, is widely accepted as a journey of exploration. However, the primary purpose of the expedition was to facilitate the acquisition of Indian lands by the federal government. The Louisiana Purchase took place in July of 1803, and the expedition started in August of 1803, but these two events were not initially related.[footnoteRef:50] Discussions of sending an expedition through the continent had taken place for years. An attempt to explore the land to the Pacific Ocean had been planned a decade earlier by Jefferson and Frenchman Andre Michaux. The expedition of 1803 relied heavily on the logistics of the previous aborted mission.[footnoteRef:51] The Louisiana Purchase merely gave the American government an even greater sense of entitlement to Indian lands, a sentiment not shared by the Indians. The Louisiana Purchase effectively wiped out the political power and autonomy of Indian people across a vast swathe of the North American continent. The area of land sold contained over twenty distinct nations, none of which were contacted or consulted regarding the sale of their land.[footnoteRef:52]  [50:  Robert D. Bush, The Louisiana Purchase a Global Context, (London: Taylor & Francis 2013), p. 69.]  [51:  Ralph B. Guinness, 'The Purpose of the Lewis and Clark Expedition', The Mississippi Valley Historical Review, 20 (1933), p.p. 90, 91. & Shaun Assael, The Forgotten French Artist Who Courted Thomas Jefferson and Got Pulled into a Scandal, (2021: Smithsonian Magazine, 2022).]  [52:  James V. Fenelon and Mary Louise Defender-Wilson, 'Voyage of Domination, "Purchase" as Conquest, Sakakawea for Savagery: Distorted Icons from Misrepresentations of the Lewis and Clark Expedition', Wicazo Sa Review, 19 (2004), p.p. 88, 91.] 


The Lemhi Shoshone

Besides Lewis and Clark, the most celebrated expedition member is the young Indian woman Sacagawea. The story of Sacagawea describes her as a member of the Lemhi Shoshone tribe who, as a child, was abducted by members of the Hidatsa tribe and later sold to her French-Canadian husband, Toussaint Charbonneau. The Lemhi Shoshone are usually referred to in the sources as the ‘Snake People’ this, however, is a misinterpretation, and the Lemhi Shoshone refer to themselves as the ‘Salmon People’. The Shoshone are from the west of the continent and, during Sacagawea’s lifetime, inhabited an area of land which ranged throughout present-day Wyoming, Idaho, Oregon, Nevada, California, Colorado, Arizona, and Utah. The Lemhi Shoshone territory was situated in the northernmost reaches of Shoshone land in what is now Idaho. The Shoshone territory was home to many different tribes creating a multi-cultural society; the Shoshone also integrated many technologies and cultural practices from other groups which increased the standard of living.[footnoteRef:53]  [53:  Katie Griffiths, Sacagawea Shoshone Guide, Interpreter, and Leading Member of the Corps of Discovery (New York: Cavendish Square, 2018), p.p. 11, 14, 16.] 





Eva Emery Dye’s Creation of the Sacagawea Legend

The Lewis and Clark expedition was almost unheard of until 1902 when, as the suffragette movement wanted to promote historical female role models, Eva Emery Dye discovered the little-known figure of Sacagawea and created the now-familiar heroine trope in her novel Conquest.[footnoteRef:54] Along with the publication of the original expeditionary journals in 1905, Dye’s novel initiated the ascent to the legendary status that the corps of discovery and its participants have since been elevated. Dye’s depiction of Sacagawea is as a heroine without who the entire journey would almost certainly have failed. Sacagawea was vitally important to the expedition's success; her expertise and language skills were crucial in building cordial relationships with the various communities encountered along the journey. She expertly guided the expedition on its way while caring for her infant son.[footnoteRef:55] In Conquest, Dye describes the reunion of brother and sister, ‘Sacajawea was beginning to interpret when lifting her eyes to the chief, she recognized her brother Cameahwait. She ran to his side, threw her blanket over his head, and wept upon his bosom. Sacajawea, too, was a princess, come home now to her mountain kingdom.’[footnoteRef:56] This description of said reunion, is echoed in a 1904 article, ‘When the main party arrived and the Bird Woman caught sight of the Indians her delight, was ecstatic.’[footnoteRef:57] By the time Lawrence created this painting in 1956, Sacagawea had become a legend. In 1933 Grace Raymond Hebard wrote a romanticized and largely fictional biography of Sacagawea, her work added to the mythology created by Dye, was widely accepted as fact, and inspired decades of texts to be written of the young woman. The heyday of these narratives, along with paintings, sculptures, and statues, was in the 1940s, 50s, and 60s.[footnoteRef:58] Hebard’s description of the reunion conforms with the previous examples, ‘when in the person of Cameahwait she recognized her brother; she instantly jumped up and ran and embraced him, throwing over him her blanket and weeping profusely; the chief himself was moved, though not in the same degree.’[footnoteRef:59] These three descriptions of the reunion between brother and sister are emulated by Lawrence in his depiction of Sacagawea’s desperate gaze at Cameahwait while he looks on, seemingly unmoved. [54:  YouTube, 2015, 2011/12 Sacagawea, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7t-fLpNdSxA [accessed 09/03/2022].  ]  [55:  Eva Emery Dye, The Conquest (Chicago: A. C. McClurg & Co, 1902).]  [56:  Dye, The Conquest, p. 228.]  [57:  'The Lewis and Clark Expedition', The Journal of Education, 59 (1904), p.p. 230, 233, 234.]  [58:  Donna J. Kessler, The Making of Sacagawea A Euro-American Legend (Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press, 1996), p.p. 101, 102.]  [59:  Grace Raymond Hebard, Sacajawea Guide and Interpreter of Lewis and Clark (Glendale: A. H. Clark Company, 1933), p. 79.] 


Counter Arguments to Sacagawea as Legend

More recent scholarship has sought to counter the image afforded to Sacagawea in the first half of the 20th century. A 2004 article argues that Sacagawea was not a member of the Shoshone; she had been born a member of the Hidatsa tribe. Sacagawea had not been sold to Charbonneau but had married him due to her rebellious nature.[footnoteRef:60] In a 2015 lecture, Clay Jenkinson argued against the notion that Sacagawea was Hidatsa and supports claims that her origins were amongst the Shoshone. He also argues that the notion of Sacagawea as an American heroine was invented by Dye and has proliferated ever since. Sacagawea had been employed as an interpreter, a role in which she excelled; she also supplemented the men’s diets and saved some scientific equipment from a river. Sacagawea went above and beyond the duties for which she was hired but not paid. However, she did not guide the expedition and, although her presence was valuable, she was not indispensable to the success of the mission. What is important to understand about Sacagawea’s role in the expedition is that her thoughts and feelings were rarely recorded. She was never interviewed; her entire experience was told from the perspective of the men around her. Considering the difficulty of Sacagawea having her words translated into French by her husband and then translated into English by fellow interpreter George Drouillard, it is easy to see how she could have been misinterpreted on numerous occasions. Sacagawea’s voice is lost, and Jenkinson claims that it is for this reason she has become such a legendary character. With so little information known about her, Sacagawea is a figure onto which every generation has imposed its own meaning.[footnoteRef:61]  [60:  Fenelon and Defender-Wilson, 'Voyage of Domination’, p. 92.]  [61:  YouTube, 2015, Clay Jenkinson Dr. Larry Skogen, Conversations at the BSC Sacagawea, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7t-fLpNdSxA [accessed 01/03/2022].] 

Dye’s inception of Sacagawea as a strong female role model for the suffragette movement became a tool for the supporters and apologists of the westward expansion of the United States. What is believed from Lewis and Clark and the many re-tellings of her life is that Sacagawea was a kidnapped child, and a tradable commodity sold without her consent to her husband. When Sacagawea joins the expedition, she becomes an invaluable member of the group, almost single-handedly guiding the expedition to success and later rising to the heights of American heroine.[footnoteRef:62] This narrative serves the purposes of Euro-American society, as Sacagawea’s presence has come to represent Indian compliance with the westward expansion of the United States. Sacagawea’s role as saviour of the expedition casts her as a deliverer and supporter of western interests in Indian territory. This echoes the role of Pocahontas as the saviour of John Smith and, therefore, saviour of 17th-century European interests. Dye proliferates this idea in her reference to Sacagawea being an Indian Princess as her brother, Cameahwait, was a chief. Sacagawea’s transformation from a bartered kidnapped child amongst her own people to an indispensable guide and American heroine amongst white Americans served as a microcosm for how the U.S. government saw its future relationship with the Indian populace. They wanted the Indians to fully integrate with white American society and become elevated from the ‘savage’ lives they had lived before, and the story of Sacagawea demonstrated this perfectly.[footnoteRef:63]   [62:  Fenelon and Defender-Wilson, 'Voyage of Domination, p. 97.]  [63:  Kessler, The Making of Sacagawea, p.p, 2, 17, 26, 27. ] 

Recent scholarship critiquing the existing historiography of the expedition, in general, has arisen with James P. Ronda criticising the dominant white perspective of the mythology and scholarship surrounding the expedition. Ronda claims that the expedition has been branded as an adventure into a wilderness when in, reality, it was a mutual encounter between diverse peoples and cultures. The people who inhabited the great plains were already part of a massive Indian-European trade network and had been for at least fifty years. Lewis and Clark, with their entourage, were different from the traders usually encountered by the plains Indians. Trading groups usually exceeded no more than ten people; they were predominantly French, they visited seasonally, and they would have been male-only groups. The expedition, therefore, would have been somewhat unusual; a group of forty-five mixed race and mixed nationality men with one woman and a baby would have stirred interest. Such a large group might have seemed threatening were it not for the presence of Sacagawea and her son.[footnoteRef:64] [64:  James P. Ronda, 'Exploring the Explorers: Great Plains Peoples and the Lewis and Clark Expedition', Great Plains Quarterly, 13 (1993), p.p. 184, 185.] 


Lawrence’s Sacagawea

Lawrence had his own meaning to impose onto Sacagawea; he chose to focus on the specific incident of Sacagawea reuniting with her brother after her long absence. Lawrence has depicted this, reportedly joyous, occasion as a bittersweet melancholic experience. Sacagawea stares intently into her the face of her brother, Cameahwait, as he stares intently just over her head. As a child, Lawrence, along with his younger brother, William, and sister, Geraldine, lived with various foster families from 1927 to 1930. The children were reunited with their mother, once she had become financially stable enough to provide for them. A difficult task for a single mother living through the depression.[footnoteRef:65] Painting a scene of a family reunited would have brought back memories for Lawrence, the emotions of which are seen in the pained face of Sacagawea. Not only had Lawrence spent time away from his own family as a child but also, as a black American, he would have been all too aware of the horrendous acts of separating slave families and selling them. The thirteenth amendment to the U.S. Constitution that abolished slavery, came into effect just fifty-two years before his birth and must have still felt relatively tangible.[footnoteRef:66] Lawrence had a natural empathetic character, this is evident in his voluntary hospitalisation in 1949. Lawrence had become depressed following his success and felt guilty that so many of his peers were left struggling while he excelled.[footnoteRef:67] Lawrence’s natural empathy would have drawn parallels between his personal history, the history of African Americans, and that of Sacagawea. Perhaps most devastating of all was that by the time Lawrence created this work, he had already lost his sister to tuberculosis; she had died in 1944 when he was still serving in the coastguard.[footnoteRef:68] This accounts, at least partially, for the melancholic feeling of this painting. Lawrence knew that there was a sadness to be associated with such a reunion and so imposed onto Sacagawea and Cameahwait the sense that, although reunited, they would never get back the time they lost; the reunion would itself be short-lived as forces beyond their control would tear them apart again. [65:  Nesbett and DuBois, 'Chronology: Life and Reception', in Over the Line the Art and Life of Jacob Lawrence, p. 25.]  [66:  Alexander Tsesis, The Thirteenth Amendment and American Freedom a Legal History (New York: New York University Press, 2004), p.p. 11, 105, 106.]  [67:  Ellen Harkins Wheat, Jacob Lawrence American Painter (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1986), p. 101.]  [68:  Nesbett and DuBois, 'Chronology: Life and Reception', in Over the Line the Art and Life of Jacob Lawrence, p. 34.] 


Lawrence’s Perspective 

There are five people in this image; the foreground is occupied by Sacagawea and Cameahwait with three unknown characters in the background. In the top right corner is a single Indian figure, and two members of the expeditionary force, most likely Lewis and Clark, occupy the left of the image. There is a clear colour divide between all five characters; the two Indians are dressed in bright multi-coloured clothing with elaborate feather headdresses. In contrast, the Europeans look drab in their brown but detailed clothing. Sacagawea acts as the visual link between the two groups as she is wearing a red shawl, brightly coloured like her fellow Indians but monochromatic like that of her fellow explorers. The most peculiar way in which Lawrence has delineated between the two groups is in the depiction of their faces. The faces of the three Indians are almost freakishly small, whereas the faces of the explorers are appropriately sized relative to their bodies. This is not a matter of perspective, as the face of the Indian man in the background is the same size as those of Sacajawea and her brother in the foreground, and the faces of the two Euro-Americans in the background are significantly larger than the faces of the foreground characters. Lawrence is known to disregard standard rules regarding foreground and background representations. In a 1977 interview, Clarence Major questioned Lawrence about the interchangeability of his foreground and background characters. Lawrence states that this method of working stemmed directly from his teenage years when his immature style of painting was not corrected. His teacher, Charles Alston, later said, ‘it would have been a mistake to try to teach Jake. He was teaching himself, finding his own way.’[footnoteRef:69] Major described the effects of this style, ‘You’ve done this by not trying to create this illusion of so-called reality. Instead, the surface, the design creates its own reality.’[footnoteRef:70] Why has Lawrence chosen to portray the faces of these people in such contrasting sizes? The primary subject of this painting is the reunion of Sacagawea and her brother and shows them recognising each other after many years apart. By making their faces so small, Lawrence is showing that damage has been done to this relationship, to these individuals, and to the tribe. By portraying their faces as small, we can feel the struggle Sacagawea faced in recognising and, therefore, reconnecting with a person from her past. [69:  Harkins Wheat, Jacob Lawrence American Painter, p. 29.]  [70:  Clarence Major and Jacob Lawrence, 'Clarence Major Interviews: Jacob Lawrence, p. 16.] 

However, this does not fully explain why the face of the individual in the background is too miniaturised. The turmoil faced by the Lemhi Shoshone people at the time of Sacagawea’s arrival, which was the same turmoil faced by all North American Indians at the start of the nineteenth century, offers an explanation. The Americans had begun their westward expansion; the Lemhi Shoshone had already been pushed further into the mountains due to incursions from the Blackfoot confederacy in the north and the arrival of Euro-Americans signified the further loss of land and subjugation.[footnoteRef:71] By the time Lawrence created this painting in 1956, the U.S. government had been engaged in decades of policy making that showed their incompetence, negligence, and cruelty towards native peoples. By 1868, Sacagawea’s people, the Shoshone, were being forced onto a reservation on their own land.[footnoteRef:72] In 1887 the general allotment act was an attempt to ‘civilise’ Indians by dividing up tribal land to be farmed in the European style in the hope that this would lead to full integration, it did not. Genocidal acts continued and more legislation was needed. The Indian Reorganisation Act of 1934 was an attempt to repair the damage done by handing back autonomy to individual tribes, but only under the system of government set out by the U.S. capitalist structure. This passage from the Reorganisation Act states that it was, ‘An act to conserve and develop Indian lands and resources; to extend to Indians the right to form business and other organisations; to establish a credit system for Indians; to grant certain rights of home rule to Indians; to provide for vocational education for Indians; and for other purposes.’ How aware Lawrence was of the specific difficulties faced by Indians when he created this painting is impossible to know. It is, however, fair to assume that he would have been aware of the public outcries regarding the treatment of Indian people, and he would have been aware of the appointment of Dillon Meyer, the former head of the Japanese-American relocation centres, to the commissioner of the Bureau of Indian Affairs.[footnoteRef:73]  [71:  Griffiths, Sacagawea Shoshone Guide, p. 14.]  [72:  Hope Benedict, Lemhi County (Chicago: Arcadia, 2006), p. 8.]  [73:  Laurence Armand French, Legislating Indian Country Significant Milestones in Transforming Tribalism (New York: Peter Lang, 2007), p.p. 83, 92, 103.] 

There are indications, however, that Lawrence did not know much about Indian history or culture in general from his depictions of Indians and Indian dress. Lawrence has depicted three distinct tribes in the three panels being discussed, the Mohawk, the Shoshoni, and the Shawnee; however, they are all dressed in the same style with feather headdresses. The Shoshoni headdresses are more elaborate than that of the other two tribes depicted, but all three are still identifiable as Indians by the same stereotypical use of feathers. Lawrence may have portrayed these three distinct nations in this way to imply the homogenisation of multiple diverse tribes into a Hollywood-style generic Indian archetype. However, it is more likely that Lawrence himself relied on this archetype to depict the Indians in his paintings, as his knowledge of Indian culture had been distorted by decades of misinformation and anti-Indian propaganda. Lawrence was operating from a position of hindsight; he may not have been an expert on Federal policy regarding Indians but, he was all too aware of the fate that was to befall the North American Indians in the decades following the expedition. It is from this position that Lawrence portrays in the faces of the Lemhi Shoshone the increasing loss of what was once recognisable and familiar to them.  

The Political Tightrope

A 1957 article in the Negro History Bulletin, discusses Lawrence’s propensity for painting distorted figures, ‘His figures are generally distorted and grotesque and are developed in gigantic elongated proportions which suggest deep emotional unrest within the painter.’ The article uses Lawrence’s stay at Hillside Mental Hospital as evidence for the claim that he was mentally disturbed.[footnoteRef:74] However, this argument seems somewhat flawed; Lawrence was treated for an uncomplicated bout of depression while in hospital. Many people suffer from depression or some form of mental illness, to claim that all of Lawrence’s work was significantly influenced by a mental imbalance is a misunderstanding that has led to certain aspects of his work being overlooked. Lawrence was not distorting the figures in his paintings as a representation of inner turmoil but rather as a representation of the disfigured society in which he lived. The tightrope Lawrence had to walk is highlighted in a 1944 article from The Bulletin of the Museum of Modern Art. This article is written about Lawrence’s Coastguard and Migration of the Negro series. Full of praise and admiration for Lawrence’s gritty depiction of the hardships faced by African Americans migrating north, the article also states, ‘his pictorial statements are quiet, even-tempered, non-inflammatory. His pictures do not mount a soap-box or preach a sermon.’[footnoteRef:75] The message is clear. As far as the art world was concerned, Lawrence could depict the harsh realities of life but any hint at a wider political message attributing blame, responsibility, or a potential solution, would not be tolerated. In a statement from 1940 regarding his Toussaint L’Ouverture series Lawrence wrote, ‘I’m not a politician. I’m an artist, just trying to do my part to bring this thing [revolution] about’.[footnoteRef:76] Lawrence may not have been a politician, but he was certainly politically minded.  [74:  Milton M. James, 'Jacob Lawrence', Negro History Bulletin, 21 (1957), p. 18.]  [75:  The Museum of Modern Art, 'Jacob Lawrence', The Bulletin of the Museum of Modern Art, 12 (1944), p. 11.]  [76:  Patricia Hills, 'Jacob Lawrence's Expressive Cubism', in Jacob Lawrence American Painter, ed. by Ellen Harkins Wheat (Seattle: 1986, 1986), p. 16.] 

It can be seen in these three quotes how a young artist, who wanted to bring about political change and planned to use his paintings to do so, had to disguise political messages within his work to avoid having it rejected by the wider art world. His hospitalisation for depression then saw his work misunderstood by critics who insisted his abstract designs were the product of a disturbed mind. To relate this to his representation of Sacagawea and the two other Indians in the painting, Lawrence could not have painted a scene of Indians being driven from their lands by whites; he had to be subtle and make his point by using indirection. 
Conclusion

[bookmark: _Hlk99616986]Lawrence knew that the art world of the mid-20th century would not respond favourably to any inclusion of political messages, especially racially motivated ones, within his work. The purpose of analysing this panel was to discover what, if any, political messages Lawrence included within it. In analysing why Lawrence played with perspective and why he portrayed this scene in such a melancholy manner, a political message has been drawn out. Here, Lawrence has criticised the removal of land from the Indian population. In using Sacagawea, a character associated with Indian compliance with American expansionism, Lawrence has subverted this idea with his clever use of distorted figures and meaningful facial expressions. Lawrence was no expert on Indian history, his research would have been manipulated by the mythmaking of Dye and Hebard, and he was influenced by the classic Indian stereotype, as was the rest of society. What is evident, however, is that Lawrence’s natural empathy enabled him to create a new representation of Sacagawea from the existing narrative. In this painting, there is not the same stereotypical Sacagawea as so often depicted. In Lawrence’s work, she is a real person, with a real past, and an uncertain future. He has not hidden the pain on her face behind a false smile or a look of steely determination to help the Americans conquer the native land, an act for which so many white Americans celebrate her. Lawrence’s Sacagawea is a desperate and mournful character; he has not disguised this for the sake of his audience’s comfort.
Lawrence’s depiction of Sacagawea calls into question the wider historiography surrounding Indian women. How and why Indian women have been misrepresented by scholars, authors, and politicians is a neglected area of research and an important area for further scholarship. As a well-known figure Sacagawea performs the role of gateway into the overlooked world of native women. 



Chapter Three: Listen, Father! The Americans have not yet defeated us by land; neither are we sure they have done so by water—we therefore wish to remain here and fight our enemy . . . —Tecumseh to the British, Tippecanoe, 1811
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Description automatically generated]Fig 5: Jacob Lawrence, Panel 21, Listen, Father! The Americans have not yet defeated us by land; neither are we sure they have done so by water—we therefore wish to remain here and fight our enemy . . .—Tecumseh to the British, Tippecanoe, 1811, from Struggle: From the History of the American People, 1954–56, egg tempera on hardboard 12 × 15 1/2 in. (30.5 × 39.4 cm).[footnoteRef:77] [77:  Peabody Essex Museum, 2021, JACOB LAWRENCE: THE AMERICAN STRUGGLE Panel 21, https://www.pem.org/jacob-lawrence-the-american-struggle-panels/panel-3 [accessed 09/03/2022].] 

Panel 21 of the Struggle collection, depicts a battle scene from the war of 1812 between allied Indian forces, led by the legendary Shawnee warrior and statesman Tecumseh, and American Forces. It is not entirely clear what battle is depicted in this painting. The title states an address given by Tecumseh after the battle of Tippecanoe, however, Tecumseh was not at that battle; it was Tenskwatawa who was one of the Indian leaders at Tippecanoe. It is more likely that it depicts a scene from the 1813 Battle of the Thames in what is now the Canadian province of Ontario. Tecumseh led his forces in this battle; his warriors were defeated, and he was killed.[footnoteRef:78] Which battle is depicted in this painting is almost unimportant, the confusion of the sources only highlights how Tecumseh has come to be remembered since his death. The 2005 book Tecumseh’s Bones, written by Guy St-Denis, shows the tangled web of stories, legends, half-truths, and outright lies that have all made it into the Tecumseh mythology.[footnoteRef:79] It is not difficult to see how two famous battles just two years apart led by brothers fighting for a common cause could be confused. This chapter describes the lives of Tecumseh Lawrence and some of the ways in which they were similar.   [78:  John Sugden, Tecumseh A Life (New York: Henry Holt & Co, 2013), p.p. 226, 233.]  [79:  Guy St-Denis, Tecumseh’s Bones (Montreal: McGill-Queens University Press, 2005).] 


‘A Great Water’

The figures in the painting are posed at strange angles, this makes it difficult to ascertain from what vantage point the audience is viewing the scene. The Indian fighters, with their reddish-brown complexions, comprise the background, with the blue and white of the American military uniforms in the foreground. This technique gives the impression of water washing over a landscape. Lawrence could have been inspired by a speech given by Tecumseh regarding the incursion of white settlers into Ohio. In this indirect quote from an 1816 history of the war of 1812, Tecumseh is reported to have said, ‘The policy which the United States pursued, of purchasing lands from the Indians, he viewed as a mighty water, ready to overflow his people, and that the confederacy which he was forming among the tribes, to prevent any individual tribe from selling without the consent of the others, was the dam he was erecting to resist this mighty water.’[footnoteRef:80] This quote also appears an 1841 biography of Tecumseh and his brother, Tenskwatawa.[footnoteRef:81] The vantage point of this painting is then, arguably, a birds-eye view as the audience watches the great water crash down onto the people below. This can be seen in the facial expressions of the individual figures. The three Americans representing water have vacant uncaring demeanours, as water acts unconsciously not caring what it washes away in its path, so too the American expansionists. The expressions on the faces of the Indians, however, are full of horror as Lawrence has portrayed them as desperate drowning men fighting for breath.  [80:  Robert Breckinridge McAfee, History of the Late War in the Western Country (Bedford: Applewood's Books, 1816), p.p. 25, 26.]  [81:  Benjamin Drake, Life of Tecumseh and of His Brother the Prophet (Cincinnati: E. Morgan & Co, 1841), p. 129.] 


Tecumseh as Legend

Tecumseh was an unusual figure in that he achieved the status of ‘legend’ during his lifetime, and his reputation has not dwindled in the two centuries following his death.[footnoteRef:82] Tecumseh and his legacy represent different things to different people. To Indians, he symbolizes a general who established a confederacy of disparate tribes to fight back against rampaging Americans. Canadians view Tecumseh as a saviour of their country from American expansionism. Americans viewed Tecumseh and Tenskwatawa as formidable enemies.[footnoteRef:83] In a letter to the secretary of war, William Henry Harrison described Tecumseh as, ‘one of those uncommon geniuses which spring up occasionally to produce revolutions and overturn the established order of things.’[footnoteRef:84] This quote not only shows Harrison’s lack of understanding of Tecumseh, Tenskwatawa and the Shawnee people, it demonstrates how Tecumseh, and his ambitions, have been misinterpreted ever since. John Sugden points out in his 2013 biography of Tecumseh that an enormous amount of literature exists, but very little is of any historical value. The mythology surrounding Tecumseh and his brother Tenskwatawa is varied but follows the same general trope. The brothers set out to form a confederacy of native tribes, with Tenskwatawa as the spiritual force behind the movement and Tecumseh as the military force. Using his brother’s spiritual status and his own intelligence, strength, and determination Tecumseh set out to unite the warring tribes to fight the Americans alongside the British. What is considered unique in this situation is that it had never been attempted before, and Tecumseh was the only Indian brave and intelligent enough to attempt such a feat.[footnoteRef:85] Harrison described Tecumseh as an ‘uncommon genius’ because he likely did not know of the history of the Shawnee people and the traditional world into which Tecumseh had been born.  [82:  YouTube, 2015, Tracy Derks, Tecumseh: The Uncommon Genius,
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=see_1N1NTEU&t=587s [accessed 28/03/22].]  [83:  Sugden, Tecumseh A Life, p. ix.]  [84:  Stephen Warren, The Worlds the Shawnees made Migration and Violence in Early America (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2014), p. 17.]  [85:  YouTube, 2014, Gregory Evans Dowd, The Tecumseh Legend as History,
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FBS_ZmvFZDQ  [accessed 28/03/22].] 


Tecumseh and his Shawnee Heritage 

Tecumseh was the fourth of eleven children born to his parents in March 1768; his name translates as Shooting Star or Blazing Comet. As his brother Tenskwatawa was one of triplets, one of whom died at birth, Tecumseh is often mistakenly referred to as his twin. The triplets, however, were the last of the children as their father was killed in battle before they were born.[footnoteRef:86] Born as a member of the Kispoko or Kishpoko division of the Shawnee and raised among Creeks, Tecumseh was not unusual.[footnoteRef:87] The Shawnee were known as ‘the greatest travellers in America’; they traversed great distances across North America and lived amongst other tribes. The Shawnees baffled 18th-century colonists as they continue to baffle scholars today. The Shawnees are comprised of five distinct groups, who share a common language and culture, but who are separated geographically and politically. No one can tell exactly how or when the Shawnee originated; it is generally agreed that they come from the Ohio valley region amongst people known as the ‘Fort Ancient Cultures’. Like the Mohawk, the Shawnee had war chiefs called Neenawtooma, and peace chiefs known as a Hokima, both of these chiefs had a female counterpart. From the 16th century onwards, the Shawnee, like other inland tribes, faced terrifying and new forms of warfare in the wake of European incursions into the Americas. They were almost powerless to defend themselves from their eastern neighbours, like the Iroquois and Haudenosaunee, who were often supplied with firearms by their Dutch and English trading partners. This destruction is likely the cause of the Shawnee diaspora, they divided and fled for safety in a considered and intentional survival strategy; consequently, Shawnees existed in a perpetual state of migration with well-organised and carefully planned relocations. Shawnees always prepared for their journeys meticulously and sought the permission of the tribe or colony whose territory they were planning to occupy. Shawnees travelled across the country to visit family, often for ritualistic purposes. It is these ritual travels that kept the Shawnee sense of identity thriving after other Ohioan groups had assimilated into various Indian communities. Sami Lakomaki describes the Shawnee way of viewing the world as, ‘they thus learned to conceptualise the vast lands surrounding and separating them not as an insurmountable wilderness, but as a ‘kinscape’. With their traditional enemies, such as the Iroquoian nation, forming alliances with Europeans, smaller, less powerful groups like the Shawnee had to rely increasingly on forming new alliances. All divisions and sub-divisions of the Shawnee, independently from one another, sought alliances with Indians, Europeans, and refugee groups wherever they travelled.[footnoteRef:88] Constant migration and alliance forming instilled in Shawnee culture a great skill for diplomacy and negotiation.[footnoteRef:89] It is into this culture of migration and diplomacy that Tecumseh was born; he was primed for a role as a great diplomat and general by the generations who had gone before him, honing these skills and passing them on. Tecumseh was also not the only individual trying to unite disparate tribes; men like Thayendanegea known as Joseph Brant of the Mohawk and, Hoboi-Hili-Miko known as Alexander McGillivray of the Creek, had attempted to create similar organisations.[footnoteRef:90] The confederacies of these and other Indians are mentioned in a 1922 article, however, the credit for the inspiration to create such alliances was attributed to the British; this article even goes as far as claiming that all of Tecumseh’s actions and speeches between 1807 and 1813 had been dictated by the British.[footnoteRef:91] Like many extraordinary individuals, Tecumseh’s life and achievements have been seized upon by those who wish to use them for their own purposes, in what Richard White terms ‘cultural cannibalism’.[footnoteRef:92] This idea of cultural cannibalism is closely related to the notion of cultural appropriation. The selecting of individual elements of another culture for purposes not related to or beneficial to that culture without regard for the wider context from which those individual elements originated. As has already been discussed in the ‘Tecumseh as Legend’ section, Tecumseh is celebrated as a hero when removed from his Shawnee heritage and called an uncommon genius by those who would use him for their own purposes. His legendary status does little to benefit his Shawnee heritage as his placement on a pedestal detracts from the traditional Shawnee culture to which he belonged.    [86:  Elmore Barce, 'Tecumseh's Confederacy', Indiana Magazine of History, 12 (1916), p. 167.]  [87:  Sugden, Tecumseh A Life, p.p. ix, 22,23.]  [88:  Sami Lakomaki, Gathering Together the Shawnee People through Diaspora and Nationhood, 1600-1870 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2014), p.p. 13, 18, 26, 27, 30, 33, 34.]  [89:  YouTube, Tracy Derks, Tecumseh,
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=see_1N1NTEU&t=587s [accessed 07/01/22].]  [90:  Sugden, Tecumseh A Life, p. 9.]  [91:  Whicker, 'Tecumseh and Pushmataha', p. 316.]  [92:  White, The Middle Ground, p. 519.] 

It is this cultural cannibalism and the subsequent mythology of Tecumseh with which Lawrence would have been familiar. His last stand at the battle of the Thames had been romanticised for decades, with Tecumseh cast as the fallen hero and supposed British ally, Henry Procter, as the villain who abandoned Tecumseh and his men to their fate. Once dead, the Americans seized upon the reputation of their powerful foe; the heroism of Tecumseh made their victory all the greater.[footnoteRef:93]  [93:  White, The Middle Ground, p.p. 518, 519.
] 


Lawrence’s Use of Colour

Lawrence’s reputation somewhat mirrored that of Tecumseh; his talents too were seized upon by white Americans, and he was celebrated as ‘the nation’s number one negro painter’. Lawrence carefully followed all media coverage of his career and was upset by this description. To Lawrence, it insinuated that he was considered a good artist for a black person. He had good reason to be affected by this condescending attitude found in the art world. Lawrence’s pre-war work was often referred to as primitive or child-like; he was usually typified as a ‘negro’ artist. With the creation of his Coastguard series, the critics remarked on Lawrence’s new maturity of style. This new sophistication was linked to his enhanced palette; an article in Art Digest stated, ‘his color is richer, more subtle and has a greater range of luminosity. A few of the designs retain a certain primitive quality, but more of them are complex, sophisticated, and on the verge of abstract.’ Lawrence’s use of a varied palette saw how he was described by the critics change from ‘negro artist’ to ‘modern artist’. Although this was a positive step in Lawrence’s career, it highlights one of the many barriers that African American artists had to overcome. A white artist using a bright palette mostly comprised of the primary colours that typified Lawrence’s early works, would not have been described as primitive. African American artists were stereotypically assumed to prefer ‘gaudy’ colours; Lawrence’s incorporation of earthy and darker tones is what caused the critics to describe him as mature. The art world was not even subtle in its prejudice, the belief that bright primary colours were child-like and therefore associated with African Americans and that darker, more subtle colours were mature and, therefore, associated with whites was openly discussed. As an artist who carefully followed the media coverage of his career, Lawrence would have been all too aware of this prejudice.[footnoteRef:94]  [94:  Ott, 'Battle Station MoMA, p.p. 79, 81, 82.] 

It is important to understand this attitude towards colour use in the first half of the 20th century when trying to know what all three paintings discussed in this paper represent when viewed as part of the entire collection. The three panels are all brightly coloured and reminiscent of Lawrence’s pre-war works; of the twenty-nine panels available to view, most are earthy and dark in tone some with bright splashes of red or blue, two are completely black and white, several panels are bright with yellow which is golden and warm rather than a bright primary yellow, only panel sixteen is comparable in brightness to the three Indian panels. However, it still lacks the same range of colour. The three Indian panels, however, differ substantially from this; their bright, rich tones are dominant with the earthy subdued colours clearly side-lined. Why did Lawrence make just these three panels so bright compared to the rest of the collection? There are two potential answers; firstly, Lawrence may have been using indirection and subversion to make a political statement: by using the art world’s own prejudices regarding the use of colour. Lawrence has used bright primary colours when depicting Indians to indicate the justification for the destruction and genocide of the Indian people and their culture. Indians, and their way of life, were often described as primitive and their integration into an advanced Christian culture was necessary for their future welfare.[footnoteRef:95] The primary colour palette calls out this sense of justification of a ‘superior’ society destroying an ’inferior’ society. Another possible answer is that Lawrence himself was just as susceptible to the idea that Indians were an ‘inferior’ people with an ‘inferior’ culture and, therefore, painted them in primary colours to illustrate this belief. Regardless of which answer is potentially or partially correct, the paintings make it possible to see the problems faced by Indian peoples in Lawrence’s day. Whatever reason Lawrence had for choosing to paint Indians with his ‘primitive’ colour palette, the fact that he felt the need whether consciously or subconsciously, to do so indicates the contempt with which Indian people and their culture were viewed in the early 20th century.  [95:  French, Legislating Indian Country, p. 102.] 

The description of Tecumseh as an ‘uncommon genius’ may have struck a chord with Lawrence’s artistic reputation. This statement from Lawrence comes from a 1969 symposium discussing the future of black art. Lawrence describes his views of how black people are included in white society, ‘none of us wants to be accepted as “the one and only” or “one of the few”, none of us appreciates the idea of “we’ll accept you and this is it”. [footnoteRef:96] Lawrence had been treated this way, in being referred to as ‘America’s number one negro painter’. His work was being increasingly displayed in typically white exhibitions during the 1950s, such as the Boston Institute for Modern Art, the Brooklyn Museum, the New Jersey State Museum, and the Baltimore Museum of Art, to name but a few. Lawrence’s work was circulated more widely and earlier throughout the white art world than any other black artist; he would have known that being respected by mainstream white society could be a double-edged sword.[footnoteRef:97]  [96:  Romare Bearden, Sam Gilliam Jr., Richard Hunt, Jacob Lawrence, Tom Lloyd, William Williams, and Hale Woodruff, 'The Black Artist in America: A Symposium', The Metropolitan Museum of Art Bulletin, 27 (1969) p. 246.]  [97:  Ott, 'Battle Station MoMA, p. 82.] 




Lawrence’s Coastguard Service

Lawrence’s time in the coastguard offers an interesting area for comparison between him and Tecumseh. Both men had been in military service, but their experiences were somewhat opposite. Tecumseh had been born into a war; his father and two older brothers were all killed in separate battles. He had been primed from childhood to fight, he had lived through brutal turmoil and seen horrendous acts of violence; his entire life had been one of warfare and preparation for warfare.[footnoteRef:98] Lawrence, however, despite growing up with stories of the cruelty of Jim Crow laws and the difficulties faced by the black community, not only in terms of racism but also the depression, experienced a more peaceful childhood. His mother, who had little interest in the arts, had wanted him to go into the civil service. Lawrence, however, chose to become an artist; he had not expected to be conscripted into the coastguard.[footnoteRef:99] [98:  Sugden, Tecumseh A Life, p. 24.]  [99:  Harkins Wheat, Jacob Lawrence American Painter, 31.] 

What sets the military careers of both men apart is what they were fighting for. Nell Irvin Painter in, Creating Black People, creates a vivid picture of just what black American servicemen and women suffered during their WWII military service. Before America entered the war, black Americans drew comparisons between German fascism and American white supremacy. They questioned their role in the war, as black Americans, they could not see much difference between the Nazi regime in Europe and the Jim Crow regime in the southern United States. This feeling among black communities in the 1940s, is summed up by Langston Hughes, ‘You tell me that Hitler is a mighty bad man, he must have took lessons from the Ku Klux Klan’. Tensions boiled over into full riots that broke out in Detroit and New York. Upon America’s entry into the war, the Navy only admitted African Americans into service as servants; in the Army, black service people were subjected to squalid living conditions and given only the most menial of tasks. Even as the war progressed and more opportunities opened up for black service people, they generally found themselves in support roles and rarely saw combat. Black officers were not commissioned until 1944; de-segregation in the armed forces was not implemented until the end of the war and did not come to fruition until the 1960s.[footnoteRef:100] Black service people could not fully reconcile the idea that they were fighting for freedom from oppression when it was their overwhelming experience of American life. Whereas for Tecumseh, along with the Shawnee and their Indian allies, fighting seemed the only possible chance for freedom.  [100:  Painter, Creating Black Americans, p.p. 220, 221, 222, 224, 225, 228.] 

Lawrence’s experience of military service eventually differed from that of most black servicemen and women. Conscripted on October 20th, 1943, he was given the rank of stewards’ mate. Lawrence’s initial experience was unpleasant; stationed in Florida, his duties were servicing the quarters of the white officers and, along with the other black stewards’ mates, was confined to living quarters in the attic. His talent, however, saw him given special treatment, and his commanding officer, J. S. Rosenthal, gave him space from his own quarters in which he could continue painting. Lawrence’s first ship assignment was again under the command of a sympathetic superior officer. Lieutenant Commander Carleton Skinner had initiated integration within the armed forces by commanding the first de-segregated vessel, the USS Sea Cloud. Skinner’s experiment in integration was deemed a success, with the fully integrated crew sharing all duties fairly, which earnt the vessel an AA rating.[footnoteRef:101] By the end of the war, there were two-hundred integrated vessels.[footnoteRef:102] Skinner also encouraged Lawrence to continue painting during the eight months he served aboard the ship. Lawrence’s first commanding officer, Captain Rosenthal, then requested Lawrence as his official combat artist, a role he performed aboard the USS General Wilds P. Richardson. Aboard this ship, Lawrence travelled to England, Italy, Egypt, and India before being discharged in December 1945 after sixteen months of service.[footnoteRef:103] [101:  Harkins Wheat, Jacob Lawrence American Painter, p.p. 69, 70.]  [102:  Ott, 'Battle Station MoMA, p. 62.]  [103:  Harkins Wheat, Jacob Lawrence American Painter, p. 71.] 




A Comparison of Lawrence’s Coastguard and Struggle Collections

As discussed previously, Lawrence’s coastguard paintings marked a turning point in his career and his reception. His time in the coastguard was markedly different form that of many other black Americans and a feeling of optimism springs from his work. In this painting titled Recreation, Lawrence has shown black and white servicemen engaged in sociable pastimes. Playing cards, chequers, and listening to music, the overall feeling from this image is one of happy, calm, and simple enjoyment. It is inappropriate, however, to attribute a sense of optimism to the entire Coastguard series as over half of it has gone missing. However, from the paintings that are available, only one titled Prayer, lacks any sense of hope for the future, the rest all instil a sense of quiet and amicable cooperation and mutual respect. The Struggle collection, however, has an overwhelming sense of violence, sadness, and relentless horror. The optimism found in Lawrence’s 1940s work was absent from his 1950s work. Had he become less optimistic in the span of a decade? To answer this question Lawrence’s empathetic nature must again be used. Lawrence’s experience of life in the military was generally positive, with two supportive captains, serving on the first integrated ship, and an appreciation of his work all combining to instil within him a sense of optimism. This optimism comes through in his work, and especially with the racial integration of the SS Sea Cloud being deemed a success, Lawrence had every reason to feel optimistic. People with empathetic natures, however, often feel the suffering of others more acutely that they experience their own suffering. Lawrence’s research into the history of the United States would have turned up war, racism, and genocide. Along with the continued racial discrimination faced by African Americans after the war, there was little room for hope and optimism in his Struggle collection. 
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Fig 6: Jacob Lawrence, Recreation (1944).[footnoteRef:104] [104:  Artnet, 2021, A Cache of Photos from an Early MoMA Exhibition Offers New Clues About a Group of Lost Jacob Lawrence Paintings, 
https://news.artnet.com/market/early-moma-exhibition-jacob-lawrence-paintings-1954313 [accessed 20/03/22].] 
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Fig 7: Jacob Lawrence, Prayer (1944).[footnoteRef:105] [105:  Artnet, 2021, A Cache of Photos from an Early MoMA Exhibition Offers New Clues About a Group of Lost Jacob Lawrence Paintings, 
https://news.artnet.com/market/early-moma-exhibition-jacob-lawrence-paintings-1954313 [accessed 20/03/22].
] 

Conclusion

In trying to decipher any political messages within Lawrence’s depiction of Tecumseh an overarching narrative has been revealed. Lawrence’s use of a bright primary colour palette across all three panels has betrayed a subliminal message which casts Indian people and their cultural legacy as ‘primitive’. As an artist who had his work described as ‘primitive’ because of his race rather than because of its content, Lawrence could have related to the pain that such remarks could cause.
The historical narrative in this chapter highlights many issues regarding cultural appropriation. It has been shown that Tecumseh is generally only respected by mainstream society when removed from his position as a Shawnee. His position in American mythology as a hero and an ‘uncommon genius’ only serves to distract from his real accomplishments and those of the Shawnee. The parallels between the reputations of Tecumseh and Lawrence as the nations ‘number one negro artist’ serve to highlight what Lawrence meant when he stated that ‘none of us wants to be accepted as “the one and only” or “one of the few”. 



Conclusion
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Fig 8: Jacob Lawrence, Celebration of Heritage, 1992, Lithograph, 30" x 22 1/4" paper size.[footnoteRef:106] [106:  Seattle Office of Arts and Culture, 1995, Celebration of Heritage,
https://seattlearts.emuseum.com/objects/7/celebration-of-heritage [accessed 30/03/22].] 




This painting is titled Celebration of Heritage and Lawrence painted it in 1992, nearly forty years after his Struggle collection. It is the only other painting, as far as I am aware, of Indians painted by Lawrence. It provides an interesting point of comparison with the three panels analysed in this dissertation as well an area for future research. The three Struggle panels display stereotypical images of Indians which are instantly recognisable; this painting, however, is far more subtle. The overall scene is softer, the lines of the images are curved and gently jagged, there is no harshness in the image. The colours, however, are the same with the reds, blues, browns, and yellows but they are softer tones and do not have the same intensity. It would be interesting to chart the career and life of Lawrence between the creation of his Struggle collection and the creation of the Celebration of Heritage to ascertain how and why this evolution in style took place. 
The purpose of this dissertation has been to analyse three of Lawrence’s paintings and discover any political messages sublimated within them. To do this, historical and historiographical narratives of each of the paintings have been examined as well as a historical narrative of Lawrence’s life and motivations. 
The historical narratives discussed have shown the amalgamation between Indian and Euro-American cultures that took place in the aftermath of European incursions into the Americas. Furthermore, the destruction of these new cultural identities in the wake of relentless Euro-American immigration into Indian territory. This pattern then echoes into the 20th century for African Americans as they tried to forge a new cultural identity for themselves after the abolition of slavery only to suffer under the Jim Crow laws in the south and racial discrimination in the north. Lawrence’s representation of the Boston Tea Party, in which the figures are locked in a perpetual struggle, could also be attributed to the struggle faced by 20th century black Americans, and their struggle with white supremacists. 
In the study of Sacagawea, her legacy as a woman without her own voice onto which others have imposed their own meaning resonates not only with indigenous women but all women. Her presence among the explorers of the Lewis and Clark expedition has been used as justification for American expansionism with no regard to the fact that the opinions of an Indian teenage girl would have meant nothing on the political stage of the 19th century, and she could not have possibly been aware of the implications of the expedition and her role within it. Tecumseh could be seen as a male counterpart to Sacagawea in this sense, although more historical information is known of him, and his words and actions have been better recorded; he is still a figure onto which others have imposed their own meaning. The sheer amount of mythology that surrounds these two people is staggering and will probably never be fully unravelled. Lawrence too fell victim to the impressions of other in being labelled ‘primitive’ and Americas ‘number one negro painter’, both descriptions he did not appreciate.
Overall, the narrative that has come through in all chapters is one of disrespect. The characters of Sacagawea and Tecumseh only being respected as individuals when removed from their proper historical and social context and made to serve the purposes of white Euro-Americans. Moreover, this is seen in Lawrence’s work as he could not gain respect as a black artist who included political ideas within his work, he was compelled to disguise his true meanings.
Furthermore, the political messages that have been revealed in the three panels show how Indians were viewed as a homogenous group, recognisable by stereotypical feather headdresses rather than as individual nations with their own dress and cultural practices. In the depiction of the Boston Tea Party Lawrence disguised his political sentiments within the disguises worn by the tea partiers. In his depiction of Sacagawea, he took a well-known scene of family reunion and used it to condemn the destruction of the Indian way of life. In his depiction of Tecumseh, he shows the analogy of ‘a great water’ crashing down in a wave of indifferent destruction. By using three iconic myths from American history, Lawrence was able to convey deep criticism of the treatment of Indian peoples by white Americans in a way that would not offend their sensibilities. Lawrence effectively culturally appropriated what had already been culturally appropriated and polarised its meaning to represent those from which it was originally taken. 
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