
“A Few Hundred People
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with 75 Million!”

The Cherokee Advocate and the
Inevitability of Allotment
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The General Allotment Act, or Dawes Act, of 1887
represented the federal government’s attempt to open additional
American Indian land for Euroamerican settlement. Reformers be-
lieved that such legislation would help assimilate and “civilize”
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American Indians by transforming them into individual landown-
ers and American citizens. Although the Dawes Act did not apply to
the Five Tribes, Congress created the Dawes Commission in 1893 to
negotiate the allotment of their lands. Many Westerners supported
this policy as the allotment of tribal holdings would create surplus
lands that the government could open for white settlement. Re-
formers, who generally voiced their support of the American Indian,
also tended to encourage the allotment of Indian tribes’ lands in or-
der to speed up the process of assimilation.1

The Cherokees resisted coming to an agreement with the Dawes
Commission longer than any of the other Five Tribes, even as the
Tribal Council recognized the need for eventual allotment and
sought to carry out the policy on its own terms.2 Although the tribe’s
leaders grew more accepting of allotment, not until the passage of
the Curtis Act of 1898 did the Cherokees come under significant
pressure to reach an agreement with the government. Many Chero-
kees recognized that the Curtis Act served as a manufactured
threat to force the Nation to accept allotments, but the leaders in-
creasingly counseled cooperation with the federal government.3 As
the official mouthpiece of the Cherokee government, the Cherokee
Advocate, a bilingual newspaper, defended allotment and the
Dawes Commission, particularly after the closing months of 1901.
The newspaper’s editors tried to identify common ground with its
readers to convince them of the need to accept land in severalty.4

During the period 1898–1906 the Advocate’s editors included
William Loeser, George Butler, and Wiley Melton. They argued that
resistance to allotment accomplished nothing while cooperation
prevented the Cherokees from completely losing their lands. Along
with its resignation to allotment, the Advocate advised its readers
to retain their lands by refusing to sell them to Euroamerican spec-
ulators. The Advocate trusted the Dawes Commission, even as it re-
mained opposed to immediate statehood. Although the newspaper
urged Cherokees to accept allotment, most of its editorials specifi-
cally targeted the culturally conservative members of the commu-
nity. These “fullbloods” generally opposed allotment and resisted
the Dawes Commission’s efforts to enroll all the members of the
Cherokee Nation.5

The Cherokee Advocate was active in the allotment debate from
the end of the nineteenth century through the dissolution of the
Tribal Council in 1906. Once the Cherokee Tribal Council ceased to
exist, the Advocate halted its publication as it no longer had govern-
mental backing. Each issue of the Cherokee Advocate contained
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both English and Cherokee sections. The Cherokee portion pro-
vided translations of articles from the paper’s previous English edi-
tion. Its status as the political mouthpiece for particular Cherokee
leaders did not represent an unusual practice at the turn of the
twentieth century.6 Many newspaper editors from across the United
States openly affiliated themselves with political parties even as a
growing majority of editors took independent stances. Yet even par-
tisan leanings did not lead to a strict adherence to a party line. Re-
gional interests allowed partisan papers to express opinions diver-
gent from their respective political parties.

In the case of the Cherokee Advocate, the newspaper remained
directly connected to the Tribal Council, and, as a result, it lacked
the same opportunity for editorial independence. Consequently, the
analysis of the Advocate requires a consideration of the way in
which the paper reflected the efforts of the tribe’sleaders to commu-
nicate with their Nation. They used the publication to convince the
people to acquiesce to allotment as the only means of averting the
destructive impact of the Curtis Act. These goals explained the edi-
tors’ determination to place the newspaper in the hands of all tribe
members. In short, the editors saw their task as helping the Chero-
kee “to accept the situation and prepare to live under the white
man’s government.”7

The rejection of allotment by culturally conservative Cherokees
connected with their historical distrust for the “mixed bloods” of
their Nation, as evidenced by the origins of the Keetoowah Society.
Conservative Cherokees founded the organization in 1859 to pre-
serve their religious practices and beliefs and to counteract the se-
cessionist efforts of the “mixed bloods.” In part, during the Civil War
the Keetoowah sided with the Union to uphold the existing treaties
of 1828, 1833, and 1835 between the federal government and the
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Cherokee Nation. The desire to maintain existing treaties shaped
Keetoowah members’ response to allotment at the turn of the twen-
tieth century. Advocates for the Keetoowah explained that mem-
bers viewed their treaties as sacred and inviolable and drew paral-
lels to how Euroamericans viewed the United States Constitution.8

In a resolution passed in November 1900 the Keetoowah objected
to the distribution of tribal lands to those who were not the “true
owners” of the Cherokee Nation. The resolution contended that in-
termarried whites and the freedmen possessed civil and political
rights, but “they ha[d] no right or title whatever to the lands or
other common property of the Cherokees and they w[ould] never be
entitled to participate in a final division of the same.” The
Keetoowah challenged the propriety of allotment by noting that ex-
isting treaties and the Cherokee Constitution defined the Cherokee
Nation as common property, thereby precluding the possibility of
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any land cessions. Finally, the resolution contained an appeal to the
federal government urging it to protect and preserve the rights of
the Cherokees and repair the damage caused by “unconstitutional
laws.” This plea demonstrated the faith that conservative Chero-
kees still retained in regards to the American government, but the
resolution concluded by explaining that the Keetoowah would not
accept their enrollment by the Dawes Commission except under
protest.9

The inability of the Keetoowah to halt the negotiation of a new
agreement between the federal government and the Cherokee Na-
tion prompted members to resist enrollment by hiding in the moun-
tains. The government responded by issuing warrants for some of
the Cherokees who refused to cooperate with the Dawes Commis-
sion, leading to the imprisonment of members of the Keetoowah So-
ciety. The government relied upon informants to procure the names
of holdouts in order to enroll them without their knowledge or con-
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The offices of the Cherokee Advocate were housed in this building in Tahlequah
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sent. Although the Keetoowah eventually fractionalized over the is-
sue of allotment, the majority remained committed opponents of
the policy. Consequently, the editors of the Cherokee Advocate
needed to allay the suspicions of the “fullbloods” in order to promote
the acceptance of allotment.10

In order to convince the “fullbloods” of the need for allotment, the
Advocate attempted to create a sense of solidarity with readers who
hesitated to endorse the dissolution of tribal lands. Despite its cri-
tique of resistance to allotment, the Advocate defended the Kee-
toowah in an attempt to win their support. Describing the
Keetoowas as a social organization that provided mutual protec-
tion, the publication denied that the group’s members murdered
those who accepted their allotments. Criticizing reporters who
wrote negative stories about the Keetoowah, the newspaper’s edi-
tors explained that members did not care whether or not their
neighbors filed their paperwork with the Dawes Commission. In-
stead, the Keetoowah merely wanted their views on allotment given
equal respect. The editors thereby demonstrated sympathy for the
Keetoowah in order to try to gain their trust.11

The Advocate repeatedly mentioned its preference for retaining
a tribal government and, simultaneously, emphasized its patriotism
for the Cherokee Nation. The paper explained that once the Tribal
Council halted work in 1906, the joy that the Nation had experi-
enced by having its own government would remain but a memory.
Consequently, the editors predicted that the years following the ter-
mination of the Cherokee government would deprive the Cherokees
of their independence and rob them of a source of pride. Yet this re-
stricted sovereignty was not the only difficulty that the Cherokee
Nation would face. The Advocate predicted that thieves and liars
would attempt to cheat “fullblood” Cherokees of their lands by us-
ing “glittering things” to entice them to sign deleterious contracts.12

In making these points, the editors emphasized their concern for
the future of the “fullbloods” and highlighted their support of exist-
ing institutions.

Editorials conceded that requiring the “fullbloods” to abandon
their traditions and values would create hardships and promise a
future that would challenge and “discourage” many tribe members.
The Advocate claimed that Euroamericans never tried to retain
supposedly outdated traditions in order to claim that other popula-
tions had to sacrifice their cultures in the name of “progress.” The
Advocate did not endorse the abandonment of Cherokee traditions
out of a hatred of those values but argued that Cherokees had little
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choice in the matter.13 Yet the editors saw hope in a future when
“happiness will once more knock at our doors.”14 The newspaper
predicted that allotment would have a harmful impact in the short
term but that after a period of years the Cherokees would signifi-
cantly improve their material condition. In arguing that the bene-
fits of allotment would not accrue to them for many years, the Advo-
cate did not echo the reformers who extolled the transformative
benefits of private ownership. Instead, the publication’s editors fo-
cused on the dangers of resistance and the need for the Cherokees
to adapt to a changing world.

The Cherokee Advocate highlighted the inevitability of allotment
in order to convince the “fullbloods” that their resistance would be
fruitless. The newspaper’s editors also concentrated their prose on
the impossibility of expecting the United States to keep its word. In
order to build this argument the Advocate referred to the incipient
creation of an American Empire overseas. They noted that the
United States had broken its promises to the Filipinos and to the
Cubans. In particular, the American presence in Cuba after the
Spanish-American War interested the Advocate. The paper dis-
cussed the debates about whether the United States should retain
Cuba despite the nation’s pledge, in the Teller Amendment, that it
would not seek annexation. The willingness of the U.S. government
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The Dawes Commission and nine Cherokee delegates. Seated, left to right: Commis-
sioners T. B. Needles, Archibald S. McKennon, and Tams Bixby; Delegates R. B.
Ross, Henry Lowrey, Percy Wyly, George Sanders, John E. Gunter, and Wolf Coon.
Of the group standing, Commission Secretary A. L. Aylesworth is third from left; to
the ladies’ left are Delegates W. P. Thompson, W. W. Hastings (legal counsel), Cale
Starr (?), and George Benge (OHS Research Division photo).



to consider abandoning its word provided a lesson for the Advocate’s
readers. The newspaper wanted the Cherokees to understand that
leaders and representatives of the federal government looked upon
the United States’ agreements with the Cherokee Nation as revoca-
ble. Although the “fullbloods” might view treaties as sacred and in-
violable, the United States did not share that interpretation.

Consequently, the Advocate branded as foolish those who
doubted the government’s intention to enforce the Curtis Act of
1898. In addition, the editors noted, the Supreme Court case of Lone
Wolf v. Hitchcock (1903) indicated that nothing would stop Congress
from abrogating its earlier agreements with American Indians. For
these reasons the Advocate defended the Tribal Council’s decision
to negotiate with the federal government.15 Yet the newspaper did
not explore the contradiction in its own argument. If the United
States willingly abrogated its earlier treaties with the Cherokees,
the Nation had little assurance that it would not ignore or overturn
agreements yet to be made. However, this interpretation would not
help the Tribal Council convince the “fullbloods” that allotment pro-
vided the best option. Consequently, the Advocate discussed the cer-
tainty that the United States would violate current treaties rather
than acknowledging the possibility that the government might re-
nege on future agreements.

The Cherokee Advocate furthered its qualified support of allot-
ment by highlighting the futility of resistance. One editorial ex-
claimed, “Don’t you know that a few hundred people can’t do any-
thing with 75 million!”16 These sentiments reflected feelings of res-
ignation. Even if the Cherokees did not see allotment as an advan-
tageous policy, the Nation lacked the power to resist the federal
government. Other editorials specifically mentioned the fate of the
Filipinos following the Philippine War of 1899–1902. If seven mil-
lion Filipinos could not wrest their independence from the United
States, then a few thousand Cherokees faced even bleaker pros-
pects. As the Advocate explained, “The Philippinoes [sic] objected
also but this is all they could do.”17 In other words, the Advocate con-
sidered armed Filipino resistance against the United States as ir-
relevant because it could not change federal policies. Similarly, the
Advocate observed the failure of the Cubans to prevent the United
States from constructing a naval base at Guantanamo Bay. Resis-
tance to the Dawes Commission would only result in humiliation
and possible imprisonment while failing to halt the allotment of
Cherokee lands. Armed resistance could only end in the extermina-
tion of the Cherokee Nation.18
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Because the Advocate’s editors were pessimistic about the feasi-
bility of alternatives to cooperation with the Dawes Commission,
they published many editorials that critiqued potential courses of
action. For example, during the 1890s a number of “fullbloods” con-
sidered moving to Mexico rather than accepting allotment. The
plan appealed to culturally conservative members of many differ-
ent tribes, including the Cherokees. Although claiming to remain
neutral on the issue, the Advocate provided evidence to dissuade in-
dividuals from considering such a move. The paper argued that food
would be much more difficult to grow in Mexico’s hot climate. While
noting the brutality of Mexican soldiers who massacred women and
children, the newspaper neglected to mention instances of Ameri-
can atrocities committed against Native people within the United
States. In addition, the paper explained that relocating to Mexico
would require the Cherokees to learn Spanish. Most importantly,
the paper cast doubts on the assumption that Mexico would permit
the Cherokees to hold the title to land collectively or form tribal
governments. The Advocate thereby demonstrated that “fullbloods”
would derive no benefit from a move to Mexico as all of the sup-
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Inside the Cherokee Advocate printing office, with two printers busily setting type
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posed advantages of the proposal would fail to appear. Lastly, the
Advocate noted that any plan to relocate a portion of the Cherokees
to Mexico would further divide the Cherokee Nation. The scattering
of tribe members would make it more difficult to keep avaricious
Euroamericans from further encroaching on Cherokee lands.19

The Cherokee Advocate explored the intransigence of Euro-
americans by printing numerous stories, editorials, and reprints of
articles that questioned non-Native morality. The publication high-
lighted stories describing the abuses that Euroamerican land spec-
ulators committed against the Cherokees, and the editor even ex-
panded the discussion to suggest that whites occupied their time
scheming new ways to rob American Indians of their land. The
newspaper also challenged two other papers, the Purcell Register
and the Minco Minstrel, to explain what their editors would think if
American Indians squatted on white lands and then demanded that
the government divide the territory. The Advocate also criticized lo-
cal newspapers, including the Muskogee Phoenix and the Vinita
Chieftain, when they disparaged American Indians. One editorial
turned the issue of “civilization” against the Euroamericans by not-
ing that those who denied the abilities and accomplishments of
American Indians must themselves lack “civilization.” The Advo-
cate’s editors also addressed negative press from major cities such
as Philadelphia. In addition, the Advocate charged Euroamerican
newspapers with exaggerating the reports of problems within In-
dian Territory in order to justify further governmental intervention
on the pretext of maintaining law and order while buttressing poli-
cies inimical to Cherokee interests. The paper admitted that in the
future, greedy whites might still find a way to rob the Cherokees of
their allotted lands because many Euroamericans regarded Ameri-
can Indian property as “lawful prey.” The greed of whites required
the Cherokees to turn to the federal government as one of the few
institutions that offered any protection.20

The Cherokee Advocate explained that while allotment might not
provide an ideal solution for the Nation, it still reserved some land
for the Cherokees. Despite the risks, the publication urged the
Cherokees to take their allotments because the failure to do so
would have serious consequences. The Advocate predicted that if
the Cherokees continued their present course, “it would not be long
before all [the land] would be gone.”21 In another editorial the paper
lamented that although “nothing would please [the editors] better
than to be able to hold [Cherokee] lands in common,” the continua-
tion of such an arrangement would lead to the complete alienation
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of tribal holdings.22 The editors explained that if the Cherokee Na-
tion had accepted the division of tribal lands during the 1880s, each
member would have received five hundred acres. Under the pro-
posed allotment, each Cherokee would receive eighty acres; the Ad-
vocate predicted that waiting for another decade would reduce that
portion to twenty acres per tribe member.23 Thus, the newspaper’s
arguments for immediate acceptance of allotment rested upon the
consequences of continued resistance to the policy rather than any
positive attributes of the proposal.

The Advocate argued that the “fullbloods” should embrace allot-
ment for the good of their children. Even if the “fullbloods” had seri-
ous doubts, the Advocate explained that they had an obligation to
accept the policy for their children, who had no choice in the matter.
If the “fullbloods” failed to do so, they would take the blame for de-
stroying the economic future of their children by consigning them to
poverty. The publication also spoke about the wives of tribe mem-
bers, imploring Cherokee men to consider their future well being.
Allotment would provide Cherokee women with a secure retire-
ment after years of hard work. The Advocate claimed that allotment
would give parents sufficient financial resources to send their chil-
dren to college to further their education.24 In short, the paper chal-
lenged “fullbloods” to put the good of their families ahead of their
pride and their own misgivings about allotment. The Advocate built
on the theme of responsibility by speculating that allotment would
most benefit the Cherokees who currently owned the least amount
of property. In addition, the paper claimed that under their present
situation, most Cherokees derived absolutely no benefit from tribal
lands. With allotment, however, each Cherokee would receive a just
amount.25

Beyond encouraging the “fullbloods” to support allotment, the
Advocate also described what Cherokees should do with their land
in order to preserve their economic future. Specifically, the paper
implored its readers to refrain from selling their land because doing
so would bring “poverty and misery” to their families.26 To highlight
the dangers facing the Nation, the Advocate published accounts of
Cherokees who made poor land deals. For example, one story ex-
plained that Mrs. Alex Wolf received less for selling her land than
many neighbors secured for leasing their holdings. The Advocate
cautioned that once the Cherokees sold their allotments, they
would receive no more land, and it would be too late to correct their
mistake. With the allotment of tribal holdings, the Cherokees no
longer had access to public domain lands. The publication urged its
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readers to watch out for the “schemers, grafters, [and] robbers of ev-
ery kind and description,” who sought to steal their lands.27 Last,
the editors provided advice for any Cherokees determined to sell: If
they could wait before selling, they would receive a higher price.28

The Advocate referred to a biblical story to prove its contention
regarding the selling of allotments. The paper pointed to the ac-
count of Esau and Jacob. Esau, the eldest son of Isaac, had the
rightful claim to his father’s property. However, Esau sold his birth-
right to Jacob for a stew to satisfy his hunger after returning from a
hunt. Just as Esau sold his inheritance for temporary gain, the Ad-
vocate urged its readers to avoid selling their lands for momentary
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riches. The Advocate promised that the retention of allotted lands
would grant the Cherokee material wealth in the future when they
would possess orchards, vineyards, and tobacco. Making another
biblical allusion, the Advocate compared this future wealth to the
“milk and honey” of Canaan, the land that the ancient Israelites be-
lieved God had promised to them. The Advocate did not extend the
analogy to explain just who or what it was that guaranteed the
Cherokees access to this land of “milk and honey.”29

The Advocate did not make use of several arguments at its dis-
posal which could have addressed the issues of Cherokee land ten-
ure and Cherokee labor. In one editorial the editor explained that
Cherokees “have been too willing to let [whites] assume the white
man’s burden.” The wording of this quotation held two different
meanings. It referred to the “white man’s burden,” a term coined by
Rudyard Kipling in 1899 in a poem in which he urged the United
States to take up the responsibility of empire. On this level the quo-
tation cast an irreverent light on the Euroamerican belief in the
“civilizing mission.” However, the Advocate also included the refer-
ence to describe the “white man’s burden” of physical labor. The edi-
torial implored the Cherokees to stop denigrating manual labor. In-
stead, they should adopt Euroamerican forms of farming and labor
in order to help the Nation prosper.30

In making these claims the Advocate largely accepted Euro-
american misconceptions of Native farming. Specifically, the news-
paper tacitly endorsed the Euroamerican interpretation of Chero-
kee farming practices as communal. Although the Nation retained
the title to Cherokee lands, individual members had usufruct rights
and controlled the disposition of any improvements they made to
the land. Consequently, the Cherokee system of land tenure did not
resemble a communal system in which everyone received an equal
share of the produce regardless of work performed. Because Chero-
kees already had incentives to improve their lands, reformers had
no reason to introduce severalty to them in order to promote a sys-
tem of individual rewards. Consequently, the publication missed an
opportunity to defend the Cherokee Nation from unflattering
charges that reformers leveled against many Native people. How-
ever, taking that as an editorial stance could have jeopardized the
endorsement of allotment.31

Despite its ambivalent view of allotment, the Advocate spoke
highly of the Dawes Commission.32 The newspaper repeatedly ar-
gued that the Cherokees had nothing to fear from the commission,
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claiming “the Government is not going to take one dollar from [the
Cherokees] wrongfully.”33 Stories presented accounts of Secretary of
the Interior Ethan Allan Hitchcock defending American Indians
from the exploitation of unscrupulous whites. The Advocate
shielded him from his detractors, claiming that his critics despised
the secretary “because he will not set down and see defenseless In-
dians robbed left and right.”34 The newspaper praised President
William McKinley for using his veto to stop a bill that would have
devastated the economic interests of the Navajo. The editors ex-
plained that McKinley’s stance required courage as he had to resist
the economic interests of the “syndicates” attempting to exploit Na-
vajo lands. The Advocate later praised President Theodore Roose-
velt as friend and protector of American Indian interests who would
ensure that every Cherokee citizen received the appropriate share
of land. The publication demonstrated its support by offering advice
to the Dawes Commission to aid it in its efforts to enroll the Chero-
kee. One editorial suggested that the commission enlist the help of
prominent Cherokees to persuade “fullbloods” to add their names to
the Dawes Roll.35

In addition to portraying the Dawes Commission as honest, the
Advocate indicated its trust in the efforts to weed out “leeches” that
could not provide proof of their citizenship. The newspaper clearly
expected that the Dawes Roll would reveal the presence of many in-
truders who were inside the Cherokee Nation and posing as tribe
members in an attempt to acquire land. This trust furthered the
Advocate’s support for the Dawes Commission. As of November 1,
1902, the Dawes Commission had rejected more than seventeen
hundred applicants for Cherokee membership. Secretary Hitchcock
intervened in only seven of these cases. The Advocate explained
that the Dawes Commission had gained an understanding of the
troubles that the Cherokee Nation faced in trying to prevent illegal
citizenship claims. The editors of the Advocate frequently used hu-
mor to mock those viewed as spurious applicants. For example, the
newspaper singled out the Dawson family for barely having enough
Cherokee blood “to sustain a flea.” Another editorial noted that
many applicants had waited for years before suddenly realizing
that they possessed Cherokee ancestry. The Advocate anticipated
that the Dawes Commission would locate some individuals who
genuinely deserved inclusion on the tribal roll but explained that
such persons would represent a minority of disputed applicants.
The paper considered this work so important that it labeled any cit-
izen who impeded the commission’s work as a traitor to the Chero-
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kee Nation. The paper admitted that the requirement to share
tribal land with adopted tribe members would reduce the amount of
land available for the Nation’s other citizens. However, the Advo-
cate attempted to remain neutral on whether adopted tribe mem-
bers should receive lands, but the paper wished that adopted whites
would take the matter to court and bring about a permanent resolu-
tion of the issue.36

The Advocate criticized tribe members who advised the
“fullbloods” to reject allotment. The newspaper Advocate demanded
that these advisors correct their mistake and use their influence to
enroll as many of them as possible. The paper also challenged the
sincerity of tribe members who allegedly enrolled their own names
while simultaneously asking the “fullbloods” to resist. If the
“fullbloods” ended up without land, the blame would fall upon the
advisors who encouraged their defiance of the Dawes Commission.
The Advocate pointed at these individuals and asked the
“fullbloods” to consider the reasons why their advisors had agreed
to allotment.37 Expressing the greatest frustration with tribe mem-
bers who helped to defraud American Indians, the paper labelled
their activities more harmful than the actions of predatory whites.

The editor also expressed anger with American Indians who dis-
paraged their communities in front of white Americans. For exam-
ple, Charles Gibson of the Creeks drew the Advocate’s ire on several
occasions. Gibson frequently wrote pieces for the Indian Journal
from Eufaula, providing political commentary and information on
Creek history and culture. In one issue he related a hypothetical
story about two children who were sent to town to run errands. He
claimed that the white child would always complete his task and
then return home while the Indian child would get drunk and end
up in jail. The Advocate wished that Gibson would use his talents to
encourage and support American Indians rather than to degrade
them to win favor with Euroamerican readers. The Advocate de-
voted particular attention to individuals, such as Gibson, as they
could harm American Indians by reinforcing Euroamerican stereo-
types that justified government intrusion into their lives.38

Although the Advocate ultimately endorsed allotment, its editors
generally remained wary of statehood.39 They explained that Con-
gress could demonstrate its compassion for Indian Territory’s in-
habitants by postponing the creation of a territorial government
until the American Indians faced more favorable conditions. In ad-
dition, the Advocate critiqued the efforts to rename a proposed In-
dian Territory without the consent of its residents. The editors com-
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pared the situation to that of a neighbor demanding to name the
firstborn child of a young couple. The publication condemned the
“half breeds” (the editor’s terminology) who actively pursued state-
hood for their own economic benefit. The paper sought to delay
statehood so that the “fullbloods” could have a longer period of gov-
ernmental protection before they had to compete openly with
whites. The Advocate argued that under statehood, whites would
take advantage of the “fullbloods.” The Advocate quoted a “Senator
El Wright,” who explained that some in Oklahoma Territory, cre-
ated in 1890, desired joint statehood with the Indian Territory be-
cause the former Oklahoma Territory would be able to dominate
the new state’s politics. In addition, the added population would
permit Oklahoma to acquire additional representation even as it
controlled the political future of the Indian Territory. Another edito-
rial explained that the residents of the Indian Territory did not
want to pay taxes to benefit the people of Oklahoma. In making this
argument the Advocate referred to Oklahoma’s significant debt;
merging Oklahoma Territory with Indian Territory would make the
Cherokees responsible for the debt of their neighbors. While the Ad-
vocate realized that the Indian Territory (which was not actually a
territory in a legal sense) would make a transition to legitimate ter-
ritorial status and then to statehood at some point, it hoped that
the process would not involve fusion with Oklahoma.40

In addition to its fears regarding statehood, the Cherokee Advo-
cate defended the right of the Nation to maintain political unity
even after the dissolution of its government. Euroamerican papers
chastised the Advocate, claiming that the Cherokees planned to sell
their votes to the highest bidder. The Advocate countered these
charges by explaining that if Euroamericans had the right to band
themselves together in political parties, then so did the Cherokees.
Finally, the Advocate pointed to the numbers of whites who ap-
peared to be dedicated to overwhelming the Cherokees. The publi-
cation argued that the Cherokees needed to vote as a unit in order
to preserve and protect themselves. If Euroamericans treated Cher-
okees with respect and stopped trying to cheat them of their lands,
then the Nation would not need to take such measures. Without
tribal unity, the Advocate feared, statehood would prove even more
dangerous to the Cherokees.41

With the termination of the Cherokee tribal government in 1906,
the Advocate ceased publication. In its final issue the editors re-
flected upon their efforts to help the “fullbloods.” The editorial
claimed that the paper gave its best effort to convince them of the
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inevitable changes coming to the Cherokees and the Indian Terri-
tory. The piece also claimed that their efforts to tell the truth about
the conditions facing the Cherokee people had only met with de-
nunciations from critics within the Nation. Just as the Advocate
had charged opponents of allotment with betraying the good of the
tribe, critics of allotment had portrayed the paper’s editors as trai-
tors. The editorial claimed that the Advocate’s detractors did not be-
lieve the paper’s warnings and still doubted that the United States
would actually follow through with allotment of tribal lands and
elimination of tribal governments. The Advocate sympathized with
its doubters and accepted them as sincere. Nevertheless, the paper
lamented the refusal of many tribe members to heed its predictions
about future calamity. The publication reminded its readers that it
had provided ample warning that the U.S. government did not bluff
about its intention to divide tribal lands. The editorial reiterated
the plea for the Cherokees to retain their allotted lands and to con-
tinue to resist the temptation to sell. Finally, the Advocate urged its
readers to “show to the world that you are not a lot of good for noth-
ing Indians.”42

In the early twentieth century the Cherokee Advocate consis-
tently urged its readers to come to terms with allotment. Most of its
arguments focused upon the necessity rather than the benefits of
such a policy. The paper described the certainty of unilateral gov-
ernment action, the futility of resistance, and the need to preserve
at least some Cherokee lands. These arguments frequently exposed
contradictions because the publication’s editorials required a belief
that the federal government would protect individual allotments
more successfully than it preserved tribal holdings. The newspaper
praised the efforts of the Dawes Commission, for this group’s efforts
would help eliminate non-Cherokees from the tribal rolls. As its po-
sitions reflected the views of the Tribal Council, the Cherokee Advo-
cate still has utility for scholarship because its pages highlight the
efforts of Cherokee leaders to win the support of their people.

ENDNOTES
*Robert D. Miller is a candidate for the doctorate in history at the University of

California, Riverside. The photo of the Cherokee Advocate printing press on page 24
was provided by the OHS Research Division.

1 The General Allotment Law of 1887, better known as the Dawes Act, for its spon-
sor, Senator Henry Dawes of Massachusetts, provided for the dissolution of tribal
lands. Although treaties from the 1850s and later frequently contained provisions
calling for eventual allotment, the Dawes Act expanded the government’s authority
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