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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In retracing and interpreting the Mormon past, the Missouri period has often been
considered the darkest era in the history of the Church. During the years 1831-39, the Saints'
promised hope of a Mormon utopia in the establishment of Zion in Jackson County, Missouri.
brought with it misunderstandings, jealousies, mob action, confiscationand destruction of property,
killings, and civil conflict. The animosity and hatred such activities created led to the eventual
expulsion of over ten thousand Latter-day Saints by order of the state's chief executive. To
Missouri historians the brief decade of Mormon episodes merits only a few pages and footnotes
in their histories. Butto Latter-day Saints, the scenes that transpired on Missouri soil-principally
in Jackson, Clay, Ray, Carroli, Caldwell, Daviess, and Livingston Counties--continue to be a
dramatic epoch in Mormonism's historical past, in addition to being an integral part of the
Church's spiritual heritage. This study will focus specifically on the events associated with the
hostilities that erupted between the Mormons and the Missourians during the latter part of 1838
in an atternpt not only to add to the understanding of Mormon history in the infant stage of the

Church, but also to Missouri history during its early frontier era.

Historiggraphv

The Missouri episode of the LDS Church history can be divided into three identifiable
periods, each of which has been historically examined and interpreted by historians in dissertation
studies. Warren Abner Jennings, "Zion is Fled: The Expulsion of the Mormons From Jackson

County, Missouri” (Gainesville: University of Florida, 1962), examines the initial years of
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Mormon settlement beginning in 1831 in Jackson County and the events leading to the forced
expulsion of the Latter-day Saints from the county in 1833. Max H. Parkin, "A History of the
Larter-day Saints in Clay County, Missouri, from 1833-1837" (Provo: Brigham Young University,
1976), focuses on the four-year period when the majority of Mormons settled in Clay County,
during which time efforts were made to reclaim and reinstate the Mormons on their Jackson
County property. And finally, Leland H. Gentry, "A History of the Latter-day Saints in Northern
Missouri from 1836-1839" (Provo: Brigham Young University, 1965), chronicles the Mormon
occupation in Missouri's upstate and the events cuiminating in the Mormon War and the
subsequent expulsion of the Latter-day Saints from Missouri.

Additional scholarly studies examining various aspects of the Mormons' experience in
Missouri, also encompassing the 1838 Mormon War, include: Pleasant Clay Deford, "The
Mormon Occupation of Missouri” (M.A. thesis, University of Chicago, 1919); Raymond Lester
Booker, "Early Mormon Movement in Missouri” (M.S. thesis, Kansas State Teachers College,
1932); Helen D. Ross, “The Mormons in Missouri" (M. A. thesis, Washington University, 1933);
Alvin Jacob Teuscher, "A Study of the Causes of Conflict Between the Mormons and Non-
Mormons in Missouri and Illinois" (M.S. thesis, Brigham Young University, 1940); and Louise
D. Oliver, "The Mormons and Missouri, 1830-1839" (M.A. thesis, University of Kansas City,
1943). Each of these narratives attempts to examine the Mormon experience in Missouri,
including various incidents and aspects of the 1838 Mormon War. However, these early studies
demonstrate a lack of sophisticated historical methodology and critical interpretation on the part
of the authors. Furthermore, the use of primary sources, particularly journals, diaries, and letters,
are glaringly absent. These histories are academically sub-par and even somewhat primitive when
evaluated by present-day historical standards. A more current examination of the Mormon-

Missouri conflict is that of Patricia A. Zahniser, "Violence in Missouri, 1831-1839: The Case of
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the Mormon Persecution" (M.A. thesis, Florida Atlantic University, 1973). However, it suffers
from many of the same flaws as the earlier studies. In addition to the academic studies cited,
scores of articles have been published in scholarly journals and periodicals such as Missouri
Historical Review, BYU Studies, The John Whitmer Historical Association Journal, Restoration
Studies, and Restoration, dealing with specific events and issues associated with the early events
of Mormonism in Missouri. However, an interpretive and inclusive history of the entire Missouri
experience has yet to be written.

In terms of the 1838 conflict, it is important to cite the contributions of two historians,
Leland H. Gentry and Stephen C. LeSueur. Gentry's dissertation is a comprehensive history of
the Church in Northern Missouri between 1836-39. Considerable attention is given to the
establishment of Mormon settlements in Caldwell, Daviess, and Carroll counties, in addition to
some of the particulars concerning the Mormon efforts to establish their own local government.
The author also brings to light the internal conflicts that confronted the Church, principally through
the influence of Mormon dissenters, and then demonstrates how the internal friction was the
catalyst for the external problems with their non-Mormon neighbors. The events and consequences
associated with the Mormon War are often discussed in general narrative terms with an occasional
interspersing of the author’s interpretations and conclusions. The strength of the dissertation is its
overall breadth and the writer provides a more-than-substantial rehearsal of the most significant
incidents of Mormonism during the three-year period. For this, Gentry's study has considerable
historical merit. However, if breadth is its strength, depth is its weakness, since the entire
narrative is flawed by the author’s overuse of extensive and iengthy quotations (principally from
secondary histories and newspaper accounts), and a paucity of primary journals and letters. While

the study provided a basic framework for an analysis cf the significant events of the period,
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including the events associated with the actual military conflict, it also left room for considerable
additional research in tiis area.

Stephen C. LeSueur's graduate work at George Mason University culminated in the
publication, The 1838 Mormon War in Missouri (Columbia, Missouri: University of Missouri
Press, 1987). Whereas Gentry's research encompassed the entire 1836-39 period, LeSueur's
monograph focused exclusively on the events surrounding the Mormon War itself, particularly
those beginning in June 1838, and analyzes and interprets the Mormon conflict in its historical
setting, that of Jacksonian America—a period when subversive extralegal violence against
individuals, organizations, and religious societies was prevalent in American society. LeSueur's
study is clearly the most comprehensive on the subject to date. However, this does not mean that
the door for additional research on the subject of the Mormon War is closed. In fact, his
examination actually prompted the need for additional inquiry, investigation, and analysis.

LeSueur's work contains a number of historical problems. For example, some subjects,
particularly the military operations and movements of the Mormon militia, are treated too broadly
and lack sufficient detail, thereby making a correct interpretation difficult. He is quick to place
much of the responsibility for the conflict squarely on the Mormons and their leaders, many of
whom he portrayed as being irrational and impetous. The author also came to the conclusion that
Joseph Smith oversaw all the military operations of the Mormon militia, yet he ignored sources
which appear to contradict his arguments. His analysis and interpretation concerning the activities
of the semi-secret Mormon paramilitary group known as the Danites, including Joseph Smith's
involvement and association with the soziety, are also both inflated and inaccurate. Finally, he
tends to accepts at face value the statements and testimonies of Missourians that appear in the
public record, often failing to give credence to Mormon statements or reports that are not in

agreement.



ethodol nd Statement of the e

This study demonstrates that local vigilantes, county regulators, and a number of state
officials (both civil and military), operated illegally against the Mormons in their attempts to force
them to remove from selected regions, and finally the entire state altogether. When the Latter-day
Saints' effoits to settle the difficulties by legal means failed, they were constrained to take matters
into their own hands. Even then, however, the Mormons made every attempt to lawfully defend
themselves by operating under the legally constituted militia of the county. Furthermore, the
majority of the Mormon defenders who participated in the conflict did not have criminal intentions,
nor should they be characterizedas being a group of lawless miscreants. Theirs was a mission of
community defense. Therefore, the 1838 contest must be examined from the standpoint of a
defensive struggle on the part of the Mormons to maintain civil order and to protect their
constitutional rights as citizens.

The Mormon-Missouriconflict of 1838 consisted of seven military episodes or campaigns:
(1) the confrontation between Mormons and Missouri vigilantes in Daviess County, including the
intercession made by regional militia (August through mid-September); (2) the Latter-day Saint
defense of the Mormon population residing in Carroll County against county regulators, and the
response of the regional militia to the disturbances (August through October 10); (3) the expulsion
of the non-Mormon residents of Daviess County by Mormon militia (mid-October); (4) the
encounter between Mormon and Missouri militia at Crooked River in Ray County (October 24-25);
(5) the attack made by Missouri vigilante forces at the Mormon settlement of Haun's Mill in
eastern Caldwell County (October 30); (6) the Mormon defense of Far West against vigilante and
state militia forces (late October); and (7) the Mormon surrender and the military occupation

conducted by authorized militia (November 1-29).
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Historians of the Missouri period of LDS listory have not researched in sufficient depth,

nor discussed adequately, numerous aspects of the civil conflict, particularly the military operatiors
and movements of the Mormon and Missouri participants. This study is designed to make up for
that deficiency by cutting more broadly and deeply than previous studies (particularly LeSueur's).
Attention will also be given concerning the role of the state and county militia in maintaining public
order, as well as the laws governing the formation and regulation of these militias, particularly
those of the state of Missouri at the time of the Mormon conflict. The end resuit is a historical
mirror that more accurately reflects and interprets the events and hostilities associated with the

Mormon War.



CHAPTER 2
THE MORMONS IN MISSOURI AND THE SETTING
FOR THE 1838 MORMON WAR

In April 1830, Joseph Smith, Jr., the founder of Mormonism, and five other men formally
organized the Church of Christ (later renamed The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints)
in a small, obscure farmhouse owned by one of his disciples, Peter Whitmer, Sr., in Fayette, New
York. Smith's religious experiences actually began a decade earlier, during which time he
communed with deity, entertained heavenly messengers, received and translated ancient records
transcribed on plates of gold, and was the recipient of numerous other revelations. The
organizationof the Church in 1830 was a culmination to Smith's ten years of spiritual preparation.
and evidence that the sacred doctrines and beliefs he preached would find a place in the lives of
religious seekers.'

The new faith did not go unnoticed. The publication of the Book of Mormon, Joseph
Smith's claims of priesthood authority and revelation, and the message that Mormonism was a
restoration of New Testament Christianity ran contrary to the traditional teachings of nineteenth
century Christianity, causing many to be disturbed by Mormon doctrine and dogma. The message
of Mormonism also aroused suspicions surrounding church leader's motives and teachings.

Furthermore, as the number of converts increased and as Mormons began to concentrate in

'For background on the Church during the New York period see, Richard L. Bushman, Joseph
Smith and the Beginnings of Mormonism (Urbana: University of lllinois Press, 1984), also Larry
C. Porter, "A Study of the Origins of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-iay Saints in the States
of New York and Pennsylvania, 1816-1831" (Ph.D. dissertation, Brigham Young University,
1971).
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specifically selected areas, there were fears of political and economic domination. Thus, religious
persecutionagainst Joseph Smith and his followers became the general lot of the Latter-day Saints
and came from all classes of society. Faced with opposition and harassment at the hands of their
enemies, during the first years of the Mormon movement a growing spirit of militarism was
kindled in the hearts and minds of those most loyal to the faith--a spirit that would generate the

desire to defend with force the Church and kingdom of God presided over by Joseph Smith.

Early Mormon Movement in Missouri

While the Church had its beginnings in New York, it did not remain the home of
Mormonism for long. During a conference held in September 1830, missionaries were called to
carry the message of the new faith among various tribes of native Americans, specifically those
situated in the isolated regions west of the Missouri border. Four elders, Oliver Cowdery, Peter
Whitmer, Jr., Parley P. Pratt, and Ziba Peterson, left in October. En route to Missouri their
course of travel took them through upstate New York, western Pennsylvania, then into the vicinity
of Kirtland, Ohio. Here, Pratt, who previously resided in Ohio, gave his former religious mentor,
Sidney Rigdon, a copy of the Book of Mormon and told him about Joseph Smith. Rigdon had
previousiy beerni a Baptist minister as well as a pastor in the Disciples of Christ movement founded
by Alexander Campbell. He and several of his congregations had broken religious ties with
Campbell just a few months before the arrival of the Mormon elders and their message of the
restoration of the ancient order of the New Testament Church fell on receptive ears. By the time
the Mormon missionaries were ready to move on, they claimed some 130 new converts, the most
significant of whom was Rigdon himself. Following his baptism in late November, Sidney

journeyed to New York in order to meet the Mormon Prophet personally.
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The converted minister arrived in early December. It was as this time that Smith learned
first hand of the success the missionaries experienced in the Kirtland region. Rigdon's arrival
could not have come at a better time. Religious antagonism against the new sect was of such
nature that the progress and growth of the Church was severely threatened. However, upon
learning from Rigdon that a new community of believers had been established by the missionaries
in the vicinity of Kirtland, and believing the religious environment there to be more favorable, the
Mormon leader gave instructions to the New York Saints to relocate in Ohio. Joseph Smith
himself wasted no time, leaving in early January 1831, and by early summer the majority of church
members had followed.?

Kirtland became the Mormon strong-hold and the main center for church activity for nearly
seven years. During the entire Ohio period (1831-38), church members experienced repeated
harassment and persecution at the hands of local beligerants. But while there seemed to be a
never-ending stream of anti-Mormon threats and rumors of mob attack, most never actually

materialized.’ During this time Mormons usually responded to their antagonists by turning the

*The instructions to move to Ohio came in the form of Doctrine and Covenants (Salt Lake
City: The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 1981), 37:1-4. Hereafter cited as D&C.
Studies on the first extended mission include Richard Lloyd Anderson, "The Impact of the First
Preaching in Ohio," BYU Studies 11 (Summer 1971): 474-496; Milton V. Backman, "The Quest
for a Restoration: The Birth of Mormonism in Ohio," BYU Studies 12 (Summer 1972): 346-364.
F. Mark McKiernan, "The Conversion of Sidney Rigdon to Mormonism," Dialegue: A Journal
of Mormon Thought 5 (Summer 1970): 71-78; and Hans Rollmann, "The Early Baptist Career of
Sidney Rigdon," BYU Studies 21 (Winter 1981): 37-50. For informationon the move to Ohio see
Larry C. Porter and Jan Shipps, "The Colesville, New York “Exodus' Seen from Two
Documentary Perspectives,” New York History 62 (April 1981): 201-211.

’Even though the hostilities against Joseph Smith and tiie Church were less pronounced in
Ohio than in Missouri, there were at least two incidents that demonstrate the nature of the
persecution. First, during the early part of the Ohio period Joseph Smith experienced the most
severe bodily attack upon his person at the hands of a mob. The event occurred on the evening
of 24 March 1832 in Hiram, Ohio, during which time he was physically beaten. tarred and
feathered, and administered poison. The descriptive account is found in Joseph Smith, History of
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 7 vols., 2d. ed. rev., edited by B. H. Roberts (Salt
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cheek or seeking amends through the courts. No attempt was made by the Latter-day Saints to
counter the opposition by an organized force or militia, thus an armed conflict with their enemies
did not take place. Particularly after 1835, Mormon domination in the Kirtland community and
surrounding area caused their antagonists to be less effective.® For the most part, in Ohio as
compared to Missouri, Joseph Smith and his followers experienced moderate tolerance untii 1837.
Ironically, when Smith was finally forced to leave the Kirtland community in early 1838, his main
adversaries were dissidents, not outside enemies.’

Missouri proved to be a different and more difficult scenario. Mormonism was introduced

in Missouri by the same missionaries who brought it to Ohio, with one addition to their numbers—

Lake City: The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 1932-51) 1:260-65. Hereafter cited
as HC. However, it should be noted the ordeal occurred while Joseph Smith was living some
twenty-five miles away from Kirtland. It was an isolated incident and more than likely might never
have taken place if Smith had remained in the Mormon church center. For an interpretive
discussion of this event see Susan Easton Black, "Hiram, Ohio: Tribulation," The Prophet Joseph:
Essays on the Life and Mission of Joseph Smith, eds. Larry C. Porter and Susan Easton Black,
(Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1988), 161-174. The second incident surrounds the construction
of the Kirtland Temple. According to Smith’s history. during the fall and winter of 1833-34,
Mormon men were required to stand guard at the temnple site during the evening nours to protect
the building from being torn down or damaged by the anti-Mormonelement. Significantly, during
the early morning hours of § January 1834, a mob fired thirteen rounds at the temple from a
cannon on a hill situated about a haif-mile from building, but apparently there was no damage
done. (See HC 2:2.) For a broader discussion of this issue see Max H. Parkin "Conflict at
Kirtland: A Study of the Nature and Causes of External and Internal Conflict of the Mormons in
Ohio Between 1830 and 1838," (M.A. thesis, Brigham Young University, 1966), 248-278; and
Mark R. Grandstaff, "The Impact of the Mormon Migration on the Community of Kirtland, Ohio,
1830-1839," (M. A. thesis, Brigham Young University, 1984).

By 1835, Mormons living in Kirtland and vicinity was approximatety 1,000 of the 2,000
thousand total population. By 1838, Church members numbered near 2,000, with the total
population being 2,825. See Milton V. Backman, A Profile of Larter-day Saints of Kirtland, Ohio
and Members of Zions Camp, 1830-1839 (Provo: Brigham Young University Department of
Church History and Doctrine, 1983), 83.

¥The most scholarly one-volume work and discussion of the Church during the Ohio pericd
is Milton V. Backman, Jr., The Heavens Resound: A History of the Latter-day Saints in Ohio,
1830-1838 (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book Company, 1983).
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Frederick G. Williams, a Kirtland convert. After leaving the old Northwestern reserve in
December 1830, the elders set out for Independence, the county seat of Jackson, and at the time
the western-most organized county in the state. Following an arduous two-month journey, the five
men arrived at the frontier settlement during the early winzer of 1831, found temporary quarters,
and set out to complete the main objective of their mission—to introduce the Book of Mormon to
the Indian tribes located just over Missouri's border.

In May 1830, some six months previous to the arrival of the Mormon elders in Missouri,
Congress had passed the Indian Removal Bill creating Indian Territory and calling for the transfer
of the tribes living east of the Mississippi to the region west of Missouri. Some tribes were settling
in just as the Mormon preachers appeared. Soon after their arrival, Cowdery, Pratt, and Williams
journeyed into Indian lands and made some attempts to preach to the Delaware and Shawnee tribes,
but found them to be only moderately receptive. Furthermore, the Mormon representatives had
failed to secure permission to proselyte in the territory from the federal Indian authorities in St.
Louis and were subsequently threatened with arrest. Recognizing what they were up against, and
believing the prospects for success among the natives to be limited, the Mormon preachers
returned to Jackson County, established permanent residence in Independence, and began seeking
converts in the near-by frontier settlements.®

The Mormon elders experienced only minimal success in terms of new converts. This was
probably due to the fact that in 1831, the citizens of Missouri were socially and culturally differert
from the typical Mormon. For example, many of the state's first inhabitants were transplanted
Southerners from Kentucky and Tennessee. while Mormons were typically non-slave holding

northerners from New England or the north Atlantic states. It is interesting to note that when

SSee Warren A. Jennings, "The First Mormon Mission to the Indians," Kansas Historical
Quarterly 38 (Autumn 1971): 288-299.
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hostilities erupted between Mormons and Jackson's citizens during the summer of 1833, slavery
was the sparx that lit the fire. While it is clear the locals blew the slave issue out of propertion,
they nonetheless perceived the Mormon presence in the region would disrupt and threaten the
continued existence of the institution.

Other differences were equally pronounced. When Mormonism first appeared in Jackson
County, Missouri was not only the newest state in the Union, it was also the western-most state,
situated literally on the edge of the American frontier and only sparsely settled. Independence
Landing for example, located just a few miles north of the community, was a main place of
embarkment for adventurers headed upstream on the Missouri seeking fame and fortune in
connection with the Rocky Moumtain fur trade. Independerce and nearby Westport were also the
last main outposts on Missouri's Osage Trail and the launching points for travelers headed to the
remote Southwest on the Sante Fe Trail. This frontier setting tended to attract a societal element
composed of the uneducated and illiterate class. In addition, although many of the county’s
citizens were law-abiding, Jackson harbored numerous fugitives and renegades who congregated
there knowing they could tiee from federal marshals and escape justice by siinply going across the
border on to Indians lands. Vices such as prostitution, gambling, drinking, horse racing, and cock
fighting were aiso prevalent. Culturally, the Mormons and many of Jackson's "gentile" citizens
were like oil and water, so it was is not surprising that the two groups did not mix weil and that

animosity and conflicts soon arose between them.”

7 See T. Edgar Lyon, "Independence, Missouri, 1927-1833," BYU Studies 13 (Autumn
1972): 10-19; and Bruce A. Van Orden, "Causes and Consequences: Conflict in Jackson County,"
Regional Studies in Latter-day Saint Church History: Missouri, eds. Amold K. Garr and Clark V.
Johnson, (Provo: Department of Church History and Doctrine, Brigham Young University, 1994),
237-348.
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Persecutions in Ja u d isal
During the summer of 1831, Joseph Smith and several companions journeyed from Uhio
to Missouri. Arriving in Independence in July, they met with the handful of Church members and
subsequently declared to them that Jackson County, and more specifically, Independence, was to
be the location for the gathering of the Saints and the place where the New Jerusalem would be
built.? In August, the Mormon Prophet returned to Ohio and plans were made to establish a body
of Saints in that western Missouri. Thereafter, a steady number of Mormons to Jackson County
with the intent of establishing the city of Zion. Within two years the Mormons numbered in the
vicinity of one thousand, roughly one-third of the county's population of 3,300. However, the
religious, cultural, social, political, and economic differences between the local settlers and their
Mormon neighbors were so pronounced that conflict was almost inevitable. The dissimilarities
reached a climax on 20 July 1833, when a large band of local citizens confronted Church leaders
in Independence and demanded the Mormons leave the county, pledging none of their numbers
would be harmed or molested and that they would be given sufficient time to dispose of their
property and businesses without a lost if they complied. Mormon officials refused to submit to the
terms and violence followed. The crowd immediately went to the home of W. W. Phelps. His
home also housed the offices of the church-owned paper, Evening and Morning Star. The mob
ransacked the building, destroyed the type, burned important papers and documents, and threw the
press out the second-story window. The church-owned store was spared a similar fate when A.
Sidney Gilbert agreed to cease operation of the business. Two men. Bishop Edward Partridge and
Charles Allen were publicly tarred and feathered at the county ccurthouse. With little recourse,

three days later Mcrmon officials signed a memorandum indicating at least one-half of the

$Doctrine and Covenants. Salt Lake City: The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints,
1981, 57:1-5. Hereafter cited as D&C.
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Mormons would leave the county by January and the other half by April 1834. Following this
agreement, much of the agitation ceased.’

In late September the Saints petitioned Missouri Governor Daniel Dunklin with their
grievances. He advised them to obtain warrants of arrest against the offenders and settle the
difficulties before the county court in Jackson.'” However, the Mormons fully belicved justice
could not be served there since some of the leading antagonists held key county positions. For
example, Samuel D. Lucas, a signer of the document, "The Secret Constitution,” calling for the
removal of the Mormons, was not only the chief officer in the county militia, but also a Jackson
County judge. Others signers who also participated in the July melee included Thomas Pitcher,
deputy constable and lieutenant colonel in the Jackson County militia, and Samuel Weston, justice
of the peace."! While Mormon leaders maintained the Jackson court would not rule in their favor,
they still sought legal counsel and employed four lawyers in nearby Liberty to aid them their cause,

two of whom were Alexander W. Doniphan and David Rice Atchison."?

*William W. Phelps to Daniel Dunklin, Evening and Morning Star 2 (December 1833):
114-15; also "A History, of the Persecution, of the Church of Jesus Christ, of Latier Day Saints
in Missouri, " Times and Seasons | (December 1839) 1:17-19; HC 1:390-400; and Parley P. Pratt,
History of the Late Persecution Inflicted by the State of Missouri Upon the Mormons, in which Ten
Thousand American Citizens Were Robbed, Plundered, and Driven From the State, and Many
Others Imprisoned, Martyred, &C. for Their Religion, and All This by Military Force, by Order
of the Executive (Detroit: Dawson and Bates, Printers, 1839), 12; also in Clark V. Johnson, ed.,
Mormon Redress Petitions: Documents of the 1833-1838 Missouri Conflict (Provo: Religious
Studies Center, Brigham Young University, 1992), 64.

"“On 28 September Mormon leaders wrote a formal petition outlining their grievances to
the governor. Dunklin issued his response on 19 October. (See HC 1:423-24; see also Times and
Seasons 1 [December 1839]: 19.)

"William W. Phelps to Daniel Dunklin, Evening and Morning Star 2 (December 1833):
114; also Pratt, History of the Late Persecution, 10.

“HC 1:424-25. Amos Reese and William T. Wood were the other two counselors. From
the source material, Reese appears to have been the principal attorney. The four lawyers requested
one thousand dollars as payment for their services.
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In early October, Joseph Smith instructed the Saints that only those who had signed the
agreement to leave Jackson County shouid do so. Those who did not sign were "not to sell any
of their inheritances, nor move out of the county."” This direction led the Saints to declare
publicly on October 20 that they intended to remain and would defend their lands and homes if
necessary.® The old settlers were incensed, seeing this as a breach of their promise to leave the
county and stepped up their activities to bring about their forceful removal. Reverend Benton
Pixley, a local clergyman who initiated some of the early opposition against the Mormons reported,
"[When] it was found . . . that the Mormons did not intend to move according to agreement, . .
. [they began] arming themselves. . . . This provoked some of the more wild and ungovernable
among us to improper acts of violence," he reported. Thereafter, “the Mormons began to muster,
and exhibit military preparations.™® Prior to this time it appears none of the Mormons had been,
or were members of the existing county militia, nor had they organized any type of military unit
of their own.
While some two hundred church members lived in Independence, the remainder resided
in four scattered branches or settlements situated in the western portion of the county.'s Fearing

the worst, Mormon leaders considered gathering into one large group. However, this plan was

BHC 1:417.

“Roberts, A Comprehensive History of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints,
Century 1, 6 vols. (Provo: Brigham Young University Press, 1965) 1:342; see also Times and
Seasons 1 (December 1839): 19.

“Benton Pixley to the New York Observer, 7 November 1833, as cited in the Washington
Daily National Intelligencer, 24 December 1833. According to Mormon sources, it was Pixley
who was the first to incite Jackson's citizens to mob the Mormons and expel them from the county.
(See HC 1:372-73.)

¥Max Parkin has identified the four branches as the Blue River, Whitmer, Colesville, and
Prairie settlements. (See Parkin, "A History of the Lartter-Day Saints in Clay County, Missouri,
From 1833 to 1837," 29.)
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rejected since it meant the settlements would have to be abandoned and the likelihood that their
property would be confiscated by their enemies. Furthermore, such an arrangement would make
it difficult to provide food and shelter for the collective group. Ultimately, it was decided that
members living in each of the settlements would have to organize a quasi-military unit of their own
in order to defend themselves. It was also expected that each of the units would come to the
support of the others if necessary."

The first maraudings against the Mormons took place at the Whitmer settlement, situated
eight miles west of Independence, on Octaber 31. It was conducted by a group of some forty to
fifty Jackson vigilantes. During the fray, a number of homes were unroofed, personal property
destroyed, and several men were whipped, but no shots were fired. Upon receiving news of the
raid, the Mormons mobilized for a more adequate defense. The next night, November 1, mob
bands in Independence pounded Mormon homes and buildings with stones and brickbats, while
small units of Mormons roamed the village trying to apprehend offenders. On November 2, the
raiders attacked the Blue River settlement. Two homes were dismantled and one of the owners,
David Bennett, who was sick in bed, was personally threatened and received a slight bullet wound
in the head. Church members quickly rallied to the scene. Since previous to this time the
Mormons had not retaliated, the Missourians perhaps thought they would give little, if any
resistance. However, they were taken by complete surprise when the Mormons began to discharge

their weapons. As shots were exchanged, George Manship, a justice of the peace and one of the

""John Corrill to Oliver Cowdery, Evening and Morning Star 2 (January 1834): 124; also
Times and Seasons 1 (December 1839): 20.
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attackers, was hit in the thigh. Fearing that the Mormons had the advantage, the band scon
dispersed only to spread the news that one of their number had been wounded.'s

A group of vigilantes returned to the Blue River community two days later, on November
4. First they captured and secured the Mormon ferry owned by the Rockwell family, then they
descended upon the village where fighting erupted on a cornfield owned by Christian Whitmer.
When the confrontation subsided, both sides suffered casualties. Andrew Barber was the only
Mormon fatality, although Philo Dibble and Lyman Leonard were injured. Two Jackson County
citizens, Hugh L. Brazeal, an attorney, and Thomas Linville were killed and several others were
wounded. Both of these men had been at the forefront of the anti-Mormon activities in the
county.'® Brazeal's death later proved to be particularly consequential since he was apparently a
brother-in-lawto Austin A. King, the judge appointed to preside over the preliminary hearing held
in Richmond in 1838 against Joseph Smith and scme fifty other defendants concerning their
involvement in the Mormon War.®® Shortly after the battle, it was also rumored some Mormon
men went to the house of Moses G. Wilscn and shot his young son in the back.?! Whether this
report was actually true is not known. Wilson owned a store about a mile west of the Blue River,

near the Mormon settlements, and was the main antagonistand anti-Mormon ringleader in that part

"%john Corrill to Oliver Cowdery, Evening and Morning Star 2 (January 1834): 125; Times
and Seasons 1 (January 1840): 33; and HC 1:426-29.

YTimes and Seasons 1 (January 1840): 33-34; and HC 1:429-431. Several Latter-day
Saints specifically remembered Brazeal and Linville as being leading perpetrators. (See Johnson,
Mormon Redress Petitions, 22, 63, 68, 254, 316, 526-28, 702-03.)

“In a petition written from Liberty Jail to the Missouri legislature written in January 1839
under Joseph Smith's name, the Mormon leader indicated he believed Judge King could not rule
impartially considering the fact that Brazeal, being his brother-in-law, was killed in the Blue River
engagement against the Mormons. (See HC 3:247-48.)

*'John Corrill to Oliver Cowdery, Evening and Morning Star 2 (January 1834): 125.
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of the county. He also plaved a prominent role during the 1838 Mormon War when he
commanded a contingent of troops from Jackson County.

Word of the battle at the Blue spread rapidly throughout the region. On Tuesday,
November 5, Lieutenant Colone! Thomas Pitcher, acting in behalf of the commanding officer
Colonel Samuel D. Lucas, offizially called out the county militia and ordered them to assemble in
Independence. Lilburn W. Boggs, a resident of the community and the state's lieutenant governor,
authorized the action, believing it was "for the purpose of suppressing the insurrection. . . . [and]

"2

the only means of saving bloodshed, and of restoring order."* One upright and impartial citizen,
Josiah Gregg, responded to the call of duty and remembered, "The note of alarm was sounded far
and near, and armed men, eager for the fray, were rushing in from every quarter.” He further
recalied the officers, were "selected without deference to rank and station.” There was some
pageantry to the event as well, for he noted "the 'spirit-stirring drum' and the 'ear-piercing fife’
made the air resound with music; and a little army of as brave and resolute a set of fellows as ever
trod a field of battle paraded througt. the streets.” The troops ran through a few preliminary drills
and exercises and then awaited for the Mormon force to appear.= Although the Jackson militia
was comprised of a number of honorable citizens intent on performing their duty and hoping to
restore order, it was also made up of mob or vigilante members. Anti-Mormons were generally
anxious for the militia to be called out since they considered the military body as a means by which

they could openly come out against the Mormons and legally act out their provocations without

fear of repercussion. John Corrill noted when the militia was organized, "it would have been

ZLilburn W. Boggs, "To the Editors of the Missouri Republican,” 16 November 1833, also
in Missouri Intelligencer, 14 December 1833.

BJosiah Gregg, Commerce of the Prairies, ed. Max L. Moorhead, (Norman: University
of Oklanoma Press, 1954), 220.
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difficult for one to have distinguished between the militia and the mob, for all the most conspicuous
characters engaged in the riot were found in [its] ranks."*

On November 4, the same day of the Blue River encounter, several LDS leaders were
arrested and imprisoned in Independence. The men were released the following morning, upon
promising the entire Mormon community would vacate the county immediately. The outlying
Mormon settlements had received word of their apprehension, but not of their release. Believing
the members in Independence to be in grave danger, and fearing the fate of the brethren whom
they thought were in jail, on the morning of November 5, a large company of Mormons comprised
of men from each of the Mormon branches marched to the outskirts of Independence under the
command of Lyman Wight, a veteran of the War of 1812. Although outnumbered as well as out
armed, Wight and his men were prepared to fight. Word was immediately sent to the company
informing them that their leaders had been released and an agreement made that the entire body
of Saints would leave Jackson under protection from the state. In addition, Colonel Pitcher also
demanded the Mormons surrender their weapons and that Church leaders tum over those
individuals who they suspected were responsible for the deaths of Brazeal and Linville to be tried
for murder. Upon receiving this news, the Mormons militia conceded to the terms. They then
marched to the public square and delivered up their arms, which comprised a meager forty-nine

guns and one pistol.*

*John Corrill to Oliver Cowdery, Evening and Morning Star 2 (January 1834): 125.

SIbid; also HC 1:432-435; and Pratt, History of the Late Persecution, 18-20; also in
Johnson, Mormon Redress Peritions, 68-69. The men incarcerated for the killings were jailed for
less than two days and then released in exchange for an old watch. James H. Aldridge indicated
he was one of the prisoners. (Aldridge petition in Ibid, 691.) Upon reviewing the events that
transpired during the first week of November 1833, in early May 1834, Governor Dunklin wrote
Colonel Samuel D. Lucas stating that on November 5, "there was no insurrection . . . and that
Colonel Pitcher was not authorized to call out his troops.” Lucas was then ordered to return the
weapons confiscated from the Mormons. (See Dunklin letter to Samuel D. Lucas, HC 1:491.)
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Under the terms of surrender, the Mormons believed the Missourians who had fought

against them would also be required to turn over their weapons. Such was not the case and the
Mormons were left defenseless. This left both the militia-mob in full power to harass and annoy
the Saints. For the next two days, raiders intimidated and "frightenfed] the members of ine
church: some they fired at, others they whipped, and some they chased upon horses for several
miles; others they sought for diligently, as they said to kill them; and they burst open doors in an

"

abrupt manner, and searched houses for guns and weapons of war."*® Such treatment led the
majority of Mormons to make the decision to leave the county at once. The immediacy of the
situation meant that homes had to be abandoned and considerable amounts of personal property left

behind. By November 8, nearly every Latter-day Saint was cut of Jackson.”

Shortly thereafter Lucas resigned his commission and moved to Lexington and the arms were not
restored. This prompted a second letter from Dunklin, this time to Pitcher who was now the
commander of the Jackson troops. (See Dunklin letter to Thomas Pitcher, Ibid, 2:89.) In spite of
the governor's two requests, Parley P. Pratt stated the weapons were never restored. (See Parley
P. Pratt, Autobiography of Parley P. Prat One of the Twelve Apostles of the Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter-day Saints, Embracing His Life, Ministry and Travels, With Extracts, in Prose and
Verse, From His Miscellaneous Writings, ed. Parley P. Pratt, Jr. [Salt Lake City: Deseret Book
Company, 1985], 84; see also HC 1:492-93n.) Dunklin's letters indicate that the number of
weapons totaled fifty-three, while Corrill states it was fifty.

*John Corrill to Oliver Cowdery, Evening and Morning Star 2 (January 1834): 126.

*'Besides Jennings, "Zion is Fled: The Expulsion of the Mormons From Jackson County,
Missouri, " related studies include: William A. Banks, "The Mormons in Indeperdence,” Missouri
Historical Review 43 (October 1948): 97-98; Richard L. Bushman, "Mormon Persecutions in
Missouri, 1833," BYU Studies 3 (Autumn 1960): 11-20; Warren A. Jennings, "The City in the
Garden: Social Conflict in Jackson County, Missouri,” The Restoration Movement: Essays in
Mormon History, eds. F. Mark McKiernan, Alma Blair, and Paul M. Edwards, (Lawrence.
Kansas: Coronado Press, 1973), 99-119; Warren A. Jennings, "The Expulsion of the Mormons
From Jackson County,” Missouri Historical Review 64 (October 1969): 41-63; Clark V. Johnson,
"LDS Communities in Jackson and Clay Counties,"” in Daniel H. Ludlow, ed., Encyclopedia of
Mormonism: The History, Scripture, Doctrine, and Procedure of the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints (New York: Macmillan Publishing Company, 1992}, 2:922-25; also published
in Ludlow, ed., Church History: Selections From the Encyclopedia of Mormonism (Salt Lake City:
Deseret Book Company, 1995), 336-40. The expulsion s also included in local history in History
of Jackson County, Missouri, Containing a History of the County, Its Cities, Towns, Etc.,
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A handful of the displaced Saints relocated in neighboring Van Buren and Lafayette
counties, but most of the expelled Saints sought temporary refuge across the Missouri River north
into Clay and Ray. The citizens in Clay were more hospitable towards the Saints and the main
body settled there. Meanwhile, Orson Hyde and John Gould arrived in Ohio on November 25 and
informed Joseph Smith of the forced expulsion and the conditions of the Missouri Saints.*

Immediately, efforts were made, particularly through letters and petitions, to make state
officials aware of the troubles experienced by the Mormons in Jackson, and requested assistance.
while at the same time request their assistance. R. W. Wells, ihe state's attorney general, was the
first to respond and was particularly sympathetic. Only two weeks after the expulsion. he wrote
to Atchison and Doniphan isforming them that if the Mormons "desire to be replaced in possession
of their property . . . an adequate force will be sent forthwith to effect that object.” Furthermore,
he believed the Mormons had the legal right to "organize themselves into regular companies, or
a regular company of militia, either volunteers or otherwise.” He also indicated they could be
supplied with a limited quantity of public arms.® Based upon Wells' conjecture, on December 6,
the leading Missouri elders petitioned the governor directly, requesting they be restored to their
"lands, houses, and property, and protected in them by the militia of the state, if legal, or by a

detachment of the United States Rangers." Furthermore, they appealed to be allowed to organize

Biographical Sketches of Its Citizens, Jackson County in the Late War, General and Local
Statistics, Portraits of Early settlers and Prominent Men, History of Missouri, Maps of Clintor
County, Etc., Etc. (Kansas City: Union Historical Company, Birdsall, Williams, & Co., 1881),
252-57.

BHC 1:446.

“R. W. Wells to Alexander W. Doniphan and David R. Atchison, in HC 1:444-45.
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into their own militia company under the name of the "Jackson Guards.”*® Writing to Oliver
Cowdery in December 1833, John Corrill reiterated what the Mormons perceived would be
Dunklin's position. "The Governor had manifested a willingness to restore us back, and will if we
request it,"” he wrote, "but this will be of but little use unless he could leave a force there to help
protect us. And he cannot leave a force without calling a special Legislature for that purpose,
unless the President should see fit to place a company of rangers here with power to assist us in
time of need."™! Their objective was clear. Mormon leaders believed a force could be mustered
under legitimate authority of the state which would be used to reinstate them upon their property,
while the state militia or federal troops could assist in their protection once their lands were
reclaimed.

Dunklin waited nearly two months before taking action and on 4 February 1834, he issued
his reply. First he noted that their arms had been wrongfully confiscated by Colonel Pitcher and
an order would be given to have them returned. Furthermore, he fully acknowledged the
Mormons had a right to organize a military body, "indeed it is [your] duty to do so,"” he wrote, at
the same time stating a sanctioned militia entitled them to also be supplied with public arms.
However, "As to the request for keeping up a military force to protect your people, and prevent
the commission of crimes and injuries, " he believed such a request did not warrant the use of state
troops since in his opinion it was not, under militia law, an "emergency.” Furthermore, he
promised a court of inquiry would be held and promised a contingent of militia would be called

up to accompany the Mormon witnesses to the hearing.*

30°To His Excellency, Daniel Dunklin, Governor of the State of Missouri," Ibid, 1:451-52.
*'John Corrill to Oliver Cowdery, Evening and Morning Star 2 (January 1834): 126.

32Gee "Governor Dunklin to the Brethren in Missouri,” HC 1:476-78.
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While it appeared to the Mormons that the only way they would be able to reclaim and
retain their lands was through force of arms, they continued to use the legal system to seek redress.
John F. Ryland, a circuit court judge residing in Lexington, was outraged by the atrocities
committed against the Saints and advised the attorneys employed by the Church that he would be
willing to conduct a court of inquiry in Independence "for the purpose of "binding over . . . such
persons as [ shall think ought to be restrained.”™ A court of inquiry was eventually called for but
resulted in a travesty. On 23 February 1834, several of the leading elders, accompanied by fifty
armed "Liberty Blues” commanded by David Atchison for their protection, crossed into Jackson
County. The following day they traveled to Independence and assembled at the courthouse. They
Qere met there by their chief legal counsel Amos Reese, the district attorney, and the state attorney
general R. W, Wells. Almost immediately upon their arrival they were informed by Reese and
Wells that "all hopes of criminal prosecutions were at an end" and Atchison received "an order
from the judge that his company's service was not longer wanted."* Hereafier the Mormons
abandoned any further attempt to settle the matter in court.’®
In a December 1833 revelation, Joseph Smith instructed the Missouri Saints to ". . .

importune at the feet of the judge; And if he heed them not, let them importune at the feet of the

3John F. Ryland to Amos Rees, Ibid, 1:44546.
¥William W. Phelps to the Brethren in Missouri, Ibid, 1:481-83.

3There was one attempt made for a final compromise. On June 16, representatives from
Jackson met with Mormon leaders at the courthouse in Liberty. The Jackson delegation proposed
that independent arbitrators be chosen who would assess the value of the Mormon property and
the Jacksonians would buy out the Mormons by giving them the assessed value of the property plus
one-hundred percent. The Mormons countered with a similar proposition. An agreement could
not be reached and the meeting adjourned with another meeting date scheduled. However, en
route back to Jackson County while crossing the Missouri River, the boat the delegates were in
sank and five of their number died. Partly because of the incident, the two parties never got
together again and a compromise was never reached. (See HC 2:95-100; and History of Jackson
County, 261-63.) It is highly unlikely, however, that either party could have bought out the other.
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governor; And if the governor heed them not, let them importune at the feet of the president."
Thus, following the Independence court fiasco in late February, and with Dunklin dragging his
heals but apparently consenting to give limited support, the Missouri Saints appealed to the highest
office in the land. On 10 April 1834, fourteen leading Missouri elders drafted a letter to President
Andrew Jackson giving a general description of their sufferings. In addition, they informed the
chief executive that the governor asserted it was not within his power to maintain an armed military
force for the purpose of protecting the Mormons once they were restored to their lands. Based on
Dunklin's position, the leaders believed Jackson could do one of two things in their behalf. They
requested he use his influence to either persuade the Congress to call out the militia in their behalf,
or give Dunklin the power to intervene.”” Washington's response to the Mormon cause came
through the office of Secretary of War Lewis Cass in a letter dated May 2. Cass informed the
Mormon leaders the president could not "call out a military force to aid in the execution of the
state laws, until the proper requisition is made upon him by the constituted authorities,” meaning

Governor Dunklin.*

The Mormon A From Ohi
The December revelation intimated the Church would ultimately respond to the Missouri

difficulties with an organized military unit. The revelation summoned "all the strength of mine

¥D&C 101:86-88.

™Second Petition to the President of the United States.” Ibid. 1:483-85. The title of this
document is somewhat misleading since it implies this is the second time the Saints in Missouri
have sent a petition to the chief executive when it was actually only their first. A letter signed by
A. Sidney Gilbert, W. W. Phelps, and Edward Partridge accompanied the petition to President
Jackson which explains why this document is entitled the "Second Petition.” In editing the
Prophet’s history, B. H. Roberts placed the Gilbert, Phelps, and Partridge letter after the petition
when it should have been positioned ahead of it. (See Ibid, 1:485-86.)

#"Reply of the General Government to the Petition of the Saints,” Ibid, 1:493.
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house, which are my warriors, my young men, and they that are of middle age also among all my
servants, who are the strength of mine house. . . . [to go] straightway unto the land of my
vineyard, and redzem my vineyard, for it is mine."* When Parley P. Pratt and Lyman Wight
arrived in Kirtland on February 22 following a lengthy mid-winter journey from Missouri, the two
men informed Joseph Smith of the latest developments in connection with the exiled members.
The two men likely delivered a letter written by W. W. Phelps, informing the Prophet that, "The
Governor is willing to restore us, but as the constitution gives him no power to guard us when
back, we are not willing to go." Clearly, the Missouri Saints were asking for the Kirtland
members to come to their assistance. Two days later, Smith received a revelation reiterating the
previous one (D&C Section 101 given in December) and calling for a specific number of men (no
less than one hundred) to make up the organization. The revelation also called for eight men to
direct the expedition and obtain supplies, money, and volunteers.*' Their specific mission would
be to march to Missouri where it was expected the governor would use state troops to assist the
displaced Saints in reclaiming their lands, while the Mormon forces would reinforce their numbers
and help them maintain their property. Later that same day the Mormon Prophet met with the
Kirtland high council and told them he was going to Missouri and asked for volunteers.*

Joseph Smith took command of the operation, and in company with Parley Pratt, set out
immediately, visiting twelve communities in Ohio and New York recruiting men and money.

Orson Hyde and Orson Pratt made rounds in Pennsylvania. Lyman Wight and Sidney Rigdon

ID&C 101:55-56; see also verses 43-62.
“OW. W. Phelps to Joseph Smith, HC 1:457.
4See D&C 103:2140.

“2"Minutes,” HC 2:39.
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visited branches in Ohio, Penusylvaniaand New York. Frederick G. Williams and Hyrum Smith
labored in the east for a period of time. In late April the Presidert's brother and Wight then went
to Michigan to recruit volunteers. Within two months, the needed volunteers, known as Zion's
Camp, were recruited, and on May 1, the first men and wagons left Kirtiand.

Upon receiving word that the Ohio Saints were sending an armed outfit, Church leaders
in Clay County made Dunklin aware of their intentions and at the same time reminded him of what
they perceived were his obligations. "We have deemed it expedient to inform your Excellency,
. . . that a number of our brethren, perhaps two or three hundred [will] remove to Jackson county
in the course of the ensuing summer, " they wrote. "We do not know at what time our friends will
arrive . . . [but when] they do arrive, it would be the wish of our people in this county, to return
to our homes, in company with our friends, under guard: and when once in legal possession of our
houses in Jackson county, we shall endeavor to take care of them, without further wearying the
patience of our worthy chief magistrate.”* On June 5-6, following a month of travel through
Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois, and picking up recruits along the way, the Mormon army crossed the
Mississippi. On June 7, the troops arrived at a small branch of the Church known as the Allred
settlement situated on the Salt River where they waited for Lyman Wight and Hyrum Smith's small
company of some twenty men who were coming from Michigan. With the arrival of this last
group on June &, Zion's Camp consisted of a force of over two hundred men. Here, final
preparations were made for the push to western Missouri, drills were conducted, companies

organized, and officers appointed. Joseph Smith was selected as commander-in-chief and Lyman

#3"The Brethren in Missouri to Governor Dunklin," Ibid, 1:490.




27
Wight as general. On June 12, the army of Israel broke camp and commenced the trek across
northern Missouri.*

While encamped at the Salt River, the Prophet sent Parley P. Pratt and Orson Hyde to
Jefferson City to meet with the governor to receive orders concerning the role Zion's Camp would
play in conjunction with the troops called out by the state. After meeting with Dunklin, the
Mormon representativesmet the advancing company with disappointing news. According to Pratt,
Dunklin backed down, refusing to intervene militarily, stating "he dare not attempt the execution
of the laws in that respect, for fear of deluging the whole country in civil war and bloodshed,"” but
believed the Saints should continue their efforts through the courts.*® After the whole ordeal came
to an end, Governor Dunklin, a Jacksonian Democrat, revealed his true partisan position and
colors in regards to the Mormon affair. Ina letter written by him in August he wrote, "I have no
regard for the Mormons, as a separate people; & have an utter contemnpt for them as a religious
sect; while upon the other hand I have much regard for the people of Jackson county, both
personally and politically, they are, many of them, my personal friends, and neariy all of them are
very staunch democrats."* Fearful of politically alienating himself in Jackson, the governor put
varty and friendship over principle and bowed to public sentiment.

Without state support, the return and reinstatemen of the displaced Saints in Jackson was
virtually impossible. Shaken, Zion's Camp moved on in order to at least meet and confer with

Church leaders and Saints in Liberty regarding the situation and offer temporal assistance.

“Ibid, 2:87-90.
“Pratt, Aurobiography, 94.

“Daniel H. Dunklin to Joel H. Haden, 15 August 1834, original in Western Historical
Manuscript Collection, Ellis Library, Joint Collection of the University of Missouri and the State
Historical Society of Missouri, Columbia, Missouri. Cited in Stanley B. Kimball, "Missouri
Mormon Manuscripts: Sources in Selected Societies,” BYU Studies 14 (Summer 1974): 461.
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Meanwhile, their movements had not gone unnoticed, particularly .while passing through Ray and
into Clay County. On June 19, a large band of some two hundred men from Jackson collected
near the Mormon encampment on Fishing River ford in eastern Clay County intending to terminate
the Mormon advance. A fierce confrontation would have likely occurred had not a violent storm
intervened causing the beligerants to disperse.” On Sunday, June 22, Cornelius Gilliam, sheriff
of Clay, rode into camp and visited with Joseph Smith. On this occasion he was amiable and
conciliatory and advised the leadership because of the mood which existed among the people in
Liberty it would be best they stay clear of the city. Four years later, Gilliam's behavior towards
the Saints was remarkably different. During the 1838 Mormon-Missouri War, he was first a
leading Mormon antagonist and vigilante leader, and later a principal commander in the multi-
county forces that engineered the Mormon surrender.®
Shortly after Gilliam's departure, Joseph Smith received a revelation calling for the
dissolution of the Mormon company. "It is expedient in me that mine elders should wait for a little
season for the redemption of Zion," it read, at the same time indicating that the Lord had accepted

their sacrifices*® The Mormon army officially disbanded on July 3 with the elders free to return

Y1See HC 2:102-05.

*Ibid, 2:108. When Caldwell and Daviess Counties were created in December 1836,
Gillium was appointed by the legislature to be one of three commissioners to select the location for
the county seats. (See History of Caldwell and Livingston Counties, Missouri, Written and
Compiled From the Most Authentic Official and Private Sources, Including a History of Their
Townships and Villages, Together With a Condensed History of Missouri; a Reliable and Detailed
History of Caldwell and Livingston Counties—Their Pioneer Record, Resources, Biographical
Sketches of Prominent Citizens; General and Local Statistics of Great Value; Incidents and
Reminiscences [St.Louis: National Historical Company, 1886}, 104-05.)

¥D&C 105:9.
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to Ohio or remain with the exiled Jackson Saints in Missouri. The return to Jackson County and

the building of Zion would yet be future.®

ilitary Precedents and Historical Pre

While the Missouri Saints were ultimately unsuccessful in their attempts to defend and
retain their property; and while the main objective and purpose of Zion's Camp was not realized;
these two events, taken together, had several ramificationsand set several precedents. The defense
made by the Saints in Jackson County and the march of Zion's Camp marks the beginning of the
military activities of the Latter-day Saints. But perhaps more significantly these ordeals
demonstrated Church leaders might respond to force using some degree of force themselves.
Furthermore, such actions were evidence that the Mormons were willing to take what they
perceived to be the necessary measures needed to secure and maintain the religious and civil rights
of its members. And, despite a relatively small Church-wide membership in 1833-34
(approximately 1,000-1,200 in Missouri, and perhaps about that same number in Ohio, the eastem
branches, and elsewhere), the defense made by Jackson's Saints and the Zion's Camp experiment

showed Church members were not reluctant to stand up to their antagonists (in this case the

*For a more complete discussion on Zion's Camp see Roger D. Launius, Zion's Camp:
Expeditionto Missouri, 1834 (Independence: Herald House, 1984). See also Milton V. Backman,
"Zion's Camp Marches West," The Heavens Resound, 175-200; David F. Boone, "Zion's Camp:
A Study in Obedience, Then and Now," The Heavens Are Open: The 1992 Sperry Symposium on
the Doctrine and Covenants and Church History (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1993), 59-82:
Peter Crawley and Richard Lloyd Anderson, "The Political and Social Realities of Zions Camp,"
BYU Studies 14 (Summer 1974): 406-420; Warren A. Jennings, "The Army of Israel Marches Into
Missouri, " Missouri Historical Review 62 (January 1968): 107-135; Andrew Jenson "Members of
Zion's Camp, " The Historical Record 7 (June 1888): 577-591; Max H. Parkin, "Zion's Camp in
Clay County,” in " A History of the Latter-day Saints in Clay County, Missouri, from 1833-1837,"
135-87; Bruce A. Van Orden, "Zion's Camp: A Refiner's Fire,” The Prophet Joseph: Essays on
the Life and Mission of Joseph Smith, 192-207; and Lance D. Chase, "Zion's Camp,"
Encyclopedia of Mormonism 4:1627-29; also in Church History: Selections from the Encyclopedia
of Mormonism, 656-58.
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Jackson County citizenry) who were several, if not many times their number. In many ways, the
ordeal experienced by the Missouri Saints and Zion's Camp set the tone and established a
militaristic mindset in the minds of the Latter-day Saints and was a precursor of military actions
which followed during the Mormon War of 1838.

The Jackson County expulsion—-Zion's Camp ordeal was also a prelude to the 1838
confrontationand exile. As has been noted, many of the leading individuals in the 1833-34 contest
were also participants in the 1838 conflict. Boggs. an Independence businessman and lieutenant
governor in 1833, authorized the mustering out of the Jackson troops against the Mormons.
Likewise, as governor in 1838, he ordered out the state troops to quell the Mormon disturbance.
Samuel D. Lucas, commander of the Jackson militia, and Moses Wilson, both county citizens and
notable Mormon antagonists, were friends of Boggs and received military commands in the 1838
war. Cornelius Gilliam, Clay County sheriff in 1834 also received a commission. Fortunately for
the Mormons, Alexander Doniphan and David R. Atchison, men who labored on the side of
Justice, also received military appointments in the conflict. Atchison was in fact the supreme field
officer during the Mormon war up until two days before the Mormon surrender when Boggs
dismissed him. Furthermore, based upon the experiences they weathered in 1833-34, the
Mormons knew they would get little if any justice from the courts. In addition, political leaders
would likely yieid to the side of public opinion as well as their voting constituency. Finally, the
militia would be made up of many of their leading adversaries as well as violent vigilantes and

enemies who would join its ranks in order to justify their actions under the guise the state.

m val from Clay and the ti Idwell and Davie untie
When Zion's Camp made its appearance in Clay County in June, the local citizens became

concerned and alarmed, so they were more than relieved when the troops disbanded. However,
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the appearance of a religious militia made it clear that as long as the Mormon element remained,
there was room for potential conflict. Nonetheless, between 1834-36 the influx of Church
members from the east into Clay continued, due in part to the idea that the redemption of Zion,
although future, would still be realized. Anderson Wilson, a resident of the county, observed that
the eventual redemption of Zion was the reason for the Mormon gathering. "They have been
flocking in here faster than ever and making great talk what they would do,"” he wrote, "they
intend to Emigrate here til they outnumber us. . . . They are Borrowing all the money they Can
to procure land here & then they Buy all on a credit that they Can get and they promise the most
Anormous prices ever heard of. . . . They have got a revelation from Smith that they Shal have
the Missouri by money or Blood and God has Commanded them [to] . . . procede to the Mo. and
Buy land that they may rest."*!

Fortunately for the Mormons. Clay’s residents were much more open and fair-minded than
Jackson's old-time settlers although there were a few isolated outbreaks. In late June 1836,
continued iviormon emigration caused hostilities to surface once again. At least one mobbing
incident took place against a small settlement of Mormons situated on Fishing River, followed by
what was nearly an armed conflict between a contingent of Clay citizens and a group of 250
Mormons commanded by Lyman Wight. Although the latter confrontationdid not take place, the
excitement generated by these ordeals caused the local residents to feel the Mormon stay in their

county had been long enough. It was time they move on once again.®

StAnderson Wilson, 4 July 1836 letter, in Durward T. Stokes, ed., "The Wilson Letters,
1835-1849," Missouri Historical Review 60 (July 1966): 504.

bid, 506-07; see also Wight petition in Johnson, Mormon Redress Petitions, 655-56; also
in HC 3:440. For a brief description of the hostilities in Clay County see Max H. Parkin, "Latter-

more detailed account is in Parkin, "A History of the Latter-day Saints in Clay County, Missouri.
from 1833-1837," 247-57.
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Rather than resorting to further physical violence, Clay County's citizenry opted to allow
the Latter-day Saints to relocate peacefully. As early as 1834, Mormon families had begun moving
north and east from Clay into remote or sparsely populated areas of Ray County. Still later, in
March 1836, Missouri Church leaders began searching out possible sites for permanent settlement
in some of the more uninhabited regions of that county. After explorations were made, on August
8, church funds were used to purchase a one-mile square plot on Shoal Creek which was named
Far West. As Mormon numbers began to increase in the new region, a recommendation was made
that the Mormon problem might possibly be solved if a county was created exclusively for their
occupation with a proposal made to the few non-Mormons then living in the area to sell out at a
reasonable price and leave. Furthermore, it appears that initially, Church authorities agreed that
no Mormon would "settle in any other county save by express consent and permission, previously
obtained, or two thirds of the non-Mormon residents of the township in said county wherein they
desired to make a location."®
Alexander Doniphan, Clay's representative to the state legislature and a Mormon
sympathizer, spearheaded the bill to create the new county. In the process of trying to push for
its creation two obstacles surfaced. Initially, the proposal was made to have the county be twenty-
four miles square (encompassing sixteen townships, each being six miles square) with the southem
boundary line lying between the 53rd and 54th township lines. However, non-Mormon settlers
living in the 54th township protested being placed in the Mormon county and signed a petition
against the proposition. To appease the settlers in the disputed six-mile territory, the proposal was

modified to keep the six mile tract in Ray and make the new county only eighteen by twenty-four

3See History of Caldwell and Livingston Counties, 103-05, 117; also Clark V. Johnson,
"Let Far West Be Holy and Consecrated," The Prophet Joseph: Essays on the Life and Mission of
Joseph Smith, 228-229.
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miles (with twelve six-mile square townships). While this proved to benefit the non-Mormons
living in the section, Latter-day Saint families living in the contested area remained outside the
Mormon county. Doniphan also began to fear that a separate bill to organize just one county
exclusively for the Mormons might not pass. So in early December he proposed another county
be organized in conjunction with the first--this one being twenty-four miles square, lying directly
north of the Mormon county. All of this he explained in a letter to the Mormon leader William
W. Phelps:
I presented the petition in due time and had it referred to a committee of which I was
chairman and of which Noland of Jackson was a member, and the other was Head of
Randolph. The petitions of the people of north Grand River, the statements of the citizens
of Ray, the influence of her members and the prejudices of Noland, Boggs, Jeffery,
McLelland, etc., were to be combatted. . . . [ was forced to report a bill making two
counties north of Ray instead of one. . . . After the bill was reported, the member from
Ray . . . wished to extend the Ray line six miles north. This [ resisted but foresaw that
the governor and party would do what they pleased. so [ made a compromise.™

Passage of Doniphan's bill came on 29 December 1836. The smaller county, created exclusively

for Mormons, was named Caldwell. The northern county, which had a few scattered occupants,

was called Daviess and open settlement was allowed.*

#Alexander W. Doniphan to William W. Pheips, 8 January 1837, manuscript, LDS
Church Archives, Salt Lake City, Utah. Cited by Richard Lloyd Anderson, "Clarification of
Bogg's 'Order’ and Joseph Smith's Constitutionalism, " Regional Studies in Latter-day Saint Church
History: Missouri, 32.

5History of Caldwell and Livingston Counties, 103-105. Doniphan was also privileged to
name the two counties. According to local history, "Gen. Doniphan's father, Joseph Doniphan,
was a soldier of the Revolution, and one of the pioneers that accompanied Daniel Boone to
Kentucky. In the latter State he belonged to a company of Indian scouts and fighters, commanded
by Capt. Matthew(?) Caldwell. Of this Capt. Caldwell[,] Gen. Doniphan often heard his father
speak as a brave and gallant soldier, and a skilled Indian fighter. Col. Joseph H. Daviess, who
was killed under Gen. Harrison at the battle of Tip-Pecanoe, Indiana, in 1811, was also an
acquaintance and friend of Mr. Doniphan. When Gen. Doniphan drew up the bill for the
organization of the two new counties, he named one of them for Col. Daviess, and the other
Caldwell, in honor of his father's old captain. Caldwell county, Kentucky, was also named for
Capt. Caldwell.” (Ibid, 105.) See Leland H. Gentry, "LDS Communities in Caldwell and Daviess
Counties,"” Encyclopedia of Mormonism 2:925-27; also in Church History: Selections From the
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Potential for Future Militarv_Activities

With the establishment of Caidwell County, Missourians believed that most of the state’s
problems with the Mormons had been essentially resolved and peace would prevail. However, by
creating Caldwell for Mormon occupation, officials were actually. setting up the conditions for a
potentially greater conflict. With a county exclusively their own, Missouri Mormons immediately
began relocating in the area. Members and new converts in the east, encouraged by the news that
a region had been designated exclusively for Latter-day Saint settlement also began pouring in.
Believing the Mormon migration to Far West and the rest of Caldwell County would cause the
county to be filled up or overrun, in late 1837 Joseph Smith publicly declared the Church's
proposition that other of the "upper counties,” with probable reference to Daviess County, could
support newcomers and that "other stakes" would be created and organized "in the regions round
about."%* While Caldwell remained the principal gathering place, with Daviess County second,
Mormons did not confine themselves to just these two counties. In July 1838 LDS emigrants began
purchasing property in the community of De Witt, in Carroll County. In addition, Ray,
Livingston, Clinton, and Chariton counties had a share of Latter-day Saint occupants. Thus, with
the expectation that an ever-growing number of LDS would continue to emigrate and settle in
Caldwell, and the fact that there were those of the faith who were beginning to colonize in the
surrounding regions contrary to original agreements, Mormon phobia once again resurfaced.

There are at least three reasons why the Mormons responded in a militaristic fashion to the

disputes and confrontationsthat emerged in 1838. First, the growing LDS population, estimated

Encyclopedia of Mormonism, 340-44; and Clark V. Johnson, "Northern Missouri,” in S. Kent
Brown, Donald Q. Cannon, and Richard H. Jackson, eds., Historical Atlas of Mormonism (New
York: Simon & Schuster, 1994), 42.

%Elders’ Journal 1 (November 1837): 27-28.
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between ten and twelve thousand in 1838-39, tended to boost Mormon confidence in their own
strength and ability to defend themselves and their interests. Mormons were clearly the majority
in Caldwell (and eventually Daviess county as well) and firmly believed if outbreaks arose within
or very near these areas, because of their numbers they could take control in determining and
influencing the outcome in their favor.

The second reason centers in the creation of the Caldwell County militia itself. Because
the county was created and established by the legislature and therefore sanctioned by the state, by
military and state statutes a county militia could be organized. According to Lyman Wight, the
county militia was established during the summer of 1837. He wrote: "The county having been
settled, the governor issued an order for the organization of the county and of a regiment of militia;
and an election being called for . . . I was elected unanimously, receiving 236 votes in August
1837." Furthermore, he stated, "we then organized with subaltern officers, according to the
statutes of the state, and received legal and lawful commissions from Governor Boggs for the
same." Over thirty Latter-day Saint men are known to have received official appointments from
either the governor or other state authorities, or they were properly accorded their rank by a

sanctioned election in their unit.®® (See Appendix A.) To encourage enlistment and participation

S"Wight petition in Johnson, Mormen Redress Petitions, 656; also in HC 4:440. See also
Lyman Wight, "Journal,” in Joseph Smith, III, and Heman C. Smith, History of the Reorganized
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints. Vol. 2, 1836-1844. Independence: Herald House,
1967, 114; Lyman Wight, "History of Lyman Wight," Millennial Star 27 (22 July 1865): 457; and
History of Caldwell and Livingston Counties, 117.

3#William E. McLellin received his commission on November 22, and was appointed a
captain in the Caldwell company. His certificate reads: "I William E. McLeilin do solemnly swear
that I will support the Constitution of the United States and of the State of Missouri and faithfully
demean myself in the office of captain of the 1st Com. 59th Reg. 2d Brig. 3d Div. M. M. [signed]
Wm E McLellin] subscribed and sworn to before e this 22d day of November 1837 [signed]
William W. Phelps pres. Judge Caldwell County." (Certificate in the possessionof Franklin Miller,
Jr., Gambier, Ohio; photocopy provided to the author by Larry C. Porter. See also Porter, "The
Odyssey of William Earl McLellin: Man of Diversity, 1806-83," in The Journals of William E.
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in the Caldwell militia, in early 1838 the Missouri high council issued a resolution stating that all
men between the ages of eighteen and forty-five "be subject to military [i.e. militia] duty."® Thus,
the Mormons clearly felt it was not only their public duty to muster, but also recognized that the
militia system could be the means whereby they could defend their civil rights. Such was not the
case in Jackson or Clay, for the simple rcason they were not the majority.

A third reason for emergence of a militaristic spirit in 1838 centers in the fact that
Mormons fully believed they were completely justified in defending themselves, and at times even
taking aggressive action. In a previously cited revelation, Joseph Smith instructed his followers
that the Lord would allow the Saintsto go against their enemies if their rights as a people continued
to be violated. The revelation reads in part:

Now, I speak unto you concerning your families—if men will smite you, or your
families, once, and ye bear it patiently and revile not against them, neither seek revenge,

ye shall be rewarded; . . . .

And again, if your enemy shall smite you the second time, and you revile not
against your enemy, and bear it patiently, your reward shall be an hundred fold.

And again, if he shall smite you the third time, and ye bear it patiently, your
reward shall be doubled unto you four-fold;

And these three testimonies shall stand against your enemy if he repent not, and
shall not be blotted out. . ..

Nevertheless, thine enemy is in thine hands; and if thou rewardest him according

to his works thou art justified; if he has sought thy life, and thy life is endangered by him,
thine enemy is in thine hands and thou art justified.®

McLellin, 1831-1836, 322; and endnote #172.) The inscription appears on the back of the state
certificate and carries the signature of Governor Boggs.

*Donald Q. Cannon, and Lyndon W. Cook, eds., The Far West Record: Minutes of the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 1830-1844 (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book Company,
1983), 146. In the resolution, the high council exempted those serving in a ministerial capacity,
with probable reference to those engaged in full-time church service such as the First Presidency.
Under Missouri law, religious ministers were exempt from militia duty. This provision in
connection with Joseph Smith's exemption from military service will be discussed in greater detail
in the next two chapters.

“D&C 98:23, 25-27, 31.
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In 1838, scriptural teachings in the Book of Mormon that could have been overlooked earlier,
perhaps also provided the Missouri Saints with additional justification. Speaking of the actions
taken by the Nephites against the Lamanites the record indicates:

They were not fighting for monarchy nor power but they were fighting for their
homes and their liberties, their wives and their children, and their all, yea, for their rights
of worship and their church.

And they were doing that which they felt was the duty which they owed to their
God; for the Lord had said unto them . . . that: [nasmuch as ye are not guilty of the first
offense, neither the second, ye shall not suffer yourselves to be slain by the hands of your
enemies.

[But] . . . Ye shall defend your families evan unto bloodshed.®!

Thus, by the summer of 1838, Church leaders were less inclined to submit to the demands
made upon them by Missouri's political leaders, military officials, and citizens. They insisted upon

full exercise of their own political and civil rights and were willing to defend such rights by armed

force. By 1838, the stage was set for a final showdown.

$'Book of Mormon (Salt Lake City: The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 1981),
Alma 43:4547.



CHAPTER 3
THE HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE MILITIA
IN AMERICA, 1607-1861, AND IN ANTEBELLUM MISSOURI
During the decade of the 1830s the Latter-day Saints generally sought peaceful means of
negotiation to resolve potential conflicts with their Missouri neighbors. However, they were not
afraid to respond to anti-Mormon agitation with their own militia force when arbitration proved
futile. Critics may be prone to quickly condemn a militia response as not only being unauthorized
butillegal. However, an understanding of military history, and more specifically the militia system
as it developed over time, as well as a knowledge of the state and federal laws governing it, is
necessary in order to correctly interpret the mustering of militia by both Mormon and Missouri
authorities. Both sides called out their respective forces, and both sides felt it was their legal and

civil right to do so.

e English a lonial Miljtia Syst

Like many of her religious, political, social, and economic institutions, America's military
system is also of English, and more specifically, Anglo Saxon origin. In England, a concept
emerged which centered in an abstract ideal called "The Great Fyrd,” or the notion that in return
for one's liberty and protection, every male citizen capable of bearing arms was obligated to render
service in defense of the country and the king. For centuries, universal military obligation was
considered the most proper way of defending a society. The outgrowth of this concept and practice
was the establishmentof the militia, which was to be in principle and practice an all-nationcitizen's

army.



39

In the Elizabethan period of the late sixteenth century, the English military underwent some
evolutionary changes. Rather than prepare every able-bodied man for military duty, it was decided
to select a small number of men in each shire (one in ten), and drill them in military tactics. This
group was called trainbands (literally "trained bands"). The remaining nine-tenths of the adult
male population were considered "inactive general reserve” to be mobilized only in times of
extreme emergency. Those selected for military duty generally came from the middle class rather
than the peasantry, and were in reality a bourgeois militia. Trainbands received periodic
instruction and training throughout the year, usually by experienced soldiers. Company members
were expected to supply some of their own equipment, although they could borrow supplies and
some arms from the public stocks. A general muster was called for once or twice a year. These
musters not only helped to ensure military readiness, but also provided a social experience for
militia members and their families as well as the community.'

When Englishmen established the first permanent colony at Jamestown in 1607, the
majority of men in the Virginia company had little or no military experience. But it was an
accepted fact that upon coming to America, the Crown expected the company members to defend
themselves. The harsh Chesapeake environment and the problems caused by Native Americans,
forced the colonists to totally reject the concept of a select militia in favor of the entire male
population being trained and armed for the defense of the community. Thus, each man was
expected to have dual roles in the new world—laborer and soldier.

Captain John Smith, a veteran of Europe's religious wars, was the first to teach military

skills to Jamestown's settlers. Upon taking command in 1668, he immediately recognized the

'Samuel T. Ansell, "Legal and Historical Aspects of the Militia, Yale Law Journal 26 (April
1917): 471-74. John K. Mahon provides a brief overview of the history of the English militia
system in, History of the Militia and the National Guard (New York: Macmillan Publishing
Company, 1983), 6-13.



40
military deficiencies in the men and instilled military training which included formal discipline,
drilling, marching, and building fortifications. After Smith's departure in 1610, several men with
fighting experience emigrated to the Tidewater area and intensified the training. They also
introduced English titles and ranks such as captain general, marshal, colonel, captain, lieutenant,
ensign, sergeant, corporal, and private. Perhaps more significantly, hereafter, social status in the
community depended on a person's military rank. Over the course of the next few decades other
changes and developments occurred. Althcugh each man was obligated to provide himself with
arms, armor, and ammunition, in 1622, London officials sent a shipment of arms and weapons
which were placed in a public arsenal to supplement the colony with necessary items and supplies
for their protection. Beginning in 1634, the militia was organized along county lines with an
officer appointed by the governor to command them. The commanding officer also had the
authority 10 call out or raise the militia depending on the disturbances and circumstances. This
arrangement meant that the governor had less control over the militia since it essentially came
under the control of local authorities. Still later, in 1645, the assembly met and created two
military districts or associations comprised of the three upper and three lower counties, making the
county militias part of a larger military organization of the colony. And finaily, beginning in 1661
county militia units included for the first time a band of dragoons, or mounted forces.?

The establishment of the militia in early colonial Massachusetts played a needed role in the

New England region. Upon its creation the militia essentially became subject to the General Court

“William L. Shea, The Virginia Militia in the Seventeenth Century (Baton Rouge: Louisiana
State University Press, 1983), 1-3, 10-11, 14, 32, 51-52, 55, 64, 74. A shorter version of Shea's
book is summarized in "The First American Militia, " Military Affairs 46 (February 1982): 15-18.
Initially the governors had the most dominant influence over the local militia units, but the people
saw the governors as being analogous to the King, and the colonial assemblies to Parliament. By
the time of the American revolution, the colonial legislatures gained the control over most of the
expenditures which included military appropriation.
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of Massachusetts. Later it operated under two additional authorities—the Inter-Colonial New
England Confederation (made up of commissioners representing their colonial governments who
could call up troops from the various provinces to serve temporarily in areas outside their
respective colonies), and the Crown, who occasionally took control of military affairs and supplied
English trained professional advisors in order to guarantee victory. Like Virginia, when called up
for emergency duty, the volunteers were expected to provide their own weapons, but they were
also paid for their services from the colony's coffers—sometimes per day, and other times per
campaign.

The number of training days, or musters, also varied from time to time. [n 1637 eight
days of drill were required each year, by 1660 the number was reduced to six, and ultimately to
four. The threat of war however, tended to create a sudden spurt of interest in the drill. For
example, during King Philips War in 1675-78. the Massachusetts militia held musters twice a
week. Drills in the Boston area generally took place in or near the center of town—often on the
Common. The day began with a prayer, followed by the actual drill which included marching,
forming lines, skirmishing, and retiring or retreating, with many of these activities being
performed to the sound of a drum. A musket exhibition or demonstration (somewhat similar to
today's formal drill and ceremony exercises) was also practiced and included a fifty-six count
maneuvering of arms based on Elton's, The Complete Body of Art Military. Interestingly, it was
not until count number forty-three that the soldier would finally fire his weapon breast high.
Noting this procedure one historian has written, "Though the magnificent variety of motions found
in [Elton's] manual may have served as an exhaustive means of discipline for soldiers at drill. it
is difficult to understand how the militiaman managed to avoid the scalping knife of some

reasonably competent Indian while he struggled to reach number forty-three.” A prayer service
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ended the exercises around three p.m. in the afternoon. Dinner was frequently served to the men
and was often times followed by the consumption of rum.?

In numerous ways the Virginia and Massachusetts colonies established patterns and
precedents of militia laws, policies, and organizationthat would later be adopted and incorporated,
not only by other colonies, but in the federal and state systems as well. By 1640, Connecticut and
Maryland had organized their colonial militias, and by 1671 the other six colonies in existence had
done so as well. By the end of the seventeenth century, every colony except Pennsylvania had
formed and organized a militia system.*

The colonial militia system was rather complex and in many ways varied from colony to
colony. This was principally due to sectional and regional diversity which caused the militias
within each of the respective colonies to have different roles from each other. For example, by
1700 the Indian population in Virginia was so weak that professional rangers were employed to
do the job of patrolling the frontier. This situation meant there was very little need for a militia
and it virtually ceased to exist for about half a century. However, this was not the case in
Massachusetts. Here the militia retained much of its vitality since it continued to conduct raids on
marauding Indian bands who threatened and harassed settlers. In South Carolina, a colony with
a more sparsely settled population, it was difficult to muster up the needed volunteers because they
were so spread out. Fear of slave insurrection and revolt also made it out of the question to arm

Blacks. Furthermore, as time went on, the militia became a means of controlling slaves rather than

3See Jack S. Radabaugh, "The Militia of Colonial Massachusetts," Military Affairs 18 (1954):
1-18.

*William H. Riker, Soldiers of the States (Washingtan, D.C.: Public Affairs Press, 1957), 11;
and Lawrence Delbert Cress, Citizens in Arms: The Army and the Militia in American Society to
the War of 1812 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1982), 4.
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a means of defense. Southern colonies generally organized militias along county lines, while in
the more populated areas in the North, cities and towns had their own organized units.’

At the heart of the colonial militia system was the principle of universal military obligation
for men generally between the ages of eighteen and forty-five. (Sometimes the upper age was
sixty, and occasionally the lower age limit was raised to twenty-one). Men summoned into general
service were part of the "common” militia and organized into companies normally created along
county lines. As the population increased, regiments were established comprised of several
companies. Historically, the majority of civilians displayed little or no fondness for military
parade or service but were nonetheless compelled to be called into duty when emergencies arose.

Interest and participation in the regular militia experienced a marked decline during the
colonial period. Deteriorationoccurred for several reasons. Notably, as the population increased,
the frontier advanced, making Indian threats less likely. Militia service was frequently seen as
being inconvenient and an intrusion on one's time spent in employment. Muster days also became
more of a social event rather than an organized drill, and an ever-increasing exemption list meant
that fewer and fewer men were obligated to participate. Insome instances, the more weaithy could
hire able-bodied substitutes to fill their obligation. The net result was that the common militia
began to wane. However, it was the decline in the irregulars which led to the emergence of a new
type of militia known as "volunteers.” These units were made up of men who had a fancy for
soldiering and were willing and anxious to be a part of it. Volunteer, or independent companies

were organized separately from the regular militia. They had distinctive uniforms, a formal and

‘John Shy, A People Numerous and Armed: Reflections on the Military Struggle for American
Independence (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1990), 35-36; and Allan R. Millett and
Peter Maslowski, For the Common Defense: A Military History of the United States of America
(New York: The Free Press, 1984), 2-4.



44
well-structured organization, were well armed, trained frequently, and manifested esprit de corps.
Unlike the men who were part of the common militia who had very little military training or
expertise, these men were essentially amateur soldiers.®

The American militia played a significant role during the Colonial Wars, and more
specifically the Seven Years War. From the onset of the French and Indian conflict, Great Britain
adhered to the policy that it would be a joint operation--the mother country would provide its share
of British regulars, while the colonists would be required to provide their allotment of men and
equipment. During the war, there were essentially three types of American forces who
participated: a relatively small number of rangers or frontiersmen who were selected as scouts and
hunters; the common militia, composed of ordinary citizens called up by the colonial legislatures
who had little or no military training; and volunteer provincials who were uniformed, outfitted,
and as well-equipped the British troops. [n spite of the fact that all three groups scored some
successes, British officials were generally not impressed with military skills or conduct of the
colonials, particularly those comprising the regulars. There were several reasons for such a
perception. The Americans did not view themselves as being employed by the king, so much as
they were employed by the colonial province. Upon enlistment, since they believed they were
under a contract with the province, if the contract was violated, this automatically nullified or
voided the soldiers responsibilities and he felt free to return home. For examiple, if the province
failed to send the promised supplies such as food or rum, the militiamen would refuse to work or
simply walk off. Furthermore, they resented being subject to the same military codes of justice

and penalties as British regulars. They resented authority, particularly that of the Crown, and

SFrederick P. Todd, "Our National Guard: An Introduction to Its Hiziory,” Military Affairs 5
(Summer and Fall, 1941): 73-74; and Millett and Maslowski, For the Common Defense, 5. Mahon
also provides an extensive examination of the militia during the colonial period in History of the
Miliria and the Narional Guard, 14-34.
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wanted to serve under the command of their own officers. Following the war, both the British and
American forces fostered negative perceptions about the other. The colonists harbored 2 disliking
and disdain for the British standing army, while the British believed the colonials made poor

soldiers.’

The Militia and the Revolution

The Revolution essentially created the need for a dual army--the professional Continental
Army in addition to the citizen army or militia. Washington clearly perceived the militia would
not stand up long against British regulars. What was needed to successfully defeat the British was
a professionally trained army and he petitioned the Continental Congress to make it possible. The
fact that the militia system had been in place for over a century and a half however, created some
problems throughout the war. Perhaps foremost, the militia limited the numbers who joined the
ranks of the regular army, since given a choice between serving periodically in the local militia,
or for an extended period of time in the Continental army, most men chose the former.
Fortunately, the spirit of independence led just enough men to enlist with General Washington
throughout the war. While the commander-in-chief depended most heavily on the Continental
Army in order to achieve success on the battlefield, during the revolution volunteer companies
steadied the regular army'’s lines and fought alongside the regulars. These militia units had a
mixed battlefield record, whose effectiveness often depended on the commanding officer.

General Washington's opinions of the local militia units was not very high. He never
ceased complaining about their performance which he labeled as undependable, undisciplined, and

cowardly under fire. Writing to the president of the Congress he penned, "To place any

’See F. W. Anderson, "Why Did Colonial New Englanders Make Bad Soldiers? Contractual
Principles and Military Conduct During the Seven Years War," William and Mary Quarterty 38
(July 1981): 395-404; Todd. "Our National Guard," 74-76; and Cress, Citizens in Arms, 3-14.
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dependence upon Militia, is, assuredly, resting upon a broken staff." Furthermore, "If I was called
upon to declare upon Oath whether the Militia have been most serviceable or hurtful upon the
whole; [ should subscribe to the latter.” There were exceptionsto this, such as the famous efforts
of the Massachusetts minutemen, although they were only partially organized, and after the clashes
at Lexington and Concord disappeared within a few weeks. In the end however, the common
militia may very well have given the British the most problems. While seldom achieving any
degree of military proficiency, these part-time soldiers made the British pay a price by their
constant probing, foraging, and marauding. I[n real emergencies, these early reserve units
provided reinforcements, and an inexhaustible pool of draftees to the Continental Army's regular
forces. The local militias also became a means of political surveillance. Citizens who refused to
join their local unit, or who were simply apathetic, were immediately labeled as either disloyal or

actual Tories. They were then given the choice to take up arms, or be thrown in jail.?

he Constitutj
The Revolutionary War essentially established the foundation for America's defense policy
concerning military service--that being a mixed force of professional and citizen soldiers. In spite
of the fact that Americans had a genuine dislike and distrust for a standing army, it was evident
from the war with Great Britain that a professional army was vital in preserving the country's
national security. Yet at the same time the colonial experience demonstrated the militia system had

proven at times to be effective, and frequently necessary as well. In 1783 Congress appointed a

'George Washington to the President of the Continental Congress, 24 September 1776, in John
C. Fitzpatrick, ed., The Writings of George Washington, 39 Vols. (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1931-1944), 6:110, 112.

’See Millett and Maslowski, For the Common Defense, 53, 56; Todd, "Our National Guard,"
76-78; Shy, A People Numerous and Armed, 237-42; and Mahon, History of the Militia and
National Guard, 35-45.
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committee to consider what type of military system would best suit the states and the nation as a
whole. Alexander Hamilton and James Madison, two members of the committee, wrote to
Washington asking for his views and recommendations. In his "Sentiments on a Peace
Establishment," the General proposed that a national militia be established, one designed to keep
a select group of citizens constantly prepared for military service and emergencies. Every citizen
from eighteen to fifty years of age was to be enrolled on the militia rosters and suggested they
muster a minimum of once or twice a year. Furthermore, he proposed that from among the
numbers of young men ages eighteen to twenty-five, a select corps be chosen in every state which
would receive superior training. This body would be called the Continental Militia and would be
organized along the same lines of the Continental Army. They would be required to drill twelve
to twenty-five days each year, uniforms and equipment would be standardized, and every state
would have its own arsenal. Other views were also considered, particularly that of Henry Knox,
Secretary of War under the Confederation. Knox proposed three units of militia be created--an
"advanced corp” consisting of men age eighteen to twenty who would be given six weeks of
regimental training each year and who would make up the main force: a "main” corp consisting
of men ages twenty-one to forty-five, and a "reserved" corp comprised of men ages forty-six 0
fifty-nine. Unfortunately, because of what appeared to be more pressing matters to the Congress,
nothing became of these recommendations. '°
Drawing upon the lessons of the past, the founding fathers made provisions in the
Constitution for the creation and establishment of both a regular army and a militia force with a

few significant changes, particularly in regards to the latter. The document gave Congress the

"“Marcus Cunliff, Soldiers as Civilians: The Martial Spirit in America, 1775-1865 (Boston and
Toronto: Little, Brown, and Company, 1968), 180-82; Cress, Citizens in Arms, 75-93; and Todd,
"Our National Guard," 78-79.
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power "To provide for calling forth the Militia to execute the Laws of the Union, suppress
Insurrections, and repel Invasions;" and "To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining the
Militia, and for governing such Part of them as may be employed in the Service of the United
States, reserving to the States respectively, the Appointment of the Officers, and the Authority of
training the Militia according to the discipline prescribed by Congress."!' Furthermore, the
executive "shall be Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the United States, and of the
Militia of the several States, when called into actual Service of the United States."'? Known as the
militia clause, there were essentially three factors governing it. First, it provided that the citizen
army be made available for federal service "to execute the Laws of the Union, suppress
Insurrections, and repel invasions.” Second, if the militia was called out by the president, he was
its commander-in-chief,and it was to be organized, armed, and disciplined by Congress. Finally,
to ensure that the states would have authority and control over some part of the military system,
the Anti-federalistsrecommended what became the Second Amendment--" A well regulated Militia,
being necessary to the security of a free State, the right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall
not be infringed.” These three statements constituted the core elements of the federal statutes
governing the militia, but it was expected that further details and stipulations would be worked out

by the Congress after ratification.

"Constitution of the United States, Article I, Section 8, Clauses 15-16.
Ibid, Article 2, Section 2, Clause 1.
BSee Ansell, "Legal and Historical Aspects of the Militia, 476-478; and Frederick Bernays

Wiener, "The Militia Clause of the Constitution," Harvard Law Review 54 (December 1940): 182-
86.
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ional islati

During Washington's first term as president, Henry Knox was retained as Secretary of

War, and a common objective of the two leaders was to get through Congress legislation that
would strengthen the role of the citizen army. In 1790, Knox made some recommendations based
upon his earlier proposal to the Congress under the Confederation, but his proposals were
essentially ignored. Two additional bills were introduced in 1791, and two more the following
year. The two which eventually emerged in 1792 and received approval from Washington's
administration were known as the Calling Forth Act, and the Uniform Militia Act. (See
Appendices B and C.) The Calling Forth Act embodied several provisions. Most importantly, in
cases of invasion, Congress gave the President power to call out any number of state militia
deemed necessary. In cases involving insurrection within a state, he had power to call out the
militia if requested by the state legislature or governor." Six days afier passage of the Calling
Forth Act, the Uniform Militia Act received approval. This legislation was based on the traditional
concept of universal military service for able-bodied males between the ages of eighteen and forty-
five, with each man being required to furnish himself with an adequate weapon and sufficient
supplies for his firearm. The size of each division, brigade, regiment, vattalion, and company was
also established, with their respective officers listed. (See Appendix D.) Furthermore, the state

adjutant-general's office was required to submit an annual report to the federal government (i.e.

“Act of the Second Congress of the United States, Statute I, Chapter 28, 2 May 1792, The
Public Statutes at Large of the United States of America (Boston: Charles C. Little and James
Brown, 18435), 1:264-65. Other provisions militiamen employed in federal service could not be
compelled to serve more than three months in any one given year and were to receive the same pay
as the full-time forces. In addition, in cases where uprisings occurred in a particular state which
could not be suppressed by regular judicial proceedings or by federal marshals, an associate justice
or a district judge could petition the President to call out the militia. This stipulation was
superseded by legislation passed in 1795 and essentially struck from the law. (See Ibid, Statute II,
Chapter 36, 424-25.)
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the Secretary of War), deuwiling enrollment figures, activities of the militia during the year, and
the situation concerning the number of arms, accouterments, and ammunitions available.'s As
granted by the Constitution, the states retained the power to maintain, control and govern their own
units (generally junior officers were elected by the men in their own respective units while senior
or commissioned officers received their command by appointment from the governor), and also
maintained the legality allowing for the organization of independent volunteer companies. These
volunteer units were also incorporated (at least on paper) as part of the state militia.

The Uniform Militia Act has been the subject of much criticism over the years. One
military historian has stated that it soon became apparent to most political leaders the legislation
was in fact too weak. Its greatest flaw was that it was essentially unselective. "It imposed a duty
on everyone, with the result that this duty was discharged by no one. Its provisions were
unworkable when they were adopted; they were soon obsolete; {and] as measures of nation
defense, they were worthless."'¢

Perhaps what is so remarkable about the 1792 Uniform Militia Act is that it essentially
governed the role of the militia into the twentieth century. The turning point came in 1903 with
passage of a bill sponsored by Representative Charles H. Dick from Ohio. It essentially created

an "organized" militia, or National Guard, which thereafter brought the Guard under stronger

SAct of the Second Congress of the United States, Statute I, Chapter 33, 8 May 1792, The
Public Statutes at Large of the United States of America (Boston: Charles C. Little and James
Brown, 1845), 1:271-74. The act exempted individuals employed in certain professions
(legislators, custom house officials and their clerks, ferrymen, inspectors, and merchant mariners)
and granted the states the right to add their own exemptions to the list. Specifics regarding the
uniform, discipline, and provisions concerning the wounded were also outlined. See also Wiener,
"The Militia Clause of the Constitution," 186-188; Todd, "Our National Guard: An Introduction
to Its History,” 79; Millett and Maslowski, For the Common Defense, 89-90; Cunliff, Soldiers as
Civilians, 182-85, 192-212, 220; and Riker, Soldiers of the States, 19-20.

6Wiener, "The Militia Clause of the Constitution," 187.




51
federal and state control. Legislationalso organized the Guard along the lines of the regular army.
In addition, provisions were made for Guard members to participate in summer camps and
maneuvers with the professional full-time soldiers and officers. The President was also given the
authority to call up the Guard for nine months rather than three, but service could only be
performed on the continent.'” This provision was changed in 1908 to include service for an
indefinite time as well as overseas duty. However, in 1912, compulsory overseas duty was ruled

unconstitutioral.'®

e Milit 136

With the new federal government exercising only limited control over the militia, national
officials turned their attention and interest to the army and navy, leaving the states the major
responsibility of maintaining and supporting a viable militia organization. This they did not do.
Thus, participationand interest in the state sponsored local companies experienced a steady decline
from the onset. Recognizing some of the deficiencies in the system, several presidents sought for
needed changes. Jefferson believed whole-heartedly in the militia system as the only competent
means of defending the country from foreign invasion and hoped Congress would strengthen its
role; however, few reforms were made.” The most significant change occurred in 1808 when
Congress appropriated an annual expenditure of two hundred thousand dollars for weapons with

distribution to the states being based proportionally upon enrollments given in the annual reports

"7Act of the Fifty-Seventh Congress of the United States, Chapter 196, 21 January 1903, The
Statutes at Large of the United States of America From December, 1901 to March, 1903,
Concurrent Resolurions of the Two Houses of Congress, and Recent Treaties, Conventions, and
Executive Proclamations. Vol. 32—Part 1 (Washingion: Government Printing Office, 1903): 775-
80.

BMillett and Maslowski, For the Common Defense, 312-13.

Mahon, History of the Militia and the National Guard, 63-66.
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submitted by adjutant-generalsof each state to the federal government.® This inclusion however,
did little to actually strengthen the function and position of the citizen army in American society.

The first real test as to how the militia would perform came during the administration of
James Madisonand the War of 1812. Expectations ran high that the common militia and volunteer
companies would provide a formidable force along with the regular army. However with a few
exceptions, the militia responded and performed rather miserably, thus doing little to enhance its
image.* Presidents Monroe and Adams gave little attention to the militia, while Jackson
recognized changes were needed but his recommendations were never acted upon. During the Van
Buren administration, Secretary of War Joel R. Poinsett proposed an active militia of 100,000,
with a reserve force of the same number, but opponents viewed the proposal as coming
dangerously close to having a large standing army and his plan was repudiated. During the
Mexican War, because military action was to be fought beyond the boundaries of the United States,
common militia were not called out by President Polk. However, members of volunteer regiments
combined to make up the bulk of Winfield Scott and Zachary Taylor's forces and they performed
admirably. Therefore, it was the volunteer element, not the common militiaman, that was extolled.
To Polk, the volunteer enlistee typified the American soldier, while the irregular militiaman was
essentially uscless.? Following the war with Mexico, militia returns indicated the organization

experienced a short-lived revival until about 1852, after which the decline resumed once again.

“Act of the Tenth Congress of the United States, Statute I, Chapter 55, 23 April 1808, The
Public Statutes at Large of the United States of America (Boston: Little, Brown, and Co., 1861)
2:490-491.

21See Mahon, History of the Militia and the National Guard, 63-77.

ZCunliff, Soldiers as Civilians, 195-205.
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On the eve of the Civil War there was a slight resurgent interest, but the general feeling was that
the traditional common militia had fallen into disrepute.>
There were several reasons for the disintegration of the irregular forces. For most men,
attendance and participation in the musters were often seen as a nuisance, taking them away from
work and family responsibilities. Furthermore, while a few states were able to assemble a
respectable store of arms, each man still had an obligation to arm himself. A large number of men
in American society had no need to own the type of weapon prescribed for military exercises, so
this obligation frequently proved to them to be an irritation. There were also fines for non-
attendance at the muster. And while fines varied from state to state, the affluent man could
generally afford to pay the charge while the poorer man could not. In addition, the conception
behind the militia was that it was to be universal and obligatory. However, the 1792 Act exciuded
individuals employed in certain professions from militia duty, and states were permitted to add
other professions to the list—some of which were long and lengthy. Generally it was the men of
wealth who qualified for exemptions which meant ihe poorer classes had to bear the burden of
responsibility. >
While participation in the common militia was in decline, the independent or uniformed
companies experienced a marked increase in enrollment and activity, particularly in the urban

centers. In fact, in some cities the regular militia disappeared altogether, making the volunteer

BPaul Tincher Smith, "Militia of the United States from 1846 to 1860." Indiana Magazine of

" History 15 (1919): 43. As noted in the text, Smith used militia rolls and returns to demonstrate

the decline of the militia following the Mexican War up until the Civil War. William H. Riker
made a similar study, examining the percentage of states submitting returns over an even longer
period of time (1802-62) in making his conclusion that the militia experience a general and steady
decline from the turn of the century until the outbreak of war. See Riker, "Degeneration of the
Militia, 1792-1860," in Soldiers of the States, 21-40.

Cunliff, Soldiers as Civilians, 205-212.
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company the only organized unit in the community. Volunteer units tended to be made up of men
who enjoyed soldiering and were willing to sacrifice time and money to be a part of the group,
which usually numbered between fifty and one hundred members. In organizing a company, the
men in the community would get together, form a military club, elect officers, select a name, and
agree upon a uniform. Names varied from the more common designations of Rifles, Cadets,
Guards, to more exotic titles such as Invincibles, Avengers, and Snake Hunters. Generally, units
were named after the community or locale and the color of the uniform-blue and grey being the
most common. The uniform and dress was also the distinguishing feature that separated the
volunteer unit from companies made up of common militia. When a unit had a sufficient number
of men, the company would apply for a charter from the state which was issued through the
governor as were the commissions.

Drills, maneuvers, and target practice were conducted on a regular basis. Volunteer
companies were social as well as military organizations. Social prestige also played a role.
Uniforms, equipment, parades, dinners, and clubrooms all cost money, thereby restricting
membership to those in the upper or higher middle classes. Companies often times even displayed
an elitist attitude and when called out for state or local service, volunteer regiments resisted being
included or merged into the larger force comprised of regular militia. The pomp and circumstance
of military parades, mock battles, and artillery contests became a significant social pastime in many
communities. Strong drink was always included as an important part of the festivities. Although
they were usually better trained than local compulsory militia during the nineteenth century, the
social pageantry which accompanied the activities of the volunteer units made them so they were

in many ways not fit for any type of war duty or to render much aid in time of national crisis.?

5Todd, "Our National Guard," 83-84; and Cunliff, Soldiers as Civilians. 218-19, 230-35.
During this period numerous ethnic volunteer companies were organized, particularly in those
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The Missouri Militia
Following the Peace of Amiens and the settlement giving the United States the territory
acquired by the Louisiana Purchase from France, the region became the District of Louisiana on
1 October 1804. Six months later, on 3 March 1805, Congress passed the act establishing a
separate territorial government for the province. Since the area that became the state of Missouri
in 1820 was part of this land acquisition, for sixteen years the region came under the district and
later the territorial statutes of the province, and included in the first laws governing the region were
stattes regarding both common and volunteer militia. For example, every able-bodied male from
age sixteen to sixty was obligated to militia service unless exempted. (In 1807 the age qualification
was changed to eighteen and sixty).* Exemptions were made for certain professions. For
example, in 1804 only federal officers, superior court judges, the attorney general, jail keepers,
and ministers of the gospel were not subject to militia duty. However, the list expanded over the
years so that by 1835 exemptions included essentially every elected official, as well as any person
employed in federal, state, or local offices. Individuals in the banking industry (bank presidents,
commissioners, cashiers, and clerks), ferrymen, owners of iron works (and their hands), those
employed aboard any vessel transporting the produce of Missouri, millers, postmasters, mail
carriers, most firemen, paper mill workers, or those employed in cotton or wool manufacturing
were also exempt. Furthermore, if a man was a member of the uniformed or volunteer company
and fully equipped himself and rendered faithful service to his unit, he too was exempt, although

not from regular duty if called out. It simply meant he did not have to drill with or be a member

cities and regions having significant numbers of native German and Irish populations. (See also
Mahon, History of the Militia and the National Guard, 78-96.)

*Laws of a Public and General Nature of the District of Louisiana, Territory of Louisiana,
Territory of Missouri, and State of Missouri, Up to the Year 1824 (Jefferson City: W. Lusk & Son,
1842) 1:42, 151.
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of the common militia forces.”” Officers were expected to be uniformed in the appropriate grade
of the United States Army, but if the cost of the uniform was considered too burdensome
alterations could be made.® In practice however, the officers and the regular troops were
generally attired in nothing but their everyday working clothes. The number of musters also varied
over the years. In 1804, territorial law required attendance at six per year, in 1810 it the number
was reduced to four, and in 1831, ten years after statehood was achieved, it was reduced to one.
However, during Missouri's Black Hawk War in 1832, the militia demonstrated its
unpreparedness, resulting in the return of the four annual musters.?

While there was a general spirit of indifference portrayed by a majority of Americans
toward the common militia, particularly after the War of 1812, there were some exceptions—
Missouri being one. During the decade the Mormons resided in the state, historical evidence
suggests there was considerable interest and zeal among the general male population for militia
service. The Indian situation appears to have been the leading factor. Being a frontier state in the
1830s, the Native American tribes posed a real threat to the Missouri region. Rumors of uprisings
were frequent and revolts occurred from time to time, necessitating the citizens, and more

particularly the militia, be ready at all times. During the decade of the 33s, there were three major

“Ibid, 142, 151, 876; and Laws of Public and General Nature of the State of Missouri, Passed
Berween the Years 1824 and 1836, Not Published in the Digest of 1825 Nor in the Digest of 1835
(Jefferson City: W. Lusk and Son, 1842) 2:36.

BLaws of the State of Missouri, Passed at the First Session of the Ninth General Assembly (St.
Louis: Chambers & Knapp, 1841), 80.

®Laws of a Public and General Nature of the District of Louisiana, Territory of Louisiana,
Territory of Missouri, and State of Missouri, Up to the Year 1824, 1:43-44, 253; and Laws of the
State of Missourt, Passed at the Second Session of the Sixth General Assembly (Jefferson City:
Calvin Gunn, 1831), 58-59; and Laws of the State of Missouri, Passed at the First Session of the
Seventh General Assembly (Title page containing publishing information and date of printing
missing), 84.
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call-outs of state militia to handle Indian problems. The first occurred in 1831-32, when the Sacs,
Foxes, and Winnebago Indians situated in lowa returned to their former lands on the Illinois side
of the Mississippiand began to engaged in skirmishes with the settlers in the area. About the same
time a marauding band from these hostile tribes (whose chief was Keokuk but who was led by
Black Hawk) attacked a peaceful band of Menomonie Indians, killing twenty-five. In March 1832,
these tribes crossed back over the Mississippi and established themselves near the lowa-Missouri
border. In May, the proximity of these hostilities to Missouri’s settiements caused Governor John
Miller to call out one thousand Missouri militia from ten counties in the state to assist a contingent
of U.S. troops stationed in St. Louis to head off any further confrontations. During the summer,
these units patrolled the state’s northern border and established strategic outposts in the
northeastern region in order to present a formidable opposition. However, by September, since
the tribes still had not actually penetrated into Missouri, and with the hostilities appearing to have
subsided, the troops were mustered out of service.*®

A second incident associated with the Indians occurred in 1836-37 in the upper Grand
River region and was called the Heatherly War. An unruly clan known as the Heatherly's
established a horse-stealing operation and began plundering from the [owa Indian tribe and local
settlers in the area. In June 1836, the lowas tracked down the Heatherly gang and a skirmish
ensued, but the desperadoes were able to escape, although one of their number was killed.
Conflict within the band itself soon arose. The Heatherly's, fearing one of their own members,

a man by the name of James Dunbar, would turn against them, had him killed. Thereafter they

W. F. Switzler, Switzler's lllustrated History of Missoun, From {54 to i877 (St. Louis, C.
R. Bamnes, Editor and Publisher, 1879), 224-227; and Calvin Floyd Shcemaker, Missouri and
Missourians: Land of Contrasts and People of Achievements, 2 Vols. (Chicago: The Lewis
Publishing Company, 1943) 1:438-39. Austin A. King, the judge who presided over two hearings
in connection with the Mormons in 1838, and who later became Missouri's governor in 1848, was
a colonel in the Black Hawk war and played a major role.
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roamed the countryside spreading reports the lowa [ndians were the ones causing all the problems.
A militia force consisting of several companies was called out to patrol the area. One of the
companies, the Liberty Blues from Clay County, was commanded by David R. Atchison. The
depredations in the Grand River area were eventually traced to the Heatherly clan who were
arrested in July. When they finally came to trial in 1837, the Heatherly's turned states' evidence
against Alfred Hawkins, one of their cohorts. They were dismissed while Hawkins was charged
with the murder of Dunbar.”

The third Indian incident involving a call-out of the Missouri militia was actually fought
outside the confines of the state. In his role as commander in chief of the army, navy, and militia,
during the fall of 1837, President Martin Van Buren called upon the state of Missouri to provide
six hundred volunteers to subdue the hostile warring Seminoles in Florida. These recruits were
raised from Boone, Howard, Chariton, Ray, Jackson, and Marion counties and placed under the
command of Colonel Richard Gentry from Columbia. Afterarriving in Florida in December, the
Missouri militia encountered a sizeable Seminole force led by Mycanopee, Alligator, Tiger Tail,
and Sam Jones near the Kissimmee River. Without the support of U.S. regulars, the Missourians
suffered heavy casualties, 138 total including Gentry their commander. The remaining troops
returned to Missouri early in 1838.32

Besides the call-out of state militia during the Mormon War of 1838, there was at least one
additional mustering of state troops in the 1830s. During the summer of 1839, a land dispute
between Missouri and Jowa arose. Governor Lilburn W. Boggs believed a small triangle of land

situated between the Des Moines and Mississippi Rivers belonged to Missouri, while Governor

NSwirzler, Nlustrated History of Missouri, 228-229.

“Ibid, 232-37.
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Robert Lucas claimed it for Iowa, and both men called out their respective militia to settle the
matter. The disputed area abounded in trees containing bee hives so settlers sarcastically called
the conflict the Honey War.®
The actual problem, however, was slavery. If the disputed region was actually in
Missouri, slavery would be permitted. If in lowa, it would be prohibited. Some 2,200 Missouri
militia were called out. However in December, before any actual fighting broke out, negotiations
were successful with [owa retaining its land claims, and conflict was narrowly averted. The
engagement was not popular, highly controversial, and perceived as essentially a dispute between
the two governors. Upon learning of the peace settlement, Missouri militia members cut a haunch
of venison in two, labeled one after Governor Lucas and the other after Governor Boggs, hung
them up in the air, and then fired into them with rifles. The call-out of the Marion troops was also
the third time in three successive years that they had been mustered into service, so before
disbanding they issued several complaints to Boggs. The first grievance was that they had to
supply themselves with their own tents and blankets. The second was a request that the governor
furnish them with some guns by the next fall. The third was, "That we think it high time we had
our pay for the Mormon campaign, last year."* Thus, Missouri's Indian wars (Black Hawk,
Florida, and Heatherly), the Mormon and Honey wars, local call-outs of county militia (such as

the Jackson militia being mustered against the Mormons in November 1833), and the general

“History of Marion County, Missouri, Written and Compiled From the Most Authentic Official
and Private Sources; Including a History of lts Townships, Towns and Villages. Together With a
Condensed History of Missouri; the City of St. Louis: A Reliable and Detailed History of Marion
County--lIts Pioneer Record, War History, Resources, Biographical sketches, and Portrayals of
Prominent Citizens; General and Local Sketches of Great Value, and a Large Amount of Legal and
Miscellaneous Matter; Incidents and Reminiscences, Grave, Tragic, Humorous (St. Louis: E.F.
Perkins, 1884), 220-226.

¥bid, 223.
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frontier environment of the state, kept the militia and its military spirit alive and well in Missouri
during the 1830s.

The fact that Missourians tended to manifest a considerable interest in the militia does not
mean the men or companies were necessarily well-trained, outfitted, or armed. In fact, muster day
frequently took on more of the appearance of a social event than that of a training period as the
following narrative describing a muster in Boone County illustrates:

The militia musters . . . were occasions of great interest, and were anticipated and
prepared for by people of all conditions, classes, and colors. They were brought together
four times during each summer and fall the entire male population, to meet each other in
social converse, to witness the splendid pageantry of peaceful war; to note the evolutions
of gaily caparisoned horses and their plumed and uniformed riders: to gaze with patriotic
pride upon the long and straggling lines of citizen soldiery attired in home-spun and armed
with walking canes, umbrellas and corn-stalks; to pass judgment upon the merits of
braying jack-asses and the stump oratory of political candidates who were often on
exhibitionin close proximity to each other; to eat ginger cakes and drink sweet cider, and
destroy watermelons by the score; and late in the afternoon to form part of a wide and
excited ring, which circled, halloed, cheering and swearing, around neighborhood bullies
who, on all such occasions, settled their personal differences with "fist and skull."*
The musters in Livingston County (situated adjacent to Caldwell County) presented a

similar scene. A great number of men did not possess the required weapon, so they "went through
the manual of arms with sticks, cornstalks and other implements.” Even some of the officers were
ill-equipped. Not having field swords, daggers of lath and sabers and rapiers of pine "were waved
and flourished in directing the movements of the troops.” The drill did not always produce the

desired results. "The drill masters were not very efficient to begin with,” one local historian

wrote, "and their tactics differed very widely.” The men were ofien "undisciplined, and resented

SHistory of Boone County, Missouri, Written and Compiled From the Most Authentic Official
and Private Sources; Including a History of Its Townships, Towns and Villages. Together With [a]
Condensed History of Missouri; the City of St. Louis; A Reliable and Detailed History of Boone
County—lts Pioneer Record, War History, Resources, Biographical Sketches and Portrayals of
Prominent Citizens; General and Local Statistics of Great Value; and a Large Amount of Legal and
Miscellaneous Matter; Incidents and Reminiscences, Grave, Tragic, Humorous (St. Louis: Westem
Historical Company, 1882), 344-45.
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all attempts to force them to become 'machines, " noting also that the "drillings and meetings {were
not] enough to render the militiamen trained soldiers, and there were too many for comfort.” The
social nature of the muster days in Livingston also tended to overshadow the importance of the
drill. "Greatcrowds attended these musters. Old darkies [Blacks] were there with spruce beer and
ginger cakes; refreshment stands abounded; horse races were made and run; foot races wrestling
matches, and other athletic sports were indulged in, and many a fisticuff was fought. . . . Atall
these things, . . . the crowd stared and admired."%

One young German recruit from Franklin county by the name of Gert Goebel recorded his
impressions after attending his first muster in 1835 at the age of eighteen. His history indicates
that his company lacked considerable decorum. He noted that previous to the muster he received
a summons witich instructed him to come "armed and equipped as the law directs.” This directive
caused some concern since he did not even know what the law prescribed. Nonetheless, Goebel
appeared on the appointed day and hour along with some fifty or sixty other men who constituted
his company. Being non-uniformed, the participants came in a variety of apparel. "Some had
coats on, others were in their shirt sleeves, while still others wore their hunting shirts,” he wrote.
When the time for the drill began the captain and lieutenants wanted the company members to fail
into a straight lines, which they evenmally did after considerable difficulty. "One man, who was
endowed with unusual corpulence could not be made to fit in the front rank at all, so he was placed
in the rear rank. because there he had unlimited space for expansion to the rear,” he wrote. The
company next proceeded to march in an orderly fashion to the site where the actual drill would be
conducted. A drummer and a man playing the fife provided the sounds to which the men were to

march. Goebel noted the two musicians had little, if any, musical talent which made marching to

% History of Caldwell and Livingston Counties, 729-30.
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the beat difficult. "The fearful noise which these instruments produced could not possibly be called
music,” he recalled, indicating "It was nothing but ear-splitting discords.” The off-key music and
irregular beat of the drum necessitated that the captain yell himself hoarse in order to keep the men
instep. "Keep time, boys, keep time," he would cry, "but this was asking too much of a body of
men, most of whom stood in rank and file for the first time in their lives,” noting with "such a

diabolical noise [as this] even a regiment of veterans would have gotten out of step.” At a later
muster, two German immigrants were recruited to replace the less skilled fifer and drummer.
Their music and beat so excelled the first two that the entire company "was completely electrified
and drilled as they never had drilled before or after.” The militia members were so appreciative
of the two foreigners that a collection was taken up and fifteen dollars raised and presented to them
as a gift.

Two incidents demonstrate the lack of military protocol exhibited by Goebel's company.
While on the march, the detachment passed a spring. The refreshment a cold spring provided was
too much for the drummer who suddenly stopped, put his drum on the ground, and yelled to his
comrades, "Hold on boys, [ am dry,” much to the consternationof the commanding officer. This
caused the entire company to "fall out” in order to get a drink for themselves. The second incidert
occurred near the end of the day when a headcount was being taken. Upon numbering the men,
it was observed that there was a considerable number of gaps in the line. But the missing persons
were soon accounted for. They had fallen out and were crouched among the hazel bushes picking

wild strawberries. The officer himself was rather amused about the whole incident and instructed

his junior officer, "Adjutant. go and drive up these strawberry hunters.">

7See William G. Bek, "The Followers of Duden," Missouri Historical Review 15 (1921-22):
363-64.
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During the first few decades of the nineteenth century, independent volunteer companies

sprang up around the country, but Missouri was an exception. During the 1830s most militia
activities in the state actually revolved around the common or regular militia. Since volunteer units
tended to originate in urban areas, and because Missouri's only sizeable city during this period was
St. Louis, it is not surprising that there were only a few uniformed regiments. At the outbreak of
the Black Hawk War in 1832 it was reported there were only two uniformed companies in the river
city. However, the Indian conflict stimulated the creation of three more companies, the most
notable being the St. Louis Grays, a volunteer company which maintained an organization until
the Civil War.® Laws governing the regular militia (age classifications, number of musters per
year, company organization, distribution of federally allotted arms) also applied to the uniformed
volunteers with a few additional stipulations. For example, once one was a member of a
uniformed company, he was expected to serve for a fixed term of at least seven years. If
discharged, the individual would then be expected to return to his regular militia outfit.
Surprisingly, an 1835 law required the governor give preference to the uniformed militia by
ordering them into active service before calling out the common militia.*® This was probably not
the general practice, however. There appears to have been only one known independent company
in western Missouri during this period. Known as the Liberty Blues, this Clay County unit existed

at least as early as 1834 and was commanded by David R. Atchison.®

BFrederick L. Billon, Annals of St. Louis In Its Territorial Days, From 1804 to 1821 (St. Louis:
By the Author, 1888), 98; and Joseph Boyce, "Military Organizations," Encyclopedia of the
History of St. Louis (New York: The Southern History Company, 1899), 3:1490.

¥Laws of a Public and General Nature, Passed Between the Years 1824 and 1836, 2:36, 529.

“According to W. W. Phelps, on 23 February 1834, the day the court of inquiry was to be held
in Independence to investigate the acts committed against the Mormons in Jackson County,
Mormon leaders were accompanied from Liberty to Independence by the fifty Liberty Blues under
the command of Atchison. See William W. Phelps to the Brethren in Kirtland, HC 1:481-83. W.
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The county militia that came against the Mormons in Jackson County in 1833, and the units

called out by Boggs in the 1838 conflict, were comprised almost exclusively of local and county
irregulars, not volunteers. Likewise, the Latter-day Saint forces from Caldwell (later to also
include Mormon irregulars from Daviess County) was also a body of common militia. It was not
until the 1840s and 50s that independent companies came into vogue in the Missouri. Their
creation and formation seems to have been stimulated by the independence of Texas, the war with
Mexico, increased social unrest, and the growing sectional differences of the 1840s and 50s. In
1861, at the beginning of the Civil War, the adjutant general of Missouri reported a total of thirty

uniformed companies in the state, eighteen of them in St. Louis."!

ititia an ic Order
In theory, the militia in America was designed to function in essentially two capacities;
first, as a military body in cases of foreign or hostile invasion; and second, to be a means of
maintaining regional and local social control. However, as one historian has observed, “The

militia's continued association with the preservation of order and authority at the local level made

F. Switzler also mentions this company in connection with the Heatherly War in his history. (See
Switzler, [llustrated History of Missouri, 228-229.)

#See Boyce, "Military Organizations,” 1497-1509. For a comprehensivestudy on the Missouri
militia see John Glendower Westover, "The Evolution of the Missouri Militia, 1804-1919" (Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Missouri, 1948). Following their expulsion from Missouri, Mormon
leaders were able to secure a city-state charter from the Illinois legislature in February 1841.
Included in the charter was the authorization of the well-known Nauvoo Legion having at one time
an estimated 2,000-3,000 members. While historical evidence suggests the high-ranking officers
frequently appeared in colorful and flamboyant uniforms, this does not mean to suggest the legion
was 2 uniformed company. It was essentially a local irregular militia force. The size of the
Nauvoo Legion and the part it played during Illinois period of the Church demonstrates the
militaristic spirit continued to intensify following the Missouri experience. For an examination of
the Nauvoo Legion see, Hamilton Gardner, "The Nauvoo Legion, 1840-45-—-A Unique Military
Organization, " Journal of the lllinois State Historical Society 54 (Summer 1561): 181-97; and John
Sweeney, Jr.. "A History of the Nauvoo Legion in lllinois,” (M.A. thesis, Brigham Young
University, 1974).
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its utilization for external defense improbable, and in some cases . . . undesirable.”* The two
wars with Britain persuaded Americans to rely more on special fighting forces comprised of
draftees and volunteers, than from the run-of-the-millmilitia made up of the typical citizen-soldier.
Thus, in practice the primary role and operation of the militia gradually changed from that of an
external combat unit, to one of an internal police force. This shift occurred mainly during the first
half of the nineteenth century where militia units were called out most frequently to assist state and
local officials in maintaining law and order, suppressing insurrections, and acting as a means of
civil control.®

During the first quarter of the nineteenth century, the United States was relatively free of
internal group violence. However, during the Jacksonian era, social violence saw a marked
increase in occurrence. One historian has noted that between 1828-1833, there were some twenty
incidents of riot, in 1834 there were sixteen, and in 1835, the number increased to thirty-seven.*
Significantly, the rise of violence in American society corresponded with the founding and
beginnings of the Latter-day Saint movement. Thus Mormonism originated during a period when
societal members considered extralegal violence, riot, and protest as alternative methods of
maintaining the status quo of the society. Nowhere was this more true than in TG.tier Missouri

and the Mormon situation. As historian David Brion Davis has shown, Mormon beliefs, combined

“Cress, Citizens in Arms, 7.

“Robert Reinders, "Militia and Public Order in Nineteenth Century America," Journal of
American Studies 11 (April 1977): 81-101.

“David Grimsted, "Rioting in Its Jacksonian Setting,” American Historical Review 77 (April
1972): 362. Grimsted notes his tabulations were based on reports in the Nile's Register and the
National Intelligencer, as well as scattered readings from local histories, and other newspapers,
journals, and manuscripts. The 1833 conflict between Mormons and Missourians in Jackson
County would have occurred during the time period examined by Grimstead. Whether or not he
included the episode in his compilation was not indicated.
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with the ideals of collectivism, certain elements of separatism, a strong ecclesiastical hierarchy,
and a merging together of church and state, was viewed as being incompatible with American
republicanism.*S Believing the Latter-day Saint movement to be subversive to their own social,
political, economic, and religious institutions and culture, Missouri's citizens felt justified in taking
the law into their own hands, using mob law or rule.* With such strong public support against the
Mormons, governor's Dunklin and Boggs were forced to deal with the situation, but recognized
they would have to do so in a legally warranted fashion. In the case of the Mormon situation in
1833-34, Dunklin essentially chose to do nothing. However, in 1838 Boggs sided with public
sentiment, and then used the state militia to carry out his designs in subduing the Mormon element

and then forcing them from the state.*’

**See David Brion Davis, "Some Themes of Counter Subversion: An Analysis of Anti-Masonic,
Anti-Catholic, and Anti-Mormon Literature, " Mississippi Valley Historical Review 47 (September
1960): 205-224. See also Mark W. Cannon, "The Crusades Against the Masons, Catholics, and
Mormons: Separate Waves of a Common Current," BYU Studies 3 (Winter 1961): 23-40.

“Richard Maxwell Brown, an expert in vigilante movements in American society, defined
vigilantism as being "organized, extralegal muvements which take the law into their own hands.”
In a study conducted by Brown, he identified 326 incidents of vigilante violence in America
between 1767-1900. Using Brown's definition, several incidents related to the Mormon problem
in Jackson County in 1833, as well as in De Witt, Ray, Daviess, and Caldwell counties in 1838
would qualify as being associated with vigilantism. However, in his study Brown failed to identify
or include any of the acts of violence perpetrated against the Mormons during the 1830s by
Missouri's local citizenry. See Richard Maxwell Brown, "The American Vigilante Tradition,” in
Hugh Davis Graham and Ted Robert Gurr, eds., The History of Violence in America: Historical
and Comparative Perspectives (New York: Frederick A. Praeger Publishers, 1969), 154-226.

“’H. Roger Grant has noted that the Mormons were the first "religious utopia" to settle in
Missouri. Following the Mormon expulsion, several other secular and religious societies settled
in Missouri hoping to establish model communitarian or cooperative communities, including: (1)
Bethel and Nineveh (1844-79), established by William Keil; (2) New Helvetia (1844-46),
established by Andreas Dietsch; (3) Cheltenham (1858-64), established by the Icarians; (4) several
communities established by Alcander Longley (1868-1918); (5) Long Lane (1873-77), established
by William H. Bennett; and (6) Muititude Incorporated (1902-03), established by Walter Vrooman.
Of these societies, only the Mormons received any opposition or persecution. (See H. Roger
Grant, "Missouri's Utopian Communities, " Missouri Historical Review 66 [October 1971]: 20-48.)
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During the colonial experience, Christian minorities were occasionally objects of
persecutionand suppressionby an intolerant majority. During the formative years of the American
nation and through the course of the nineteenth century, even with the freedoms granted under the
Constitution, religious and semi-religioussocieties besides the Mormons—Catholics, Masons, and
John Noyes' Oneida communitarianorder—were targets of opposition and oppression. However,
while Mormons had a commonality with other religious groups in being the subjects of mob or
vigilante violence, in one area they stood alone. In the course of American history, militia forces
were called out to suppress disturbances associated with native Americans, abolitionists, rebellious
slaves, disgruntled farmers, displaced tenants, strikers, social activists, and political action groups.
But, the Mormons were the only religious organization to have been confronted or opposed by
legally sanctioned state militia force. This, in part, is the significance of the story of the Mormon

War of 1838.



CHAPTER 4

DISSENTERS, DANITES, AND THE RESURGENCE OF MILITANT MORMONISM

During the latter part of 1837 the Mormon Church was fractured by internal dissension.
Oliver B. Huntington remembered "the devil kicked up a great row in the hearts of many who
turned away and denied the faith, and became the most bitter enemies of the Church, and used to
try every means to make a disturbance among the brethren, every day of the week, Sundays not
excepted.” At the heart of the agitation was not so much Mormonism per se, but dissatisfaction
with Joseph Smith and the temporal policies he incorporated into the Church. The nation-wide
economic panic of 1837, inflated land prices, and the failure of the Church-backed Kirtland Anti-
Banking Safety Society caused a large number of Saints to question the Church president's
leadership and inspiration. Warren Parrish, the Prophet's one-time secretary; John F. Boynton and
Luke S. Johnson, two apostles; and Martin Harris, a Book of Mormon witness were the leading
and most influential detractors.* During the latter part of 1837 and the first half of 1838, these
men spearheaded a movement of anti-Mormon agitation culminating in the eventual apostasy of

an estimated 200-300 Latter-day Saints from the fledgling church. Once outside the circle of

'Oliver B. Huntington, "History of Oliver Boardman Huntington,” typescript, Special
Collections, Harold B. Lee Library, Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah, 29-30.

*See Elders' Journal (August 1838), 55-60. Parrish was the opposition ring-leader. Other
prominent elders dissenters during the period of Kirtland apostasy included, Warren Cowdery,
Sylvester Smith, Joseph Coe, Orson Johnson, Hazen Aldrich, and Cyrus Smalling. (See Ibid; and
Journal of Discourses, [London: Latter-day Saint Book Depot, 1854-86], 7:114-15. Hereafter cited
as JD.) Ina letter from John Smith to George A. Smith dated 1 January 1838, Smith reported that
during the last week of December 1837, the high council excommunicated 28 dissenters which
included Boynton, Johnson, Harris, and Parrish. (Journal History of the Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-day Saints, LDS Church Archives, Salt Lake City, Utah, 1 January 1838.)
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Church leaders, ex-Mormon dissidents sought legal recourse to reclaim their economic losses. “It
was the life and glory of the apostates to hatch up vexatious lawsuits and strip the brethren of their
property,” wrote Huntington. "It seemed as though all power was given them to torment the
saints.” In the midst of the financial reversals and internal opposition plaguing the Church, some
seventeen lawsuits, most of them invelving cases of debt, were filed against the Mormon leader.
With Mormon dissenters in Kirtland gaining the upper hand, and with what appeared to be
countless legal battles ahead, as well as personal threats made against his life, Joseph Smith saw
no other recourse than to leave Kirtland in January 1838.* Fortunately for the Church, the main
detractors who made up the anti-leadership clique in Ohio remained behind, but the Mormon

Prophet would find a new set of agitators in Missouri.

Ear West Dissenters

The Mormon leader probably expected Missouri would bring a respite from the internal
opposition he experienced in the Kirtland community. However, at the time of his arrival at Far
West on March 14, the Missouri Church was in the middle of a crisis of its own. In July 1834,

David Whitmer, William W. Phelps, and John Whitmer were sustained as the presidency of the

*Huntington, "History of Oliver Boardman Huntington," 30.

‘For discussion of the Kirtland economy and its relationship to the period of Mormon apostasy
see, Marvin 8. Hill, C. Keith Rooker, and Larry T. Wimmer, "The Kirtland Economy Revisited:
A Market Critique of Sectarian Economics, BYU Studies 17 (Summer 1977): 391-475. The writers
note that of the seventeen lawsuits, four were settled, three were withdrawn by the plaintiffs, and
ten resulted in judgments against Joseph Smith. (Ibid, 420-23.) See also Dean A. Dudley, "Bank
Born of Revelation: The Kirtland Safety Society Anti-Banking Company," Journal of Economic
History 30 (December 1970): 848-53; D. Paul Sampson and Larry T. Wimmer, "The Kirtland
Safety Society: The Stock Ledger Book and the Bank Failure." BYU Studies 12 (Summer 1972):
427-36; Scott H. Partridge, "The Failure of the Kirtland Safety Society, BYU Studies 12 (Summer
1972): 437-54; Parkin, "The Nature and Cause of Internal and External Conflict of the Mormons
in Ohio Between 1830 and 1838," 279-325; and Milton V. Backman, Jr., "Conflict in Kirtland,"
in The Heavens Resound, 310-41.
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Church in Missouri. This presidency remained in place for over three years, however, David
Whitmer rarely functioned, being in Ohio most of the time, leaving his brother and Phelps to
oversee Church operations. In 1836, the two presidents began making land purchases in newly
created Caldwell County, using Church funds. However, it was later discovered the two leaders
bought and soid property in their own names and retained some of the profits from the sales.
Perhaps more incriminating was the fact that the presidency also sold Church property in Jackson
County, an act interpreted by their brethren as totally disregarding the commandments given in the
revelations® In early February 1838, the high council met to discuss the actions of the Missouri
presidency and a vote was taken wherein they were rejected as a presidency but retained their
Church membership. Thomas B. Marsh and David W. Patten, the two senior members of the
Twelve, were then sustained as presidents pro tem. A month later, on March 10, the three former
presidents still had not made adequate reconciliationconcerning the situation, so the council voted
unanimously to excommunicate the two counselors—Phelps and John Whitmer. Marcellus
Cowdery, nephew of Oliver, objected to the action taken by the council and was disfellowshipped
as a result of his protest. The Mormon Prophet arrived at Far West four days later and in a
meeting on March 15 gave his approval to the action taken by the high council.®
The council waited for the Prophet's arrival at Far West before taking any action in the
cases of the Associate President, Oliver Cowdery. and the Missouri President, David Whitmer.
Cowdery moved to Missouri during the late summer or fall of 1837 after being accused of adultery
as well as mismanagement in connection with the Kirtland bank and its collapse. Joseph, aware

that Oliver was teetering, issued a formal announcement concerning his status in the Church.

5See D&C 57:14; 101:67-75; 105:26-29.

See Cannon and Cook, The Far West Record, 70-71. 135-41, 145-51. See also HC 3:3-8.
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"Oliver Cowdery has been in transgression,” he reported, "I trust [(however] that he will yet
humble himself and magnify his calling, but if he should not, the Church will be under the
necessity of raising their hands against him."” After arriving in Missouri, Oliver's dissatisfaction
only continued to deepen and he began stirring up trouble and making his own accusations,
particularly against Joseph. Being accused of infidelity himself, and knowing the Mormon leader
had entered into a polygamous relationship, Cowdery violated the personal trust he shared with
Joseph and spread information concerning the Prophet's plural marriage to Fanny Alger and
accused him of adultery 3 The second elder also became partner with the Missouri presidency in
selling property in Jackson County contrary to the revelations, and informed others that he did not
believe the Church had any authority to dictate in temporal matters. One month after the Prophet's
arrival in Far West the Missouri high council met to discuss Oliver’s attitude and conduct.
Cowdery received notice of the hearing and the allegations made against him but chose not to
appear before the body. Instead, he wrote a formal letter wherein he preferred discussing only two
of the accusations. After lengthy discussion, six of the charges were sustained by the council and

the body severed his membership on 12 April 1838.°

"HC 2:511.

$For information concerning Cowdery's possible infidelity, as well as his charges of adultery
against Joseph Smith see Robert G. Mouritsen, "The Office of Associate President of the Church
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints,” (M.A. thesis, Brigham Young University, 1972), 107-111.

Cannon and Cook, Far West Record, 162-71; and HC 3:16-18. Kenneth H. Winn contends
that Cowdery hoped his resistance would help to maintain the original purity of the Church.
Believing he could no longer compromise his "individual rights and liberties [which were] affirmed
by republican culture, " and feeling the Church was becoming more and more theocratic, Cowdery
decided to separate from Mormonism. (See Kenneth H. Winn, "Republican Dissent in the
Kingdom of God," in Exiles in a Land of Liberty [Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press,
1989], 106-128.)
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The day after Oliver Cowdery's hearing, the council met to consider David Whitmer.
Upon learning that his brother-in-taw had been excommunicated, Whitmer addressed a letter to
John Murdack, stating that he had decided to "withdraw from your fellowship and communion. "
The council met to consider the matter anyway and Alanson Ripley preferred charges against the
Book of Mormon witness, whereupon the council voted in favor of excommunication. During the
same meeting the high council also ruled against Lyman E. Johnson, one of the Twelve.'® There
was one additional Whitmer casualty--Jacob. Although there are no church records extant
indicating his formal separation from Mormonism, following the departure of his brothers from
the faith, he likewise alienated himself from main body of believers."

There were two other leaders whose disaffection should be noted. The first is that of
apostle William E. McLellin According to his own statements, McLellin's disenchantment with
Mormonism and its leaders began in 1836 when he left the main body of the Church for a brief
time. He returned however, and was sustained as a member of Twelve as late as November 1837.
During that same month he apparently settled in Far West since the records indicate he accepted
a commission in the Missouri state militia. However, by April 1838, his loyalty to the Church was
again brought into question. On May 11 a trial was held for McLellin wherein he stated he had
no confidence in the leaders of the Church. It is not known whether this trial constituted his
excommunication, but his complete break with Mormonism occurred about this time. Unlike the
other dissidents who chose to remain in the Mormon community, soon after losing his membership,

he relocated in Clay County.”

®Cannon and Cook, Far West Record, 171-78; and HC 3:18-20.

"'See Richard Lloyd Anderson, Investigating the Book of Mormon Witnesses (Salt Lake City:
Deseret Book Co., 1989), 127.

12See Porter, "The Odyssey of William Earl McLellin, 321-23. See also 368, note #178.
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A final figure is that of Frederick G. Williams, counselor to Joseph Smith in the First
Presidency. As early as May 1837, Williams was wavering. According to one source his
problems started when he began to believe in the revelations of a unnamed sister in the Church,
however, the matter was investigated but apparently no action was taken. Incidents surrounding
the collapse of the Kirtland Safety Society during the summer generated more discord between the
Prophet and his counselor forcing Joseph to personally drop him from the presidency. In spite of
the rift with the Prophet, Williams moved to Missouri where he remained a member of the Church
but took up a close association with the Missouri presidency and other dissidents. At a conference
of the Church held in Far West on November 7, Williams' vacancy in the Church's First
Presidency was filled by Hyrum Smith who was officially sustained as the new second counselor.
Even though Williams was not as active in his opposition, his association with the dissidents put
him in their camp.” The disaffectionand activities of these nine men--the three Whitmer brothers,
the two Cowdery's, Johnson, Phelps, McLellin, and Williams—during the latter part of 1837 and
the first half of 1838 generated a renewed surge of militant spirit which had not existed since the
1834 Zion's Camp experiment, and also set into motion :ne furces that would help to ignite the
flames of civil conflict in northern Missouri.

A major reason for the Prophet's removal from Ohio was to get away from the numerous
lawsuits which were swom out against him by Mormon ex-confederates. He considered these suits
"vexatious," and partly used by his detractors as a means of tying up his time and draining both
personal and Church resources in an attempt to defer him from his more important spiritual and
ecclesiastical responsibilities. Apparently, after losing their standing in the Church. the Far West

dissenters employed the same tactics as their Ohio counterparts and threatened civil action against

HSee Frederick Granger Williams, "Frederick Granger Williams of the First Presidency of the
Church, BYU Studies 12 (Spring 1972): 252-59.
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the Mormon leadership.” John Corrill, who in 1838 became Caldwell county's elected
representative to the State legislature, and one who subsequently left the Church following the
Mormon surrender later reported, "Notwithstanding the dissenters . . . left the Church, yet the old
strife kept up; and Smith and Rigden [sic], with others, complained much of the ill treatment they
had received from the dissenters and others . . . and they were determined to bear it no longer."
Continuing, Corrill wrote, "The dissenters kept up a kind of secret opposition to the Presidency
and Church. They would occasionally speak against them, influence the minds of the members
against them, and occasionally correspond with their enemies abroad.”" To block the activities
of the dissenters, John Whitmer claimed the Mormon leadership countered by filing lawsuits of

their own against their former associates.'s

"According to W. W. Phelps, Lyman Johnson attempted to file a suit against Joseph Smith.
Sidney Rigdon, and others. (See W. W. Phelps testimony in Document Containing the
Correspondence, Orders, &C. in Relation to the Disturbances with the Mormons; And the Evidence
Given Before the Hon. Austin A. King, Judge of the Fifth Judicial Circuit of the State of Missouri,
at the Court-House in Richmond, in a Criminal Court of Inquiry, Begun November 12, 1838, on
the Trial of Joseph Smith, Jr., and Others, for High Treason and Other Crimes Against the State
(Fayette, Missouri: Boon's Lick Democrat, 1841), 122.) John Cleminson, clerk of the Caldwell
County Court, recalled a suit being filed in his office against the Prophet and others. (Ibid, 114-
15.) Richard L. Anderson has written that "Cowdery and Johnson became financial threats by
filing suits for collection in the face of a community moratorium on Ohio claims, and John
Whitmer was probably a financial threat because of his mortgage against the land on which Far
West was built.” (See Anderson. "Clarifications of Bogg's 'Order’ and Joseph Smith's
Constitutionalism, " 80, note #139.)

SJohn Corrill, A Brief History of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (Commonly
Called Mormons), Including an Account of Their Doctrine an Discipline; with Reasons of the
Author for Leaving the Church (St. Louis: For the Author, 1839), 29-30.

“John Whitmer wrote, "after they [the First Presidency] had instinited the foregoing suits(.]
0. Cowdery, D Whitmer, L. E. Johnson & myself went to Clay Co. to obtain legal counsel to
prepare to over throw these attachments which they had caused to [be] sued against us.” (Bruce
N. Westergren, ed., From Historian to Dissident: The Book of John Whitmer [Salt Lake City:
Signawre Books, 1995), 184. Leland H. Gentry provided a broad and fairly accurate overview
of the activities of the Far West dissenters in, "A History of the Latter-day Saints in Missouri From
1836 to 1839," 68-114.
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In Kirtland, Mormon ex-patriots were eventually successful in forcing the Church
leadership to leave the community. However, Mormon leaders were not about to let this happen
in Far West. In June 1838, with the exception of McLellin, all of the dissenters were still living
in Far West where, in spite of their minority status, they continued to conduct their subversive
activities in an attempt to undermine the Mormon leadership. It was at this time that the Mormon
leadership perceived if they allowed their former associates to carry out their lawsuits and deviant
operations unchecked, "they would destroy the Church,” so a decision was made to encourage
them to leave Far West."” The group targeted the five whom they considered to be the most
threatening—Oliver Cowdery, David and John Whitmer, W. W. Phelps, and Lyman Johnson.
While their tactics proved to be less than diplomatic, they nonetheless produced the necessary
results and an ultimatum was issued publicly and individually to the detractors that they were no
longer welcome in the Far West.

The first maneuver to coerce the dissidents to depart was a denunciation and waming
delivered by Sidney Rigdon on Sunday, June 17, at a worship service of the Saints at the public
square in Far West. Although no complete account of Rigdon's remarks is in existencu, ** was
later reported he used as the basis for his text the words of Jesus from St. Matthew, "If the salt
have lost its savour, it is thenceforth good for nothing, but to be cast out and trodden under the feet
of men” (Matthew 5:13; 3 Nephi 12:13; or possibly D&C 101:39-40; 103:8-10)."® Rigdon
intended to send a clear message to the ex-Mormon detractors with the scriptural metaphor.

Corrill stated the ardent counselor "did not call names in his sermon, yet it was plainly understcod

"Corrill, A Brief History, 30.

¥Corrill, A Brief History, 29-30; and Reed Peck, "The Reed Peck Manuscript, " typescript (Salt
Lake City: Utah Lighthouse Ministry, n.d.), 6-7.
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that he meant that [the] dissenters, or those who had denied the faith, ought to be cast out and
literally trodden under foot.""?

Near the same time Rigdon delivered his "salt sermon," a lengthy petition was prepared
and signed by eighty-three Latter-day Saint men. It was addressed to the five most prominent
dissenters, outlining the petitioners grievances and detailing essentially three areas of misconduct
by each of the individuals named, including: (1) specific allegations of violations of the law, (2)
conspiring with citizens from other counties to mob the Latter-day Saints, and (3) vilifying and
slandering the character and name of Joseph Smith. Significantly, the petition did not mention any
charges supposedly entered by Mormon officials against the dissenters, nor was there indication
any additional charges would be brought against the individuals concerning their alleged crimes.
However, it was made explicitly clear the men would be expected to move from the county. "You
shall have three days after receiving this communication . . . for you to depart with your families
peaceably; which you may do undisturbed by any person; but in that time, if you do not depart,
we will use the means in our power to cause you to depart; for go you shall."® Rigdon believed

the Church had every right to expel the dissenters from the community. Reed Peck reported the

¥Corrill, A Brief History, 30. For a historical analysis of Rigdon's address see John E.
Thompson, "The Far West Dissenters and the Gamblers at Vicksburg: An Examination of the
Documentary Evidence and Historical Context of Sidney Rigdon's Salt Sermon," Restoration 5
(January 1986): 21-27; and F. Mark McKiernan. "Sidney Ridgon's Missouri Speeches,” BYU
Studies 11 (Auturnn 1970): 90-103.

¥Letter addressed to Oliver Cowdery, David Whitmer, John Whitmer, William W. Phelps and
Lyman E. Johnson, in Document, 103-06. In his testimony, Avard states Rigdon was the author
of the petition. (Ibid, 102.) Leland H. Gentry suggests either Sidney Rigdon or Sampson Avard
(whose name appears first) as the most likely candidates. (See Gentry, "A History of the Latter-day
Saints in Missouri From 1836 to 1839," 111-12; and Gentry, "The Danite Band of 1838," BYU
Studies 14 [Summer 1974]: 424, note #14.) Richard S. Van Wagoner contends Rigdon was the
author. (See Van Wagoner, Sidney Rigdon: A Portrait of Religious Excess [Salt Lake City:
Signature Books, 1994],218-15.) Neither Joseph Smith's nor Sidney Rigdon's names appear on
the document, but Hyrum Smith's, the other counselor in the First Presidency, does.
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Prophet's spokesman as saying, "Whena county, or a body of people have individuals among them
with whom they do not wish to associate[,] and a public expression is taken against their remaining
among them and such individuals do not remove[,] it is the principle of republicanism . . . that
gives that community a right to expel them forcibly and no law will prevent it."* Ironically,
Rigdon's reasoning is precisely the same as that used by Jackson, Clay, and Carroll citizens to
justify expelling the Mormons from their counties, as well as the same rational used to rationalize
expelling the entire Mormon population from the state in 1838-39.
Rigdon's remarks, the removal petition, and other rhetorical threats made out against the
dissenters were, as Reed Peck wrote, "undoubtedly a farce acted to frighten these men from the

n22

county.”= Nonetheless, these actions produced the desired results, and "in three or four days,
several of the dissenters became much alarmed and fled from the place in great fright, and their
families soon followed, but their property was atiached for debt."® Oliver Cowdery, David and
John Whitmer, and Lyman Johnson fled Far West under duress on Tuesday, June 19.* They first

went to Clay County where they found refuge at the home of William E. McLellin and remained

for several days while awaiting the arrival of their families. They then took up a permanent

Peck, "Manuscript,” 8.

Zlbid, 7. John Whitmer claimed their homes were watched, their families abused, and their
lives threatened. (Westergren, From Historian to Dissident, 184.)

3Corrill, A Brief History, 30.

¥George W. Robinson recorded in Smith's "Scriptory Book," the following entry about the
flight of the dissenters: "These men took warning, and scon they were seen bounding over the
prairie like the scape Goat to carry offf] their owns sins we have not seen them since, their
influence is gone, and they are in a miserable condition.” (Dean C. Jessee, ed., The Papers of
Joseph Smith, Volume 2: Journal, 1832-1842 [Salt Lake City: Deseret Book Company, 1992]
2:249))
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residence in Richmond in Ray County. Jacob Whitmer and Marcellus Cowdery probably left Far
West about this same time.

Corrill wrote that the intimidation "compelled others of the dissentersto confess and give
satisfaction to the Church."*” He was likely referring to W. W. Phelps, who immediately made
restitution with the Mormon leaders was not forced to leave the Mormon city. About this same
time Frederick G. Williams also came back in favor with the Mormon hierarchy, as evidenced by
the fact that his name does not appear on the signed petition. Furthermore, on July 8, Joseph
Smith received a revelation in behalf of these two men. "Verily, thus saith the Lord, in
consequence of their transgressions their former standing has been taken away from them," the
revelation read, "and now, if they will be saved, let them be ordained as Elders in my Church to
preach my Gospel and travel abroad."# Williams' repentance appears to have been somewhat
short-lived. During the height of the Mormon conflict he apparently did something to once again
lose the confidence of the leading Church officials and following the Missouri expulsion was

excommunicated. Phelps remained in Far West following his reconciliation and was one of the

*See Porter, "The Odyssey of William Earl McLellin." 324.

*Following his own disaffection, Thomas B. Marsh recalled Jacob Whitmer settled in
Richmond along with his two other brothers. (Thomas B. Marsh. "History of Thomas Baldwin
Marsh,"” Millennial Star 26 [25 June 1864]: 406.) Jacob remained in Richmond where he was a
farmer and shoe cobbler. (Tom Bogdon, “Early Mormon Impact in Ray County Remains After
Century and a Half of History," Ray County Mirror 6 [September 1986]: 6.) As noted, Marcellus
Cowdery was disfellowshipped in March 1838. Reed Peck indicated in his history that the Far
West citizens wanted to rid the community of the "Cowderies,” with obvious reference to
Marcellus, Oliver's nephew. (See Peck, "Manuscript,” 6.) At the time of the dissenters
disaffection from Mormonism in May and June 1838, the total number who left the Church
(including wives and children) numbered in the vicinity of 34-35 members. The total household
size of the men is given in parentheses: William E. McLeiiin (5), Oliver Cowdery (5), David
Whitmer (4), John Whitmer (5), Jacob Whitmer (7), Lyman E. Johnson (ca. 4) and Marcellus
Cowdery (ca. 4).

“Corrill, A Brief History, 30.

See HC 3:46 note.
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peace negotiators at the time of the Mormon surrender. However, during the Richmond hearings
held in the latter part of November, he became a witness for the state by testifying against Church
leader and was therefore subsequently excommunicated by the Twelve. Both men rejoined the
Church following the relocation of the Church in [llinois.*

The episode involving the dissenters' expulsion produced several consequences. From the
Church's standpoint, their removal assured the hierarchy that the general membership of the
Church would no longer be influenced or corrupted by the actions, attitudes, and opinions.
Furthermore, the First Presidency felt confident that they would no longer be threatened with
vexatious lawsuits, at least in Mormon-dominated Caldwell County. On the negative side, the
dissenters’ disaffection from Mormonism and forced departure from Far West opened the door for
further troubles between Mormons and non-Mormons. Following their flight, these former
insiders were quick to spread the news of their alleged mistreatment. Their reports of abuse at the
hands of the Mormon hierarchy and their pawns was evidence to non-Momons that Joseph Smith
and his associates were full of corruption. Furthermore, it reconfirmed in the minds of the
Missourians that the Latter-day Saints posed a genuine threat to the peace and security of the

region.

e Danites— amilita izatj
In early June 1838, a number of men under the leadership of Sampson Avard, Jared
Carter, and George W. Robinson, began meeting in Far West to discuss the problems being

generated by the dissenters and how best iv deal with them. Those assembled subsequently

PWilliams and Phelps were both excommunicated on 17 March 1839. (See HC 3:284.)
Witliaurs was rebaptized in April 1840 and remained a faithful member until his death on 10
Octeber 1842. Phelps was restored to full fellowship during the summer of 1840, and remained
a loyal follower of Joseph Smith and Brigham Young the remainder of his life. (See Ibid 4:162-
64.)
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organized, declared their allegiance to Joseph Smith, and vowed to uphold the voice and actions
of the First Presidency. Furthermore, these ultra-loyalists determined that any members of the
society who demonstrated any manner of disloyalty would be threatened with severe repercussions
and punishment. In addition, it was decided that those Church members exhibiting dissident
behavior, or who engaged in "tattling, lying, and backbiting, must be put down, and he that would
noi submit willingly should be forced to it, or leave the county."* Ebenezer Robinson stated that
the eighty-three men who signed the petition calling for the removal of the Far West dissenters
were the original members this new Mormon society and were responsible for their expulsion.”

The organization was initially known by two names, "The Daughter(s] of Zion," and "The
Brother(s] of Gideon " but soon became known as the Danites, a name derived from the prophecy
of Daniel wherein he foresaw that the Saints in the last days will take possession of the kingdom

of God "and possess it forever” (Daniel 7:22).® There were also two separate Danite

NCorrill, A Brief History, 31. See also Peck, "Manuscript," 9-10.

3'Ebenezer Robinson, "ltems of Personal History," The Return 1 (October 1889): 147; and
Corrill testimony in Document, 113. Sampson Avard testified, "the original object . . . was to
drive from the county of Caldwell all those who dissented from the Mormon church; in which they
succeeded admirably and to the satisfaction of those concerned." (Avard testimony in Document,
97.) Kenneth Winn portrays the Danites as evolving "quickly into an aggressive secret police
force, and eventually into a nineteenth-century version of storm troopers." (Winn, Exiles in a Land
of Liberty, 123.) Although the Danites were a right-wing element in the froatier Mormon
community, they could hardly be considered as the equivalent of twentieth-century German
stormtroopers. Such a statement should be considered as a misrepresentation of the Danite
movement as a whole.

#2See Robinson, "Ttems of Personal History,” 145-146; Peck, "Manuscript, " 10; W. W. Phelps
testimony in Document, 121-22; and Sampson Avard testimony in Ibid, 97.

#See David J. Whittaker, "The Book of Daniel in Early Mormon Thought,” in By Study and
Also By Faith, vol. 1, John M. Lundquist and Stephen D. Ricks, eds. (Salt Lake City: Deseret
Book Company; and Provo: Foundation for Ancient Research and Mormon Studies, 1990), 170.
Corrill did not know where the name Danites came from but assumed it was taken from Micah
chapter 4:13; and Judges chapters 17 and 18. (Corrill, A Brief History, 32.)
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organizations—the main group being the one organized at Far West in June, and a second,
somewhat smaller unit established around the middle of July at Adam-ondi-Ahman, the main
Mormon settlement in Daviess County. William Swartzell, a Mormon convert who emigrated to
Missouri in June 1838 and who settled near Diahman indicated Lyman Wight became the
acknowledge leader of the Daviess Danites.* Organizers subsequently produced a manuscript
containing the society's articles and bill of rights. In theory and principle, the league was a
military body made up of various ranking officers. Provisions in the document provided that the
officers would also serve as representativesin a legislative assembly which would be subject to the
Church's First Presidency.’® While the band later organized along military lines having officers
of various titles, with the mainline officers being captains over fifties and tens, it appears it never
actually functioned in a legislative capacity.’

There were essentially four areas of Danite activity conducted during the summer of 1838.
As noted, their first act of business, and the force behind actual creation society, was to generate

a means of intimidation to coerce the apostates into leaving Far West. With the dissenters gone,

MSwartzell kept a detailed journal of his three-month stay in northern Missouri and his record
contains important information concerning Danite activities in the region. On July 14, he wrote
he was invited to attend a Danite meeting held in a grove near Lyman Wight's home, however he
did not attend. The wording of this entry seems to indicate this was the first Danite meeting at
Adam-ondi-Ahman. (See William Swartzell, Mormonism Exposed, Being a Journal of a Residence
in Missouri From the 28th of May to the 20th of August, 1838, Together With an Appendix,
Containing the Revelation Concerning the Gold Bible, With Numerous Extracts From the Book of
Covenants, &C., &C. [Pekin, Ohio: By the Author, 1840], 17-18.) By September, the growing
militant spirit among the Latter-day Saints led Swartzell to leave Daviess County and denounce
Mormonism. His journal formed the basis for John E. Thompson's, "A Chronology of Danite
Meetings in Adam-ondi-Ahman, Missouri, July to September 1838, " Restoration4 (January 1985):
11-14.

3See Robinson, "Items of Personal History, " 145-147; also Avard testimony in Documenz, 101-
02.

3Corrill testimony in Document, 110; Peck, "Manuscript,” 11.
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the Danite organization sought other ways to demonstrate its loyalty to the Mormon hierarchy.””
A second focus was to assist the presidency in securing needed capital and resources to finance
Church operations. "Shortly after the Danites became organized, they set out to enforce the Law
of Consecration,” John Corrill remembered, "but this did not amount to much.” During July,
Lyman Wight, the Danite leader in Daviess preached principles of consecration to the members
of the organizationthere. "He said that after the brethren had bought lots to suit themselves, with
their own money . . . then they should consecrate all their money and property to the Church, so
that the Church can purchase the lands, and locations within 12 miles from the centre of the stake,
in every direction.”® Corrill recalled that the plan consisted of organizing the Saints into large
firms:
Every man was to put in all his property by leasing it to the firm for a term of years:
overseers Or managers were to be chosen from time to time, by the members of the firm,
to manage the concerns of the same, and the rest were to labor under their direction. In
the division of the profits, more regard was to be paid towards the needs and wants of the
members, than to the amount of stock put in. Many joined these firms, while many others
were much dissatisfied with them, which caused considerable feeling and excitement in the
Church. Smith said every man must act his own feelings, whether to join or not, yet great
exertions were used. . . to persuade all to join.*

Reed Peck stated "many of the church . . . brought forward furniture, horses, &c, . . . but it all

adde(d] little to the church fund & I conclude fell far short of satisfying the presidency for the

business of consecration was immediately followed by the formation of four large firms and it was

¥Gentry states: "With the flight of the dissenters on 19 June 1838, the Danites lost their reason
for existence.” (Gentry, "The Danite Band of 1838," 427.) Gentry fails to examine the fact that
the Danites were involved in other types of activities in Caldwell and Daviess Counties during the
months of June-August.

BSwartzell, Mormonism Exposed, 23-24.

3Corrill, A Brief History, 46.
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required . . . that every member of the church should become a partner in some one of them{.]"
Peck also noted the program was opposed by many.®

A third area of Danite activity during the summer of 1838 focused on politics. It was an
election year for state and county officers in Missouriand Danite members sought to influence the
political outcome in favor of the Latter-day Saints and the Mormon leadership. For example, in
early Augusta committee from the society with Avard at its head, waited upon the First Presidency
and supposedly secured from them a list containing the names of the individuals whom Church
members should support at the polls in Mormon dominated Caldwell County. Tickets containing
the names of the recommended candidates were printed on the Elders’ Journal press and
distributed throughout the county, "with the accompanying word that they were according to the
will of God which was sufficient to make nearly every person vote that ticket and no other.™*
Even though he was successful in winning the August 6 election as Caldwell's representative to
the House, John Corrill remembered that the tactics used by the Danite members were not popular.
"Many saw that it was taking an undue advantage of the election, and were extremely dissatisfied,"
he wrote. "There was some murmuring and finding fault after the election, by those opposed to

the proceedings, but this was soon put down by the Danite influence."*

“Peck, "Manuscript,” 12-13. Lyndon Cook asserts during this period the Mormons were not
actually reinstituting consecration and stewardship per se, but were establishing a new form of
consecration by creating the equivalent of what were to be common stock companies or
cooperatives. Furthermore, Cook contends these firms were put into operation in August and
September, several weeks after D&C Sections 119 and 120 were received pertaining to the law of
tithing. (See Lyndon W. Cook, Joseph Smith and the Law of Consecration [Prove, Utah: Grandin
Book Company, 1985], 79-82.)

“Peck, "Manuscript,” 14. Peck indicated the Danite leaders printed up their own list even
before meeting with Church leaders. "I was in the printing office . . . nearly a half day before the
committee weiit o inquire [of the Presidency] who should be candidates . . . and it was probably
in type before the committee had their interview with the presidency.” (Ibid, 14-15.)

“Corrill, 4 Brief History, 33.
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In Daviess County the Mormons composed about half of the population, "but were not
quite strong enough to oppose the united votes of the other citizens of the county,” wrote Thomas
Kirk, a Missouri contemporary.* Being outnumbered, and with only a few Mormon candidates
running for office, the political strategies employed by the Danites in Daviess focused on getting
as many Mormen men out to the polls as possible. On August 6 a number of Danite members
urned out early at Gallatin, the county seat, to exercise their constitutional privilege. The political
candidate who seemed the most concerned about the election outcome was William Peniston of
nearby Millport. Peniston, a militia colonel in the county, was the Whig contestant running for
the office of state representative. Although he had courted the Mormon vote, the fact that the
majority of Mormons favored Democratic candidates did not help his chances.*
By the time the polls opened at elevena.m., a crowd had already gathered while candidates
did some last minute campaigning. When the polls opened, the non-Mormons rushed to the polls
while the Mormons waited for the locals to finish. Prior to the Mormons voting, Peniston was able
to gain an audience by standing on the top of a whiskey barrel where he began haranguing and
making accusations against the Mormons. Peniston was familiar with the Latter-day Saints. He

claimed that some years earlier, while a resident of Clay County, he personally headed up a

“Thomas J. Kirk, The Mormons & Missouri: A General Outline of the History of the Mormons
From their Origin to the Present, Including the Late Disturbance in Iliinois; and a Particular
Account of the Last Mormon Disturbance in Missouri, or the Mormon War: With an Appendix
Containing an Epitome of the Book of Mormon, With Remarks on the Nature and Tendency of the
Mormon Faith (Chillicothe, Missouri: J.H. Darington, Printer, 1844), 18.

“Sidney Rigdon later wrote that Peniston "had been the leader in the first mob, which had been
raised to prevent the saints from making settlements in Daviess county.” Upon learning Peniston
was seeking political office Lyman Wight asked him what his position would be concerning the
Latter-day Saints. He indicated, "he never had any intention of driving them from their homes,
he only tried to scare them, and if he couid not, he intended to let them alone." (Sidney Rigdon,
An Appeal to the American People: Being an Account of the Persecutions of the Church of Latter
Day Saints; and of the Barbarities Inflicted on Them by the Inhabitants of the State of Missouri
[Cincinnati: Glesen and Shepard, Stereotypers and Printers, 1840], 18.)
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committee whose aim it was to rid the Mormons from that region. When he was through his
cohorts charged that the Mormons had no right to vote. Peniston's remarks produced the desired
effects, for when the Mormons started for the polls, several Missourians put up some resistance
and a bloody fight broke out. Although there were in the vicinity of forty to fifty non-Mormons
in the crowd, many of whom were celebrating the day with whiskey and spirits, the dozen or so
Mormons more than held their own. Being unarmed, the brethren used what means were available
for their defense. The entire melee lasted only about two minutes. Joseph Hedges McGee, a non-
Mormon resident of Gallatin, was an eye-witness to the fracas. "I had witnessed many knock-
downs in my time," he wrote, "but none on so grand a scale. Pistols were not used. Rocks and
clubs were in demand and an occasional butcher knife slipped in. Men dropped on all sides. "
When the fight came to an end, the Danite brawlers had defended themselves admirably, although
McGee reported "the Mormons were beaten and went back to Diahmon."* Fortunately no one
on either side was killed, but there were plenty of cuts, bruises, and sore skulls. The Mormon men
did not make a hasty departure, but it is still unclear whether or not they were able to vote. Their
vote may not have mattered in the end, since Peniston was defeated by John Williams, the

Democratic candidate.*’

“Joseph H. McGee, Story of the Grand River Country (Gallatin: North Missourian Press,
1909), 11.

“Joseph Hedges McGee, "The Mormons in Missouri: Personal Recollections of Maj. Joseph
H. McGee of Gallatin—Why the Mormons Were Forced to Leave the State," St. Louis Globe-
Democrat, 27 November 1898, n.p. Reed Peck stated the Mormons "claimed the victory but
retired from the polls to avoid a further contest.” (Peck, "Manuscript,” 15.) John Corrill also
believed the Mormons were the victors, "The Mormons got the better, I believe, in that affray, but
left the polls I was told, soon after it was over." (Corrill, A Brief History, 33.)

“IRigdon, An Appeat to the American People, p. 25. For a narrative account describing the
election day fight see William G. Hartley, My Bes: for the Kingdom: History and Autobiography
of John Lowe Butler, A Mormon Frontiersman (Salt Lake City: Aspen Books, 1993), 51-61. Butler
wrote a detailed account of the episode which Hartley believes was written during the Nauvoo
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The most prominent activity of the Danite band was in military operations and, following
the fray at Gallatin, this essentially became its sole enterprise during the months that followed.
Initially, the Danite band could have been classified as an independent military company.
Organizers were not necessarily acting illegally in attempting to establish it, since state statutes
allowed for the creation and operation of these types of military units. However, the organization
was not entirely legal per se since it was not established along the lines of the regular militia, nor
was it ever officially recognized or sanctioned by the state authorities, nor were its members
granted military commissions (although some members had received official commissions to serve
as state militia officers and may have functioned under that pretense). Furthermore, the fact that
the Danites held closed meetings, restricted membership, attempted to operate in secret (although
Church members and later Missourians even knew of their meetings and activities), and engaged
in activities known to be outside the role and jurisdiction of local militia units, clearly demonstrates
their conduct was unauthorized under state statutes.*
The first known public display of the Danites in a military capacity occurred during a July
4th, 1838, celebration held on the public square in Far West. Owen H. McCes, 2 non-Mormon,

escorted two young Mormon women to the all-day affair and estimated there were five thousand

period to be used as part of Joseph Smith's history. Hartley includes Butler's report in the
biography. (See Ibid, 389-91). Butler's acr:ount, along with one written by John D. Lee is part
of the Journal History of the Church under the date of 6 August 1838. For an analysis of the
episode, see Reed C. Durham, Jr. "Election Day Battle at Gallatin,” BYU Studies 13 (Autumn
1972): 36-61.

“#William Swartzell provided the best description of what was conducted during the course of
a Danite meeting. Swartzell attended what appears to be the second meeting of the group
organized at Adam-ondi-Ahman which was held on July 21. The meeting began by initiating those
who desired membership in the organization and the initiation rites were performed by Lyman
Wight. A piece of each man's hair was cut, then a group of eleven men formed a circle (this made
a company of ten with one captain), an oath of loyalty to the society and each other was entered
into, the Danite sign was demonstrated, and finally the band's password was revealed. (See
Swartzell, Mormonism Exposed, 22-23.)




87
Latter-day Saints in attendance.* The festivities began with a military parade of infantry and
cavalry, comprised of both regular volunteers from the Caldwell county militia and Danite
members and officers.®® The order of the day also included music provided by Dimick B.
Huntington and his military band, songs, prayers, a flag ceremony, the dedication and the laying
of the four cornerstones for the proposed temple.s But neither the display of military prowess and
pageantry, nor the religious ceremonies connected with the temple were the hallmark of the day.
These events were all upstaged by an articulate and passionate oration given by the Prophet’s
spokesman, Sidney Rigdon. Rigdon used the occasion to eloquently recount the principles of
freedom by which the founders established the government and the rights which religious societies
are entitled under its provisions. Speaking in general terms he also spoke of the false reports
circulated about Mormonism as well as the persecution and suffering experienced by the Church
from its earliest beginnings. But in his closing statements, the speech took on a different tone.

Buoyed by the relative peace which had existed in northern Missouri since 1836, and secure in the

“See Joseph H. McGee, "History of Daviess County: Incidents and Reminiscences in its Early
Settlement, Etc., &c," North Missourian, 14 March 1888, n.p. Following Rigdon's speech,
McGee's fanciful interest in the Mormon sisters experienced a "gradual cooling.”

®Evidence the military parade was comprised of both regular militia and Danite members is
shown by the fact that both military societies were represented by grand marshals in the parade.
The official report of the day's activities indicate Joseph and Hyrum Smith were president and
vice-president of the day respectively, with Sidney Rigdon as orator. The military officer list
included the following: "Reynolds Cahoon be Marshal of the day and Col. George M. Hinkle and
Major Jefferson Hunt be Assistant Marshals. . . . George W. Robinson act as Colonel for the day,
Philo Dibble as Lieutenant Colonel, Seymour Brunson as Major, and Reed Peck as Adjutant. . .
. Jared Carter, Sampson Avard and Cornelius P. Lott act as Generals before whom the military
band shall pass in review." (Elders’ Journal [August 1838]: 60.) Hinkle, Hunt, Brunson, Dibble,
and Peck held commissions in the Caldwell County militia. The latter three were also Danite
members. Further evidence the military cavalcade include both regular militia and Danites comes
from George W. Robinson, who kept the Prophet's "Scriptory Book," and later wrote, "[The
Danite] company or a part of them (italics mine) exhibited on the fourth day of July.” (Jessee, The
Papers of Joseph Smith, 2:262.)

'bid; also HC 2:41-42.
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notion that continued emigration would result in a steady increase in Mormon population, Rigdon
announced the Mormons would no longer suffer abuse at the hands of their enemies. "We have
proved the world with kindness, we have suffered their abuse without cause, with patience, and
have endured without resentment, until this day. . . . But from this day and this hour, we will
suffer it no more."” His final words, were words of warning. "That mob that comes on us to
disturb us; it shall be between us and them a war of extermination, for we will follow them, till
the last drop of their blood is spilled, or else they will have to exterminate us; for we will carry
the seat of war to their own houses, and their own families, and one party or the other shall be
destroyed.™* In the end, Rigdon's expressions proved to be partly prophetic. Looking back six
years later, Jedediah M. Grant believed Rigdon's speech reignited the fire of Missouri anti-
Mormon opposition. "[The oration] was the main auxiliary that fanned into a flame the burning
wrath of the mobocratic portion of the Missourians. They now had an excuse, their former threars
were renewed, and soon executed, [and] we were then . . . all made accountable for the acts of
one man."® Brigham Young's hindsight concerning the occasion was similar to that of Grant's,
"Elder Rigdon was the prime cause of our troubles in Missouri, by his fourth of July oration."

Joseph Smith endorsed Rigdon's remarks and Ebenezer Robinson, the Church printer, was
directed to make preparations for its publication. The speech appeared in pamphlet form in August

and was widely distributed throughout the region. The Mormon Prophet also published an editorial

“Sidney Rigdon, Oration Delivered by Mr. S. Rigdon, on the 4th of July, 1838, ar Far West,
Caldwell County, Missouri (Far West: Printed at the Journal Office, 1838), 12. The entire
document has subsequently been published in Peter Crawley, "Two Rare Missouri Documnents,"
BYU Studies 14 (Summer 1974): 517-27.

“Jedediah M. Grant, Collection of Facts, Relative to the Course Taken By Elder Sidney Rigdon,
in the States of Ohin, Missouri, Lilinois, and Pennsylvania (Philadelphia: Brown, Bicking &
Gilbert, 1844), 10.

¥See "Elder Rigdon's Trial," Times and Seasons S (October 1844): 667.
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in the Elders’ Journal urging every member to secure a copy of the address. "We would
recommend to all the saints to get one," the Prophet wrote, because the document embraced an
"outline of the suffering and persecutions of the Church from its rise.” Then, echoing Rigdon's
declaration, Joseph Smith stated once again what would become Church policy conceming further
persecutions against them. "As. . . to the persecutors, who are, and have been, continually, not
only threatening us with mobs, but actually have been putting their threats into execution; with
which we are absolutely determined no longer to bear, come life or come death, for to be
mob(bled any more without taking vengeance, we will not."* One month later Joseph Smith
reiterated this same posture. "We will not act on the offensive, but always on the defensive; our
rights and our liberties shall not be taken from us, and we peaceably submit to it, as we have done
heretofore, but we will avenge ourselves or our enemies, inasmuch as they will not let us alone."*

Clearly, by summer of 1838, the Mormon leader’s position was that the his people were
justified in taking up arms against those who perpetrated acts of violence or forced opposition
against the Larter-day Saints. This essentially remained the Prophet’s position throughout the three
months of conflict which followed. In describing the Mormon leader's position, RLDS historian
Graham Stott writes: "Disappointed, frustrated, tired of apostasy within the church and anti-
Mormmon feeling without, Smith was sure that the time to fight had come. He was not usually this
belligerent and was far from believing that every persecution suffered by the Saints was a call to

war. But as the Mormons learned, there were limits to his restraint."¥ Furthermore, "When it

Elders’ Journal, August 1838, 54.
SHC 3:68.

5'Graham St. John Stou, "Just War, Holy War, and Joseph Smith, Jr.," Restoration Studies 4
(1988): 134.
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came to the point when persecution could be borne not longer . . . then the Saints had a choice.
They could fight and be justified, or they could seek refuge in flight."® In the end, they did both.

There were reverberations from Rigdon's address, both among the Saints and their gentile
neighbors. Foremost, the oration generated a ncwfound militancy in the Church, particularly
among Danite leaders and their initiated members. Since the Zion's Camp experiment in 1834,
the military activities of the Latter-day Saints had been somewhat static, but with Church leaders
essentially justifying combative operations against Mormon perpetrators, Danite leaders seized the
opportunity to strike back, at the same time challenging the local regularly constituted militia as
to which organization was in control. Following the July 4th sermon, non-Mormons in adjacent
counties, already suspicious of Mormon activities, especially the ongoing influx of Latter-day
Saints from the east which was leading to the possibility of Mormon domination in the territory,
became alarmed once again with the prospects of possible civil conflict. Ebenezer Robinson
accurately noted that Rigdon's words "exerted a powerful influence in arousing the people of the
whole upper Missouri country.”® After receiving copies of the Far West oration, the non-
Mormons "were alarmed for fear (we] . . . should become so formidable as to maintain [our] rights
and liberties, insomuch that they could no more drive and plunder [us].” wrote Parley P. Pratt.®
Clearly, it was Rigdon's address which was the catalyst behind the opposition displayed by
residents at Gallatin on the day of the August 6 election. At the same time, the election scuffle

provided the occasion for the Mormons to defend their position that there were be reprisals for

3Ibid, 139.
IRobinson, "Items of Personal History, 171.

“Pratt, Autobiography, 150.
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injustices or violations of the acted out against them. Daviess County citizens did not have to wait

long for a Mormon response. It came two days later.

While the existence of the Danites is not disputed, historians have struggled over whether
or not Joseph Smith had connections with the society, or if he was directly involved with the
group. Leland H. Gentry was tie first Mormon historian to survey the society in depth and his
examinationand conclusions constituted what became the traditional interpretation concerning the
movement. His analysis classified the Danites activities into three periods. The first phase was
the creation of the organization in June 1838 in order to expel Far West dissenters. The second
period took place between June and October and was primarily a defensive movement employed
against Missouri aggressors. The third stage occurred during the last half of October when the
Danites under Avard took offensive and even hostile action, principally in Daviess County.
Moreover, Gentry contended Joseph Smith had knowledge of Danite activity in the first two stages,
but not during the third.®!
tephen C. LeSueur took the position that the First Presidency (and meore particularly Joseph Smith)
not only knew of the Danites, but were also aware of the band's teachings and goals, approved of
their activities, and "used the organization as an extralegal vigilante force to protect the interests

of the Church."# He essentially believed that the Mormon Prophet was also the leader of the

81See Gentry, "A History of the Latter-day Saints in Missouri From 1836 to 1839," 213-44; and
Gentry, "The Danite Band of 1838," 421-50. William G. Hartley uses Gentry's three-stage thesis
to explain the Danite activities of John L. Butler, a member of the Danite band in Daviess County.
(See Hartley, My Best For The Kingdom, 47-49.)

©LeSueur, The 1838 Mormon War in Missouri, 45.
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group, and therefore asserted Daniteism "represented mainstream Mormonism." 1In his book The
Mormon Hierarchy: Origins of Power, D. Michael Quinn shared many of LeSueur's conclusions,
placing much of the responsibility for Danite activity squarely on the shoulders of Joseph Smith.
"What the Danites did militarily during the summer and fall of 1838 was by the general oversight
and command of Joseph Smith,” he wrote.* Quinn, however, was more lenient in his
condemnation of the Mormons and their "Danite” military activities than LeSueur. Whereas the
tenor of LeSueur’s writings tended to place equal blame and responsibility for the war on both
Mormons and the non-Mormons, Quinn saw the Latter-day Saints as being more the victims than
the perpetrators. "Mormon marauding against non-Mormon Missourians in 1838 was mild by
comparison with the brutality of anti-Mormon militias. "%

Dean C. Jessee and David J. Whittaker added another dimension in the interpretation of
Danite activities. Citing an entry from the journal record of Mormon convert Albert Perry
Rockwood, Jessee and Whittaker contend that besides their military function and roll, the
organization was also involved in community building. Rockwood's journal entry of October 22,
describes how various Danite-type groups were assigned to "build houses: others were to gather
food or care for the sick, while still others were to help gatber the scattered Saints into the
community. . . . [and represented] 2 covenant community that viewed itself in the same terms as

ancient Israel. Working with these groups, these Danites served the interests of the whole."%

1bid, 46. LeSueur expanded his views of the Danite organization even further in LeSueur,
"The Danites Reconsidered, Were They Vigilantes or Just the Mormon Version of the Elks Club?"
The John Whitmer Historical Association Journal 14 (1984): 35-51.

%D. Michael Quinn, The Mormon Hierarchy: Origins of Power (Salt Lake City: Signature
Books, 1994), 99.

“Ibid.

% Albert Perry Rockwood, "Journal,” in Dean C. Jessee and David J. Whittaker, "The Last
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However, LeSueur observed that these new responsibilities were added at the very tail-end of the
conflict (a little over a week prior to the Mormon surrender) and at a time when the Latter-day
Saints were preparing for all-out war.5’

LeSueur and Quinn relied heavily on the testimony given by Avard during the Richmond
hearings as evidence of Joseph Smith's Danite complicity, particularly his statement wherein he
considered "Joseph Smith, jr., as the prime mover and organizer of this Danite band."® On the
other hand, Richard Lloyd Anderson placed Sampson Avard as the "Danite founder and most
influential leader.” While Andersonacknowledgedthat Avard's testimony was the principal source
used to reconstruct informationregarding the Danite organization, he notes that the fact that he was
granted legal immunity if he would testify against Mormon leaders caused Avard to essentially
become "a courtroom tool instead of a reliable witness."® Testimonies and reminiscences by

loyalist Mormons, non-Mormons, and those who disaffected following the Mormon surrender also

Months of Mormonism in Missouri: The Albert Perry Rockwood Journal,” BYU Studies 28
[Winter 1988]: 13, 23. (See also Whittaker, "Danites," The Encyclopedia of Mormonism 1:356;
also in Church History: Selections from the Encyclopedia of Mormonism, 81-84; and Whittaker,
"The Book of Daniel in Early Mormon Thought,” 169-70.) Gentry came to the conclusion that
a second Mormon military unit called, the "Armies of Israel,” was created, consisting of non-
Danite Mormon volunteers who operated separately from the Danites but who were organized
along similar lines. (See Gentry, "A History of the Latter-day Saints in Missouri From 1836 to
1839," 218-221.) Jessee and Whittaker have demonstrated the incorrectness of Gentry's inference
concerning the organization of a second military body and gave evidence to show that the term
"Armies of Israel" not only predates the 1838 conflict, but goes back to the Zion's Camp
expedition of 1834, and was used Mormons in 1838 in describing the entire Mormon army,
Danites included. (See Jessee and Whittaker, "The Last Months of Mormonism in Missouri," 12-
13.)

"LeSueur, "The Danites Reconsidered," 43-44. This paper was written as a rebuttal to Jessee
and Whittaker's thesis that the Danites were involved in community building. In the article

LeSueur also presented an expanded his view of the Danite organization from that contained in his
monograph on the Mormon War.

8Avard testimony in Document, 97.

$Anderson, "Clarifications of Bogg's 'Order’ and Joseph Smith's Constitutionalism,” 65.
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tend to implicate Avard and extricate Joseph Smith. Moses Clawson, a faithful Mormon,
remembered "a man by the name of Sampson Avard figured very conspicuously in it [the Danites]
and becoming dissatisfied apostatized and led a number astray."™ In an interview conducted in
1885, Anson Call, an active member of the society, stated, "[The] Captains were under the
direction of one 'Dr Avard’--he was at the head of this organizaton."” John Cleminson, clerk of
the Caldwell County court and a non-Mormon who lived among the Latter-day Saints who was
willing to be a witness for the state during the Richmond hearings testified, "The teacher and active
agent of the society was Dr. Avard."” John Corrill, an insider who disaffected from the Church
by the end of the conflict but who used his influence as Caldwell's representative in the state
legislature to negotiate for the peaceful removal of the Saints, acknowledged that " Arverd [sic] was
the most prominent leader and instructor, and was assisted by others." Corrill further stated that
Avard "was very forward and indefatigable.. . . for he devoted his whole talents to it, and spared
no pains; and, I thought, was as grand a villain as his wit and ability would admit of."™ At the
time of the Mormon surrender, Reed Peck, who also acted as a negotiator, indicated that Sampson
Avard, "the main actor in the organization of the Danites,” immediately fled from Far West,
"leaving the people to extricated themselves from the difficulties into which they had plunged by

following [his] pernicious counsel."™ In his court testimony at the Richmond hearings, W. W.

“Moses Clawson, "Autobiography,” manuscript (copy), Special Collections, Harold B. Lee
Library, Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah, 9.

"'Anson Call, "Statement to B. H. Roberts and John W. Whitaker, 30 December 1885,"
manuscript, LDS Church Archives, Salt Lake City, Utah, 5. A photographed copy of the
manuscript is included as appendix material in The Journal of Anson Cail (N.p.: Ethan L. Call and
Christine Shaffer Call, n.d.), n.p.

"Cleminson testimony in Document, 114.
BCorrill, A Brief History, 31.

™Peck, "Manuscript,” 28.
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Phelps provided details concerning several military operations of the Saints which the Mormon
leader participatedin. He also referred to an incident conceming the Danites but no mention was
made about Joseph Smith's connection with the society.” Finally, George M. Hinkle, the leader
of the entire Mormon militia forces, who many of the Saints considered a turncoat following the
Mormon surrender, testified that neither Joseph or Hyrum Smith had any command of either the
militia or Danite officers in the field, but each gave only general directions in their capacities as
the religious leaders of the people.™
Perhaps the question concerning the Mormon leader's involvement is a problem of
definition concerning the term “Danites” as well as what constituted membership. LeSueur and
Quinn essentially came to the conclusionJoseph Smith was intimately involved in the society from
beginning to end because he was present or took part in certain key events in which Danite officers
or members also participated (i.e. the expedition into Daviess County two days after the election
day fight, and the October Daviess expedition). Furthermore, since Danites made up part, or in
some cases the majority of Mormon troops who were engaged in a particular operation, the two
historians automatically assumed that the Mormon Prophet: (1) was ultimately in charge of the
campaign since he was apparently aligned with Danite leaders; or (2) he at least gave approval for
the action. The overall conclusion, therefore, is that the Mormon leader was at least guilty by
association.
Unquestionably, a select group made up the Danite organization. The majority of those

who joined this organization were warhawks—the most militant among those in the Mormon

"See Phelps testimony in Document, 125-29.

Hinkle testimony in Ibid, 126.
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community—orin the words of Mosiah Hancock, men who were "of a differentstripe.”” The most
notable among the society included Avard, Lyman Wight, George W. Robinson, Ebenzer
Robinson, David W. Patten, Elias Higbee, Seymour Brunson, Jared Carter, Cornelius P. Lott,
Dimick B. Huntington, John D. Lee, and John L. Butler. Rigdon appears to have been the First
Presidency member who had the closest ties with the organization, although he was probably not
a member. According to John Corrill, at the time of the Far West surrender in November, Danite
numbers were in the vicinity of three hundred.” Significantly, by this same time the entire number
of Mormons defending Far West and Diahman was in the vicinity of nine hundred. This meant
the majority of Mormon men-some six hundred, or two-thirds--were not members of the
organization, but made up the regular militia or were essentially Mormon volunteers. John N.
Sapp, a little-known member of the Church who apostatized in mid-August, stated that the number
of Danites numbered between 800-1,000.” Corrill, who played an active role to the end of the
conflict, would have been more aware of actual numbers, therefore his testimony should be
accepted over that of Sapp. However, it is probable that Sapp may have been thinking along the
lines of the total number of Latter-day Saint men who were involved in the 1838 war.®

Sapp's testimony illustrates another problem in interpreting Danite activity. A great
number of Latter-day Saints may not have made the distinction between those who were Danites
and those who were Mormon regulars or official militia. In fact, it appears that many Church

members referred to the total Mormon force as Danites, even though the society consiituted a

"Mosiah Hancock, "Autobiography, " typescript, Special Collections, Harold B. Lee Library,
Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah, 15.

"Corrill, A Brief History, 32.
PAffidavit of John N. Sapp, 4 September 1838, Document, 17.

¥In figuring the number of men who made up the Danite society, D. Michael Quinn accepted
Sapp's figure over that of Corrill. (See Quinn, The Mormon Hierarchy, 479.)
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minority of total LDS troops. It appears therefore, that the title "Danite" must also be viewed and
considered in broader terms. For example, Anson Call, in describing the Danite organization
stated, "I belong[ed] to this organizationand so did the whole of the military force."® Richard L.
Anderson states that descriptions such as Call's suggests that by October the "Mormon defense
forces had assimilated the Danite bands and their officers."® If so, essentially every military
operation conducted from August through October was performed by Mormon troops made up of
a combination of authorized militia, volunteers, or Danite members. Missourians were even less
able to distinguish between the regularly constituted Mormon militia forces and Danites.
Statemments and reminiscences by local citizens who reported on the conflict indicates that as the
war progressed, and as rumors of Danite\Mormon activities spread, literally every Mormon
defender or participant was thought of as a Danite.

Historical evidence suggests that the activities conducted by Danite band during the months
of June, July, and August-the expulsion of the dissenters, the enforcement of the law of
consecration, and the promotion and support of political candidates—-were exclusively Danite
operations and reccived at least tacit support and approval from the First Presidency. On 27 July
1838, the one and only statement about the Danites which appears in the Prophet’s "Scriptory
Book" tends to support this conclusion. "We have a company of Danites in these times, to put to
right physically that which is not right, and to cleanse the Church of verry great evils with hath
hitherto existed among us inasmuch as they cannot be put to right by teachings & persuasyons. "

From such evidence it is understandable how Mormon dissidents such as Reed Peck would later

81Call, "Statement to B. H. Roberts and John W. Whitaker," 5.
®Anderson, "Clarifications of Bogg's 'Order’ and Joseph Smith's Constitutionalism," 66.

8Jessee, The Papers of Joseph Smith 2:262.
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claim the organization came "under the instruction of the presidency,” at least initially.¥
However, that support did not necessarily come in the form of active participation in the
organization, particularly by Joseph Smith. John Corrill and Reed Peck, both of whom left the
Church after the Mormon surrender, testified that to their knowledge the First Presidency attended
only one of the Danite meetings at Far West (probably in June or early July), at which time they
addressed the members and pronounced a general blessing upon the officers and the organization
However, there is additional evidence that Joseph Smith also attended two meetings of the Adam-
ondi-Ahman group on July 14 and 21.%¥ Furthermore, if Danite members actually perceived
patronage as coming from the First Presidency after the summer of 1838, they would have
recognized that support as coming more from President Rigdon rather than President Smith since
the counselor's views were more along the lines of Danite principles.

What is more conclusive is that while Joseph Smith apparently approved of the Danite
activities initially (i.e. during the summer months of 1838), and while he participated in the
Daviess expedition in early August, the expeditionto DeWitt and the Mormon offensive in Daviess
County in October (each of which inc!»led Mormon militia and Danite members), he may not have

necessarily known of their private teachings and the conduct of their leaders until sometime later.

¥Peck, "Manuscript,” 10.

¥Corrill thought it was the second or third meeting of the Danites. (See Corrill testimony in
Document, 110-11.) Peck wrote that the First Presidency was present "at a meeting for the
organization of the Danites,” implying the original organizational meeting. (See Peck,
"Manuscript,” 11; also Peck testimony in Document, 117).

%William Swartzell did not attend the first Danite meeting at Diahman on July 14, but he was
told that Joseph Smith, Sidney Rigdon, and Hyrum Smith were each in attendance and preached
to those assembled. One week later he attended the second meeting wherein he indicated Joseph
Smith was again present. (See Swartzell, Mormonism Exposed, 17-18, 20-23.) Since Corrill and
Peck lived in Far West it is understandable why they had no knowledge of Joseph Smith attending
the meeting at Diahman.
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Avard testified that he "continually informed them [the First Presidency] of my teachings; and they
were well apprised of my course and teachings in the Danite society."®¥ However, Avard's
testimony must be suspect since Reed Peck witnessed otherwise. In the only meeting Joseph Smith
was known to have attended in Far West, Peck stated that Avard invited Joseph Smith, Sidney
Rigdon, and Hyrum Smith to the meeting in order to show the presidency "what he had been doing
was according to their direction or will," without explaining "to the presidency what his teachings
had been in the society."® More than likely, the Mormon leader received some second-hand
information concerning what Avard was teaching, but once again, he apparently lacked full
knowledge. Lorenzo Dow Young attended a Danite meeting but upon hearing Sampson's
preachings, the oaths he would be required to take, and penalties for disobedience, Young refused
to unite with the organization. He immediately went to his brother Brigham and told him of his
experience. The apostle assured him he would apprise Joseph, whom he said was already
suspicious "that some secret wickedness was being carried on by Dr. Avard."®¥ Six weeks
following his arrest and while incarcerated in Liberty Jail, Smith summarized the Danite situation

as he perceived it. "We have learned also since we have been in prison that many false and

¥ Avard testimony in Document, 107.

¥Peck testimony in Ibid, 117. During the Richmond hearings Nancy Rigdon attested to the fact
that Avard was a dishonest man and his testimony could not be trusted. She related, "I have heard
Sampson Avard say that he would swear to a lie to accomplish and object; that he had told many
a lie, and would do so again.” (Ibid, 147.) Such a statement may explain the contradiction in
Avard and Peck's testimonies concerning Avard's teachings.

¥Lorenzo D. Young statement in James Amasa Little, "Biography of Lorenzo Dow Young,
Utah Historical Quarterly 14 (1946): 51-53. Lyman Wight later stated Avard, "invented schemes
and plans to go against mobocracy which were perfectly derogatory to the laws of this state and
the United States, and frequently endeavored to enforce them upon the members of the Church,
and when repulsed by Joseph Smith, he would frequently become chagrined. At one time he told
me that the reason why he could not carry his plans into effect was because the First Presidency
feared that he would have too much influence.” (Wight, "Journal,” 298.)
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pernicious things which were calculated to lead the saints far astray and to do great injury have
been taught by Dr. Avard as coming from the Presidency . . . which the presidency never knew
of being taught in the church by any body untill after they were made prisoners . . . the presidency
were ignorant as well as innocent of these things."® Note that the Mormon leader did not deny
his knowledge or participation in Mormon\Danite military activities, rather, he indicated he did
not know the full extent of what was being taught by Avard.

The events of August through October confirm that Joseph Smith was an active participant
in the civil conflict. Evidence also confirms that he used his influence and exercised leadership
in various capacities in order to secure and extend Mormon interests. However, while a Missouri
citizen the Mormon Prophet never held a civil or military office, nor was he ever a member of the
regularly constituted county or state militia. Lyman Wight, a commissioned state militia officer.
was aware that the Church leader claimed exemption from militia duty on account of “the
amputation, from his leg, of a part of a bone, on account of a fever sore."" He also secured a
second exemption from militia service based upon the his being a religious teacher or minister.
Thus, in those military engagements in which he did participate, he "acted as a private character,

and as an individual.” If Joseph Smith purposely and intentionally sought to excuse himself from

MJessee, The Papers of Joseph Smith 2:297; also in HC 3:231.
#'Lyman Wight petition in Johnson, Missouri Redress Petitions, 656; also in HC 3:441.

Petition of Alanson Ripley, Heber C. Kimball, William Huntington, Joseph B. Noble, and
Joseph Smith, Jr., in John P. Greene, Facts Relative to the Expulsion of the Mormons or Latter
Day Saints from the State of Missouri, under the "Exterminating Order” (Cincinnati: R. P. Brooks,
1839), 32; also in Johnsor, Mormon Redress Petitions, 43. Lyman Wight made a similar statemert
concerning Joseph Smith's ministeriai exempticz. (See Wight petition in Ibid, 656; also in HC
3:441.) Hyrum Smith claimed the entire First Presidency was excinpi because of their minisierial
status, while Sidney Rigdon stated he was excluded because he was over age. (See Smith and
Rigdon petitions in Johnson, Mormon Redress Petitions, 632, 634; also in HC 3:417, 459.)
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militia service, it stands to reason he would also endeavor to distance himself from the more
militant Danite organization.

The departure from Far West of the Mormon dissenters, Rigdon's fiery July 4th speech,
reports of Mormon military activities, and the Gallatin melee, rekindied fears and suspicions
among many local citizens concerning Mormon intentions. County regulators and vigilante groups
organized and began adopting measures for aggressive action. Meanwhile, Mormon militiamen
and Danite society members were poised to take up arms to defend the peace and security in the

region. By mid-October 1838, the stage was set for a major confrontation.




CHAPTER 5
THE WAR BEGINS:
CONFLICT IN DAVIESS COUNTY, AUGUST-SEPTEMBER 1838

The election-day battle at Gallatin on August 6, 1838, was neither a large scale riot nor
a military conflict but it essentially marked the beginning of the Mormon War in northern
Missouri. To the settlers living in the northern counties it appeared to prove that they could not
live compatibly with the Mormons Furthermore, the fracas led to a regeneration of expulsionist
attitudes among Mormon antagonists who began to find justification for removing the Latter-day
Saints from the region. Although the Mormon War was played out in several northern Missouri
counties, Daviess was the principal scene of conflict between the months of August through
October. Sixteen year-old William Burgess, 2 Mormon who moved with his family to Adam-ondi
Ahman in late August, expressed the general feeling of tumult and turmoil experienced by Mormon
transplants living in Daviess following the episode in Gallatin. "For about three months I didn't
undress only to wash and change clothes, " he wrote, "and no one except those that passed through
it knows the tribulation and privations that we had to endure."!

The clearest justification for Mormon removal from Missouri was their expansion into
counties outside the borders of Caldwell. Wrote one Missouri reporter, "the Mormons . . . agreed
1o settle in, and confine themselves to . . . the county of Caldwell; but they have violated that
agreement, and are spreading over Daviess]. Clinton. Livingston. and Carroll.” He went on to

say that so many Mormons had moved into Daviess that it would not be long before the local

'William Burgess, "Autobiography,” in Kenneth Glyn Hales, ed. and comp., Windows: A
Mormon Family (Tucson: Skyline Printing, 1986), 96-97.
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settlers would be governed "by the Revelations of the great Prophet, Joe Smith," . . . hence their
anxiety to rid themselves of {them]."?

Sidney Rigdon reflected how, following the election riot, expulsionists first focused on
Daviess. "The first regular mob that assembled was in Daviess county, and their efforts were
directed against the settlements made in that county, declaring their determination to drive out of
the county all the citizens who were of our religion,” he wrote, and further indicated that, "the
only evidence necessary to dispossess any individual or family [was] that they were of the
"Mormon' religion.” The election skirmish incited expulsion parties to focus on Daviess first, due

to its mixed and relatively equal Mormon/non-Mormon population, and because continued

Mormon emigration threatened to give the Latter-day Saints an even greater majority.

e ict Begi

News of the August 6 fight at Gallatin between the Daviess settlers and the Mormons
spread quickly. Josiah Morin, the victorious Democratic candidate from Daviess for state senator
and a friend to the Mormons, rode to Far West and was the first to report the incident to Church
leaders. Morin was not at the polls when the brawl broke out, but was concerned when he
received information that two Mormons had been killed, and another, who apparently escaped but
was critically injured, was also presumed to be dead. Furthermore, Morin reported that the bodies
of the two Mormon men were "lying on the ground and they would not let their friends have them

for burial."® The report coming from Gallatin was entertained to be true and immediately some

*"The Mormons, " Missouri Argus, 27 September 1838. The article, dated September 14, first
appeared in the Western Star, publication date not known.

3Sidney Rigdon petition in Johnson, Mormon Redress Petitions, 665; also in £C 3:450.

“Rigdon, An Appeal to the American People, 22-23; and HC 3:58. John P. Greene indicated
several messengers brought word of the fracas. "The day following the election, two or three
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fifteen to twenty men from Far West volunteeredto go to Gallatin to recover the bodies.® Joseph
Smith was a member of the expedition to Daviess, but he went along in order to use his influence
"to kefe]p down further difficultys.” and was not the leader of the group.® George W. Robinson,
the Prophet's personal secretary and an elected colonel in the Caldwell militia, indicated he was
appointed to take command "in consequence of my holding the office of Colonel, whose duty it
is to command one regiment."” Such a statement indicates Church authorities possibly considered
this to be a legal call-out of the local militia, thereby demonstrating that they were attempting to

observe the statutes regulating local units. As further evidence of this point, Elias Higbee, a

successive messengers, who, be it observed, were not Mormons, rode into Far West, (the county
town of Caldwell), and spread the report that there had been a battle in Gallatin, and that several
of the Mormons had been killed, and their bodies refused their friends for burial, and left upon

the ground." (Greene, Facts Relative to the Expulsion of the Mormons, 19; also in Johnson,
Mormon Redress Petitions, 24.)

*In the Prophet's "Scriptory Book" kept by his secretary George Robinson, he indicated some
fifteen to twenty men left Far West "armed and equipped for our defense.” (Jessee, Papers of
Joseph Smith 2:268.) Joseph Smith later reported several small companies consisting of 24 men
left Far West as they were ready. (Joseph Smith Affidavit in HC 3:70; also in Rigdon, An Appeal
to the American Pegple, 26.) Sidney Rigdon specifically recalled there were seventeen. (Ibid, 23.)
In a petition directed to the federal government, Mormon leaders indicated there were "several”
who went. (See Johnson, Mormon Redress Petitions, 109, 401. See also Willard Snow petition in
Ibid, 715; and Vinson Knight to William Cooper, 3 February 1839, typescript, LDS Church
Archives, Salt Lake City, Utah, 1-2.)

SIsaac Leany Petition in Johnson, Mormon Redress Petitions, 479; also in Johnson, "Missouri
Persecutions: The Petition of Isaac Leany," BYU Studies 23 (Winter 1983): 96. (Hereafter when
citing the Leany petition Mormon Redress Petitions will be the source cited). Sidney Rigdon and
Hyrum Smith, the Prophet's two counselors in the First Presidency, were also part of the company.

"Robinson, "Scriptory Book," in Jessee, Papers of Joseph Smith 2:268-69; also in HC 3:58.
Robinson was a colonel in the Missouri militia and held the same rank in the Danite organization.
(See Philo Dibble, "Philo Dibble's Narrative,” in Early Scenes in Church History: Eighth Book of
the Faith-Promoting Series [Salt Lake City: Juvenile Instructor Office, 1882], 88-90; reprinted in
Four Faith Promoting Classics, Part 4 [Salt Lake City: Bookeraft, 1968], 88; also Peck,
"Manuscript,” 11.)
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Caldwell County judge, was also specifically mentioned as being a member of the expedition.?
Missouri law contained provisions granting either the county or circuit court judges power to call
out the local militia in times of crisis. However, if it became necessary for a county militia force
to cross over into another county, permission from the circuit court judge was to be secured.’
Perhaps out of expediency, the Mormons did not follow the proper procedure on this occasion, but
went ahead with the operation by consent of judge Higbee. Had they followed the correct practice,
before leaving the county they would have had to secure permission from Austin A. King, the
circuit court judge residing in Richmond, Ray County.

In journeying through Daviess, the Caldwell contingent split up into smaller groups.
Rigdon related that at least one of the companies went directly to Gallatin to investigate. They
found the reports not true and continued on to Diahman." Joseph Smith's detachment bypassed
Gallatin completely and went directly to the home of Lyman Wight at Adam-ondi-Ahlman in order
to review the situation.!! George Robinson reported that Mormon men came from all parts of
Caldwell County, so that by the time they arrived at Wight's residence, they had a sizeable
company.” The men who joined the ranks of the Mormon outfit likely came from parcs of both

Caldwell and Daviess counties and were a mixed company of Mormon volunteers, regular militia,

*Robinson, "Scriptory Book," in Jessee, Papers of Joseph Smith 2:268. Higbee also held the
rank of captain-general in the Danite organization. (See Peck, "Manuscript,” 12.)

*See Rigdon petition in Johnson, Mormon Redress Petitions, 671; also in HC 3:455-56.
"“Rigdon, An Appeal to the American People, 23.
"Affidavit of Joseph Smith in Ibid, 26-27; also in HC 3:70-71.

"Robinson, "Scriptory Book," in Jessee, Papers of Joseph Smith 2:268.
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as well as members of the newly created Danite society. Approximately 120-150 men were
recrujted.”

Upon arriving at the Diahman, the Mormon leaders learned firsthand that the reports about
the election-day skirmish were exaggerated and that no one had been killed." The settlers,
however, were in a state of alarm. In anticipation of a possible siege, the women and children
were all collected in one place, and the men butchered two beef cattle and cooked up a large
quantity of corn meal as if this dinner was to be their last.'S Reasons for their fears were based
upon rumors that a large mob was gathering at Millport with the intent of harassing Mormon
settlers in Daviess. The mob was purported to be headed up by Adam Black. an avowed anti-
Mormon and a justice of the peace in the county.'® The year previous, in July 1837, he, William
Peniston, William Bowman (the first appointed sheriff in the county), and some twenty to thirty
others went from house to house visiting the Mormons and warning them to leave the county by
a specific date. However, on that occasion the Mormons were not to be intimidated and they

assured the banditti "they might expecta warm reception. " causing Black and his associates to back

Reports of the number of Mormons who made up the company range from 75-150. (See [saac
Leany petition in Johnson, Mormon Redress Petitions, 479; Greene, Facts Relative to the Expulsion
of the Mormons; 19; Peck, "Manuscript,"” 15; and Corrill, A Brief History, 34.) Philo Dibble later
wrote, "Colonel Robinson took about one-half of the force to Adam-ondi-Ahman. . . . Joseph,
Hyrum, and Sidney also went with them leaving me in command at Far West. The detachment
returried in about four days. (Dibble, "Narrative,” 88.)

“Rigdon, An Appeal to the American People, 22-23; affidavit of Joseph Smith in Ibid, 26-27;
and in HC 3:71. See also HC 3:58-59.

YSwartzell, Mormonism Exposed, 28-29.

1Rigdon, An Appeal to the American People, 23; affidavit of Joseph Smith in Ibid, 27; also in
HC 3:71.
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down from their threats.'” Because of his previous display of animosity, and after some
consultation concerning the situation, a decision was made to pay the judge a visit in order to

determine his intentions. '

Operation Adam Black

Church leaders believed Black would be duty-bound as a civil servant to sustain the law
and join with the Latter-day Saints in their attempts to foster good will between themselves and the
local settlers. However, the plan backfired. When the Mormons called upon the justice at his
home on the morning of August 8, they were not prepared for his response to their request. Adam
Black lived just over a mile from Adam-ondi-Ahman, and rather than overwhelm him, the Mormon
company took up a position at a spring a short distance from his residence. Here, a committee was
dispatched, consisting of Sampson Avard, Lyman Wight, and Cornelius P. Lott, whose mission
it was to meet with the justice and discuss the current state of affairs. They were not well
received. According to Black's testimony the group who visited him on this occasion was
comprised of seventeen men, "well armed, [who] came in about ten steps of his door, and called

him to come out to the fence.” Wight acted as spokesman. His intent was to get him to sign a

17" A History of the Persecution, of the Church of Jesus Christ, of Latter-day Saints in
Missouri," in Times and Seasons 1 (March 1840): 65-66. Similar testimony was recorded by
George Robinson who indicated Black, "did last summer [1837] unite himself t¢ a band of mobers
to drive our brethern from the County and to prohibit them from settleing in the County and that
[he] personally warned many of said bretheren to lieave in 2 certain given time or they should be
further delt with." (Robinson, "Scriptory Book," in Jessee, Papers of Joseph Smith 2:270; see also
Willard Snow petition in Johnson, Mormon Redress Petitions, 714-15.) Mormon testimonies are
supported in a statement by Black himself who wrote to James B. Turner that he hoped the
Mormons would remove from the region and requested the two of them "gow and See these people
and Request them to Leave this county peacibley," being "opposed to them as much as any." (Ibid,
749.)

¥Rigdon, An Appeal to the American People, 23; and affidavit of Joseph Smith in Ibid, 27; also
in HC 3:71. See also HC 3:59.
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written statement prepared by LDS leaders. They asked him "if he was willing to Stop the fuss
and all live toguether in peace [and] he said he was, " recalled Isaac Leany.!® They then asked him
to sign an article to that affect, but he declined. Several additional attempts were made, but Black
remained obstinate and refused to sign the Mormon document.® Other subjects of concern tc the
Latter-day Saints were also discussed with many "angry words pass{ing] between them."' Rigdon
later stated the Daviess county leader treated the Mormon representatives with contempt, "looked

w2

upon their visit as a high insult, and refused to give them any satisfaction."= Before departing,
members of the delegation told Mr. Black they intended to visit Captain William Bowman, Colonel
William P. Peniston, and other county political and militia officials to extract promises from them
as well.? Following a volley of accusations on both sides, the commission returned to report to
the Mormon Prophet.

A half hour later the entire Mormon contingent converged again on the justice's home.
This time Avard was the negotiator. According to Black's own testimony, Avard presented him
with a piece of paper and said, "We have come to be plain with you, the only alternative is for you

"2,

to sign this obligation."* Black again adamantly refused. He was then asked if he knew Joseph
Smith. He replied that he did not, but would like to know the gentleman, and if he was there he

would like to see him. At this point, Joseph Smith appeared and was introduced to him. The

"Leany petition in Johnson, Mormon Redress Petitions, 479.
*Adam Black, Testimony given in Circuit Court, 18 September 1838, in Document, 159-61.
' Affidavit of Joseph Smith in Rigdon, An Appeal to the American People, 27; also in HC 3:71.
=Ibid. Rigdon mentioned that at least three visits were made to Black's home by Mormon
representatives during the course of the day. Joseph Smith and Adam Black both left written
testimony that there were only two.

ZSee testimony of Adam Black in Document, 161.

*Ibid.
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Mormon leader was invited him to take a seat whereupon Black asked him why so many armed
men had surrounded his house in such a manner. Smith replied they had merely come for the
purpose of getting him to sign the statement.® Yet, even after considerable discussion with Joseph
Smith, Black refused to sign the Mormon contract, whereupon a proposal was made that he come
up with his own. To this he complied and drafted the following promise:

[ Adam Black, a justice of the peace of Daviess county, do hereby sertify to the people

coled Mormin, that he is bound to suport the constitution of this State, and of the United

State[s], and he is not attached to any mob nor will not attach himself to any such peopl.

And so long as they will not molest me, I will not molest them. This the 8th day of August

1838.%

During the interview, Mrs. Black let her feelings be known. While her husband was
writing out the document, she used some highly insulting epitaphs, which Joseph Smith said "were
calculated in their nature, to greatly irritate, if possible, the feelings of the bystanders belonging
to [the Mormon] society.” The Mormon leader tried to leave on amicable terms. He asked Black
if he had any unfriendly feelings towards him, and also if he had not treated him genteelly. To this
Black answered in the affirmative.” Their negotiations over, the Mormon company returned to

Adam-ondi-Ahmanwhere President Smith and the Caldwell volunteers spent the evening with their

brethren "rejoicing in the thought that the difficulty was settled, as they hoped much good from

SIbid.

*Rigdon, An Appeal to the American People, 23-24; and HC 3:59-60. See also Hyrum Smith
and Lyman Wight petitions in Johnson, Mormon Redress Petitions, 620, 656-57; also in HC 3:405,
441. Joseph Holbrook, a Caldwell County resident, one of the twenty men who journeyed to
Daviess recalled: "We visited Mr..Adam Black, a justice of the peace near by and obtained from
him a written certificae that he would administer the law in justice to Mormons or other citizens
and we returned to Caldwell county with Joseph Smith and the rest of the brethren hoping that
peace would again be restored. But things took a different course.” (Joseph Holbrook, "The Life
of Joseph Holbrook," typescript, Special Collections, Harold B. Lee Library, Brigham Young
University, Provo, Utah, 40.)

T Affidavit of Joseph Smith in Rigdon, An Appeal to the American People, 28; also in HC 3:72.
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Mr. Black's influence."® But as Ebenezer Robinson recalled, the whole ordeal "proved to be an

exceedingly unwise move.™ Justice Black may have received the message, but he would shortly

send one of his own.

Adam Black later claimed he was forced to sign the agreement after an armed force of over

150 men "surrounded his house and family, and threatened him with instant death if he did not sign

{the] instrument."® William Swartzell, a one-time church member who left the Latter-day Saint

society in late August, stated he was a member of the Daviess expedition and made the following
report concerning the incident:

. . messengers were sent [to Black] by Joseph Smith and his head men, with certain

written proposals, (or articles of agreement) to Mr. Black, which he refused to sign. Upon

[his] refusal . . . we all marched, in silence, to his house, which we immediately

surrounded. A dozen, or more, rushed into the house, presented the articles of agreemert

to Mr. Black, and told him he must "sign it or die.” He answered them, "I will die first.

But," added he, "I will draw up and sign an article to suit myself; and if it does not please

you, gentlemen, I will suffer death before I will sign another.” This proposition, after

considerable angry talking, was acceded to. The articles were then written, and signed by
Mr. Black, when my Mormon brethren took their leave--not, however, till our Brigadeer

BGreene, Facts Relative to the Expulsion of the Mormons, 19; also in Johnson, Mormon
Redress Petitions, 25. In a "Memorial” written by Joseph Smith, Sidney Rigdon, and Elias
Higbee, and presented to the U.S. Congress in January 1840, the petitioners stated "The mormons
also heard that a large mob was collecting against them, headed by Adam Black one of the Judges
of the County court of Daviess Count. Under these circumstances and with a view to allay this
excitement some of the brethren called on Judge Black and enquired whether the report they had
heard was true. Upon his denying the truth of it, they requested him to give that denial in writing
which he freely did; which writing they published with a view to calm the public mind, and tc ally
the existing excitement. " ("The First Memorial,” in Ibid, 109; see also "The Second Memorial,”
in Ibid, 401.)

“Robinson, "Items of Personal History,” 172.
WA ffidavit of Adam Black in Document, 15. Black's statement is in agreement with what John

Corrill reported. He wrote that the Mormons "went to the house of Adam Black, a justice of the
peace, and compelled him to sign a writing to that effect.” (Corrill, A Brief History, 34.)
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General, (Mr. Eberly) by way of admonition, told him that "if you violate the articles of
agreement, death shall be your portion!” We then returned to Adam-on-Diammon.*!

Later on the evening of August 8, several Daviess officials from Millport came to Diahman
to meet with Mormon leaders. They recommended that a committee be formed comprised of
representatives from both communities in order to discuss the Mormon situation. Accordingly,
at noon the next day Josiah Morin, John Williams (the Democratic representative-elect who
defeated the anti-Mormon William Peniston), James B. Turner (clerk of the circuit court), Jacob
S. Rogers, and several others met with Mormon leaders at Diahman--John Smith (stake president),
Reynolds Cahoon (counselor), Lyman Wight (counselor, militia colonel, and Danite leader), and
Vinson Knight (bishop). Joseph Smith remained detached from these proceedings, content to let
the local church and military officials arbitrate. A compact was reached that each party would
attempt to preserve the peace in the county, and both sides agreed they would deliver any reported

offenders to the authorities.”

epercussi wi e Ada a counte
Adam Black wasted no time in telling others about the treatment he received from the
Latter-day Saints. He also went immediately to warn four county compatriots that they could
expect a similar visit and confrontation. Fearful of further Mormon intimidation, Black,
accompanied by William P. Peniston, William Bowman, Wilson McKinney, and John Netherton,
traveled to Richmond in Ray County, where they appeared on August 10 before Austin A. King,
judge of the 5th judicial circuit. Of the four men who accompanied Black on this occasion,

Peniston felt he had the most to fear since it was his oratory at Gallatin's polls which had been the

3'Swartzell, Mormonism Exposed, 30. Swartzell identifies a man by the name of Eberly as the
commander of the Mormon expedition. Who he is referring tc cannot be determined.

2Robinson, "Scriptory Book," in Jessee, Papers of Joseph Smith 2:270-71; and HC 3:60.
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catalyst behind not only the brawl, but also the Mormon response. He was especially bitter
towards the Latter-day Saints following his election defeat that he undoubtedly blamed on them.
In his sworn affidavit before Judge King, Peniston claimed that 500 armed Mormon
insurrectionaries of "unlawful character" had collected in the county, 120 of whom had committed
violence against Justice Black. Furthermore, he believed Joseph Smith and Lyman Wight were
at the head of the entire body of men whose object it was to "take vengence for some injuries . .
. done to some of their friends, and to intimidate and drive from this county all the old citizens,
and possess themselves of their lands, or to force such as do not live to come into their measures
and submit to their dictation.” Bowman, McKinney, and Netherton also attested to the document.”

Adam Black issued his own formal complaint before Judge King. According to John P.
Greene, the Daviess justice was pressured to do so by some of the citizens from his own county
who "were greatly dissatisfied that Mr. Black had taken it upon himself to enter into it {the
agreement with the Mormons] without their authority--whereupon, Mr. Black, to appease them,
went to Austin A. King, Circuit Judge, and obtained a writ for the apprehension of Smith and
Wight."* On August 13, several officers were dispatched in order to notify Joseph Smith and
Lyman Wight that a writ had been issued against them. Three days later, William Morgan, the

newly-elected sheriff of Daviess county, accompanied by a sympathetic Judge Morin, went to Far

BAffidavit of William P. Peniston in HC 3:61; see also Robinson, "Items of Personal History,"
172. John Corrill wrote that after visiting Black, the Mormon company tried to make "two or
three others sign the paper,” with obvious reference being made to Peniston, Bowman, McKinney,
and Netherton. (Corrill, A Brief History, 34.) LeSueur cites the writings of Corrill and two other
Mormon dissenters as well as several newspaper reports as evidence that these men were also
visited by the Mormon company. (See LeSueur, The 1838 Mormon War in Missouri, 66, and note
#31.) However, Peniston's affidavit makes it clear they had not been visited by the Mormon forces
during the August 8-9 expedition, but simply feared they would be. The visits apparently did not
occur. Mormon sources demonstrate the company disbanded after the visit to Black.

HGreene, Facts Relative to the Expulsion of the Mormons, 19.
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West to notify Joseph Smith that he had come to take him to Daviess for trial. The Mormon leader
refused to be taken for the simple reason that the law provided that he be tried in: his own county.
Morgan, therefore, did not serve the writ, but indicated he would return to Richmond in order to
discuss the matter with Judge King. King informed Morgan he had no authority outside Daviess
County, whereupon Morgan notified the Mormon leader that he could not serve the writ.%
After failing to secure the arrest of Joseph Smith, Adam Black later preferred charges
against several Latter-day Saints in Daviess County Court. On August 28 he appeared before
acting justice of the peace William Dryden and brought formal charges against sixteen men.
Significantly, neither Joseph Smith, Lyman Wight, nor Sampson Avard, were included in the
complaint. In this deposition, Mr. Black specifically stated that 154 armed men "surrounded his
house and family, and threatened him with instant death if he did not sign a certain instrument of
writing, binding himself as Justice of the Peace for [the] said county of Daviess, not to molest the
people called Mormons." The acting justice immediately issued a writ for the arrest of those cited
in the complaint and assigned a special deputy, Nathanel H. Blakely, to serve the writ.*® Whiie
the trial was subsequently held for the defendants, all of whom were Daviess residents, Black was
unsuccessful in his attempt to prosecute those Mormons whom he perceived as being the

ringleaders of his August 8 encounter.”

35Robinson, "Scriptory Book," in Jessee, Papers of Joseph Smith 2:273-74; also HC 3:63. It
is important to note that Joseph Smith was not resisting arrest or refusing to be tried, rather, that
he refused to be tried in hostile Daviess County.

% Adam Black testimony in Document, 15. Those cited in the complaint were Andrew
(Alanson) Ripley, George Smith, Ephraim Owens, Harvey Omstead (Olmstead), Hiram Nelson,
A. Brown, Jchn L. Butler, Cornelius Lott, John Woods, David H. Redfield, Riley Stuart, James
Whitacre (Whittaker), Andrew Thor, Amos Tubbs, Dr. Gourze, and Abram Neison.

3n addition to the August 10 complaint (filed in Ray County), and the one filed on August 28
(filed in Daviess County), Black formally issued two additional charges. Both were filed in
Daviess County in April 1839 when Joseph Smith and other Mormon leaders imprisoned in Liberty
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ar Impendin nflict ie
The events surrounding Judge Black's encounter with Mormon troops immediately
spawned rumors and exaggerated reports about Mormon activities and intentions throughout much
of northern Missouri. "Representationsof these hostile movements of the Mormons were sent by
express to the neighboring counties which created considerable excitement,” wrote Reed Peck.

The general cry from Daviess residents was "that the Mormons should be expelled from that

were ordered to stand trial in Daviess County. In the first of these two complaints, Black gave the
date of the visit of the Mormon company as August 1. He charged the Mormons with breaking
and entering, assault, and threatening his life and stated he had been beaten and bruised. The
document contains the names of fifteen Latter-day Saints: Joseph Smith, Lyman Wight, Moses
Daily, Joseph Younger, Perry Durphey (Durphee), Ephraim Owens, John Lemmon, James
Whittaker, Alonson Brown, James Bingham. Amos Tubbs, Absalom Sentchfield, William
Aldredge, George A. Smith, and Caleb Baldwin. Although the charges are part of the Boone
County Court records, they were originally filed in Daviess County. (A copy of the charge was
given to RLDS historian Heman C. Smith by a Mr. F. A. Sampson of the Missouri State Historical
Society. Smith published it in "Some Interesting Historical Relics," Journal of History 3 [October
1910]:485. For the original, see Missouri, Boone County Circuit Court Records Indictment Case
No. 1362, Joint Collection: University of Missouri and State Historical Society of Missouri, Ellis
Library, Columbia, Missouri, folder #4.) In the second complaint, Black gave the correct date of
August 8 for the encounter. He stated the group was headed up by Joseph Smith and Lyman
Wight, and that he was threatened with guns, swords and pistols. (Ibid, folder #8.) The names
of seventeen Mormons were cited as participating in the visit to his home: Andrew Ripley (Alanson
Ripley), Ephraim Owens, Harvey Olmstead, Cornelius P. Lott, George Smith, Hiram Nelson,
Alonson Bronson, John L. Butler, John Woods, (David) H. Redfield, Riley Stewart, James
Whittaker, Ephriam Stubbs, James Nelson, and Joseph Younger. Black also states that William
Peniston and William Bowman were likewise threatened. Elisha Denison, a second complainant
whose name appears on the document along with Black’s, claimed he was assaulted, beaten, and
bruised by William Osborn and Lyman Wight. Significantly, Sampson Avard's name does not
appear on either of these two complaints, possibly indicating Black filed the charges sometime later
and chose not to press charges againsi Avard because he was no longer connected with
Mormonism and because he had agreed to testify against the Mormon leaders in exchange for
immunity.

Adam Black was born in Kentucky in 1801 and moved with his parents to Cooper County,
Missouri in 1819, but they soon after moved to Ray County. He married in 1825, and in 1833
moved to the present site of Jameson in Daviess County. In 1844, five years after the Mormon
War, Black moved to Gentry County where he was a resident until it was divided and Worth
County was formed. In 1861 he moved to Spring Hill in Livingston County where he was listed
as having been a farmer and postman. Throughout his life he was an active participant in local
government. He was known to have still been alive in 1886. (See "Adam Black," in History of
Caldwell and Livingston Counties, Missouri, 1004-05.)
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county as it would be impossible to live in peace with them."® Volunteers from other counties
were immediately called to come to their aid.

On August 11, the day after Peniston and Black's appearance before Judge King in
Richmond, a citizen's delegation from Ray County went to Far West to learn firsthand what had
transpired in connection with the August 8-9 expedition into Daviess. A Mormon committee
consisting of seven men, including bishop Edward Partridge, who acted as chair, met with the Ray
County commission in the city hall and answered the questions put to them. The delegation was
apparently satisfied with the Mormon response and was assured there would be no repercussions
but also wanted to secure similar promises from Mormon leaders in Daviess.*® The next day the
Ray committee traveled to Diahman, where they met Joseph Smith. Upon their arrival over one
hundred Latter-day Saints assembled to meet them. The visiturs stated that their purpose in coming
was to insist that the Mormons yield obedience to the laws of Missouri "either by peaceable or
forcible measures.” Wight responded defiantly and indicated to them that he did not care anything
for the law, since the law had not protected him during the seven years he had lived in Missouri.
A second, more private meeting was later held in Wight's home, following which the commission

returned to Richmond.®

#peck, "Manuscript,” 15.
®Robinson, "Scriptory Book," in Jessee, Papers of Joseph Smith 2:272; also HC 3:62.

“Swartzell, Mormonism Exposed, 32. Swartzell mistakenly wrote the commission was from
Clay County and gave the date of the Diahman meeting as taking place on August 11. From the
Prophet's history the Ray delegation met in Far West on the evening of August 11. (Robinson,
"Scriptory Book, in Jessee, Papers of Joseph Smith, 271-72; also HC 3:60.) The next day the
delegation traveled to Daviess County where the meeting with Joseph Smith and Lyman Wight at
Adam-ondi-Ahmantook place on August 12. This fact is supported by George Robinson's entry
in the Prophet history wherein he indicated the First Presidency was in the "north country” on that
date. (See Robinson, "Scriptory Book," in Jessee, Papers of Joseph Smith, 273.)
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Jackson County residents also became aggravated about the disturbancesafter hearing from
William Bowman, who traveled from Daviess to Independence to request assistance. On
September 4, Bowman met with a council headed by three leading citizens--Moses Wilson, Major-
General of the Jackson militia and an anti-Mormon agitator, R. R. Rees, and C. J. Sullivan. After
hearing his report, several resolutions were carried. Believing that Daviess residents were being
molested by the Mormons, the committee reached a decision to call for volunteers who would go
to northern Missouri "to aid our fellow-citizens of Daviess in the execution of the law.""!
Livingston County residents, situated to the east of Daviess, appeared to be the most
alarmed. Hiram Comstock (sometimes spelled Cumstock), a Livingston resident and a brother of
Nehemiah Comstock who later led the attack at Haun's Mill, drafted a letter on August 12 to the
citizens in Carroll County describing the Adam Black incident and reporting the current state of
affairs. He stated that since converging upon Black, the number of armed Mormon men in the
area had increased to between three and four hundred, which troops have "literally overrun a
considerable portion of this county, destroying the crops of grain that may be in their way." [n
addition he reported the Mormons were believed to have killed Peniston, Bowman, Etherton, and
McKinney, and then retreated to Far West where they were preparing for an anticipated siege on
the community. While these reports were false, Comstock claimed this information was related
by Black himself to one hundred individuals gathered at the home of Jesse Naves. He further
indicated two hundred men from Livingston County were collected and were preparing to march

to Millport. He also requested aid from Carroll County's citizens.™

“"The Mormons—Public Meeting," Jeffersonian Republican, 22 September 1838.

“Hiram Cumstock, "To the Citizens in Carroll County,” letter dated 12 August 1838, in
Missouri Argus, 6 September 1838.
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On September 1, Daniel Ashby, a resident of Brunswick, Missouri, penned a personal

letter to Governor Boggs. The letter serves to illustrate the types of inflated rumors being
circulated in the northern counties. Ashby said that the citizens in nearby Daviess were * greatly
excited" over the fear of a "contemplated struggle, " 2nd firmly believed the Mormon fanatics were
plotting a "deeply laid scheme" against the local settlers to bring about their destruction. Included
in Ashby's letter was a written statement by Nathan Marsh, a former Caldwell resident. Marsh
reported that Joseph Smith had "fourteen thousand men, not belonging to the church, ready at a
moment's warning which was generally understood to mean Indians.” The talk was that the
Mormons were planning to enter into a league with the Indian tribes who would "be the principal
means by which this object would be accomplished.” Accompanying Ashby's letter were the
names of two prominent Chariton county leaders and militia officers, James Keyte and Sterling
Price, who recommended the governor issue orders to call out the militia.** Even before Ashby's
letter came across the governor's desk, however, rumors of a Mormon-Indiancoalition had already
reached the his office. On August 30, B. M. Lisle, adjutant general of the Missouri state militia,
ordered David R. Atchison, major-general of the 3rd division, to raise four hundred cavalry in
addition to an unspecified number of infantry, to stand in readiness and to await further orders.
Lisle stated these orders were issued as a precautionary measure due to current "Indications of
Indian disturbances on our immediate frontier, and the recent civil disturbances in the counties of

Caldwell, Daviess, and Carroll."*

“Daniel Ashby to Lilburn W. Boggs, 1 September 1838, in Document, 15-16. Marsh's
statement also subsequently appeared in the Commercial Advertiser, 18 September 1838.

“B. M. Lisle to David R. Atchison, 30 August 1838, in Dacument, 20. Similar orders were
sent to generals in neighboring counties—John B. Clark (Howard), Samuel D. Lucas (Jackson),
David Willock (county unknown), Lewis Bolton and Henry W. Crowther (Cooper County), and
Thomas D. Grant (Boone County). A letter from Edward Lampkin written from Carroll County
during the first part of September illustrates the local citizenry's fear of a Mormon-Indian
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ith Wight's Arrest

Near the end of August, some unnamed Daviess citizens preferred charges against Joseph
Smith and Lyman Wight. When William Morgan, the Daviess sheriff, went to Adam-ondi-Ahman
to issue a writ against Wight, the Mormon colonel refused to be taken and made some overt
threats. As previously noted, when Morgan tried to serve a warrant against Joseph Smith in mid-
August, the Mormoen leader objected on grounds that he would only be tried in Caldwell and not
Daviess. With Wight also subsequently resisting arrest, local settlers became alarmed and word
spread that the two leaders refused to submit to the law. Morgan immediately sought out Judge
King for advice. King told the sheriff to get a posse of citizens to assist him in apprehending
Wight, and if that force proved insufficient, he was to call upon the county militia. Word also
spread that parties in surrounding counties were preparing to come to the aid of their Daviess
neighbors.*

On September 2, after attending their Sunday meetings, the First Presidency met with a
delegation from Livingston County who informed them that a large collection of people from
eleven counties were assembling in Daviess to help take the two leaders. Foliowing the meeting,
Mormon officials at Far West perceived further problems might result if Joseph Smith and Colonel

Wight refused to submit to the authorities. President Smith also sent word for Wight to come to

confederation: "There is a good deal of excitement with the people of Carrol & Davis Counties,
and the Mormons of Caldwell Cty. there are strong aprehensions also of hostilities by the Indians
from the cherokees having built a large council house and inviting all the other tribes, and holding
secret consulations, it is generally thcugh that we shall have war with the Mormons and Indians
both.” (Edward Lampkin to Thomas Bradford, 8 September 1838, in "Expulsion of a Poor,
Deluded and Miserable Set of Villians: A Contemporary Account," Dialogue: A Journal of
Mormon Thought 11 [Winter 1978]: 114.)

“Corrill, 4 Brief History, 34. Reed Peck indicated, "Warrants were issued against J[.] Smith
and L. Wight and many others engaged in this affair and cause found sufficient to put them under
bonds for their appearance at court. (Peck, "Manuscript,” 15.)
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Far West to see if he could be persuaded to submit. Philo Dibble, a colonel in the Caldwell
militia, proposed to the Mormon Prophet that he send for David Atchison, who they hoped to
employ as their legal counsel. The Prophet concurred with Dibble's suggestion and a messenger
was immediately dispatched to Liberty requesting Atchison's services.*

The Mormons were unaware that the general was already en route to Far West after
receiving the August 30 orders from the state adjutant-generalto proceed to Caldwell County with
a company of militia to investigate the rumored disturbances. Atchison, and fellow law partner
and militia officer Alexander W. Doniphan, as well as a state militia force consisting of one
hundred men, arrived at Far West on the evening of September 3 and camped north of the
community. The following day, after considerable consultation with these two officials, President
Smith and Lyman Wight agreed to stand trial, Atchison and Doniphan agreed to serve as counsel,
and word was sent to Judge Austin King in Richmond that the two leaders had consented to be
tried. To appease the Mormons and to avoid a possible conflict with some of the hostile citizens
collecting at Gallatin, arrangements were made for the hearing to be held on September 6 at the
residence of Waldo Littlefield, a Latter-day Saint living in the county.*

Upon receiving word that the Prophet and Colonel Wight had agreed to a hearing, Judge
King proceeded to Daviess County on September 5. He left Richmond and traveled to Far West
that evening where he spent the night. The following morning the Caldwell militia were called out,

apparently by Mormon officers or authorities with the thought of accompanying Joseph Smith and

“Dibble, "Narrative,” 88: see also Dibble, "Recollections of the Prophet Joseph,” in The
Juvenile Instructor 27 (1 June 1892): 345. In 1833-34, Atchison had been employed by the
Church as a member of the legal counsel to assist the Saints in the problems they encountered in
connection with their expulsion from Jackson County.

“’See Dibble, "Narrative," 88; and Robinson, "Scriptory Book," in Jessee, Papers of Joseph
Smith 2:281-83.






