Critique of Kelly Greene’s “The Five Civilized Tribes and the Legacy of the Trail of Tears.” 
 
Kelly Greene selected the “Five Civilized Tribes” topic and her article claims to explore the effects of the Trail of Tears upon members of the Five Civilized Tribes (Cherokees, Choctaws, Chickasaws, Creeks, and Seminoles) who survived the forced march to Oklahoma. Her thesis claims that the Trail of Tears negatively affected those who participated in the trip. Though the thesis statement was easy to locate, it fails to meet the standards for a thesis outlined in the project instructions: it is not an argumentative statement because there is no point or argument to be made in relation to the event and it makes an obvious point that adds very little to a serious discussion on the effects of Andrew Jackson’s Indian removal policy (who would argue that something called the “Trail of Tears” was not a life altering experience?). 
 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The lack of an argumentative thesis led to a disorganized article that fails to build a clear argument and makes several dubious claims. Greene, for example, explains the motivations for Indian Removal by stating that white settlers wanted Indian lands in the Southeast, but never explains why, except to say that the land was valuable and contained a bounty of wild game. Though Greene references the Indian Removal Act of 1830 in inaccurate claim that “English settlers” wanted the Indian lands, she offers no specific evidence from the Act to support her claim. She argues that the Indians of the Five Civilized Tribes agreed to “swap” their Eastern lands for those in the West, but gives little consideration to the fact that any negotiation between the federal government and the tribes was conducted under duress, a fact which invalidates the legitimacy of subsequent treaties. On the other hand, Greene’s reference to the Preemption Act of 1830, allowing white settlers to “squat” on Indian lands even before the Indians had been removed, did offer to support to her contention that the removal act was based upon little more than white greed.  
 
For reasons unexplained, Greene claims that the loss of land led to “malnutrition and drastically reduced the overall health of the Indian peoples.” That Indians died on the Trail of Tears there is no doubt, but their death was not the result of having lost their land. It was the result of the callous and inhuman federal policies which failed to provide for their sustenance and wellbeing after having divested them of their means to provide that sustenance on their own.  Worst still, Greene inaccurately places the sites of Indian migration in Illinois, Iowa, and Texas, ignoring Oklahoma altogether.  
 
Finally, Greene attempts to tie the support of some members of the Five Civilized Tribes for the Confederacy to the legacy of the Trail of Tears. But no direct evidence is presented to substantiate this claim, other her reference to supposedly shared economic and cultural traits between the white South and the “civilized” tribes.  
 
Kelly Greene referenced legitimate sources, such as ones from Civil War History and primary source documents from the National Archives and Records Administration, but her faulty interpretation of the information found therein, as well as an apparent inability to weave the source materials within the narrative, have created a research article submission that does not achieve the stated goal of this project and does not offer much to an academic discussion of the subject. 
 
 
 

Critique of Willie Makeit’s “What were British Soldiers Doing in Boston at the time of the Massacre?” 
 
Willie Makeit argues that British troops were stationed in Boston in December 1770 as bank guards with the ultimate goal of defending the security of the colonial economy and the interests of Great Britain’s global empire.  Makeit’s thesis clearly states the topic and intentions of the article and offers some glimpse into the argument that he will make. 
 
Makeit offers a thorough discussion of the many different tensions between the Patriots (the colonists) and the Redcoats (the British troops) which preceded the events in Boston. He explained the new laws and taxes that Britain was forcing upon the colonists. These laws included the Quartering Act, the New York Restraining Act, and the Stamp Act. The Quartering Act gave the British troops the authority to evict paying tenants and move into inns and houses free of charge. The New York Restraining Act was the result of New York’s refusal to obey the Quartering Act. This act removed the authority of the state’s governor until New York agreed to follow the Quartering Act. Lastly, Makeit discussed the Stamp Act. This act taxed the colonists on anything printed such as playing cards and stamps. Makeit claims that these acts greatly upset the American people and caused them to dread the arrival of new soldiers. 
 
Makeit details the rebellions of the colonists in response to the overpowering laws and the Redcoats’ presence. One such group of rebels was the Sons of Liberty, whose purpose was to resist the Redcoats’ authority in whatever ways practical. One of the main acts of rebellion was the Boston Tea Party, during which Patriots dressed as Indians and dumped tea into the Boston Harbor, enraging King George. Makeit outlines how, in response to the acts producing taxes and restrictions upon America, many colonists harassed British soldiers and even rioted in protest of these laws. He says that the increased number of guards present at the Boston Massacre was in response to rumors of a large, angry mob headed towards the Customs House, the building where the king’s money was kept. Colonial agitation against British policies and British determination to strengthen and protect the empire set the two sides on a collision course. 
 
Makeit’s paper is well conceived and orchestrated, though his arguments made in support of the thesis could have been more fluid. More direct connections between the points argued and their relation to the thesis would make for easier reading and a more convincing argument. The facts provided in this research article are accurate and the author appears to have addressed all parts of the story as they relate to the thesis. Makeit demonstrates an awareness of complexity of events occurring simultaneously with the Boston Massacre, including the use of a cornucopia of sources, such as American and British newspaper accounts, and that awareness has produced a thoroughly informative and interesting article.  
