
M E M O R A N D U M 
 
To:  Dr. Rodney Smith, Vice President for Access and Engagement 
 
From:  Dr. Steven Harris 
 
CC: Members of the Racial Reconciliation Commission,  William Jewell College 

Black Alumni Association 
 
Date:  March 8, 2022 
 
Subject: Report of the Early History of William Jewell College and the Owning of 

Enslaved Persons  
 
 
I am writing in response to Dr. Rodney Smith’s email of January 17, 2022 which contained a 
link to the Racial Reconciliation Report, 1848-1879.  In that email Dr. Smith welcomed thoughts 
and questions.  Below are my thoughts. 
 
1.  My Context 
 
I am sharing this memo with the Racial Reconciliation Commission and the WJC Black Alumni 
Association members in hopes of helping to generate conversations around the Jewell Report and 
the topic of race.  I believe it is helpful for readers who do not know me to have a snapshot of my 
background to understand the context in which I write. 
 
I am a Jewell Alumni, class of ’87.  I hold a law degree from U.C. Berkeley School of Law, a 
master’s degree in math education from NYU, and master’s and doctoral degrees from Harvard 
University in education policy and administration.  I served for two years on the faculty of the 
education department at Jewell, and I am currently an education consultant, working with K-12 
school districts and universities on a variety of education leadership issues, including diversity, 
equity, and inclusion.  I am also a black male. 
 
2.  The Dearth of Historical Context 
 
I agree with the Jewell Report’s drafter that historical context is an essential part of the Report.  
The Jewell Report, however, only contains a single paragraph under the heading of historical 
context.   I don’t believe that this paragraph gives enough context to adequately understand all of 
the facts that are presented in the Report.  Some examples are: 
 
A.  On page 2 of the Jewell Report under the Dr. William Jewell section the Report states: 
 

There are three events in the public life of Dr. Jewell that speak to his sense as a 
humanitarian.  1. As a State Legislator, he advocated and voted for the elimination 
of the whipping post and the pillory as public punishment for criminals, including 

slaves.7  
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Citation number 7 cites Dr. William Jewell, An Address delivered in Gano Chapel of William 
Jewell College, Liberty MO, Tuesday, December 6, 1932” by Judge North Todd Gentry, p. 6.  I 
have attached  Gentry’s full address to this memo as Appendix A. 

The language of the paragraph in Gentry’s address that is being cited states in pertinent part: 

During this session, he [Dr. Jewell] voted in favor of repealing the Missouri 
statute which provided for the whipping post and pillory as a punishment for 
crime; and the statue was repealed. (pp 5-6). 

First, Gentry’s address does not indicate that this effort to repeal the whipping and pillory statute 
included the enslaved.  

We can, in fact, look at the legislative history and see what actually happened.  In the case of Dr. 
Jewell, the repeal of pillory and whipping was not nearly as broad as Gentry portrays it.  Dr. 
Jewell offered an amendment to, and then voted for, a bill which altered section 87 of the crimes 
and punishment laws (Appendix B).  Section 87 allowed pillory and whipping of [white] persons 
specifically for the crime of illegal gambling (Appendix B). Dr. Jewell’s amendment simply said, 
that the change in law began at the time of the passing of the amendment, meaning that it was not 
retroactive.  The final bill amending section 87 is also included in Appendix B.  Pillory and 
whipping continued to be punishments for other crimes committed by white people. 

Second, the context of the law during the time period is critical here.  During the French and 
Spanish colonial period in the region that would become the Louisiana Purchase, slavery was  
governed by the Code Noir or Black Code.  The Black Codes were in place from 1724 until 1803 
when the Louisiana Purchase took place.  After this, the territories in the Louisiana Purchase, 
including Missouri, developed their own laws governing slavery, largely based on the Black 
Codes.  

The historical context that is important here is the fact that between 1825 and 1865 when the 
Missouri Statutes referred to a “person” it was not referring to the enslaved.  In fact, the Missouri 
Statues very specifically state in Section 99 of the criminal act of 1825 that the punishments 
described in the previous statutes (which included section 87) did not apply to slaves: 

Sec. 99.  Be it further enacted, That the punishments prescribed in the 
foregoing act, shall not apply to offences committed by slaves, unless they 
are expressly named and included in the provisions of the act; but in the 
case of slaves, the punishment shall be, for murder or arson, death; for a 
rape upon any person, or an attempt to commit a rape upon a white 
woman, castration; for all other offences they shall be punished, at the 
discretion of the court before whom the conviction shall be had, but no 
part of the punishment shall be fine or imprisonment, but in lieu thereof, 
the court may punish by stripes, at their discretion. (Appendix C) 
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Because enslaved people were property, and did not have money, white law makers did not 
bother with fines nor, generally, with a jail sentence, because it made no sense to incur the costs 
of a jail sentence for a slave.  The enslaved were punished (usually whipped) and returned to 
their masters, or returned to their masters to be punished per the instructions of the court. 

The primary source documents (the legislative record and statutes) contain no evidence that Dr. 
Jewell was advocating for repealing pillory and the whipping of the enslaved.  The Jewell Report 
also contains no evidence of this either, and as such, this cannot be assumed, and shouldn’t be in 
the Report. 

The second event that the Jewell Report points to which purportedly evidences Dr. Jewell as a 
humanitarian is a quoted story from the Gentry address where Dr. Jewell advocates for a new jail 
and the humane treatment of persons incarcerated in the jail.  Gentry does not cite any sources 
for this story, nor does the Jewell Report, so it is unknown how true this story is.  We cannot 
assume that this story is completely true, but even if we do, Dr. Jewell, a state representative and 
long-time enslaver, would have been well aware that the new jail would not have been a benefit 
to enslaved people, who were generally not sent to jail. 

 

B.  The Jewell Report, on page 3, states: 

Gentry wrote, “Dr. Jewell ... owned slaves, but he evidently did not approve of 

slavery ...”10 Four actions taken by Dr. Jewell give insight to his thinking about 
the enslaved persons he owned.  

The first of Dr. Jewell’s four actions that the Jewell Report uses to purportedly show that Dr. 
Jewell “did not approve of slavery” is a story of Dr. Jewell hiring an attorney for his enslaved 
persons accused of stealing.  Once again it is important to understand the historical context.  
Section 100 of the criminal statutes of 1825 (Appendix C) states in pertinent part: 

Sec. 100.  Be it further enacted, That if any slave, or slaves, shall be 
convicted of any offence, a part of the punishment for which shall be 
restitution to the party injured, the master or masters of such slave or 
slaves, shall be holden to make restitution… 

The statute goes on to say that if the master does not pay restitution, the slaves will be sold and 
restitution would be paid out of those proceeds.   Dr. Jewell would bear the liability for a 
conviction of his enslaved, so it makes sense that he would defend those he enslaved because he 
was, in fact, defending his own monetary interest.  Given this, it is an unfounded assumption that 
the hiring of an attorney by Dr. Jewell somehow supports the idea that he did not approve of 
slavery, or that he was being overly charitable to the people that he enslaved. 
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The second of Dr. Jewell’s actions that purportedly support the idea that Dr. Jewell did not 
approve of slavery is a story quoted from Gentry’s speech.  The story is that Dr. Jewell 
emancipated four of his slaves.  This story raises several questions for me: 

1.  Gentry claims that the emancipations were documented in the Boone County deed 
records – why didn’t the Jewell Report cite the source material instead of Gentry? 

2.  How many people did Dr. Jewell enslave at the time?  We know that he enslaved 13 
people in 1830, (Appendix D – 1830 census)  and that he enslaved six people in 1850.  It 
is likely that these 4 emancipated individuals were not all of his enslaved, or if they were, 
then he enslaved more people at a later date.  Either way, emancipating some while 
continuing to enslave others does not evidence a disapproval of slavery.   

3.  Did anyone try to account for Dr. Jewell’s enslaved beginning with the 13 in 1830?  If 
he emancipated four of his enslaved, there would still have been nine enslaved.  Dr. 
Jewell enslaved six persons in 1850.  What happened to the other three?  Did he sell 
them?  Give them away to another master?  The answers to these questions would have 
value in this discussion. 

4.  We do not know if Dr. Jewell emancipated some adults but continued to enslave their 
children.  I raise this question specifically because he showed a willingness to do exactly 
this in his will, which is discussed in greater depth below.  We do not know the 
relationships that the enslaved had with each other.  Did he emancipate a woman but not 
her husband? Did he emancipate one sibling, but not another?  We cannot assume that 
Dr. Jewell “did not approve of slavery” simply because he emancipated four of the 
people that he had enslaved.                                                                                                  

C.  On page 21, under the section “Negro Helpers” the Jewell Report quotes:  

Through the years the college has been fortunate in having a number of 
Negro helpers who have made a tremendous contribution to its staff and 
students. One of the most honored and beloved of these was the Negro 
cook at these cottages.* She was affectionately known to all the students 
as “Aunt Kitty.” She was far more than a servant; she was a respected 
friend, a confidant, and a helper to all these young men. She was a radiant 
Christian who lived her religion day by day. Every student of that day has 
only the fondest memories of this humble and unselfish Christian woman. 
(Hester, 46)  

This quote is from H.I. Hester’s history of the college. A deeper understanding of the historical 
context around the use of titles, specifically Mr. and Mrs., during the Jim Crow era along with an 
understanding of the history of the mammy image changes the nature of this story.   
 
The titles Mr. and Mrs. were reserved for whites, and used as social control in the segregated 
South.  Blacks were often called aunt or uncle (i.e, Aunt Jemima, Uncle Ben, Uncle Tom…) by 
whites of all ages, because those titles did not carry the weight of respect that Mr. and Mrs. did.   
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When you google “Aunt Kitty William Jewell College” the Liberty African American Legacy 
Memorial website comes up, with a lot more information about Aunt Kitty.  Her full name was 
Katherine Thompson Alexander.  She was born in 1838 and died in 1909.  She had a husband, 
Alfred Alexander, and children.  The Legacy website includes some newspaper clippings of Ms. 
Alexander’s passing, which are included in Appendix E.  The Legacy Memorial website doesn’t 
always cite its sources, so it should only be used as the starting point for research. 
 
After Ms. Alexander died, alumni of William Jewell raised money for a monument for her grave.  
The inscription on the monument reads: 
 

Aunt Kitty was a cook for William Jewell College Boarding Club for more than 25 years 
and she often said her boys would erect her monument. This modest stone stands as a 
realization of her faith in those to whom she ministered. She was a daughter of Ham but 
she made glad many a son of Japheth. 

 

I include all of this information because Hester’s description of Aunt Kitty is also a romanticized 
mammy image.  The mammy caricature is a part of America’s historical revisionism, where 
black women are shown to be happy serving whites and the whites fawn over their mammies as 
if they were valued family members (see:  Harris-Perry, Melissa V. Sister Citizen: Shame, 
Stereotypes, and Black Women in America. New Haven: Yale University Press, 2011). 

However, neither Hester, the Jewell Report (nor the death notices for Ms. Alexander that were in 
the newspaper – Appendix E) nor the monument give any more information about Ms. 
Alexander than the fact that she was negro, the cook, and well liked.  None of them give her full 
name,  her birthday,  or mention anything about her husband or children.  The rest of her life is 
completely absent from the narrative.  She was the negro cook, and they certainly liked her, but 
no one seems to have involved themselves in the details of her life – not even for her obituaries 
or the monument on her grave.  Everything said about Ms. Alexander is centered on her value 
and service to whites. 
 
This is not surprising in the culture of 1900’s America.  The issue for me is not what the whites 
who knew Ms. Alexander said.  The issue is that the Jewell Report simply parrots the 
romanticized mammy story instead of setting the historical context for Ms. Alexander’s time at 
Jewell, and the Report seems to treat this story as if it were evidence that Jewell was somehow 
progressive on race relations at the time.  The Jewell Report doesn’t do anything to give Ms. 
Alexander humanity or personhood.  She just continues to be the negro cook. 
 
 
D.   On page 26 the Jewell Report raises the question: 
 
“How can something this abhorrent be accepted?”  The Report goes on to answer the question, in 
part, saying: 

A partial response is that enslaved labor was accepted by many 
Missourians, including people connected to William Jewell College, 
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because the abhorrent (enslaved labor) was threaded into the culture from 
whence they came and the culture they created in western Missouri, the 
abhorrent was not questioned by their version of Baptist Christianity, and 
the abhorrent was the backbone of the economy in western Missouri. 

The discussion of this question should absolutely be informed by an historical review of the 
Kansas-Nebraska Act, which repealed the Missouri Compromise.  The issue of slavery, 
especially along the border of Missouri and Kansas, was a heated debate at this time in history, 
and not simply an unquestioned cultural norm.  The historical context of the Jewell Report does 
not reflect that this was a hotly debated topic in this place, at this point in history.  This historical 
knowledge is critical, because it cannot be said that all of the Missourians at the time of Jewell’s 
founding just accepted slavery as the cultural norm.   

 

3.  Subjective Commentary 

In an email directed to the Jewell Family on August 30, 2021, President MacLeod Walls wrote, 
in part: 

We are just beginning to unpack the first and fundamental question, what is 
truth.  Until we are clear on what is true regarding Jewell’s founding, we cannot 
make decisions on how we should live, or move forward, as a twenty-first century 
institution of higher learning. 
Perhaps more importantly, it is the sole responsibility of the Commission to 
determine what is true and then to make recommendations to me and the Board on 
how we then should live and act on this campus. 

Given the belief that “it is the sole responsibility of the Commission to determine what is true,” it 
is absolutely critical that the Commission gets this right. 

There are a number of places where the language of the Jewell Report moves from fact to 
unsupported opinion.  The Report also uses several sources that are neither primary nor 
secondary, and that do not cite any primary sources. The examples below are not exhaustive, but 
simply serve to point out some of the places in the Jewell Report where a subjective opinion or 
specific point of view were treated as truth. 

Gentry’s Address delivered in 1932 is cited extensively.  Gentry was born in 1866, so we know 
he never met William Jewell, who died in 1852.  Gentry’s does not cite any sources in his 
speech, and given the nature of the speech, that would not be expected.   This, however, means 
that this speech is not a good source for factual information.  It might serve as a starting place for 
research, but it is not a primary source and should not be used as such. 

For example, the Jewell Report quotes Gentry, stating, “Gentry wrote, ‘Dr. Jewell ... owned 
slaves, but he evidently did not approve of slavery ...’” (emphasis added). 
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Gentry cites no source for this conclusion, nor does the Jewell Report present any primary 
sources to support the conclusion that Dr. Jewell did not approve of slavery.  Dr. Jewell enslaved 
people as early as 1830 where the census lists that he had 13 slaves.  The evidence points to the 
fact that Dr. Jewell enslaved people for at least 22  of his 63 years, which works against the 
notion that he “did not approve of slavery.”  The Jewell Report, on page 4, states, “There is no 
evidence that Jewell openly condemned enslaved labor or advocated its abolition.” This 
statement seems to contradict Gentry’s statement of Dr. Jewell’s disapproval of slavery.   

The Jewell Report cites Gentry again on page 4, stating, “By his will, executed in February 1852, 
Dr. Jewell emancipated “Stephen, a blacksmith by trade,” and gave him his blacksmith tools; and 
by his will he emancipated “Ellen, a faithful servant.”   If the Jewell Report wanted to cite Dr. 
Jewell’s will, it should simply cite his will, instead of repeating Gentry’s interpretation of the 
will.  Dr. Jewell’s will, in its entirety is included in Appendix F.  The will actually states: 

“I will, 1. That my servant, named Stephen, a blacksmith by trade, be free, from and after the 
third Monday in August in the year 1853.” 

The will doesn’t free Stephen for a year after Dr. Jewell’s death. 

With regard to Ellen, the will states: 

2. That believing my servant, named Ellen is incapable of taking care of herself in 
a state of freedom I will her and her children to my grandson, William Boyle 
Jewell – not to be managed by him or by his curator or curatrix till he is twenty 
one years of age.  Till my said grandson becomes of twenty one years of age I 
give the said Ellen and her children, (if she has any), to my Daughter, Angeline A. 
Wilson… If however, my said grandson should die before he attains o the age of 
twenty one years, I will that she the said Ellen, but not her children be 
emancipated from and after such decease. 

Dr. Jewell’s grandson, William Boyle Jewell was born on August 22, 1844.  He was two weeks 
shy of his 8th birthday when Dr. Jewell died.   William Boyle Jewell died in May of 1865 at the 
age of 20.  I did not do the follow up research to determine what happened to Ellen, but the 
Emancipation Proclamation was signed on January 1, 1863, and Missouri’s emancipation statute 
was passed in January of 1865, so if she were still alive, she would have been freed by law and 
not by Dr. Jewell’s will, because Dr. Jewell’s grandson was still under twenty-one.  If William 
Boyle Jewell had died before the enslaved were legally emancipated, Ellen would have been 
freed, but not her children.  By reading the plain language of Dr. Jewell’s will it is clear that he 
did not emancipate Ellen. 

On page two, the Jewell Report refers to Dr. Jewell as a humanitarian.  This is a conclusion that 
should be up for discussion. 

Hester’s history of Jewell is also a document without citation, and as such is not a primary 
source, but it is cited repeatedly in the Jewell Report, specifically the Jewell Report uses the 
history as a character witness for several faculty members who served in the confederate army.  
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On page 24,  the Jewell Report cites Hester, describing Robert Baylor Semple, stating, “While he 
was unswerving in his loyalty to the Confederacy, he accepted defeat of the cause as the will of 
God and hence he carried no bitterness in his heart.”    

The Jewell Report cites Hester again with regard to Alexander Fleet, stating, “He served in the 
Confederate Army with great distinction.”   The Report cites Hester once again with regard to 
John Lanneau, stating that he, “enter[ed] the Confederate Army where he had a brilliant career.”   

The fact that the Jewell Report speaks of their service to the confederate army in positive terms 
is problematic when the stated purpose of this Report is to find objective truth.  Hester’s 
descriptions which are parroted in the Jewell Report reflect a specific point of view.  A point of 
view that was probably not shared by those who were enslaved by the college’s founding fathers. 

On page 26 the Jewell Report states, “We cannot know what the culture of the College would 
have been had Dr. Jewell not died during his active participation in the construction of Jewell 
Hall in 1852.”  The clear implication here is that Dr. Jewell’s presence would have somehow 
changed the culture in a positive way from what it was.  There is no actual evidence to support 
this idea. 

The Jewell Report, on page 2 states, “The history of William Jewell College pertaining to race, 
and so the full history of the College, remains untold.”  The Report specifically speaks to the 
dearth of information about race and slavery contained in the two histories of the College.  Even 
given this admission, the Jewell Report liberally cites Hester’s work.   

 

4.  That Which Is Missing 

There are a number of factual pieces of information, some that I found through cursory online 
searches of some of the early leaders, that I would have expected to have been included in the 
Jewell Report.  This list is by no means exhaustive, but it gives specific examples of some things 
that might have been included in the Report.  In the cases below where I found information, I 
found it in primary sources through a search of the archives kept by the Missouri Secretary of 
State or through census records on Ancestory.com.  Some information was also found on the 
Legacy website, which gives a good starting place but requires more research. 

I wondered why the report only looked at the 1850 census.  Is there an assumption that if an early 
leader was not an enslaver in 1850, then any previous enslaving didn’t count? When I did a 
search on  the 1830 census, a number of the early leaders were listed, which indicates not only 
were they enslavers, but they were enslavers for decades.  I would think that the Jewell Report 
would want to know as accurately as could be attained how long the early leaders were in fact 
enslavers. 

When I did a search on James Turner Vance Thompson I found in the 1830 and 1840 censuses 
that he enslaved 5 and 24 people respectively.  I found that he enslaved Joe and Maria 
Decoursey, and gave them to his daughter as a wedding gift.  I found that in 1855 Thompson led 
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an insurrection during the Wakarusa War.  He led a group of militia men to break into and 
overtake a U.S. Armory, steal the weapons, and take them to Lawrence, Kansas. 

I found that in March of 1856 Thompson started a Proslavery Aid Association with Alexander 
Doniphan, with a meeting held in the courthouse in Liberty, MO. 

I found that Alexander Doniphan supported legislation (as a state representative) to make it 
illegal to publish, circulate, or utter by writing, speaking or printing, any facts, arguments, 
reasoning or opinions of an abolition doctrine. 

In the spring of 2021 the Slavery, Memory, and Justice course published a series of articles 
regarding William Jewell College and slavery.  This same group of students also presented at the 
David Nelson Duke Colloquium.  I wonder why there was researched information in the articles 
and presentations that was not reflected or even mentioned at all in the Jewell Report.   

I wondered if the College accepted any black students between 1865 and 1879.  The Report is 
silent on this question. 

I wondered why there was an absence of stories about, and in the voices of, the enslaved.  
Collectively, there were over 300 persons enslaved by Jewell’s early leaders.  Are we to assume 
from the absence of the voices of the enslaved in the Jewell Report that there were none of those 
persons whose stories could be found?   Was it possible to find more than six names of enslaved 
persons associated with the early leaders of William Jewell? 
 

5.  Reading From the Perspective of a Black Alum 

William Jewell College has a podcast called Radical Inclusivity with William Jewell College.  
Dr. Elizabeth MacLeod Walls, President of William Jewell was the guest.  In that interview she 
spoke directly about radical inclusivity, stating that Jewell is “deeply committed to fostering an 
environment that is inclusive and welcoming.”  The college has “thoughtfully and intentionally 
worked for the last several years to create a diverse and equitable culture.” 
 
Dr. MacLeod Walls addressed the Racial Reconciliation Commission directly, stating, that the 
college “recognizes and understand how our past informs our present, and how it will shape our 
future.”  She also stated that the commission’s work will, “give voice to a past that for too long 
has been silenced,” and that, “it is time that we address and speak into our history,” and that this 
work will “serve as a bridge to critical conversations around race.” 
 
I agree with Dr. MacLeod Walls with regard to her comments about the Racial Reconciliation 
Commission.  I believe it is critical to set right the history of the College and allow this process 
to help the College have critical conversations about race. 
 
I decided to write this memo in that spirit – to help the College have a critical conversation about 
race, and I encourage anyone reading the Jewell Report and this response to join the 
conversation. 
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When I read the Jewell Report I was disappointed.  And the second time that I read it, it made me 
angry.  My response is mostly because as a black alum of Jewell, reading this report in light of 
President MacLeod Walls’ comments, and the College’s public language around diversity, I felt 
there was a huge gap between what is espoused regarding diversity what the Report actually did.  
 
The report felt like it was trying to minimize the College’s connections to slavery in several 
ways.  It only looked at the 1850 census, even though information published in the school paper 
(Hilltop Monitor) indicated that there was pertinent information in earlier censuses.  It is one 
thing to say Dr. Jewell enslaved 6 people in 1850 versus Dr. Jewell enslaved at least 13 different 
individuals for a period of at least 22 years.  The second of those two sentences more fully and 
factually represents history. 

For Dr. Jewell specifically, it feels like there was clearly an attempt to paint him as a 
humanitarian, and as someone who “did not approve of slavery,”  using information that was not 
supported by facts.  It felt like the report was trying to lead us to a conclusion as opposed to 
giving us the facts from which we might draw some conclusions.  The report says, “Even though 
the current day person might wish for a better assessment of Dr. William Jewell in relation to 
enslaved laborers, it is notable that his thought and action set him apart from the vast majority of 
Missouri’s citizens who owned enslaved persons.”  Why does the report assume that the current 
day person would wish for a better assessment of Dr. Jewell?  There is a clear point of view 
being expressed here, and it is being expressed to the detriment of the facts. 

For others, such as Alexander Doniphan and JTV Thompson, important historical events directly 
related to their association with slavery were simply left out.  Thompson led an insurrection 
against a US armory, and that didn’t make the report.  Doniphan supported the criminalization of 
even talking about the abolition of slavery, a fact that the Report completely ignores. But the 
report spends a paragraph talking about Doniphan as a patriot, choosing the union over slavery.  
These are facts that are easily findable in a few internet searches, yet they were left out of the 
Report. 
 
If someone goes back and looks up each of the leaders in the 1820-1840 censuses to see if they 
were enslavers, there is a good chance that they will find that a few more of the leaders were in 
fact enslavers.  They will also have a more complete picture of the number of enslaved, and the 
length of time that these leaders were enslavers. 
 
The Report leans heavily on a speech given by Judge North Todd Gentry and one of the official  
histories written by H. I. Hester.  Gentry’s speech was given on campus and was clearly a speech 
meant speak to the positive qualities about Dr. Jewell.  He didn’t cite any sources for the speech, 
but that would not be expected given the nature of the speech.  The speech itself is not the issue.  
The issue is that fact that a speech of this nature would be used as source for what is supposed to 
be a factual document that “give(s) voice to a past that for too long has been silenced,”  There is 
nothing about Gentry’s speech that illuminates a history of Jewell that has too long been silenced  
The same is true for Hester’s history.  Both of these documents have minimized the very history 
that the Report purports to illuminate, and as such are poor choices for the foundation of the 
Jewell Report.  But they were still included. 
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The heavy reliance on these two documents as the foundation of the Report also mean the Report 
is told from a white male point of view.  This can hardly be described as radical inclusivity.  
Radical inclusivity has to mean more than an acknowledgement that some of the founders were 
enslavers.  If you wanted to really be radical, you might have started this report from the point of 
view of the enslaved.  You might have found the name of at least one enslaved of each of the 
leaders and told each leader’s story from the enslaved’s point of view.  
 
For example:   “My name is Stephen, and I was enslaved by Dr. William Jewell for 15 years.  I 
learned how to be a blacksmith, and Dr. Jewell hired me out to work for other people, although 
they always paid Dr. Jewell for my work.  When Dr. Jewell passed away, he enslaved me for 
another year with his daughter before he allowed me to finally be free.” 
 
This is certainly not the only way to include a diversity of voices in the Report.  There are a 
variety of ways to include the voices of the enslaved, but so far, the Report does not do it at all. 
 
Because the Report seems to attempt to highlight the perceived positive attributes of a number of 
the early leaders, if feels like the Report is setting up an argument that weighs the good deeds of 
a person against their enslaving history.  It may not be the author’s intent, but that is what it feels 
like to me, the black reader familiar with the institution.  If this is in fact the balancing that is 
going to be done at some point, it is very problematic for me.  By way of analogy, I ask the 
following: 
 
How much good would Hitler have had to do to overcome his history of Holocaust? 
 
Let me be clear – I am not equating anyone with Hitler.  I am pointing out that there are some 
bad acts that cannot be overcome by any good they may have done.  Also, I am equating slavery 
with the Holocaust.  Part of how we as a nation have dealt with slavery is to minimize the horrors 
of the institution.  At its foundation it was the denial of humanity to a group of people based on 
their skin color, the taking away of the most basic of rights – freedom.  That alone is abhorrent, 
but slavery also included all of the horrors that humans commit against other humans – murder, 
rape, whippings, arbitrary cruelty and torture for the amusement of enslavers, and other 
heartbreaking and unthinkable atrocities.  There were an estimated 10 million enslaved from 
1619 to 1865 in the area that is now the US, with about 4 million counted in the 1860 census. 
 
Even given the comparable numbers and treatment, we do not view slavery in the same way we 
view the Holocaust.  There are still those who would argue someone could be thought of as a 
“good slave owner” because they were “nice” to their enslaved.   
 
Continuing the analogy, I ask: 
 
How much good would a pedophile have to do to overcome their history of pedophilia? 
Would it matter if they only committed this with six kids for 10 years each? 
 
How much good would someone who kidnapped children have to do to overcome their history of 
kidnaping children? 
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The point that I am attempting to make is that for me, weighing someone’s perceived good 
against their enslaving history is a terrible way to analyze the situation.  I recognize that at some 
point some analysis has to happen to make decisions on how to respond to the history that is 
uncovered, but I am arguing that weighing perceived good against bad is not the right analysis, 
and it felt like the Report was setting up this very thing. 
 
Ultimately it felt to me that the Report was not serious about finding all of the history that is in 
fact discoverable.  It felt biased in both its approach and content, and it felt like it was working to 
lead the reader to a conclusion. 
 
For me, as a black Jewell alum, this is not a new feeling.  Since I was a student at William Jewell 
there has always been a gap between what the institution says and what the institution does.  This 
Report is simply the “next thing” in a long line of disappointments around the College’s efforts 
of diversity, equity, and inclusion.   
 
I also want the College to understand that the gap between the promising language of valuing 
diversity, and actions such as this Report are some of the things that create what feels like a 
hostile environment for students and alumni of color.  Even though I have long since let go of 
any expectation that the College will live up to its words, it is still emotionally tiring to have to 
experience it over and over.   
 
There is nothing that I would love more than to be proud of William Jewell with regard to its 
diversity work.  And I am perfectly willing to help with this work.  But honestly, the Report 
didn’t even feel like the college cared about the truth. 
 
I encourage everyone else who has read the Jewell Report to give your feedback to the college.  
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[
Dr. Jewell’s 
amendment to 
the bill.



 
Appendix B, continued: 

Section 87, the original law being amended by the bill

Section 87 starts 
here, and 
continues on the 
next page
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Appendix B, continued: 

The bill modifying section 87, with Dr. Jewell’s amendment language

The amendment 
to section 87 
starts here, and 
continues on the 
to next page



 

[
Number 2 here is 
Dr. Jewell’s 
amended 
language.



  Appendix C

Section 99, 
punishments for 
slaves.



 

Section 99 
continued: 
Punishments 
for slaves.

[Section 100: 
Masters are 
liable for the 
acts of their 
slaves.



 
Appendix D 

1830 Census for Dr. William Jewell



  Appendix E 
Death announcements of Katherine Thompson Alexander



 
Appendix F 

Dr. William Jewell’s Will

Dr. Jewell’s Will begins here.
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Dr. William Jewell’s Will
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