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Abstract of the Dissertation

Besieged:
British-American Forts, Families, and Communities in the Seven &ars’ Warr,
1755-1763

by
Elizabeth Bartlett Hornor
Doctor of Philosophy
in
History
Stony Brook University

2011

This dissertation examines interactions between civilians and the yndilang the Seven
Years’ War in the British North American colonies. The settings of thosedtitera were
seven forts located along three corridors that encompassed British, Fredidtative American
territory. The corridors include the region between Philadelphia/Alexandtitha Ohio River,
the territory between Albany and the Great Lakes, and the area betweaery At
Quebec/Montreal. This project traverses the divide between histories of tetanéy and
histories of the war by using letters, personal journals, newspapers, menilsiysng colonial
and military records to explore backcountry communities and their interactitmtheimilitary
at and near forts. Rather than interpreting interactions between the atriyidans simply as
conflicts, the project argues that forts became sites of negotiation lemnsiand military
authorities made requests of one another. By examining the varying ways linpetpe
responded to the war, the dissertation illuminates how the experience of living onjpherye
influenced residents’ perceptions of the army and imperial administratioxplbriag the
civilian experience of the war on the periphery, the project connects the evidrgsSefven
Years’ War to existing problems and circumstances, thereby integiad¢ivgat more seamlessly
into the history of colonial America and facilitating a more nuanced understandiogvdahe
war affected its civilian participants.
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Introduction

In January, 1756, William Johnson summed up the Seven Years’ War in North America
this way: “the objects of his Majesty’s Service in this Country [arBkeito Erect Forts, or to
demolish those erected by the Fren¢hBehind that statement lies a world of complexity.
Erecting and demolishing forts had ramifications that extended beyond yrtiitaics and
strategies. This project employs the British military’s use of fartee Seven Years’ War as a
lens through which to explore life on the peripheries of British Ameiyaexamining forts and
the families and communities associated with them, one can see how the pissares
emanating from activities at forts, besieged the daily lives of a yarfidritish subjects and

Britain’s Native American allies and how people responded to those pressures.

The Seven Years’ War started as a conflict between French and BritistssetNorth
America over the building of Fort Duquesne near the Ohio River, and the firbatdalwas at
George Washington’s hastily constructed Fort Necessity. The building temdichg of forts by
both sides proceeded apace. In 1755, the initial British strategy calledbfar@rdnged attack
on French forts. General Edward Braddock would capture Fort Duquesne; Witlidey S
would take Fort Niagara on the New York/New France border. William Johnsod {eadl
forces against Fort St. Frédéric at Crown Point, New York, and British and peb¥orces
would target the French Forts Beausejour and Gaspareau in Nova Scotia. Qiti@iarplan
proved impossible to successfully execute, but even its failure and the ddikuiesequent plans

led to the building of more forts.

! William Johnson, Letter to Sir Thomas Robinsomuay 17, 1756The Papers of Sir William Johns@lbany:
State University of New York, 1962 [1921]), 2: 4Fkpntispiece: William Shepherd, “The British Caolesin
North America, 1763-1775Historical Atlas(Leipzig: Koerner and Dietrich, 1911), 194.
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As the fighting grew into a global conflict, the North American front bexanly one
theater of the war. The French were victorious for the first severa; ybay rebuffed
Braddock’s attack on Fort Duquesne in 1755 and forced Fort Oswego and Fort WilliamrHenry
New York to capitulate in 1756 and 1757. The British and provincials won at Louisbourg, Nova
Scotia in 1758, but were defeated in their attempt on Fort Carillon in New YorkHatsgrear.
They succeeded in finally taking Fort Duquesne in 1758, which they rebuilt agtEofftHe
British won at Fort Frontenac on Lake Ontario in 1758 and at Fort Niagara, Fort Tmgader
and Crown Point in New York in 1759 and finished the year with the stunning success at the
Battle of Quebec. After that victory, the war centered on the European, Asian,rdoitk@a
theaters, but the British in North America still had to confront troubled Nativeigéame

relations in the southern colonies which led to the Cherokee War of 1761-1763.

The Seven Years’ War created situations in which civilians who werefelladit from
one another in ethnicity, religion, social standing, wealth, their perceptiontairBand many
other factors had to interact with the army and imperial authorities. Thagmnsiwho
experienced war most directly lived on the peripheries of British Ameriwasenthe war was
fought. Their responses to their interactions with the army were based on thedmdto
development of their communities and the specific ways that the war affeetelivies, and
because of that, their responses varied widely. Merely experiencing thenvsauirar interacting
with the same army or imperial officials did not create a unified resporibe tvar. Therefore,
instead of interpreting provincial responses to the Seven Years’ War aseadafa on the
British empire (which is useful but outside the purview of the evidence gatheregthisre)
project reads civilian responses to the war as reflections of what it meaet o the periphery

of British America. Furthermore, the ways individuals and communities respantesiwar



betray diverse conceptions of their relationship and obligation to outside forces)ladyt

army authorities and imperial administrators.

As the eighteenth century progressed, the population of the North American colonies was
becoming increasingly non-English; nowhere was this more apparent than in lnatdegi@ns
that saw the influx of recent immigrants seeking land. The prospect of landtedsted settlers
whose families had been living in the colonies for generations but who ventured orsio Briti
frontiers in pursuit of a better life. These borderlands settlers were tikbly in contact with
Native Americans in their vicinity through the pursuit of the fur trade and tradben gbods as
well as in conflicts over land. In many instances, borderlands settlers hadcolmsections
(both peaceful and hostile) to their western neighbors than to British communitieseaistthe
coast. All of these factors—recent migration, ethnic diversity, westate, taad a desire for a
better life—helped create a unique borderlands culture. In waging the SevenWaaos the
periphery of British America, army leaders had to contend with this culturdnamthallenges to

their authority that it fostered.

Perhaps as an outgrowth of borderlands culture, many residents of the periphery
perceived British army leaders’ demands for resources and partaipatinegotiable. Some
scholars have seen this desire to negotiate as evidence of coloniahcesistarbitrary authority
and as a foundational act in the American Revolution. It is true that some prevdidial
criticize army leaders for trying to interpret the ambiguities of thvaatheir favor, but, at least
at the most intensely involved locations, a unified ideological movement aganmyskeaders’
exercise of power did not emerge. Instead, one can see individuals and commtertiptrat
to bargain with the army to turn specific situations to their favor or ease ihlet wéthe burden

that the army and the circumstances of the war were forcing them to bear.
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This project as a whole seeks to traverse the divide between histories of calcetyl s
and histories of the war. Military histories that focus on battles and tpotiesle detailed
pictures of how the war was fought and how politics dictated military actibat history is
very necessary, but since battles were singular events, it can be difficatingct them to the
everyday life of civilians. A problem with the military-centered approac¢hat war appears as
a disruption of “normal” life or as disconnected from the rest of life, instead ohpk/sanother
part of life. In addition, military histories often focus exclusively on meradme men were the
only ones who fought. But that approach shortchanges the history because men, easrdsepar
from women in battles, lived lives that were fully integrated with the othéphtle population.
This project connects the events of the Seven Years’ War to problems and cinces tat
already existed; this helps to integrate the war more seamlessthéntistory of colonial
America and facilitates a more nuanced understanding of how the waedfifisativilian
participants. Attempting to tread a line between social and military ileistsrbeneficial,

therefore, because it helps to create a more holistic story.

The historiography of the Seven Years’ War shows that many aspects ofitag/midle
of the war have been thoroughly discussed. One tendency, exemplified by Alan Rageuse
the war to show that “Americans” were developing the ideology that would drive tbacam
Revolution by resisting the British army in the Seven Years’ $V@imilarly, Douglas Edward
Leach emphasizes the differences and conflicts between Britishregnthcolonists. Stephen
Brumwell takes a contrasting approach by seeking to repair the prevaitigg iof British

soldiers in America as unadaptable and inept; instead, he emphasizes thaistiharBry won

2 Alan RogersEmpire and Liberty: American Resistance to Britlsithority, 1755-1763Berkely: University of
California Press, 1974).

% Douglas Edward LeacRoots of Conflict: British Armed Forces and Coldmianericans, 1677-176@hapel
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1986).



the war and argues that the war became an incubator for Britishness fonyteeethnically
diverse soldieré. The prime counterpart to Brumwell is Fred Anderson’s early work which
emphasizes differences between provincial and regular soldiers and ekplorblassachusetts
soldiers in particular functioned as part of the British atn#yll of these scholars emphasize

some degree of conflict between provincials and regulars and betweemsigitid soldiers.

Beyond discussions of the army, military histories that survey battles dicd tao/e
been the primary interpreters and presenters of the war. This trend begarangik Parkman
and Lawrence Henry GipsénMore recently, the emphasis on the military story has continued
with another entry from Douglas Edward Leach’s who sees colonial histbghtisg its way
(literally) toward the American RevolutidhOther scholars have chosen to focus on specific
battles. Paul Kopperman provides a multi-faceted account of Braddock’s march to the
Monongahela River and the French victory over the British near Fort DucdfidaneSteele
challenges the long-held thesis that the capitulation of Fort WilliamyHavolved into a

massacre.

Fred Anderson’3he Crucible of War: The Seven Years’ War and the Fate of the Empire

in British North America, 1754-1762000) combines military and political history to provide an

* Stephen BrumwelRedcoats: The British Soldier and War in the Anaesjd 755-1763New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2002).

® Fred AndersonA People’s Army: Massachusetts Soldiers and Sotidgtye Seven Years’ W&Ehapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1984).

® Francis ParkmarMontcalm and Wolfevol. 7 inFrance and England in North America: A Series dftbtiical
Narratives(Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1884); Lawrerttenry GipsonThe Years of Defeat, 1754-1757
andThe Victorious Years, 1758-1780Is. vi, vii of The Great War for the Empi®ew York, Alfred A. Knopf,
1946, 1949).

" Douglas Edward Leacirms for Empire: A Military History of the BritisBolonies in North America, 1607-1763
(New York: Macmillan, 1973).

8 paul KoppermarBraddock at the Monongahe(Rittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1977)
° lan SteeleBetrayals: Fort William Henry and the “Massacr¢New York: Oxford University Press, 1990).
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in-depth examination of imperial competition and the construction of empire. Anderson is
careful to avoid the trap of seeing the American Revolution as the natural outctirasselven
Years’ War. Instead, he argues that the war and its aftermath “set onrtiwiforces that
created a hollow British empiré® He is most interested in the imperial relationship, not its
breakdown. In that, his approach is similar to that of Brendon McConville, who seesaklegia
to the king lasting up until almost the very moment of revolution and argues that theimper
relationship was based on this allegiance to the monartike Anderson, McConville is not

looking deep into the colonial past for the roots of revolutionary ideology.

The chapters that follow build on the work of Anderson, McConville, and the scholars
discussed below to argue that people on the periphery of British America hadyofarie
responses to and conceptions of the imperial relationship. While the circumstéfieced ffiom
place to place, the waging of the war became defined by negotiations betdig&tuals,
families, communities, and military authorities. In that sense, this prsjact iooking for the
development of the American Revolution in the Seven Years’ War. The result of tkectitar
of war and civilian society relates much more closely to what had alhegugbened than to what
would happen in the future. In these instances, there is very little evidencetéeAprerican
revolutionary ideology. That is not to say that the roots of the American Revolution did not
stretch back into the colonial past; rather, it is to assert that colonial hisstopre complex than

simply a prologue to the Revolution.

1 Fred AndersonCrucible of War: The Seven Years’ War and the B&tempire in British North Americ&New
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2000), xxi.

1 Brendon McConvilleThe King’s Three Faces: The Rise and Fall of Réyakrica, 1688-1776Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 2006).



This perspective has been well-developed in the historiography. Jack Greesd¢heac
tension between local and imperial control. This problem had a long history, and Gaeese t
how colonists and imperial authorities struggled to develop an effective balaneshgwwer
and liberty in the relationship between the peripheries and the ¢erted Landsman shows
how American colonists slowly began to see themselves as provincial Britonsnty ide
derived from a specifically provincial interpretation of several asped@sittsh culture as well
as an assertion that citizenship on the periphery carried the same rightsidggepras
citizenship at the centét. Both Landsman and Greene explore the relationship between the

periphery and the metropole; this perspective is complemented by the sthdybofderlands.

While the concept of the borderland encompasses a wide range of study, seveaed schol
explore it from the perspective of colonial life on the periphery of Britishrigagwhich is the
focus of the chapters that follow. This project defines the backcountry in midezighteentury
British North America as a contested place undergoing settlement and sapanateofe
developed coastal regions but also recognizes that the line demarcabagkbeuntry was
constantly shiftind* For example, Albany still had characteristics of a backcountry town
despite its Atlantic connections and early-seventeenth century settlenmesaping(this
definition in mind, it is useful to note several other scholars who explore siertigonty. Eric

Hinderaker and Peter Mancall's geographic and chronological survey of ttieAoerican

12 Jack GreenePeripheries and Center: Constitutional Developniarthe Extended Polities of the British Empire
and the United States, 1607-17@8hens: University of Georgia Press, 1986).

¥ Ned Landsmarfrom Colonials to Provincials: American Thought a@dlture, 1680-176Qithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1997).

14 This project also occasionally employs the terrorifier” when denoting the backcountry from a sfiesily
British perspective. The problem with using “friemt exclusively is that regions that Britons catesied beyond
the pale of their settlement and therefore freleetalaimed were actually being used by Native Aozsrs, who
would not have thought of the place as a “fronti€éBackcountry,” as used below, denotes regiorad British,
French, and North Americans would all consider est#d (to varying degrees).
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backcountry shows the possibilities and challenges of life on the edge of émpaeusing

more specifically on the mid-eighteenth century, Matthew Ward empbkabeehanges that

came to the southern mid-Atlantic backcountry through the Seven Years® \Rater Silver
discusses how the life in the backcountry profoundly affected the provincial Aameric
experience in that constant Indian warfare was critical to shaping a ynietican identity-’

The backcountry should also be understood from the perspective of Native Americarys. Man
scholars have discussed the Native American experience of Britishamggyansion including
Daniel Richter in and Francis Jennings who emphasize the Native Americpaegbeeson the
events that transformed their wotftl In addition, studies of specific tribes and locations, such as
Colin Calloway’s examination of the western Abenaki in the region that becamente

illuminate the Native American perception of the backcoutitry.

This project, therefore, situates itself in the discussion of provincial Britgpsrience
of living on the periphery. Studying the periphery as distinct from the coastalséocuses the
project on the locations where the war was actually fought. The elememigefr dhat
characterized life at and near forts during the war gave negotiatitmsdpecivilians and

military officials an urgency and importance that more abstract dispute®thave. Failure to

'3 Eric Hindraker and Peter Mancalt the Edge of Empire: The Backcountry in Britishrth America(Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 2003).

6 Matthew C. WardBreaking the Backcountry: The Seven Years’ Waiirigiia and Pennsylvania, 1754-1765
(Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 2003).

" peter SilverQur Savage Neighbors: How Indian War TransformedyEamerica(New York: W.W. Norton &
Co., 2008).

18 Daniel RichterFacing East from Indian Country: A Native HistoryEarly America(Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2001); Francis Jennirigse Ambiguous Iroquois Empire: The Covenant Chainf€eration of
Indian Tribes with English Colonigblew York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1984); Francis JenggnEmpire of Fortune:
Crowns, colonies, and tribes in the Seven YearsiiVamerica(New York: W.W. Norton & Co. 1988).

9 Colin G. Calloway;The Western Abenakis of Vermont, 1600-1800: Wayrdéon, and the Survival of an Indian
People(Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 1990).
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find workable solutions could be deadly. Studying negotiations at these locatiorferé)ere
brings the imperial relationship from abstraction into sharp relief. While thertemce of the
American Revolution can lead to vague assumptions about how individuals thought of their
relationship to Britain, studying specific interactions between imparthbaties and
communities shows the nuances of the relationship. In particular, studying fiteepges in the
war shows that army leaders’ initial approach of command and control rarelydwdnistead,
the balance of power between military authorities and civilian individuals, éanénd
communities shifted according to circumstances. The relationship, therefsreharacterized
by negotiation, which meant that individual and communal perceptions of British ifigperia
were dependent on local, specific conversations about power and authority. Becsise the
conversations occurred against the backdrop of war, there was no room for indecisiveness
These circumstances made it difficult for people who lived through it but are a bootot@mhss
looking to characterize aspects of a notoriously ambiguous relationship. In order thekeep t
emphasis on the most potent effects of the war on civilians, this examinatroites lio the

flash points of activity in the war, namely seven specific forts located ipaitlecountry.

Forts were places where civilians and the military came together pedenced the war
collectively. Still, limiting the study to forts also limits who is includedtie project. While, of
course, everyone in colonial America was at least distantly affectdgthynfolding of the war
at forts, a specific subset of people bore an additional economic and emotional burden due to
their proximity to the places where the experience of war was most profounce pdugde at
and near forts were personally, emotionally, and physically affected Ipydbeedings of
warfare and battle; they also encountered the war through interactions withlitaey and

military authorities. The members of this subset include: women who followedhlgenawere



directly affected by their husbands’ and sons’ activity at forts; anali@ho were already living
at a site before a fort was built; civilians who lived at or near an existitigrontier settlers
who fled to a fort for refuge; Native Americans who came to forts for supplietection, and to
build alliances; and residents of a fort’s surrounding community who contributed suphes
army. Even with this multiple category in mind, the study is driven by the prolheinaar
aggravated or illuminated at forts, so people from every category are not ngcadba

examined in each chapter.

The following discussion is divided into seven chapters. Chapter one provides the setting
for the rest of the project by exploring three critical corridors of theawdrseven British forts
that punctuated these corridors. Chapter two explores a set of problems thed dlffecivilian
populations at and near Fort Cumberland, Maryland and Fort Herkimer, New York &r simil
ways. The British and provincial armies taxed the regions of those forts foresy it the
peculiarities of each region’s history and development interfered with thty abd desire of
the residents to effectively cooperate. British authorities at Fort Clandesought supplies,
wagons, and horses from southern Pennsylvania, especially York, Lancaster, andawambe
counties. The region had only recently been settled as part of the expansion emnsys/&nia
and the army’s requests (especially for wagons and horses) called for stipglieere critical

to the effective functioning of the “crossroads” towns.

At Fort Herkimer on the Mohawk River in New York, army authorities expected the
German residents to quickly comply with their demands for assistance, but theteeiedisted.
Their resistance can be understood by recognizing the history behind themeettl After
being tricked into coming to the colonies and used for their labor once they arrivégrthan

settlers had finally been sent out to the frontier to form a buffer between tish Bntl the
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French. Army authorities were surprised and frustrated when the Gegttlarssat Herkimer
were unwilling to play this role or contribute to frontier defense during the Sex@rsYWVar,
when it really mattered. At both forts, army leaders questioned the |oyaltg residents when

they did not comply with the army’s demands.

Chapter three explores the army’s use of Albany’s Fort Frederick, wheloeamall to
properly accommodate its needs. Since Albany was palisaded, the whole city ended up
functioning as a fort. This meant that (especially in the fall and winterynieand civilians
had to live together. At the start of the war, Albany was in the midst of a imarfsitm a
backcountry outpost to a provincial city. The war and the presence of the army purtepoess
points of tension that already existed because of the changes the city waeimgdefAlbany
residents, the chapter shows, attempted to mitigate this pressure and canfalticgation by
negotiating with army authorities and, occasionally, forcefullysteg) army demands.
Furthermore, the chapter provides a portrait of the city at war by offeritegailed examination

of Albany’s society and culture.

Chapter four shows that the residents of Fort Number Four on the western border of New
Hampshire were able to negotiate protection for their settlement by pngsiéto imperial
authorities as a strategic post. The residents of the Connecticut Rivgr(lkaliee to Fort
Number Four) had a long history of conflict and disputes over land with the Abenakis of the
Connecticut River valley and the Green Mountains. By petitioning the British gogetntine
river valley residents were able to garner the attention of Lord Loudoun, andibtaining
constant communication with him, they were able to transform their obscurensettiato a
place of strategic importance and therefore use the army’s presenceettheal safety

problems. The chapter shows a different way in which the experience of war wtatedg In
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contrast to the situation at Albany and Fort Herkimer, the settlers oNEorber Four were
eager for Loudoun to send troops to them. However, the chapter shows that becoraiegia st
post also created a situation that was more difficult for the community to cthr@nohad been

the case before the war.

Chapter five explores some of the stories of women who traveled with the army.
Women, of course, did not fight in combat, but some women were part of the army as non-
combatants. These women lived at forts when the army went out to fight and when the forts
were besieged by the enemy. But women who traveled with the army faced igeaider
restrictions from both civilian society and army authorities. First, wontentraveled with the
army risked being ostracized as prostitutes (whether they were or not) @nsuspected
whenever they traveled without socially-acceptable male companionshifsh Bretron
Charlotte Browne walked a fine line between military and civilian lifevaas constantly
scrutinized despite her high position in the army and her contributions to its successftibope
Second, army authorities co-opted women’s participation in the war (willing antingto
make an argument for the barbarity of their French enemies and advance thastification
of the Seven Years’ War. This can be seen in particular in the aftermath ofifiarn\WWenry’s
capitulation to the French. The “massacre” after the battle resulted inatieofiéen women
and capture of many more. Army authorities had been uneasy about having women with the
army, but they were able to use the women’s presence at the “massaalgatozg support for
the war at a time when Britain had lost every battle but one. In both of thesencases, who
were with the army presented a problem to army authorities and members$iari society
because the necessities of eighteenth-century warfare demanded thaspeetable women

participate in dangerous and unusual situations.
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Participation in the war was open to negotiation, which chapter six shows by
investigating men and women who sent petitions to Lord Loudoun for a wide varieasohse
These petitions reveal that ordinary people who were affected by the armyinsesra very
negative ways, held Loudoun in high esteem but also felt comfortable in approachmghim
very personal requests that occasionally had very little to do with the awew. tliough the act
of petitioning recognized that the petitioner was powerless, women who petitiahedridittle
power to begin with, so their efforts can be viewed as an attempt to assertateiapBritish
subjects. Regardless of how the petitions were resolved, the very act of petithavirsgtisat

people believed they had certain rights as national subjects and partiaipiduetsvar.

Chapter seven explores the New York borderland from the perspective of thedroquoi
and the centrality of Fort Johnson and William Johnson in that borderland. Provincial and
imperial authorities had struggled to build effective alliances with Natiwerikans, partially
because they wanted to find a duplication of their own political structuries Wative
American tribes. The war put unprecedented power in the hands of the superintenderds of Indi
affairs, and one of them, William Johnson, was able to use the seeming probiequois|
emphasis on webs of power (as opposed to hierarchies) to his advantage in his diplowcy at F
Johnson. One way Johnson did this was through diligent maintenance of the Covenant Chain,
which can be thought of as a long series of small-scale negotiations. The eRpfures how
Johnson used Fort Johnson as a strategic tool in Iroquois relations and how this work benefitted

the British at the end of the war.

The experience of the Seven Years’ War on the periphery of British Americefpties
was about much more than demolishing and erecting forts. As the British and pt@armgia

interacted with settlers on the borderland, the experience of war becanezidsfia variety of
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negotiations as settlers and army authorities tried to balance demandsistadge, requests for
help and the exercise of arbitrary power, and battles and the reality of living jperifhieery.
The following chapters echo this balancing process by attempting to comhitagynaihd social

history in recounting the civilian experience of war on the periphery.
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Chapter One
Corridors of War: Forts and the Geography of the Seven Years’ War

This project explores seven forts that provided the setting for interactiavesenet
civilians and the military. These seven forts were located along thrédocsmor zones that
stretched between British and French territory (and included Native Ameeicéory). The
corridors, as defined below, have rather loose geographic boundaries and are mainly
characterized and unified by the action that occurred within each terridtlgin the zones, the
seven forts served as critical anchors where activity was concentrdtea:hdpters that follow
focus on the forts, but having an understanding of the place of the forts in a wider riéigion w
help to contextualize the discussions that follow. The three corridors are:
Philadelphia/Alexandria to the Ohio River, Albany to the Great Lakes, andyAlban

Montreal/St. Lawrence River.

Three significant factors about these corridors helped to define them andi ithairéney
would see most of the activity in the Seven Years’ War in North Americat, thiey developed
a certain cohesiveness as a result of the fur trade. By the mid-aighteatury, the fur trade
was declining in importance in colonial economies, but the pursuit of furs leftrayléegacy on
settlement patterns. Throughout the eighteenth century, British, German, DatScais-Irish
settlers progressed deeper and deeper into Native American territbeypursuit of furs and the
trade opportunities that the fur trade engendered. Many of the towns thastadteskeed in
these backcountry regions served as transit points between the interior angth&ncbéne

settlers of these regions made a living moving goods between the coast aodtibe f

A second factor in the development of these regions was a demand for land. After the

initial settlement of the coastal region in the seventeenth century, navegrelan arrivals had to
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move further inland to find land for farming and to give them the independence they sought in
leaving Europe. Many eighteenth-century backcountry settlers wetrgnglish Europeans

seeking the opportunities that North America offered and descendents of eatdy setilers

who had to constantly push west, south, and north as population grew. Furthermore, British and
French land speculators recognized that they needed to act quickly to claingéhtedets of

land that were still seen as available (though occupied by Native An®rloetaveen French and
British territories. The fur trade and land speculation were the drivingddrehind the initial

dispute over the building of Fort Duquesne on the Ohio River in 1754, a dispute that started the

war.

A third factor in defining these regions was the significance of waterwaysisRaae
costly to build and developed piecemeal in tandem with small settlements, butayaterere
critical both to the fur trade and to generating the initial interest imngg#lregion. Major
waterways in these regions include the Potomac, Monongahela, YoughioghengeAjlegnd
Ohio Rivers in Maryland and Pennsylvania, the Hudson and Mohawk Rivers and the Great
Lakes in New York, and Lake George, Lake Champlain, and the Connecticut RiveNievthe
York/New England/New France border region. These waterways matsiitaly fast and
efficient to transport furs and goods between New France améyised’en haubr Native
American villages in New York and Pennsylvania and riverside settlementiigt Berritory.
Waterways also facilitated the exploration and settlement of new terrider the war
developed, waterways were the preferred method of travel. The Britisheamgd how
difficult it could be to build a road when General Braddock attempted it in 1755 and when
General Forbes had to do it again in 1758, both in order to attack Fort Duquesne. All oéthe sev

forts in this study were located on waterways.
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When the war began in 1755, British settlement was still centered on the coast. While
settlement of the interiors had increased rapidly during the first half efghteenth century, the
further frontiers were still large and lightly settled. In Maryland, FarhBerland was located at
the furthest western edge of British settlement. In Pennsylvania, muchtefrtteey west of
Harrisburg was only lightly settled, with Cumberland County only recentlplestad and ill-
defined on its western border. In New York, Burnetsfield (just east of préagitica)
represented the western edge of British-controlled settlement, egcepfiefv traders and
soldiers at Fort Oswego. To the north, Schaghticoke (southeast of Saratoga) Sgmimgdian
mission town, represented British incursions above Albany. In New Englandnsettisewere
creeping up from Massachusetts and Connecticut into New Hampshire, but Verraatitlwa
twenty years from being settled established. To give some perspédativroclamation of
1763, which cut off the western third of most colonies, did not take away any territbrgrwi
sort of significant British settlement and, in addition, claimed territmmfNative Americans

that the British had not even touched before the Seven Years’ War.

During the Seven Years’ War, the French and British and their allies widiregbaver
these lightly settled borderlands in order to determine who would control the Norticame
interior. The primary way that these battles developed was through buildingsiegirg forts.
Battles based on the capture of a structure such as a fort appealed to Ewage@blecause
they were very controllable. Ideally, the process of capturing adaftl be (and was) outlined
in manuals; the protocols for capitulation could be clearly established and followedby bot
sides, thus minimizing bloodshed and civilian casualties. The main alternatiegdongrfare
was the set piece battle which involved orderly lines of troops maneuvering towharotieer in

an open field with a bloody clash at the climax. In the Seven Years’ War, thisftjattle
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occurred most famously at the Battle of Quebec in 1759, but that tactic did npterasitself
to the terrain of the New World. Siege warfare was a better option, but it provitatleange to
both French and British military leaders who sought to use their Native éanallies
effectively. Siege warfare did not cater to the traditional strengths ofeNamerican warriors
(wilderness fighting), nor did it provide benefits (captives and plunder) to Nativeideng who
assisted the victors. Native American ideas about the culture of honor wererdiffom those
of Europeans, and ending a battle by allowing potential captives to walk away did nothing
enhance Indian honor. A war based largely on siege warfare, therefore, had thalpotenti
frustrate Native American allies and added another uncertain and uncontrokabi féne

waging of the wat.

Despite the problems with siege warfare, forts were critical to thengya the war, and
both the French and British spent significant resources building fortSomaunsy houses and
trading posts into forts, and repairing existing forts. All of the forts in thiy stede true forts
in that they were walled structures with several buildings inside the widilsse forts were
different from blockhouses, which were fortified buildings (usually with nosagalfrounding
them). Forts, of course, were strictly defensive tools, meaning they vwsgeael in part, to
draw attacks. Civilians living near a fort benefitted from the safety tfuat aould provide but
also could suffer by living near a target. Forts also functioned as offensiwreggtagqts and
therefore were most effective when they were located on the borderland. Ofehdmsts

considered in this study, Fort Cumberland, Fort Oswego, Fort William Henr{jdtkimer, and

! See chapter 2 “The Military Enlightenment” and e 3 “A Culture of Honor” in Armstrong Starkeyar in the
Age of Enlightenment, 1700-178&estport, CT: Praeger, 2003) and Geoffrey Paikee, Military Revolution:
Military Innovation and the rise of the West, 150800 2™ ed. (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996);
See “Introduction” and chapter one “Situating ther§g Armies, Communities, and Women” in John Anhy
Women, Armies, and Warfare in Early Modern Eur@igew York: Cambridge University Press, 2008).
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Fort Number Four were located on contested borderlands. Only Fort Johnson and Fort Alba
were located in more settled areas, but both of these places became thredtenedias

progressed.

It is useful to examine the three corridors more closely to see how forts andtwrsul
were connected. The corridor that saw the earliest action in the war wasatliear
Philadelphia and Alexandria to the Ohio River. Philadelphia and Alexandria were both
population centers that were connected to the Atlantic trade, with Philadelpigatmeelarger
and more prominent. In addition, settlers in the interior of Virginia, Maryland, andyReamia
needed to be connected to these centers (and Baltimore) to maintain trade. Whitishhe B
army arrived in 1755, it landed at Alexandria, which was fitting in that the land apmsulvho
had formed the Ohio Company and started the dispute with the French on the Ohio River were
from Virginia. As the army marched westward through Virginia and Marylandetitier
population steadily decreased, which made it very difficult for the army tosirpplies from
civilian settlers. Instead, the army had to look to southern Pennsylvania to supplgfiita

needs.

The population of southern Pennsylvania was growing rapidly in the mid-eighteenth
century. Lancaster, York, and Cumberland counties were newly formed and populated by
English Quakers, Scots-Irish, and Germans, many of them recent immigraetse sEttlers
were interested in farming and trade and therefore were diligent about buildilsgmaga
connected their towns to each other and to Philadelphia. In 1755, the British army used these
roads (and commissioned new ones) to draw supplies from southern Pennsylvania to Fort
Cumberland. The fort was located at the current site of the town of Cumberlancandagtl

the confluence of Will's Creek and the Potomac River. Members of the Ohio Comparilidouil
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original structure in 1749.By 1752 the location had become a trading post, and the Company
built an additional storehouse. This activity drew the attention of the French and thaytdeg

establish their own forts and storehouses along the Ohio River, which soon led ta.conflic

The storehouses at Will's Creek played a role in the war’s earliestat@sIMajor
George Washington used the site as a starting point for his expeditiontoidheiver and as a
storehouse for goodsWhen Washington’s small army retreated from Fort Necessity, they
pulled back to Will's Creek. Washington did not stay there long, but soon Governor Robert
Dinwiddie of Virginia sent Colonel James Innes to Will's Creek to transtbestorehouses
into a fort. During the fall and early winter of 1754 Innes oversaw the constructramtof
Mount Pleasartt. When Governor Horatio Sharpe of Maryland visited the fort, he complained to
Governor Dinwiddie that it was too small (“its Exterior Side not exceedingee0) fand he
recommended that another, larger fort be built on an adjacent hill. Fort MouninPleadd
then be used as a storehouse. Sharpe envisioned a fort that could hold and sustain a force of

3,000 merf. In 1754 Governor Dinwiddie received instructions from King George Il to build the

2 william H. Lowdermilk, A History of Cumberland, (Maryland) from the Tinfete Indian Town, Caiuctucuc, in
1728, up to the Present Day, Embracing an Accotilifashington’s First Campaign, and Battle of Foedgssity,
Together with a History of Braddock’s Expeditiotg.@altimore: Regional Publishing Company, 1921 [1]8,783-
21.

% George Washington, Letter to Thomas Cresap, Agil1754 and Letter to James Hamilton, April 1ABAW.
Abbot, ed.,The Papers of George WashingtGalonial Series, vol. 1 (Charlottesville: UniveysPress of Virginia,
1983), 82, n. 1, 83.

* “George Washington’s Account of the CapitulatidrFort Necessity,” (1786), Abbot, edhe Papers of George
Washington173 and n. 1.

® Robert Dinwiddie, Letter to Horatio Sharpe, Segiens, 1754, William Hand Browne, edrchives of Maryland
vol. 6, Correspondence of Governor Sharpe, 1753-1(B&ttimore: Maryland Historical Society, 1888),.97

® Horatio Sharpe, Letter to Robert Dinwiddie, Decemb0, 1754, Browne, edirchives of Maryland6: 136-142.
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larger fort at Will's Creek, and Colonel Innes oversaw its construction th&nfi The new fort

was named Fort Cumberland in honor of the Duke of Cumberland.

In late 1754, Governor Dinwiddie chose the fort as the rendezvous location for the
gathering of provincial forces in preparation for General Edward Braddati/ald By early
1755, Fort Cumberland was ready for the arrival of Braddock and his troops from Brit&n. T
army arrived at Fort Cumberland in the spring and marched for Fort Duquesneanlyhe
summer. The distance to Fort Duquesne was over one hundred miles, much of it tnisachero
terrain due to the Appalachian Mountains. The army traveled along the northern border of
Maryland, crossing into Pennsylvania near the abandoned site of Fort Nec€&hsi army then
headed north, leaving the support train on the southwest bank of the Youghiogheny River while a
faster “flying column” attempted to make up for the long delays accrued inrgutlie road.
Fort Duquesne was located at the confluence of the Ohio, Allegheny, and MonoiiRjaasa
but the British army did not make it that far. Soon after crossing the Monoadriker,
heading northwest, the army was ambushed by French and Indian troops, and the war began i
earnest. After General Braddock was killed, the British troops retreated backitovoad they
had built, making painstaking progress all the way back to Fort Cumberland. W!iittoBka

road was not the best (General Forbes would later build a new road through Perensgtheni

" Lowdermilk, History of Cumberland88-91; fort sketch on page between 92 and 93atitoSharpe, Letter to Sir
Thomas Robinson, January 12, 1755, Brown, Adahives of Maryland6:164. The fort consisted of a stockade and
the fort proper. The stockade held “barracks sidfit to furnish quarters for two hundred men, tredcompany
officers.” The stockade also had a parade groutdhe western end of the stockade was the fimdide the fort

were four storehouses for provisions. The for &lsld the commanding officer’s house, the cenSrgaiard room
and the officer’'s guard room. At the four cornéng, fort had four magazines. Outside the fortaneg cabins

used as barracks when the assembled force waartgetb be housed in the fort. The whole fort &9 feet in
length, and 160 in width.”

8 J. Hall Pleasants, ed’roceedings and Acts of the General Assembly of/lsliad 1755-1756 (24)o0l 52 of
Archives of MarylandBaltimore: Maryland Historical Society, 1935),8@. Hall Pleasants, eHroceedings and
Acts of the General Assembly of Maryland 1752-1(23%vol. 50 of Archives of Marylan@Baltimore: Maryland
Historical Society, 1933), 408.
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than using Braddock’s road in his siege of Fort Duquesne in 1758), it was theefirst s
connecting the Ohio country to the Atlantic coast. It also opened a way foir@mans to
attack settlers in Maryland and Pennsylvania, especially afterrtheratreated to Philadelphia

from Fort Cumberland.

With the disastrous defeat in Pennsylvania, the strategy of war turned to Niewndor
New England. The Albany-Montreal corridor was the next to see action. Bleéonear started,
Albany already had a thriving connection to Montreal through the fur trade. No@headian
furs and Dutch and English goods (from Albany) passed through the hands of French nmddleme
in Montreal and traveled up and down the St. Lawrence River, Lake Champlain, ¢aigeG
and the Hudson River (with brief portages to connecting the waterways). WbéleyAhvas the
largest British settlement on the middle Hudson River, there were alsacsighdnd growing
settlements at Rensselaer, south of Albany, and some traders, such as Joluydiesyrhad
settled north of Albany near Saratoga. Partially because of the conwgatenvays, this
region would be hotly contested during the war. The British had Fort FredeAdtaay and
built Fort Edward and Fort William Henry near Lake George in 1755. The Frenchdmtilt F
Carillon (later Fort Ticonderoga) and Fort St. Frédéric (Crown Pbeéttyeen Lake George and

Lake Champlain in 1755.

For the British, Albany became critical as a supply point and stageagfar the Lake
George region as well as for points west. In 1755 there were about 329 householdsyin Alban
and the majority of residents were Dutch. Fort Frederick was built on theabsgriucture that
had been Fort Orange, which dated back to earliest Dutch settlement. The foedeasfm
stone and could house about 300 soldiers. Since the army used Albany to keep troops in

readiness, the number of soldiers at Albany often far exceeded the spaaig@ahiFort
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Frederick. The city of Albany, which was already enclosed by a dalib#came a sort of fort-
city. Throughout the war, soldiers were quartered in the homes of privatesi@re nowhere
else in British North America were the army and civilians in such closeegsifot such a long

time as at Albany.

North of Albany, the British army was concentrated at Lake George, Wiessewere
very few civilian settlements (making the forts difficult to supply). Galnéfilliam Johnson
first led troops to the site of Fort William Henry in September, 1755, with the intention of
building a fort from which to attack Fort St. Frédéric. Soon after his arrival, anesmgi
Captain William Eyre, who had been sent by Braddock, came to oversee the buildinfpdfthe
Before the fort was even half built, however, it was used defensively during ticesinedattle
of Lake George on September 8, 1755. In that battle the British and their alli@3ll@std the
French and their allies lost 339 After the battle, construction on the fort continued. Initially,
the New England council of war that was working with William Johnson only wdatkuild a
picketed log fort. Although it was easier to build, a picketed fort could not suppaoxrcan its
walls, and it could be easily burned. Later, Johnson and Eyre convinced the council to support
the building of an earthen fort capable of housing 500 men. There was also a wellcpiage

nearby that could house more ntén.

° William JohnsonThe Papers of Sir William Johns@mereafter,Johnson PapejgAlbany: State University of
New York, 1962 [1921]), 1: 547, 557; 2:362.

191an K. SteeleBetrayals: Fort William Henry and the “Massacre(New York: Oxford University Press, 1990),
50-53.

1 Johnson Paperg: 117-118, 221. The fort itself was built by giigg a thirty foot wide trench in the shape of a
fort. The resulting fort-shaped pile of sand waentencased in ten foot high wooden walls. Camoaoid then be
mounted on the walls. One side of the fort hadatided advantage of overlooking Lake George aimg) be
protected by the steep embankment that led tcatte= I The fort was finished in early November, acbthe same
time that the French completed Fort Carillon (l&ert Ticonderoga). William Johnson wrote to GowarShirley
on November 7 informing him that he had named dineWilliam Henry “after Two of the Royal FamilySteele,
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Fort William Henry was most intensely involved in the war during the summer of 1757
when it was besieged by a force of French soldiergpags d’en haulndians. The British
garrison at Fort William Henry did not get the support it needed from n&arb¥edward and
was forced to capitulate. Despite being granted a parole of honor, thangtgaatison
(including women and children) was attacked by disgruntled Indians who had fougdéer to
gain captives, not watch them peacefully leave the fort. With the defeatt WHam Henry
and the ensuing chaos, the British feared that Albany itself would seech &téack. While the
attack did not come (the French were too busy trying to save face after thedlmatphelation),

1757 marked a low point for the British army in the war.

Parallel to the waterways that connected Albany and Montreal was anottnesawath
zone that should be considered in conjunction with and as a part of the Albany-Montreal
corridor. East of Lake George and Lake Champlain, in the Connecticut-Masst=héeset
Hampshire borderland, settlers from New England were beginning to encroaeistennw
Abenaki territory in the region that would become Vermont. The northernmost of these
settlements was called Number Four (later Charlestown), but the people Wt Sethber
Four were part of a larger movement of settlers from Massachusetts and ©@ohoecthe
Connecticut River in the late 1730s. The Connecticut River begins at the ConnecticuinLake
northern New Hampshire and runs down along the border between New Hampshire and

Vermont, eventually flowing through Massachusetts and Connecticut and intodlang |

59; “Remarks on Fort William Henry and Fort Edwabgl,Harry Gordon,” Stanley Pargellis, eMlilitary Affairs in
North America, 1748-1765: Selected documents frerCumberland Papers in Windsor Cagttamden, CT:
Archon Books, 1969), 177-178ohnson Paper2:201, 226, 279, 301.
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Sound*? The river connected the settlers to the more established areas of Mastaahdset

Connecticut®

While Connecticut and Massachusetts settlers were populating the aregjiohés
diplomatic, political, and social history was closely tied to the Albany-Mahtrorridor.
Number Four was the northernmost British settlement in the Albany-Montmemlar until the
construction of Fort William Henry in 1755. During the war there were about thiryies
(150 people) at Number Four. This made the location one of the smallest of the northern
Connecticut River valley settlements which included Walpole, Westmoreland, Pkigene,
Fort Drummer, Hinsdale, Vernon, and Northfield; these settlements weretbabout 1,000
British settlers in all. Their nearest British neighbors to the south wesenhié Massachusetts
towns of Deerfield, Hatfield, Hadley, and NorthamptbrThe small, scattered nature of the
settlements made it difficult to house and supply troops that came to protect dime fegl757
Colonel Nathan Whiting estimated that about 450 soldiers, or one regiment, could be quartered

in the Connecticut River valley settlements.

Number Four and its small fort became the protector of the backdoor to New England.
The town of Number Four was first established by British settlers in 1740, andittente built
a fort in 1743 to protect themselves from western Abenaki attacks. On July 4, 1746—in the
midst of King George’s war—a soldier named John Maynard drew a plan of the forforflhe

construction was very different from that of other forts because it was builbaypgrexisting

12 Even though “Vermont” was never a British colomgalid not exist as a political entity until 1776e name is
used in this project to designate the area thatteisently Vermont.

13 Colin Calloway,The Western Abenakis of Vermont, 1600-1800: Wagtatlon, and the Survival of an Indian
People(Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 19%t).

14 Calloway,Western Abenakid47.
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houses into a rectangular shape and connecting them with lean-tos. Tlesexhweuses and
six lean-tos. The lean-tos were used by families who had dwellings ootsidefort. In case
of an attack, the family would stay in their one room lean-to inside the fort. fi&esnt
buildings were more permanent homes in which families lived year round. By 1753, the
population of Number Four had doubled to twenty-three families, and some families were
starting to move out of the fort onto their own property. In times of attack, thenssidauld

crowd together in the small fort.

In addition to the twelve buildings, the fort also had a “Great Chamber” that forméd mos
of the southern wall. A watchtower was attached to the Great Chamber and providleala |
onto the main street leading into the fort as well as the great meadow and swlaenp to t
southwest of the fort. The fort was surrounded by a palisade of 724 posts at 5 inch intervals
surrounding the west, north, and east sides. Maynard’s drawing also shows some owgbuilding
(for example, James Johnson’s barn) that were outside of the fort and a siiiegt“leathe
great meadows™® Notably absent from the drawing is a depiction of the sawmill and gristmill
which Indians burned down in August, 1746The settlers rebuilt both of these before the

Seven Years’ War, just in time for western Abenakis set fire to the saagmith in 1757’

North of Fort Number Four, the French were also making incursions into the region, not
to gain land, but to encourage trade and relationships with the eastern and wigsteguaiAs of

the Albany-Montreal corridor. In the mid-seventeenth century, St. Francis aseRivaéres

15 John Maynard, “The Plan of No. 4 Drawn by John Ny July 4, 1746,” Yale University Map Collection,
digitized by The Fort at No. 4 Living History Musauhttp://www.fortat4.org/images/maynmap.jpg , aseel
April 21, 2009.

16 Benjamin Doolittle A Short Narrative of the Mischief done by the Freaad Indian Enemy, on the Western
Frontiers of the Province of the Massachusetts-@xston: S. Kneeland, 1750), 11.

7 calloway,Western Abenakid 73.
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were originally established as mission towns where priests, traddré)gonquins

intermingled. Both of these towns were located on or near the St. Lawrecelfetween

Montreal and Quebec, which connected them to much of the trade in New France andrgave the
a good outlet for captives. During the Seven Years’ War, Abenakis would use Sts Esaaci

base for attacks and would bring captives back to St. Francis before trading them tsaMwontr

Quebec. In 1759, the British raided and all but destroyed St. Francis.

The third corridor extended from Albany to the Great Lakes. This area enceohfiass
Mohawk River valley, Iroquois Six Nations territory, and the Great Lalgene Before the
war started, the most important British fort in the corridor was Fort Oswégoh was a critical
outpost of the New York fur trade. The distance between Fort Oswego and AlGanyi(es)
meant that settlers along the Mohawk River could profit from the trade dretive two points
and from Fort Oswego’s need for supplies. One of the earliest settlehardasose to take
advantage of the shift in the fur trade’s focus away from Albany was Sithdgglocated about
sixteen miles northwest of Albany. Settlement continued along the Mohawk River as
eighteenth century progressed; Irish, Dutch, German, and English setilezd along the
Mohawk River and down Schoharie Creek, which ran parallel to the Hudson River. By the mid-
eighteenth century there were towns at and near Mount Johnson, Fort Hunter, Schioinarie, S
Arabia, Cherry Valley, and Burnetsfield. These settlers were moststadr@ farming and
trade and moved to the region for the prospect of owning large pieces of land. By 1755 there

were approximately 500 families living along the Mohawk River.

Fort Johnson was located on the Mohawk River about 35 miles northwest of Albany, 30
miles east of German Flats, and about 50 miles southwest of Lake George. Bhadort’

purpose was to provide a welcoming place for Indians, mainly Iroquois, to stay ahdithe

27



British officials, mainly William Johnson. It also served as a gatbgooint for British-allied
Indians who were willing to fight on behalf of the British. This alternate purposefbrt—

using it primarily as a meeting place—fits in well with the straeg@hnson was attempting to

use to win back Iroquois allies after the breaking of the Covenant Chain in 1753 and Bsaddock
mishandling of Native American affairs in 1755. Fort Johnson was uniquely situatedfor thi
purpose in that it was firmly located in Mohawk territory but also close enough Britisé

center at Albany.

William Johnson built the original structures that became Fort Johnson in 1742 or 1743,
but he expanded and added to them during the course of the next Yetrad@55 William
Shirley considered the location as part of the New York defense system, ard bezame
known as Fort Johnson. The layout of the structures reflected Johnson’s position both as a
military leader and as an Indian trader and go-between. In addition totitfieddrouse, the
property also featured an Indian council house and semi-permanent Indian enoaogpable
of housing a large number of guests. In 1755 Johnson held a conference at Fort Johnson that
included 1,100 Indian men, women, and children. The real defect of the property, from a
military point of view, was that it was completely commanded by Mount Johnsonpéahgtee
overlooking Fort Johnson and the Mohawk River. If the enemy had control of the hill, they
could do real damage to the buildings befdwEortunately for Johnson, the French never

attacked the fort.

18 Johnson Papers:xvii.

9 The drawing, entitled, “A North View of Fort Jolorsdrawn on the spot by Mr. Guy Johnson, Sir Wrhndon’s
Son” is available in the New York Public Librarydais reproduced in James Thomas Flexkiahawk Baronet: Sir
William Johnson of New Yofkew York: Harper & Brothers, Publishers, 1959) page after 214.
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Portions of the British and provincial armies were occasionally statiortemtaiohnson,
but the army was more likely to be located at the westernmost Britisieibedisettlement,
Burnetsfield. Burnetsfield actually consisted of two towns that straddled thenMdtiger:
German Flats on the north bank and Herkimer or the Palatine village on the south bank. There
were several blockhouses in German Flats, but the army took over a large houseshndstor
in the Palatine village and turned it into a fort. The house and storehouse belonged ¢stJohn J
Herkimer, who protested the takeover and enclosure of his buildings. The settlers of
Burnetsfield could muster about eighty fighting men if they needed to, but the Geatthens s
there really would have preferred to have nothing to do with Britain’s war. Biielétwas
drawn into the war because of its proximity to Fort Oswego. Although the seftler
Burnetsfield had benefitted from the trade between Fort Oswego and Albanigt¢h&on as
the closest British-controlled settlement to Fort Oswego forced themticigete in the war and

suffer attacks.

Fort Oswego was about 100 miles west of Burnetsfield on Lake Ontario. It was
connected to the other British settlements in New York through waterwaydorThas
situated at the confluence of Lake Ontario and the Onondaga River, which connectedi#o Onei
Lake through to the Mohawk River, with some portages. The British built Fort StanaiFort
Bull on the eastern shore of Oneida Lake, to act as staging points for FortdOdwédg55, as
General William Shirley (temporarily Commander in Chief after Brakdodeath) tried to
begin his campaign against Fort Niagara, he moved his troops up to Fort Oswego froynilba
order to use that location as a staging point for the attack on the French fortheButev
arrived at Fort Oswego he was dismayed to discover that the fort was yiuseliéss. Like Fort

Cumberland, Fort Oswego began as a storehouse and trading post, originally canistructe
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1727. The government of New York had stationed a small garrison at the post to protect the
traders and to keep an eye on the French who had built a fort at Niagara and another fort
northward on Lake Ontario, Fort Cataraqui (later Fort Frontefiag).the start of the war Fort
Oswego was actually a compound of three blockhouses: Old Fort Oswego, Forxt,Qmidiumnew
Fort Oswego (barely more than a plan). By 1755 the original fort, Old Fort ©Osweg little
more than a crumbling blockhouse partially surrounded by a poorly built\waleneral Shirley
was forced to abandon his attack on Fort Niagara, in part because of the decrejincohdit

Fort Oswego. He left instructions for the fort to be rebuilt.

When Engineer Patrick Mackellar visited Fort Oswego in May 1756, he wrote tb Chie
Engineer James Montressor that the guns at Old Fort Oswego “must not be fiesd &dr
bringing down the Wall?®* In an attempt to make the blockhouse more defensible, the army had
added a hornwork and a raveline on the west side in 1755, but Engineer Mackellar noted that
they were “badly laid out®® To the west of this fort was the proposed location for the new Fort
Oswego, but in May 1756 only some of the trenches were partially dug. Mackellanttttvatg
“the Work is by no means tenable,” but the project would continue and half of the palisaded fort

would be surrounded by earth works before the battle in August, 1756. To the east and across

2 Gov. Burnet to the Board of Trade,” May 9, 17#7,B. O’Callaghan,edThe Documentary History of the State
of New-YorkAlbany: Weed, Parsons & Co., 1850), 1: 447.

%L Gov. Clarke to the Board of Trade, August 20, 1™@Zallaghan, ed Documentary History of New York:463-
464.

22«Journal of the Transactions at Oswego from tHB dféMay to the 1% of August 1756. By Patrick Mackellar
Eng’r Second to the Expedition,” Pargellis, édilitary Affairs, 190.

2 A hornwork is “a single-fronted outwork, the hezfdvhich consists of two demi-bastions connectea loyrtain
and joined to the main body of the work by two fatavings. It is thrown out to occupy advantageguound
which it would have been inconvenient to includéhie original enceinte (enclosure). A ravelina idetached
outwork, constructed beyond the main ditch anaantfof the curtain, and consisting of two facesrfimg a salient
angle (OED); “Journal of the Transactions at Oswiegm the 16' of May to the 1% of August 1756. By Patrick
Mackellar Eng’r Second to the Expedition,” Pargeléd. Military Affairs, 190.
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the Onondaga River from Old Fort Oswego was Fort Ontario which was in théaestd the
three®® It was a star-shaped fort, but Mackellar noted that “the Plan is’baekit of the bad
planning consisted of building the fort near a ridge that would give the enemy a fotitwalid s

they attack®

Braddock’s replacement, Lieutenant General John Campbell, Earl of Loudowed anr
New York City in late July, 1756. The new commander in chief had not even settled to his task
before the French attacked Fort Oswego in early August. At the time ofable @t Fort
Oswego there were 1,135 British and provincial soldiers stationed at the thseeCforing the
battle the British were forced to abandon Fort Ontario and the French usessiitdCdd Fort
Oswego, thereby attacking the fort on its exposedide.an instance of bitter irony for the
British, the French used the artillery they had captured from General Bradttagk’at the

Monongahela River to bombard Old Fort Oswé%o.

After the British lost Fort Oswego, they also lost their main foothold in webst@guois
territory. For most of the war, the three western nations (also known as the “ujqes"haf
Onondagas, Cayugas, and Sencas would trade with the French at Fort Catarkqtti and

Niagara. It was not until 1759 that British and Iroquois interests came togetherpoint that

2 O'Callaghan, ed Documentary History of New Yonnap page facing 1: 494.

% «Journal of the Transactions at Oswego from tHB dféMay to the 1% of August 1756. By Patrick Mackellar
Eng'’r Second to the Expedition,” Pargellis, édilitary Affairs, 191.

% «Journal of the Transactions at Oswego from tHB dféMay to the 1% of August 1756. By Patrick Mackellar
Eng'’r Second to the Expedition,” Pargellis, édilitary Affairs, 208.

2"«Journal of the Transactions at Oswego from tH& dféMay to the 14 of August 1756. By Patrick Mackellar
Eng'’r Second to the Expedition,” Pargellis, édilitary Affairs, 211; numbers: “An Account of the Strength of the
Garrison, & State of the Works at Oswego, at tha€eTof Its Being Invested, Together with an Accoofirthe

Naval Force at That Time, & the Seige of the Platéugust, 1756,” Pargellis, edVilitary Affairs, 218.

2 «The Examination of MoriBelestre,” O’Callaghan, edDocumentary History of New York:498.
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the three upper nations (and the Seneca in particular) agreed to support the ExdksbraFort
Niagara. With that victory and the defeat of Fort Cataraqui in 1758, the British hesat path

to the Great Lakes and beyond into the Ohio country.

Throughout these three corridors, the people who lived in or near forts weredafffecte
their construction and the violence in their vicinity. The presence of the Britighveith its
large numbers of people and demands for supplies, the authority that the armyesauteits |
represented, and the threat and realization of battles upset the daily rhyttenfiooffamilies
and individuals, especially in the vicinity of forts. The presence of forts in it of colonial
communities also offered the opportunity and the obligation for colonists to coopéhatke
army and its leaders. Members of fort and frontier communities had to decide homyte a
needs and demands related to those of their own communities and families, and thegdattempt
act accordingly. For provincials and British-allied Native Americawnsd in the shadow of a
fort gave added weight to military leaders’ demands because if thelfdhen the surrounding
region would be thrown into chaos. Military authorities could therefore attempt tbeueeat
of future violence to coerce nearby populations into participating more directly imar by

contributing their goods and assistance.

The involvement of these three corridors in the war reflects the settlentienhp@f
colonists in North America, to some extent, and the economic forces driving ttisiodse of
where to settle. While several forts had very little settlement initheiediate vicinity, the
location of the forts on the far periphery indicated the trajectory of futttteraents, which was
one of the key arguments at the heart of the war. The civilians at and neafm@sented the
leading edge of British settlement and the varied ways they responded tmyfe@esence

and demands suggests the complexity of life on the periphery.
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Chapter Two

“Good and loyal Subjects:”
Demands and Supplies at Fort Cumberland and Fort Herkimer

The arrival of the British army in Virginia in 1755 introduced one of the most signif
challenges that colonists would face in the Seven Years’ War. The army wedltbrige fed,
housed, supplied and transported over the course of the war, and military and iauplkadgties
were counting on the colonists to fill many of those needs. This chapter exanorfesntier
communities that were forced to participate in the war because of theiofscaear forts; both
communities were reluctant to respond to the army’s demands. In both instancem@rmy
imperial authorities demanded that the colonists act like “good and loyal siilgect&valuated
the communities’ responses as evidence of their loyalty or disloyaltpitBdisis insistence by
authorities, the communities’ responses had very little to do with loyalty but mare to do
with their development as borderland communities. As events progressed, membdrs of bot
communities attempted to negotiate with army authorities because of tHeaigrburden that

the army’s demands were placing on their communities and resources.

The chapter also explores the participation of two provincial leaders: Benjaaniklif
and John Jost Herkimer. Both of these men managed to direct, at least in part, theh&ne of t
respective communities’ responses to army leaders’ demands. In the endnkvask
commended for his loyalty, and Herkimer was berated as a troublemaker. Both ehthe m
engaged with army leaders in an attempt to control how the army’s demand=datfieat
communities. In responding to the army’s demands, however, the men had very diffetent
Franklin was interested in improving his reputation with General Braddock and GoMaorrcs

and furthering the British cause, but John Herkimer had very little interestishBoncerns
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and wanted to be left alone. These different goals had an effect on the gevaraf their

community’s responses.

As European communities on the periphery, there were many similaritvesdoethe
towns in the vicinities of Fort Cumberland and Fort Herkimer. They were afithesettled,
primarily by non-English immigrants, located on frontiers, and weregaasrbuffers between
Native American territory and more settled regions. The settlers of lgytimsenvere farmers
and traders connected to Native Americans and to coastal centers. Furthdrenseélers near
Fort Cumberland and Fort Herkimer did not ask for the presence of the army, ancthdyoth
drawn into the war by the accident of location, which, to some extent, increasedsbetnrent
of the army’s demands. But the regions were also unique in their development and their
particular history.Examining the prior histories of these regions leads to an understanding of
how the army’s demands put pressure on existing challenges and how their dentbxpae

community on the periphery shaped their responses to the army’s demands.

The vicinity of Fort Cumberland was the first location to be taxed with largle-s
demands in the war. In the spring of 1755 General Edward Braddock and most of the Britis
army arrived at the fort and began preparing for an attack on the Fren@uEadsne, one
hundred miles away. Having come from Great Britain, the army was not abiegariany
necessary supplies across the ocean. Additionally, the long trek to Fort Duquesngh—t
simple enough to plot out on a map in Whitehall—was over mountains and through dense woods
and presented a serious logistical problem regarding supplies. Braddock had toeetedi®
contract supplies and transportation from local residents. After landing imijrge began
working with colonial governors and assemblies, but it was not until the armgss@sbling at

Fort Cumberland that Braddock was able to fully assess his supply needs. riéneadsi a
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factor in a short campaign season, supplies, wagons, and horses needed to be gathered at For
Cumberland quickly. Therefore, the people living closest to Fort Cumberland in Nharid
Pennsylvania found themselves called upon to invest financially, physicallymentieally in

the war effort. This call had very little to do with their ability to provide; raitheas solely

derived from their geographic proximity to the fort.

In order to contextualize the demands, it is important to understand the history and
development of southern Pennsylvania. Understanding the region’s development helps to
contextualize the demands that army leaders were placing on the residkesitgnifies how
their prior history influenced their response. The counties of southern Penrsyladronly
recently been settled and officially established. Lancaster Countystedighed in 1729, and
subsequently York (1749) and Cumberland (1750) counties were formed out of LahcEseer.
settlers of these counties belonged primarily to three groups: Englishruag&ets-Irish, and
Germang. Of these settlers, many were recent migrants, who arrived after 1720eMattard
notes that the differences in language, political affiliation, religion, and cuétsingell as
economic competition among immigrant groups, “made the formation of any sense of

community identity difficult.®

The most intense period of European migration to southeastern Pennsylvania was from
1725 to 1755. The predominantly German and Scots-Irish migrants who chose to move to

Pennsylvania were of the middling sort, but many spent all their savings toR@trisylvania

! John Gibson, edHistory of York County, Pennsylvar(i@hicago: F.A. Battey Publishing Co., 1886), 299:30

2 Gibson, ed.York County302; Ned LandsmaiGrossroads of Empire: The Middle Colonies in Bfitiorth
America(Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Pre&310), 96-99.

® Matthew WardBreaking the Backcountry: The Seven Years’ Wairigiia and Pennsylvania, 1754-1765
(Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 2003),
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and were poor when they began their new life. These people moved because they wanted a
better life and they believed “that hard work would bring success.” In choosing tehesttle,
immigrants were looking for good land and a connection to Philadelphia. When they arrived in
the Susquehanna River Valley, there were already some Delawares amishaltied tribes

living in the vicinity; these Native Americaeennected new settlers to the fur trade. However,
their presence also influenced how and where settlement occurred, paytieaibrion when the
Penns were trying to keep their promises to Native Americans and preventettfet@ant on

their lands. In short, the Germans, Scots-Irish, and English Quakers whi isettacaster,

York, and Cumberland counties aspired to work hard and better their lives and were cbianecte
the fur trade and to Philadelphia. They traded with and lived near Native Anseiocd

probably had very little contact with the French until the disputes at the Ohio Rgaer ive

1754%

The European settlers of these counties were mainly interested indamnad commerce.
Therefore, grain cultivation and the fur trade were the backbone of the economy.th#&hile
borderland offered plenty of land for cultivation and access to Native Americdnuvgt the
settlers of Lancaster, York, and especially Cumberland were far fnot@rs@f commerce,
particularly Philadelphia. In order to connect to markets, therefore, threrseéitilt roads in the
1740s and 1750s, and the towns of York, Lancaster, and Carlisle (in Cumberland County)
became crossroads towns, connecting the frontiers to the coast. With the neepurttgpoods
between the backcountry and Philadelphia and Baltimore, wagoning (moving goods with a

Conestoga wagon and teams of four, six, or eight horses) became an important industry.

* James T. LemorT,he Best Poor Man’s Country: A Geographical Stuflgarly Southeastern Pennsylvania
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1972), 50731, 43, quote from 13.
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Historian Judith Ridner, in her study of Carlisle, notes that the challengettlers of
Pennsylvania crossroads towns was to “form exchange networks that would cormect the
Atlantic markets and consumer economigsThese networks were able to develop in relative
peace as Pennsylvania largely avoided the imperial wars of the first Hadf @fjhteenth

century, and Ohio Indians were more interested in trade than in conflict ovér land.

When the British army arrived in 1755, the primary target was French activity on the
Ohio River. Beginning in 1754, the government of Maryland had been preparing Fort
Cumberland to serve as a staging point for the army’s trek to Fort Dugeusne. tBut For
Cumberland was on the edge of British settlement in Maryland, so if the army neppkelss
leaders had to make requests of points east of the fort. On June 5, 1755, General Bradelock wrot
to Sir Thomas Robinson, the secretary of state for the southern department, from Fort
Cumberland to report on his progress in preparing for battle. He began byiatiribsitdelay in
traveling from Alexandria to Fort Cumberland to “the bad roads,...the want of feaage
indeed, the want of zeal in the people for the success of our expedition.” The “want of zeal”
among provincials would be one of the general’s recurring complaints, and his continoéd use
the phrase betrays his underlying expectation that colonists would do everlgyrgpuld to
eagerly assist the army. When this assistance was not forthcoming, &adopuzzled and

frustrated.

Braddock specified that his main problem was that “the difficulty of gettirggars and

horses to cross the mountains has detained me a whole month.” Braddock noted that the first

® Judith RidnerA Town In-Between: Carlisle, Pennsylvania, andEaely Mid-Atlantic Interior(Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania Press, 2010), 64-65;s6ih ed.York County323-325, 351; LemorBest Poor Man’s
Country, 28.

® Ward,Breaking the Backcountr22.
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plan when he arrived in Virginia, as told to him by Robert Napier, the QuadsteMGeneral,

was that Virginia and Maryland would supply 2,500 horses and 200 wagons. These horses and
wagons failed to materialize, however, which simply served to confirm Braddslopticism

about the colonists’ reliability. He noted, “I had great reason to mistrusint;thie experience

which | have had of the deceit of all the persons of this country with whom | haveyhad an
dealings.” In addition to ordering wagons and horses from Maryland and Virginia, Braddock
also expected Pennsylvanians to contribute, but Governor Robert Hunter Morrestrexthe
assembly on Braddock’s behalf was quickly subsumed into the long-running disputentibievee

governor and the assembly about who was responsible to supply the army.

Braddock’s difficulty was not a surprise to colonial governors. As earlylasi&iy,
1755, Governor Horatio Sharpe of Maryland foresaw the problems that could occur due to the
army’s needs and the proximity of some communities to Fort Cumberland. lach $pehe
General Assembly on February 22 he remarked, “Gentlemen, | take this occasion of
recommending to you, to regulate the Hire of Waggons and Horses, in Case theshewlide
require us, at any Time, to impress either in this Government.” This regulatomesessary,
Sharpe asserted, because “a short Experience has shown, that many of theisihaviaraised
the Price of Carriages since the Beginning of these unhappy Disturbanesportion as they
found we stood in Need of their Assistan€eThe problem, therefore, was not that colonists
were unwilling to rent their wagons and horses; the problem was the priceliasts were

seeking as compensation for losing the use of their wagons and horses.

" Edward Braddock, Letter to Thomas Robinson, Jyri&’55 in William LivingstonA Review of Military
Operations in North America from the French hosg$ on the frontier of Virginia in 1753 to the semder of
Oswego 175¢Dublin: P. Wilson and J. Exshaw, 1757), 250-252.

® The speech is reprinted in tRennsylvania Gazett&larch 4, 1755, No. 1367.
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The main reason that Braddock got caught up in negotiations for supplies and disputes
over prices is that army authorities were expressly forbidden from simphgtakiat they
needed. This provision was the outcome of a debate concerning the appropriatéhebe iy
among civilians. This debate had a long history dating back to King Williaamdlthe standing
army controversy in 1688-1689. Because the outcome of this controversy was thaepérliam
not the king, had control over the army, laws and practices had developed to ensure the
subordination of the military to the civil authority, even to the point of detracting frem t
military’s successful operations. As far as military power was cordeParliament’s highest
priority was the preservation of liberty among the civilian population, and thisleat
restricting troop movements and subjecting them to civil authorities. If, theréfherarmy
needed to move from one place to another it was the task of a civil magistratege &orahe
rental of conveyances from civilians. The prices and terms of service woulddegase the
task was undertaken. If civilians felt that they were abused in this servicepthldyappeal to a
civil magistrate (usually a Justice of the Peace). Historian JohwveBeeiggests that the
legislation’s, “intent ... was to ensure that the armed forces in England caugdd a

inconvenience and inflicted as little damage as possible upon the civilian population.”

In the colonial context, the laws were just powerful enough to make it necessamny/
leaders to negotiate with civilians for supplies and defend their actiony ifoible what they
needed against the owner’s will. Still, conflicts arose because both Britisiridas and
colonial civilians could both make convincing arguments for giving or withholding supplies
The problem was that army leaders did not have the time, patience, or authodti trwugh

colonial legalities, so their demands could often come across as a displagrafyaauthority.

® John BrewerThe Sinews of Power: War, Money, and the EngliateS1688-1783Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1988), 48-49.
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In addition, both Braddock and later Loudoun were convinced that the colonists were hiding
their horses and wagons when army officers came around to collect them. Ssnenads
Braddock saw their unanswered demands as evidence that provincials werenhtigkering

the service and therefore disloyal. After his initial orders for wagons wveilled, Braddock
fumed to Robinson, “I should never finish, were | to enter into a detail of the innumerable
instances which | could give of the want of honesty, which | found both in general, and in
particular; and the most absolute contempt of truth, which | have met with in the cotlmse of

service.®

Despite Governor Sharpe’s attempt to insure the supply of wagons from Maryland,
Braddock’s initial orders produced only a few wagons. Harry Gordorl” ariery engineer,
reflected this scarcity in his journal entry for April 18 noting, “orders ctonas to buy horses
to carry our baggage, as there will be no more wagons allowéd Bsaddock’s entire
expedition would be compromised if he had to spend all of his money to buy wagons or horses.
Instead, he needed the colonists to rent their wagons to the army. When wagamst were
forthcoming, Braddock grew frustrated and threatened to send soldiers to seizéHibwever,
before Braddock instituted his threats, Benjamin Franklin stepped in and offered to gathe
wagons from the Pennsylvania communities nearest Fort Cumberland—in York,tearaad
Cumberland counties. In 1755, Franklin was a member of the Pennsylvania Assemblye Despit
the Assembly’s official position that it was not their responsibility to fundvidwe Franklin took
it upon himself to persuade residents of southern Pennsylvania to rent their wagons. To

accomplish this task, Franklin printed up and distributed an advertisement on April 26. The

19 Edward Braddock, Letter to Thomas Robinson, Juré’55, Qtd. in Livingstoriilitary Operations in North
Americg 250-252.

" Harry Gordon, “The Morris Journal,” in Winthrop§ent, ed.A History of an Expedition Against Fort
Duquesne; Under Major-General Edward Bradddblew York: Arno Press, 1971 [1855]), 368.
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advertisement called for “150 Wagoons, with 4 Horses to each Waggon, and 1500 Saddle or
Pack-Horse.” The army also needed drivers for each wagon and people tadaifetlta pack

horses, at least for the journey to Fort Cumberland.

Franklin was careful to spell out the terms of the contract in the lengthyiadwezht.
He and his son William Franklin were in charge of contracting the deals amd) plagiinitial
fees. Benjamin Franklin went to the towns of York and Lancaster, and William iRrargit to
Carlisle in Cumberland County. Once the wagons arrived at Fort Cumberland, Braddock
would pay the balance of the fees. Franklin was careful to note in the adventigsbat “No
Drivers of Waggons, or Persons taking care of the hired Horses, are on any Acdminalied
upon to do the Duty of Soldiers, or be otherwise employ’d than in conducting or taking Care of
their Carriages and Horses.” While the people would not have to fight, Franklin did natnmenti

that the wagoners could face danger, loss of property, or death.

In the second half of the advertisement, Franklin evoked Braddock’s condemnation of the
colonists for a lack of loyalty, telling the Pennsylvanians that, “If yeu@ally, as | believe you
are, good and loyal Subjects to His Majesty, you may now do a most acceptalde.Ser
Franklin added to this statement by warning the Pennsylvanians, “if you do not derttce $0
your King and Country voluntarily, when such good Pay and reasonable Termfeezd pbu,
your Loyalty will be strongly suspected.” Rather than discussing whethet the army had a
right to demand or take wagons, Franklin avoided a debate about the army’s actions and

motivations by focusing on how the colonists’ response would be perceived.

12| ancaster was about 75 miles from Philadelphiat@miles from Fort Cumberland; York was 100 mftesn
Philadelphia and 140 miles from Fort Cumberlandi€la was 125 miles from Philadelphia and 110 sfltom
Fort Cumberland.
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By interpreting colonists’ participation as evidence of their loyalty slogalty to King
George Il and Great Britain, Franklin and Braddock heightened the wagon tofrivat
economic transactions to patriotic displays. Yet not every colonist had his or &ley tegted
in this expensive and potentially dangerous way; only those people who lived in the atinity
Fort Cumberland were called upon to show their patriotism. Braddock and Franklin were
implying that being a British citizen, whether in London, Philadelphia, or a distetier, had
the same meaning and obligation, even if in practice the circumstancesiamgbon their
resources could vary widely. Furthermore, Franklin and Braddock were not affaidateh
violence, even though it was technically illegal, and, if it had been employed, maggtaused
an uproar. Franklin justified his high-handed measures by explaining the psittieéion to his
fellow citizens. In the advertisement he informed them that he had been mhyheaap and
“found the General and Officers of the Army extremely exasperatethé dack of wagons.
Franklin explained that wagons and horses “had been expected from this Province,addanost
to furnish them;” however, the dispute between Governor Morris and the Assembly had stalle

any action. Therefore, it was necessary to circumvent the normal pgircass.

Braddock’s plan, with the assistance of Franklin, was to try to force ther&tbee than
wait for it to be resolved in the Assembly. Franklin included in the advertisemanhddark’s
threat to send “an armed Force immediately into these Counties, to seizeyasf than
Carriages and Horses as should be wanted, and compel as many Persons émticthasS
would be necessary to drive and take care of them.” It was an interestetghhateif carried
out, would have given the war a very different start. The British had alreadyt thuge
imperial wars against France based, in part, on a resistance to Frenchygrbikrar, both in the

pope and the king, and an elevation of English liberty as an ideal worth fighting for. But
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Braddock and the generals that came after him would implicitly (and sometiplastly) insist
that colonists needed to show their loyalty to Britain by subordinating thertyito the
necessities of war. While it was not surprising that the generals made demahdscolonists,
the threats that the generals used to support their demands seemed ahtittbgcoverall
purpose of the war. Furthermore, the threats and exercise of arbitrary poeeongstently

ineffective and only served to irritate colonists.

Whether Braddock would have even been able to carry out his threat to impress wagons,
horses, and drivers was conveniently excluded from the advertisement. Inshe&tnFr
explained that he had looked out for the best interests of the colonists when, “I apprehended that
the Progress of a Body of Soldiers thro’ these Counties on such an Occasion,lgspecial
considering the Temper they are in, and their Resentment against us would bel atdnde
many and great Inconveniences to the Inhabitants.” Therefore he had cdritaddock to
give the colonists one more chance to prove their loyalty. At the end of the seivertt,
Franklin again presented the threat of violence noting, “the King’s Business must bealone
many brave Troops, come so far for your Defence, must not stand idle, thro’ youaldokss
to do what may be reasonably expected from you; Waggons and Horses must be had; violent
measures will probably be used and you will be to ssiekfpr a Recompence where you can
find it, and your Case perhaps be little pitied or regarded.” The idea that the arcgnain
order to defend the colonists was a theme that army and imperial authoritiesakeulg tmany
times in trying to persuade the colonists to participate in the war. Bufreweihe start, it was
clear that the war was about land and trade (the war started with a Ela@ncko land, not an

attack on provincials), and colonists soon discovered that the army would not be veyeediec
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defending settlers from Indian attacks on the frontiers. Furthermore, tio@svidigit Franklin

was gathering would be used for offensive, not defensive, purpbses.

Franklin printed the advertisement as a broadside and posted it in York, Lararaster,
Carlisle on April 26. He also convinced the chief justices in York and Lancagiezgent the
army’s deed to the residents and order the town constables to assist in gathgang* Since
Franklin only allotted Saturday, April 26 through Wednesday, April 30, to gather wagons
Lancaster and only May 1 and 2 at York, he was probably drawing from settbensear those
towns and not the more remote settlers of those counties. One of the last coasantse
with Harbanus Ashebriner on May 2, in Paradise, Pennsylvania, which was eastasteaand

on Franklin’s way back to Philadelphia.

Considering that Franklin was able to fill Braddock’s request in a matterekfsywit is
important to consider what sort of demand Braddock was placing on Pennsylvaniamsess
In 1755 the population of the town of Lancaster was about 2,000 people (approximately 20,000
in the county); in York there were about 1,500 people (about 12,000 countywide); and in Carlisle
there were about 1,250 people (about 7,000 in Cumberland Cdurije average number of
horses in Lancaster in 1760 was 2.44 per farm, and between the three towns thatdéeaste

1,500 horse&® As for wagons, in 1759 there was an estimated one wagon per twenty people,

13 The advertisement is printed in tRennsylvania Gazettdpril 26, 1755.

144|_etter to Susanna Wright” April 28, 1755 in Benjim Franklin,The Papers of Benjamin Frankl{hereafter,
Franklin Paper$, Leonard W. Labaree, ed (New Haven: Yale UnivglBress, 1963) 6: 23 and note 8.

15 Lemon,Best Poor Man’s Country8, figure 11; 126, figure 36.

18|f the average family size was five persons (Lenk®5) then out of the 4,750 people in the threeothere

were around 950 families. Lemon estimates thetérsecond half of the {&entury, farm families comprised two-
thirds of all rural families in Pennsylvania. Wa-thirds of the 950 families in York, LancastemdeCarlisle had
2.44 horses each then there were 632 farm famifiss1, 542 horses. Of course, non-farm familiesld still have
had horses that they were willing to rent.
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which means that the combined population of the towns of York, Lancaster, and Cdrbslke (a
4,750 people) had about 237 wagdhd®raddock and Franklin were asking for 150 wagons, 600
horses to draw the wagons, and an additional 1,500 horses. They received the 150 wagons and
teams and perhaps an additional 500 hatsdaven if the pool they were drawing from was
expanded outward slightly to the people nearest the town, the request wascstilj ala

significant burden on the residents of southern Pennsylvania. The fact that yheasrmever

able to get all of the horses it wanted helps to show the degree of the burden.

In the end, Braddock and Franklin filled the need by making an organized etfort a
paying a fair wage. Both Braddock and Franklin cast civilian’s inithtérest in supplying the
army as evidence of disloyalty and ungratefulness and later charedtdreir participation as
evidence of loyalty and zeal. In reality, however, the impetus behind indivighaatglipation
was much more prosaic: for the right price, they were willing to disrupt thes &nd sacrifice
the wagons and horses that were critical to the effective functioning ofdahes &nd

commerce.

From Franklin’s partial accounts, it is clear that he contracted with mdiwdoals who
offered one wagon or one or two horses. That means that more people were at@cted th
large numbers of wagons had come from a few individuals. Most people probably offered their
wagon with their own team, and many people probably chose to offer themselves agthe dr

of their own wagons, which was a valuable piece of property, of which they would waepto ke

" Lemon,Best Poor Man’s Countrnyl65, 275 n. 162. Unfortunately, these numbeiteaiethe situation after the
army had already come through, but they are seyeeak removed, which perhaps means that the lbadlsagain
normalized.

18 AndersonCrucible of Way 93.
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track. In addition, the time invested would be significdnBrivers contracted at the end of

April did not make it home until the end of July, which meant the loss of an important period of
the agricultural calendar. Still, the cash payment (cash was scarce ickbeurdry) could

have been adequate compensation, assuming nothing went wrong. On MayGEzdtte

printed the initial results of Franklin’s advertising campaign: “great bemhwere immediately
offered, and 150 Waggons, laden with Oats, Indian-corn, and other Forage, were dispatched t
the Camp in a few Days, and as many more might have been had if wanted, the Paaple offe

with Readiness and Cheerfulness, from a Zeal for his Majesty’s Seflice.”

On June 5, 1755 theazetteagain picked up the wagoners’ story by relating their safe
arrival at Fort Cumberland and their reception by Braddock: “[the wagons]gyeat
satisfaction to the General, and the other Officers, being, for the most Plart tg best of any
that have been engag’d in the Service of the Army since their Arrival."Galaettewvent on to
address more practical concerns by informing interested readerfottsgveral Miles round the
Camp ... there is a great Deal of good Grass and other Food for the Horseariklin's
assistance did not go unnoticed by Braddock. The General wrote to Thomas Robinson that
Franklin acted “with equal quickness and probity.” Furthermore, Franklin’s afoilgyomise
and provide wagons from Pennsylvania was “the only instance of capacity and hondsty that
have seen in all these provinces,” regardless of his methoftse arrival of the Pennsylvanians

at Fort Cumberland was certainly an event. On May 20 Harry Gordon wrote in his journal

9 An example is Charlotte Browne’s driver, Mr. Gor®ee chapter five.
2 The news item is printed in tiRennsylvania Gazettélay 15, 1755, No. 1377.
% pennsylvania Gazettdune 5, 1755, No. 1380.

22 Edward Braddock, Letter to Thomas Robinson, Jyrd&'55, Livingston, 251.
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“Arrived here 80 waggons from Pennsylvania, to assist in the expedition, and elewsrswag

from Philadelphia, with presents for the officers of the Arfy.”

What motivated Franklin to get involved? There are a few hints in Benjamin and
Deborah Franklin’s letters. On April 30, 1755, Deborah Franklin wrote to Peter Collinson
explaining that her husband was away from home contracting for wagons and suppliedd She
Collinson that Franklin had undertaken the project in order to “prevent|...] some
Inconveniencies that might have attended so many raw Hands sent us from Europe, who are not
accustomed to necessary Affairs.” This makes it seem like Franklin wagsttde army a favor
because the leaders were inept, a sentiment that was not evident in theeggrttisSimilarly,
on May 22, 1755, Franklin himself wrote to Governor William Shirley explaining, “I hage ha
the good Fortune to do an acceptable Piece of Service to the Forces under GaddoalkBi
found them stuck fast, and unable to move for want of Horses and Carriages.” He did not

mention being motivated by zeal or loyadfy.

Nevertheless, Franklin was interested in promoting cooperation among the calotie
between Britain and the colonies. He believed that fighting the war eflgdieended on
cooperation and interconnectedness. He had already proposed the Albany Plan of Union in 1754
and, even though colonial assemblies had rejected the plan, Franklin still warngddfgteon
on June 26, 1755 that until the Plan or something like it was adopted, Collinson should “never
expect to see an American War carried on as it ought to be.” Therefore, whitérFvneas

certainly more aware of and invested in intercolonial and imperial issues tsasettlers of

% Harry Gordon, “The Morris Journal,” in Winthrop§ant, ed.A History of an Expedition Against Fort
Duquesne; Under Major-General Edward Bradddgblew York: Arno Press, 1971 [1855]), 379.

24 Deborah Franklin to Peter Collinson, April 30, 57&ranklin to William Shirley, May 22, 1756ranklin
Papers 6:24, 57.
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southern Pennsylvanibe also recognized that a little organization and cooperation would solve
Braddock’s problem. Still, in his advertisement, he emphasized Braddock’s threederi to
convince the colonists to comply and not hold out for a higher price. By posting the broadsides
and going to the towns himself, Franklin turned the transaction into an event and the momentum

he created helped him secure the wagons and horses ddickly.

In the end, Franklin was not able to keep his whole promise about the safety of the
wagoners and horses. When the army was caught by surprise on the banks of the Monongahela
River in July, some of the wagons and horses were with the “flying column” tieak tlae
French and Indians. Nevertheless, on August 21, 17554dbhettenoted, “What seems
remarkable is, that all the Waggoners from Lancaster and York Counties, Rrékince, who
engaged in the Service of the Army, have returned safe but two; one of which died by
Sickness.*® While it is true that the wagoners returned home safely, many of them had
abandoned their wagons and fled with their horses during the battle. Zeal fordstyinaj
service, in this instance, led to consequences that Braddock and Franklin had noteshticipa
emphasized. The colonists had proven their loyalty according to Braddoosrgdoiit also
suffered the consequences. In fact, the frontier settlers, now without themsyagd to stand

by and watch as the army retreated to Philadelphia in August.

In this first instance of civilians responding to the authority of army and iadperi
authorities, several patterns were initiated that would carry on throughoutrthd&may leaders
would continue to make demands that expected colonists to eagerly assist legmvotld

often assume that colonists were, or should be, uniformly invested in the war, thouglerthey w

% Franklin to Peter Collinson, June 26, 1768nklin Papers 6:83.

% The Pennsylvania Gazetiéugust 21, 1755, No. 1391.
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not unified by geography, ethnicity or culture. Provincials would continue to respond oorly t
threats or when authorities seemed to presume unlimited power in the name of veard A tr
emerged in which British settlers and residents of non-British commaihvtieg in British

territory were most active in the war when they could control or negotiatg#rétipation,

which was an idea that was endlessly frustrating to army leaders. Anatingpleyof this trend
and of the tensions inherent in the intersection of war and civilian society camlzd Eeet

Herkimer, New York.

After Braddock’s death at the Monongahela River, Lord Loudoun was dispatched to the
North American colonies to assume the position of Commander in Chief. Following ¢la¢ def
in Pennsylvania, the central activity in the war moved to the New York fréhtiBritish-
controlled settlements in central New York extended northward up the Hudson River and
westward on the Mohawk River. The westernmost of these settlements wasfigldnetkich
encompassed land on the northern and southern banks of the Mohawk River. The southern
village was called Herkimer and the northern village was called GertafFBurnetsfield
was located about 75 miles west of Albany and about 90 miles west of Fort Oswegmirie
in 1756, increased activity at Fort Oswego drew attention to Burnetsfieldisimag the closest
British-controlled settlement to Fort Oswego. From the beginning, the mesmfeBurnetsfield
resisted the army’s demands for assistance and protested the building andacof pairt
Herkimer. The reasons for the residents’ resistance were derivedydirett the history of the

settlement. The story of Burnetsfield in the Seven Years’ War shows hownaueiiy that

%" The next significant battle in Pennsylvania wasshccessful campaign against Fort Duquesne in.1758

% Towards the end of the century, a surveying eswitched the names of the towns and the northdlagei
became Herkimer. Walter A. Knittl&arly Eighteenth Century Palatine Emigration: A izl Government
Redemptioner Project to Manufacture Naval StqBedtimore: Genealogical Publishing Co., 1965),.209
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really did not want to be involved in the war navigated the challenges that the inescaphiyl

of war presented.

The region was settled by German Palatines whose migration from the étagnR
Empire to the banks of the Mohawk River was marked by a series of rather bizarre
circumstance&® Their journey began in the late seventeenth century when a number of factors
about life in the vicinity of the Rhine River in the Holy Roman Empire made enuigrati
attractive to a large portion of the population. The land had been destroyed by the War of the
Spanish Succession; the people had grown weary of high taxes and religious.quart&D8, a
particularly hard winter spurred poor people to look for a fresh start. Indeedpeopdt cited
hunger and poverty as their chief motivations to move elsewhere. These “puslts’ factor
combined with a number of “pull” factors to make the British North American colomies

attractive choicé®

Foremost among these pull factors was a piece of propaganda called tther'@obk.”
It was written by a Lutheran pastor, Joshua Kocherthal, and distributed through biveesooff
the Holy Roman Empire between 1706 and 1709. In 1704, Kocherthal had been in London, met
some Carolina proprietors, and agreed to write a promotional tract to encounaigeaition to
North Carolina. The book “extolled the life of ease awaiting those who moved tacArhéut,
most importantly, it included a picture of Queen Anne and hinted that she would provide

transportation and free land to anyone who wanted to move to British North Americgol@he

# Even the title “German Palatines” has its own fiaciistory as most of the immigrants were notfiaés and
“Germany” was the Holy Roman Empire. However, bii? Otterness recounts Becoming German: The 1709
Palatine Migration to New Yorkhe migrants began referring to themselves aastiRas in order to seem more
Protestant and anti-French to their British symjzatis. Philip Otternes8ecoming German: The 1709 Palatine
Migration to New YorKlthaca: Cornell University Press, 2004), 59.

%0 Knittle, Palatine Emigration11; OtternesBecoming Germar22-23.
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lettering on the title page coupled with the queen’s picture and the pleasing descoiplifens
the colonies proved to be irresistible to thousands of impoverished residents in the Holy Roma

Empire. The book was widely circulated and three editions were printed in 170§"alone.

The problem was that the book and the promises were not authorized (or even known) by
the British crown, but that is not to say the British government was opposed to sdaleje-
German migration. The migrants benefitted from a political climat®mnaon that encouraged
population growth in Britain and the colonies. Whig and mercantilist theory posites gt
population was a key component of a nation’s strength and that, as Philip Otterness notes,
“increasing a country’s population would increase its wealth.” Encouraginggratioin was
therefore a fast way to build wealth. Toward that end, and before the lalg&scaan
migrations even began, British lawmakers passed the General Natioalet in March, 1709.
One of the main benefits of this law was that it allowed non-English Pratesteacquire land

within British domains and pass it on to their child?en.

The Golden Book, combined with the other reasons to leave, led to a huge emigration
from the Holy Roman Empire to England, and eventually to the colonies. The firsaeomgf
about 60 people occurred in 1708; this was followed by a much larger group of 13,000 people in
1709. Most of the 1709 migrants traveled as families; 80% of adults were marriéamagd
size averaged 4.7 people. However, the migrants quickly discovered that the pathita Amer
was not as golden and easy as the book suggested. Most spent all they had in traveling to
England, and many relied on the charity of strangers at Rotterdam just to getBhiésh

authorities were faced with an overwhelming influx of peasant farmenswitunding or plan

3L Knittle, Palatine Emigration14-15; Otternes®ecoming Germar25-30, quote from 29.

32 Knittle, Palatine Emigration28; OtternesBecoming Germar89 (quote), 42.
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for traveling to North America. The first official solution was to keep thenritaiB in order to
increase the national wealth. However, Otterness notes that among Bitiishtees the feeling
soon became widespread that the migrants were “too poor, too unskilled, too Catholic, and too
unenlightened to be British subjects.” So the plan developed to send them to the colonies,
possibly to serve as a buffer between the French and British zones of settlspenslly if

they intermarried with Native Americans. There were a variety ogdtar funding and
implementing the migration, including one plan proposing to send some Palatines to the fronti
of New York in order to produce tar and pitch for the navy, basically working asserva

indentured to the crowt.

Therefore, in April, 1710, about a year after arriving in England, 3,300 Palatines boarded
ships for New York. The original agreement was that the profits from the productameoit
pitch would pay for the costs of initial settlement and subsistence. Oncétheasepaid, each
individual would get forty acres of land. The major problems that everyone conveniently
overlooked were that the farmers and vignerons from the Rhine did not know anything about
making tar and pitch, the process would take several years (in the bestiofstances) to
become profitable, and it would be difficult to motivate people who were seeking pe ésta
poverty to work hard for the benefit of an overlord. Furthermore, land that produced gbod pit
pine trees was sandy and not good for farming, ensuring at least one more move latittesPa
future if they wanted their forty acres to be farm land. The governor of New YorkitRobe
Hunter, had drafted the naval stores plan, and he took charge of the Germans wheivéidey arr

in New York City. During the fall of 1711, he transported them up the Hudson River, about

% There were other plans as well: some people weRbtth Carolina, some went to Ireland, severaéotatholics
and others were sent back to the Holy Roman Emidinitle, Palatine Emigration52-66; Otternes&ecoming
German 19, 66, 69-74, quote from 66.
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forty miles south of Albany. About 2,500 of the original 3,300 made it to the settlements on the
Hudson River (about 500 people had died on the ocean voyage and others initially stayed in New

York City).>*

Life on the Hudson River did not go according to plan. The Germans resented having to
work in gangs, but when they tried to rebel, soldiers were sent to keep them at their wor
Hunter and the British authorities treated them like servants, but the Getittidnsught of
themselves as land-seeking peasants. The whole point of the naval storesvaojeateduce
British dependence on Swedish tar and pitch. British economic theory, based on nemantil
dictated that colonies existed for the benefit of the mother country. If the cotanikel produce
naval stores, wealth would be kept within the British empire instead of benefittedes. But
the Germans had no interest in British mercantilism or imperialismeadsbnce they arrived in
New York, they were very intrigued by the Iroquois, who were a separaba fhiging near but

not part of the British empir&.

The Germans thought their best way of achieving independence was by finding land fa
enough away from British settlements to avoid British oversight but close ermbghéfit from
British trade networks. The place they looked to in order to fulfill those hopescivakeaBie,

New York. Schoharie Creek was about thirty miles west of and ran parallel todiserHRiver,
connecting to the Mohawk River at the mission town of Fort Hunter (established®17m1).

1712, the naval stores project became financially unsustainable (never having prodciced m

3 OtternessBecoming Germar88, 97; Knittle Palatine Emigration133-134; 141-142.

% Knittle, Palatine Emigration111-117; Otterness, 106-108; “State of the Brif$antations in America, in 1721,”
John R. Brodhead and E.B. O’Callaghan, edecuments Relative to the Colonial History of thet&of New York
(Albany: Weed, Parsons & Co, 1855), 5: 601.

% presently, Fort Hunter is a hamlet of the towiFlofida, New York in Montgomery County.
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Governor Hunter had expended a large amount of his own money and refused to continue unless
he was repaid or the British government took up the cost (he never did get his money back).
Without the project, there was no reason to stay at the settlements on the Hudson. &ltlenter m

the Germans sign contracts pledging to return if and when the tar and pitch omoosai

resumed. Many of the Germans moved south, settling in Pennsylvania and New Jegsey, but
significant number remained in New York and sought the fulfillment of theintsed

Schoharie. By 1713, there were about 1,000 Palatines living along Schoharié’Creek.

The only problem with the German’s promised land at Schoharie was that iresdyal
claimed by land speculators who succeeded in taking back their land from the Gerhéz(. i
By that point, the 1710 migrants had moved four times, and they were eager to find a permanent
home far away from British influence. Fortunately for them, Governor Hunter haddy@aced
by Governor William Burnet who had been tasked by the Board of Trade to solverthanSe
settlement problem once and for all by giving them land to establish permaneist Hdtniée
Governor Hunter had been financially invested in the tar and pitch scheme, Burnet wem not.
his part, Burnet was very interested in creating a buffer between thehFaed the British and
decided to revive the old idea of using Germans for that purpose. Both the GermBnsnand
were looking to the Mohawk River as a suitable place to settle. It would pitedesmtryway to
British settlements on the Mohawk and Hudson Rivers, and it was far enough away from othe
British settlements to ensure that the Germans would not be disrupted, while adsio batied

on a major trade route. In 1722 Governor Burnet purchased land from the Mohawks on the

37 OtternessBecoming Germarl08, 114, 137-138; Knittlé®alatine Emigration 188-189. William Burnet, Letter
to the Board of Trade, October 16, 1721, Brodhembd@Callaghan, edsColonial History of New Yorls: 634.
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Mohawk River about 75 miles west of Albany, 60 miles west of Schenectady, and abolgsA5 mi

west of Fort Hunte?®

When he told the Palatines about it, however, they argued that it was not enough land to
settle all of them, and they announced that they had split into two factions whal refissdtle
with one another. Burnet suspected that they made up the quarrel just to get more land, but he
allowed sixty families, “who had all along been most hearty for the Goverrinepurchase a
separate tract of land east of his purchase. In 1722, these families setiedcalted Stone
Arabia, five miles north (across the river) of the Mohawk town of Canajohadigngenty-five
miles east of Burnet'’s initial purchase. The other more fractious thirtifi€s (consisting of
ninety-two adults) settled at the original location, which was calleBuheetsfield Patent.
Forty-six patentees settled on the north side of the river, and their village betameas
German Flats; the other forty-six patentees settled on the south side wéthand their village

was first called Palatine village and later Herkirfter.

The eventual name change to Herkimer reflects the prominence of John kusigHer
and his son Nicholas Herkimer, who fought in the Revolutionary War, but the Herkimers wer
not part of the 1709 Palatine emigration. While the rest of the settlers of Bietddia
originally traveled to New York in 1710, it appears that John Herkimer, his wife @ethand
his parents Jurgh and Madaline Herkimer arrived in New York in 1722. He may have left the

Rhine River region around 1710, but seems to have been waylaid in Holland for several years

% Fort Johnson (William Johnson’s house) was abautl&s east of Fort Hunter (50 miles west of Busfietd).
OtternessBecoming Germari41; Knittle,Palatine Emigration204-205.

39 OtternessBecoming Germaril42; KnittlePalatine Emigration209; William Burnet, Letter to the Board of
Trade, November 21, 1722, Brodhead and O’Callagbds.,Colonial History of New Yorls: 656; W.N.P. Dailey,
History of the Old Fort Herkimer Church: German E&Reformed Church, 17ZSt. Johnsonville, NY: St.
Johnsonville Enterprise and News, nd), 2-3. Ewaslylt qualified as a patentee.

55



before finally traveling to England and arriving in New York in 1722 in the company of a
number of other German immigrants. It seems likely that he knew somelafitiemmigrants

and joined them at their final destination at Burnetsfield. Herkimer arnvplénty of time to
make it onto the first list of patent holders; he is listed as number 36 and receivedes0df ac
land along with the other 91 patentees. Even though the Germans moved to Burnetsfield in
1722, the final patent was not issued until April 13, 1725. The Germans began farming as soon
as they arrived and quickly became profitable wheat sellers. Thessbttl# their homes near
each other in the village and divided up the rest of the land into strips so that everyone had at
least one piece of land near the river. They also began a vibrant rum trade witlodjoeis
neighbors. The Germans were content to cultivate close ties with their Natemcan

neighbors, benefit from exchange networks connected to Albany, and retain timeamGer

Palatine identity?°

By the time the Seven Years’ War began, the first generation had giyeo tiee
second and third, and those Palatines were the ones who were most affected by kanyanf
the members of the second generation had been teenagers when their fdh@esrany, and
they remembered the camps in England, the treacherous journey across the tiéantic
miserable life on the Hudson, the dashed hopes of Schoharie, and the reasons for moving to
Burnetsfield. Otterness notes that “The 1710 immigrants whom William Johnalbrvdk in

1757 did not differ much from the German immigrants Hunter had dealt with fortydaurs y

“0 OtternessBecoming Germaril45; Knittle,Palatine Emigration 209; DaileyHerkimer Church11; George A.
Hardin, ed.History of Herkimer County New Yof8yracuse, NY: D. Mason & Co., 1893), 11; Phoelverst
Cowen,The Herkimers and Schuylers: An Historical Sketicthe Two FamiliegAlbany: Joel Munsell’'s Sons,
1903), 12.

56



earlier.” The Germans’ ambivalence toward British authority would be an iampdatctor in

how they responded to the war and the demands of the army and imperial auffiorities.

The felicitous position of Burnetsfield as a support station for Fort Oswego was
recognized early on in the war. Throughout the summer of 1756, the army invaded the isolation
of the Germans by passing through and staying at Burnetsfield on itpviag Mohawk River
to Fort Oswego. Fort Oswego grew in importance, and William Johnson wrote tdaibhn
Herkimer and Johan Jost Petrie in July, 1756, informing them that “His Majestiesequires
there should be A good Road opened by Land to Oswegoe.” Johnson asked that the men find
someone to mark out the road and begin building it, with the assistance of the Oneida and
Onondaga Indians. He hoped that one of them would undertake it as it “will be a very
Considerable Piece of Work” that needed to begin quickly. Johnson was authorized to pay

whoever took up the projet.

John Herkimer, Johan Petrie, and another neighbor John Franck took Johnson’s request
as an opportunity to convey their annoyance and frustration about the presencemythe a
Since the army wanted their participation, they recognized that they were iti@gngosmake
some demands themselves. Johan Petrie explained he could not undertake the projectbecaus
am oald, and lame in one of my jips, and It's not in my power to Undertake any Such fatigue.”
John Jost Herkimer noted, “I dare not leave my house upon account, of the Military.yae be
to launch into a longer complaint about the military’s abuses but stopped himself and
summarized, “In short they take a prerogative power in their own hand, Not onlyeb{ingfmy

house, and taking up my Rooms at pleasure, but takes what they think Nesserarie ettay Eff

“1 OtternessBecoming Germaril54-155.

“2william Johnson, Letter to Johan Jost Petrie arsd Blerkimer,” July 22, 1756 he Papers of Sir William
Johnson(hereafterJohnson PapejqAlbany: State University of New York, 1962 [19212: 513-514.
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for theire own use with out asking.” He warned, “if shuch doings Is allowed to go on nadt only

and my familie must suffer but also all my Niebours.”

The other man that they had asked to consider the project, John Conrad Franck, took the
opportunity to explain why the project was out of the question for him too. He explained, “It is
not possible for me to undertake it upon account of Soldiers, Battoee men & Sailloos Blg. f
house every day is full Either of one sort or another.” In addition to damaging his house, the
sailors and soldiers had helped themselves to his cattle, “without either als&tyg dir paying
me for their Vallue.” If he left his house to work on the road, “I must Immagine te8ee
Either my wife or Chieldreen again.” The men concluded the letter by infoioimgson that
they were “willing to do any thing that wou’'d tend to his Magiesteiesi&eor the good of our
Country, yet as matters Stand now we must be Excused.” This exchange set up aationfront
between the residents of Burnetsfield (and especially John Herkimer)rap@uathorities, with
the constant tension between the possibility of attack and the demands of the army as the

backdrop®®

John Jost Herkimer had become a leader among the second generation of thé@ebdirnets
settlers, finding success as a trader and a supplier for western posigllgdpat Oswego. In
1740 he built a large house and separate storehouse for his goods. His house and his storehouse /
trading post were located on a hill overlooking the river. The storehouse was “dtamgstory
stone house with port holes... at each story, and likewise in the basement for the purpose of cros

firing.”** Herkimer's house was one of several homes in Burnetsfield that doubled as

“3 Johnson Paperg:526-527.

4 E.B. O'Callaghan, edThe Documentary History of the State of New Yaikany: Weed, Parsons, & Co.),
1:527.
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blockhouses in case of attatkDuring the summer of 1756, the army began using Herkimer’s

storehouse as a fort and quartering soldiers in his house and in other houses irgée villa

Soon enough, living in close quarters began to increase the tension further. On August 8,
Captain Horatio Gates wrote to William Johnson exclaiming, “I can no longet agquainting
you of the extreme ill behavior of Justice Herkimer, his family & retest” The Herkimers, he
claimed, “are not only perpetually making the Indians drunk with Rum, which they seadkin m
unreasonable quantities but are taking all opportunities to create an anioebsien the
Officers, Soldiers & the Indians.” The rum trade had long been a featureRdithetsfield
economy, but army officials knew that it hindered successful negotiations witlke Nat
Americans. Effective negotiations could also be hindered if it seemed that kb Bnicluding
the German settlers) were not unified, an impression Gates feared theétsrkiere instigating
by pitting the soldiers and Indians against each other. Gates was ratioahhandling the
situation himself and instead asked Johnson to “exert your magisterial guthatidp this
growing ill, which will save me the disagreeable office of doing that lmefof arms which
ought to be done by the powers of governments.” Once again, as at Fort Cumberlesid, Brit

military leaders threatened to use force to carry out their goals.

As answer to Gates’ accusation about the residents causing trouble and wel)ing r
Johnson noted, “Those are Evils which should be prevented by all Means, and in order to put a
Stop to them | shall send for Harkemer, & his Son in Law.” But in order to hdredgttiation
effectively, Johnson asked Gates to “send me all the Proof you Can to make good those

Allegations against them.” The Herkimers could not be manhandled because theirtcmopera

45 Jost Herkimer, Letter to Loudoun, October 1756,2423.
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and leadership in German Flats was still necessary in maintainingweffextations between the

army and the resident8.

After Fort Oswego was defeated in August 1756, General Webb, spooked by the Frenc
advance, destroyed and abandoned Fort Bull and pulled his troops back to Fort Herkimer, thus
making it the westernmost British post. The increased activity at and newtamgeopf German
Flats and Fort Herkimer placed a strain on residents who were alrehdsabnt (at best) about
the presence of the army. In September, 1756, General Loudoun ordered General i&teii t
with the 44" regiment to Albany, but he ordered Webb to leave tfesB@l 51 regiments at
Herkimer to hold the post. Since thé"snd 5% were not up to full strength (many of their
number had been captured at Oswego), there was certainly plenty of space aroulad)¢hi®wi
the men to camp in the fields, but as the weather grew colder, quartering becasue @gain.
Loudoun advised Webb that the men left at Herkimer “can Encamp; and if any parties shoul
attack them, they have the Fort, and Herkermer’'s House, which | look on as the bedtwof to
defend.” Furthermore, to increase the defensibility of their position, Loudoureddlifsthe

House can be Strengthened by any works, that ought to be Hone.”

Considering his earlier complaints and the quality of his house, it is not surprising that
Herkimer protested this latest encroachment. Herkimer addressed Loudoumialgpfetition
in October, 1756. He began by telling Loudoun that he had cooperated with the army. dreferrin
to himself in the third person, Herkimer explained, “The Kings Fort [his storehmulsuilt
within sixty yards of his house, he has always accommodated the officergwatalsRooms in

his house, in general without charging them any thing.” In return, “He hasesuffeich by the

“ Johnson Paperg:539.

" Loudoun to Daniel Webb, September 16, 1756, LC9181
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officers and others in the servise puting their horses into his stables, and malohbissea
[hay], and Provinder, without paying for it.” Despite this generosity, he noted,dithers have
destroyed his gardens, and orchard, and burnt his Fences, so that the Cattle éoftieeus
Army have done him great Damage.” But through all of this, Herkimer assdreedever

complained.”

Still, the purpose of the petition was not to protest these encroachments, rather the
breaking point for Herkimer was that his house was to be turned into “a Kings Forkimiie
claimed that the inevitable result of this action was that “he is to be turned out, hernwiow
where from his house, his Corn, and Cattle; to the ruin of himself, his Family, andvedirtdy
substance.” In addition to creating problems for the Herkimer family, thgsatakeover of his
house would lead to problems for the whole community. Herkimer explained, “Your petitione
and his next neighbours have stocaded his house for their defence, and preservation, and if
they are now to be deprived of their refuge, and be obliged to go they know not wheagethey
sure to meet with the greatest distress.” Apparently Herkimer did not thirtkéh&titish army

would provide better protection than if he and his neighbors were left to their own defenses

Furthermore, Herkimer argued that his house was not fit to be turned into a fortebecaus
“his barn and several Barracks are full of wheat, straw and other combustables, lasd 8o c
his house as renders it altogether unfit for a fort.” He concluded the petitrequmgsting that
“your Lordship will please to order that he and his family may remain unmalestes house,”
and he reminded Loudoun that, “he is, and always was willing to lodge as many dfficisrs

house as he could® Despite this protest, the army enclosed Herkimer’s house, the storehouse,

“8 John Jost Herkimer, Petition to Loudoun, Octot#56l, LO 2443.
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a guard house, and a well with a ditch and a palisade with four angles or bastionantledyit

Fort Herkimer. The one gate in the wall was on the north side leading to th¥ rive

Herkimer resented being forced out of his house and tried to reclaim it sherdwfter,
apparently by confronting a Captain Jocelyn. In a November 1756 letter to CagtelynDbf
the 50" regiment (provincials) Loudoun explained that he had spoken to John Jost Herkimer
(when Herkimer came to Albany to present his petition) and explained that “nof Rext
Family could inhabit any Part of that House this Winter; and gave him veyyNatite of this,
that he might Supply himself in a house for the Winter, as he has Several judtibyuhdlear if
Herkimer himself had another house (perhaps he had inherited his parents’ heyubeaftied)
or if the other houses belonged to his children. Either way, Herkimer failed tooméargiother
houses to Loudoun in the petition, but for Loudoun, the availability of the other houses was a key
point in his justification for taking the main house. Loudoun brusquely asserted thektirhéete
had not taken steps to move to a different house, “tis no fault of mine.” He further coetmand
Jocelyn, “in the new Fort, he shall not be, acquaint him with this, and turn him and his People

out, whenever you have Occasion for the plaée.”

After a few months of living with the British military, the Germans began tcstigate
other options for their defense. British military authorities suspectedythiyof the Germans
to the British cause, but did not let that suspicion temper their actions. Ifabdégnbwn how
actively the Germans were seeking out a change in their allegiance, gteyhane acted
differently. In December, 1756 there was a conference in Montreal betweenMgaud de

Vaudreuil, the Governor-General of New France and a group of one hundred Cayugas,

**plan and Profile of Retrenched Work round Harkenfeiuse at ye German Flats, 1756,” [probably driayvn
William Eyre], John Roque, comA, Set of Plans and Forts in Ameriflaondon: J. Roque, 1763), no. 27.

*0 Loudoun, Letter to Captain Jocelyn, November %617.0 2140.
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Onondagas, Oneidas, Tuscaroras, Senecas, Algonquins, and Hurons. Kouee, an Oneida headman
told Vaudreuil that the German Palatines, “a Nation that is neither French dshEngr

Indian,” had approached some Iroquois headmen with a complaint and a request. TimesPalati

said they “would no longer support the continual vexations of the English, who not only ravage

their lands and destroy their animals, but also incessantly maltreat thetrght of this

mistreatment, the Palatines proposed “to annex us to itself in order to afforaotleacmutual

help and defence against the English.” The Germans were ready to give gprhection to

the British, which had always been fraught with difficulty, and join up withrthgpiois, whom

they had always admired for their ability to be independent of but still berfitthe British>*

Vaudreuil’s reply reflected that his primary concern was securing a sifiosngce
between the French and the Iroquois. Vaudreuil knew that this would be accomplished most
effectively by undermining any trust or relationship that existed betwedrotheis and the
British, so he used the Palatine’s request to his advantage. He told the Iroquoisrhiredrhe
knew this nation that was “neither French, nor English, nor Indians...There is redsdieve
they are the Palatines.” He explained that the Palatines were “a bfanblation belonging to
the other side of the Great Lake, at present in alliance with the great Onomtie.German
states, in fact, had signed the Convention of Westminster with Britain in January 175érand w
not allied with France; although Vaudreuil probably knew that, his hearers did not.eMhudr
told the Iroquois that he was “not surprised” that the Germans wanted to esitigpeaBthority
and speculated “that there are many malcontents in New England who woulcdhdasweable
occasion of coming over to the French.” He cautioned the Iroquois to make sure that the

Germans were serious in their offer and not just trying to avoid French attacks. abbtvee

*1 Brodhead and O’Callaghan, ed3glonial History of New Yorkl0:513.
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wanted the Iroquois to realize it was “time for you to declare againstahdrdrive him [the
English] from the territory inhabited by you and that Nation [the Germans]udiéail may not
have realistically believed that Burnetsfield would turn against the Britistineoused the
conversation to present the British as weak and bolster the idea that Newviraarece

welcoming refuge for all opponents of the Britfh.

In March, 1757, an Onondaga Indian, known as Corn-Milk, relayed intelligence to
William Johnson concerning a letter purportedly sent by the Burnetsfielda@snm the French
Governor. The “letter” was actually the wampum belt that Kouee had discuskedawdreuil.

The belt, as discussed above “let him [Vaudreuil] know the Hardships they labour undbg and t
ill Treatmen they receive from the English, meaning the Troops.” It also “belgggadtection

of the French.” Corn-Milk reported that the French decided they would not act without
confirmation. When Johnson told some Oneidas to go to German Flats to try to get
confirmation, they talked to Jost Petrie and the Herkimers, but the residenid #had they

“knew nothing of any such Thing® Whether they did or not, it was unlikely that they would

admit it to Johnson’s envoys.

Johnson noted his concerns about the loyalty of the Germans in a letter to Maj@l Gener
Abercromby in April, 1757. Johnson’s proximity to the fort afforded him opportunities to
observe the residents’ actions and words. He wrote, “The Germans living at Belchets
plainly see do not like to have Troops there for their Defence and Security, adpgther with

some Words they now and then drop gives me some Reason to doubt their Fidelity ftein a le

*2|n this instance, Onontio refers to the king ddrre, Louis XV. “Conferences between M. de Vauidlend the
Indians,” Brodhead and O’Callaghan, e@o)onial History of New YorkL0: 514-515; Andersoigrucible of Way
15, 128.

%3 Johnson Paperg: 679-680.
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to Loudoun, Johnson explained this point further. One of the reasons that the Germans were
wary of the British troops was that “it tended to draw Scalping Parties upoii’ thedeed, this

was a persistent problem for anyone living near an occupietf fort.

There were also fears that the Germans would not only trade with the Indiarnithiibiew
French as well. In April, 1757, Johnson wrote to Loudoun explaining that Fort Williany Henr
and Fort Edward now blocked the road that French traders were accustomed to uge to sec
goods from Albany, in particular “Wampum and Silverworks ... the one essential fgingaon
all Indian Negotiations, and the other an article much required amongst Ind&ins€ these
items were essential and Albany was blocked and swarming with spliharson feared that
the French would attempt “to open a Supply for their necessities by the Way Biver.”

Since Fort Johnson and Fort Herkimer were both on the Mohawk River, Johnson promised to do
his best to prevent this trade, but he was skeptical of his abilities becauserobitpecas

loyalty of the residents of German Flats. He complained to Loudoun “I am cedyimeither

my Diligence or Authority will be sufficient to curb the Lust of Profit amongstgeneral

Inhabitants of this County.”

But whereas Braddock and Franklin had goaded the colonists about their loyalty in an
attempt to force them to cooperate, Loudoun and Johnson feared the real effects of the
ambiguous loyalty of the German population. The Germans played a critical fode in t
protection of the New York frontier; if they peacefully turned to the Frencadonomic gain,
they would be setting a dangerous precedent in the struggle to control the borderland. |
addition, while the rum trade was profitable and did not have any immediate negative

consequences for the Germans, it could lead to widespread problems if the Enigstotvable

> William Johnson, Letter to Loudoun, April 20, 1750 3405.

65



to negotiate effectively. The main problem was that since Fort Herkiaethe westernmost
post on the New York frontier, danger was always imminent, and a long-termidefeinategy

was a necessity.

In September, 1757 Johnson wrote to both Thomas Pownall and James Abercromby
about scalping parties that were continually attacking the scattered hotweseitsfield. Even
though New York provincial troops were posted at Fort Herkimer, the soldiers tendeépo “ke
within the Bounds of their Garrison [and] are no cover or protection to [the residentsdct,la f
strong garrison ensconced in a strong fort was little help to German Fatsad, the
community needed “a suff[icien]t Number of Men qualified for Ranging kept out inatrend
well directed Scouts” in order to be protected effectiVelfaut by that point in 1757, the main
force of the army was trying to handle the aftermath of the fall of FdliaWiHenry to the
northeast of Fort Herkimer. The real problem was that the garrison at Fkirnklewas not
there only to protect the residents of Burnetsfield. The garrison was moesietkein
monitoring French activity to the west. However, the presence of theraahy Burnetsfield a
target, even if residents did not support the war. Living on the periphery meantubatiiss

safety were often out of the control of the residents.

The result of the struggles over defending Fort Herkimer culminated in November, 1757.
By that point the British had lost Fort Oswego and Fort William Henry, aniBterritory was
shrinking. Fort Herkimer and German Flats, which had already been out on the\iresitser,
were now quite remote. On November 12, a force of three hundred French and Inadckes! att
the 300 residents of German Flats. At the first sign of the attackers, thentssian into the

five blockhouses scattered throughout the village. Each blockhouse attempted to pghtp a fi

% Johnson Paperg: 739-740.
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but gave up quickly and surrendered. One hundred and fifty men, women, and children were
taken into captivity. Forty people, who either did not make it into the shelters or edheotri

escape, were killed; some of them drowned while trying to swim across thevki8liner to

Herkimer. Sixty houses, as well as barns, outbuildings, and a water mill were DaenfErench

and Indians made off with large numbers of hogs, sheep, cattle, and 500 horses (wtaaly of

were actually killed or wounded in the chaos) as well as a large amount of goods worth £20,000.
The plundering went on for several days, despite some weak counterattacks franhacros

river.”®

A few days after the battle, William Johnson sent his deputy, George Croghan, t
German Flats to meet with some Oneidas and Tuscaroras and find out if they had known about
the attack and, if so, why they had not alerted the Germans. An Oneida spokesmaedinf
Croghan that they had known about the attack and had warned German Flats tistefdtaere
days before the attack, six days before the attack, and the day before thedimspokesman
told Croghan that after the second warning, which he personally delivered, “tdeyop#ne
least regard to what | told them; and laughed at me, slapping their hands on thekshsaiping
they did not value the Enemy.” When Croghan asked the Germans if this was true, they
admitted that it was? Whether or not the Germans felt confident because of their earlier
overtures to the western Iroquois (and thereby the French) is difficult tondleedoecause the

Germans never admitted that they had been exploring other options.

*5 Nathaniel Soley Bentor History of Herkimer County, Including the UppeohMawk River Valley, from the
Earliest Period to the Present Tim@lbany:J. Munsell, 1856), 51-52; “French Descentthe German Flatts,”
“Mr. DeLancy to the Board of Trade,” “M. de Vaudikto the Minister,” “Description of the Country teeen
Oswego and Albany,” O’Callaghan, eBocumentary History of New Yqrk:515-520, 531.

*"«A Summary Narrative,” O’Callaghan, edpcumentary History of New York:520-521.
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The devastation of German Flats, according to William Johnson, “had Struck such a
Pannick in the remainder of the Inhabitants of the River[,] Stoneraby [Stona&l&herry
Valley, that they before | knew it Sent away all their Effects, or moveahiel were ready to
follow.” This abandonment of the frontier would not have been prevented, Johnson wrote to
Abercromby, “if | had not by Example, perswasion & threats prevented themdstintil |
wrote you, & had an answer whether you would please to cover, or protect tHem8ets
soon.” Johnson also acknowledged that the attack on German Flats showed the vulnerability of
the frontier and the inertness of frontier fortifications. He told Abercyords to the garrisons
along the River they are, or can be little or nor protection to them, as the Enetnyrica

destroy them...as they did lately at the German Flatts.”

Fort Herkimer and German Flats suffered another French attack on April 30, 1758.
Eighty Indians and four French soldiers attacked Fort Herkimer. This tim&drmans listened
to the warning that came a few hours before the attack. Only four faudhidienot make it to the
fort and attempted to defend themselves in a house. Thirty-three people were kiltedsbme
rangers came from the fort and rescued the people in the house. Several @enmans
wounded, including one woman who struggled into Fort Herkimer the morning after the atta
“having her Nose almost cut off, with a Wound in her Breast, and another in her side.” She had
also been partially scalped, and apparently fainted, but not before recognizithgtbatere

some Onondagas among the attackers.

It was not until the British defeated Fort Niagara in 1759 that the settlemg @igasn

safe. By that point, however, the war had interrupted daily life for over teegs.yThe

%8 Johnson Paperg:758-759.

9 “Extract of a Letter from Albany,” O’Callaghan, eBocumentary History of New Yqrk:522-523. See chapter
seven for more on British-Iroquois relations, biuthés point the Onondagas were supposedly neutral.
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residents of Herkimer and German Flats not only suffered enemy attde&ls,many similarly-
placed frontier settlements also suffered, but also had to manage the demartstmd c
presence of the army living on their land and using their supplies. Furthermoesiteats of
Burnetsfieldwere ambivalent at best about their enforced participation in the war. Wiile the
first decade in the colonies had been marked by intense oversight, the followingeans had
been free of imperial intervention. This period of obscurity ended with the battles biew

York frontier. The residents, led by John Herkimer’s strenuous resistaelieyed that the
presence of the army created more problems than it solved. In the end, one could pgukaps ar
that the presence of the army probably kept Burnetsfield from quietly dri&itiger from

British alliance, despite the inclination of its residents.

Communities in the vicinity of Fort Cumberland and Fort Herkimer experienced
significant supply demands from the army, and army authorities evaluategdhg of the
residents based on how enthusiastic their responses were. In southern Penndydvarsa, t
little evidence that the residents were disloyal; instead they weng tiyibalance the pressure to
participate with the pressure to maintain their livelihoods. Toward that end ntssidie
Virginia, Maryland, and Pennsylvania only wanted to contribute their supplies i€ty be
adequately compensated for significant losses in supplies, manpower, and timeetiowe
Braddock and other colonial officials refused to pay the high prices colomigjbktsand a stand-
off ensued. Benjamin Franklin saw a way to get people to participate while alsamgwidi
fractious discussion about prices. He turned the hiring of wagons, horses, and dovaens int
event and a patriotic display. By emphasizing Braddock’s threats and questi@ning t
Pennsylvanians’ loyalty, Franklin was able to circumvent the central issugea enough

supplies to satisfy Braddock.
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The situation was different at Fort Herkimer in that the loyalty of thdeats was more
ambiguous. Their early history in New York and the circumstances that ledrnmtieeto
Burnetsfield made their connections to Britain tenuous. The westward focus ¢fatieimade
them loathe to accept disruptions, even when there were threats to their safetg.thénli
situation in southern Pennsylvania, the British generals did not find a way to worthevit

Burnetsfield residents in a mutually beneficial way.

The experience of the Burnetsfield and southern Pennsylvania residents belgavs to s
the degree to which negotiation defined the interactions between the army Aadscivn the
vicinity of Fort Cumberland, Braddock (complain as he might) had to acknowledge that
command and control did not work, especially for large-scale supply demands. Bygallowin
Benjamin Franklin to negotiate for supplies, Braddock abdicated some of his poweritoorde
gain supplies. At Fort Herkimer, residents and army officials struggled to Blzhee of power
that would insure cooperation. Loudoun and Johnson’s attempts to demand cooperation were
met with resistance, and the residents’ attempts to seek elsewhemédatipn (whether real or
not) were viewed with suspicion. The inability to find an effective solution led to eamigpl

and perhaps increased the settlement’s vulnerability in the face of attack.

The negotiations in Pennsylvania and Burnetsfield took place against a backdrop of
conditions specific to the borderland. Recent migration, ethnic diversity, a we$twas of
trade and a desire for a better life defined the experience of the pergpitesiraped the
residents’ response to the army. While the relatively recent settleméset r@fgions was a key
factor in the Burnetsfield and southern Pennsylvania residents’ willingmelsability to supply

the army, the non-English ethnicity of some of the settlers also playeel altod next chapter
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will explore this latter concept further and continue to explore how the distitetdsaf the

borderlands shaped colonists’ negotiations with the army.
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Chapter Three
“A Frontier Place:"The Fort-City of Albany and the British Military

As the North American theater of war expanded, New York began to play an importa
part. The long border that it shared with New France and the waterways thattedrihe two
regions determined that New York would see conflict. At the start of theN&ar,York had
two major cities: New York City and Albany. While both of them hosted the army, werd t
for supplies, and experienced disruptions due to war, Albany had the more sustained and intense
experience of war. This was in large part due to its location. As noted in chaptevaterways
connected Albany to interior places north and west. While Fort Edward and FaanWHEnry
were designed, in part, to guard the entrance to the Hudson River, and therefore Athasg, i

forts fell, it was up to Albany to protect the entryway to the coast.

Because of its location, Albany was very convenient for the army as a staginfppoint
preparations to move west or north. It was somewhat protected while the othexeferts
standing, and it had a large enough (almost) population and infrastructure to fiessamyt.
Albany’s location and convenience meant that the residents of the city exeerig@ar and the
military as a matter of daily life for several years. However, a nunfdactmrs made the
military’s long-term presence in Albany particularly challemgfor the residents. A large army
descending on a population for years would cause problems in the best of circumstances, but
exacerbating the problem in Albany was that the army’s arrival coineidedilbany’s period
of transition from a borderland town to a provincial city. Albany was distinttitieat its
experience of the war was shaped both by its foundation as a Dutch fort on the pamohies

ongoing development into a larger city.
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In that sense, it is useful to think of Albany as a fort-city. The city ig&#f surrounded
by a palisade and was prepared to withstand an attack. It also had a fortd&erick) within
the city limits, adding to its military character. As a fort and a btadértown, it was concerned
with borderland things: trade, Indian relations, connections to the interior, and danger f
attack. It was a strong point on a besieged frontier and served as a refugeti@r ihhabitants.
In these characteristics, it was similar to other borderland outposts. Bstalswea city. There
was a large population within the city limits. The residents had a well-developednsy with
Atlantic connections and strong ties to New York City. It had a city ahantbthe
governmental organization and infrastructure of a city, not a remote frontier ougseshg
Albany as a fort-city is critical to understanding why and how the wactai the place so

intensely*

In order to understand Albany’s dual identity, it is necessary to approachuée %ears
War in Albany from a longer chronological distance than the start of the was.cidpter will
briefly address Albany’s foundation and then look more closely at several indluantors in
its development as a fort-city. From there, the chapter will focus in on Albdhg iL750s to
understand what the city looked like when the war started. In order to exploresttieoéthe
military presence on civilians, the chapter will look most intensively aaiylduring the war

and explore how accommodating a large army challeAtfghy politically, economically, and

It is perhaps surprising that there are so fewageaaphs about colonial Albany. Its homogeneity gadgraphic
location (near New York City but also on the frenfiwould seem to lend itself well to a communitydy. Its
connections to New France and the West Indies riesrit was an Atlantic city and could be studisdsach
(especially for the years of English/British rulédlbany is addressed in studies of the colony eiviNYork, but
often falls into the shadow of New York City. Tsarting point in researching colonial Albany iso@ge Howell
and Jonathan Tenney, ed3icentennial History of Albany: History of the Cayiof Albany, N.Y. from 1609-1886
and Joel Munsell’s ten volunfannals of Albany An interesting offshoot of these two foundatiorarks is the
Colonial Albany Social History Project overseen3igfan Bielinski under the auspices of the New Ystdte
Museum. The main focus of the project is a wehstieh serves as a platform for the project’s ggiroviding
interlinked biographies of every person who livedibany before 1800 (approximately 16,000 peop\&hen
used in conjunction with Howell and Tenney, Munsafid other primary sources, the website can tedpdih
resource. lItis located at: http://www.nysm.nyges/albany/.
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socially. Finally, the chapter will briefly address post-war Albany tetstdnd how war and

the military presence changed the city.

Albany, Donna Merwick remarks, “had no founding moménthere was no
Mayflower, no starving time; instead, Albany’s founding was predicated on economics and
diplomacy, two themes that would define its place in colonial America. The Hudson River
corridor was home to Mohawks, Mahicans, and River Indians. By the time Henry Hadedn s
up the river that would bear his name and noted the future location of Albany in 1609, the Native
Americans in the region had already been in contact with French traderslSinChamplain
in particular. Trade, particularly in furs, was the driving force spurrinigh) English, and
French settlers into the northern interior of the continent. Dutch tradens &egaanging goods
for furs with the Mohawks and Mahicans on the upper Hudson River in 1610. In 1623, the
Dutch West India Company established Fort Orange as a trading post andbtefersstion on

the site that became colonial Albany, but the site was not yet occupiedyge?

Permanent settlement began in 1630 when a Dutch jewel merchant, Kiliaen Van
Rensselaer, acquired a patroonship encompassing 700,000 acres along the Hudsohi&tiver, w
included Fort Orange. Tenants began arriving at the newly christened IRersssgck in the
spring; Van Rensselaer had recruited Dutch families to set up farmswitiope of producing a
cash crop. All of the patroonships in New Netherland were originally establskeagloit the
available agricultural opportunities, but the wealthy merchants who becarensatvere more

interested in cutting into the Dutch West India Company’s monopoly of the fex thaah

2 Donna MerwickPossessing Albany, 1630-1710: The Dutch and Engligierience$New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1990), 7.

3 Daniel K. RichterThe Ordeal of the Longhouse: The Peoples of thgubis League in the Era of European
Colonization(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pres99PR), 51-56; Joel Munsell, edAnnals of Albany
(Albany: J. Munsell, 1850), 1:139.
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Rensselaer and his partners set up their own monopoly in Rensselaerswyck.eféhthevgole
importers of European goods to Fort Orange, and settlers of the patroonship were forbidden f
purchasing furs from any Indians unless the settlers had been granteda li€ees with a
license, the traders still had to send their furs to Van Rensselaer in Amstardhhe retained a

share of the profits.

By the end of the 1630s, the Dutch West India Company opened up its monopoly (which
had become increasingly difficult to enforce anyway) and began charging andntyports and
exports to anyone who wished to engage in the fur trade. Meanwhile, the Iroquois had worked to
set up a sort of monopoly of their own. In the 1620s the Mohawks succeeded in pushing the
Mahicans off of the west bank of the Hudson River, and the Mahicans subsequently became
more associated with trade in Connecticut. Northern furs were more valuabtadka found
south of the Great Lakes, but Fort Orange offered better goods than Montreaforéhéne
Five Nations worked to intercept northern furs as they were headed down the@nte River
toward Fort Orange. Daniel Richter notes that, especially before 1670, “Maotynfost of the

pelts that Iroquois sold at Fort Orange were probably hijacked.”

However, the benefits of the fur trade were slowly outweighed by two powerful
disadvantages. First, contact with Europeans led to virgin soil epidemicsdimaatel the Five
Nations. By the 1640s, the population of the Iroquois tribes had been cut in half, down to 10,000
people, and some groups, such as the Mohawks who lived closest to the Europeans, lost as much
as 75% of their population. Second, dependence on European goods combined with the dramatic

loss of life and made old ways of living virtually irrecoverable. Therefotiepadih the fur trade

* Munsell, ed. Annals of Albany1:139, 194; Thomas Elliot Nortofihe Fur Trade in Colonial New York, 1686-
1776(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1974%5.4-

® Richter,Longhousg57.
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made the Five Nations politically and economically powerful throughout thateeveh and

eighteenth centuries, the significant challenges it introduced would not tyeos@scome®

Returning to the Dutch, by the 1640s settlement in the vicinity of Fort Orange hyet not
coalesced into a single political or social entity. In 1644 the Dutch West Indipadgm
abandoned the trading post at Fort Orange, leaving the fur trade to the compdiitEentibe
Van Rensselaers and the settlers of Rensselaerswyck. The settetledathemselves in 1652
through the leadership of Peter Stuyvesant, who established Beverwyck (whiclechEbrt
Orange) as a town separate from Rensselaerswyck in order to bettetl¢h® seide
opportunities. The society of Beverwyck (about one hundred people at most) was expanding
beyond the original farmers to include traders, merchants, artisans andssdBlaek slaves had
been living in the area since at least 1628. With the separation from Renssalkettsaitown

that became Albany began to take shape.

In 1642, as one of his last significant acts regarding his tenants, Van Rensselasrer
a Dutch Reformed minister, the Rev. Johannes Megapolensis. Understanding how idkgious
developed in the settlement leads to some important clues about the development ¢$ Albany
society. The First Reformed church was established in 1642. In 1645 a Jesuit nyiskaaar
Jogues, who had been captured by Iroquois, visited Beverwyck and noted that a small church had
been recently built behind Fort Orange (which he described as “a miserabtarstof logs”).
Services at the church were conducted exclusively in Dutch until 1782, and the commanity wa
reluctant to permit the establishment of any non-Dutch Reformed churchesheXdrut

congregation was finally allowed to build a church in the late 1660s, but their childireadto

® Richter,Longhouse55-59, 87; Nortonkur Trade 4-5.

" Michael KammengColonial New York—A Histor§fNew York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1975), 46-4Tniskll,
ed., Annals of Albanyl1:140; Merwick Possessing Albany; Norton,Fur Trade 4-5; RichterLonghouse 93, 95.
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be baptized at the First Reformed church. In 1727 St. Peter’'s Episcopal Church adkeetage
the small English worship services that were being held at the fort. Ndgssiithe great
majority of the population attended the First Reformed Church, reflecting the honypgéiee

town for its first century and a half of existerice.

Following Albany’s early settlement, the city’s development wasopiradly affected
politically, economically, and socially by English conquest. In 1664, at the begiohihe
third Anglo-Dutch War, New Netherland fell to English control and was promgrtigmed New
York. Beverwyck and Fort Orange were renamed Albany. Still, Englishndome did not
change the predominantly Dutch culture of the city and would not for a rematiabltime.
One result of English takeover was an intensified and somewhat centraliaeddnd¢he part of
colonial authorities, on Indian relations. English authorities saw the needivateudfood
relationships with the Iroquois in New York, specifically through the reldtimhance known
as the Covenant Chain. Albany was the natural center for the increasedrfdoaguois
relations, but the Dutch merchants and traders would clash with English leadegs whos

economic, military, and political focus increasingly extended beyond Albany.

First and foremost, maintaining the Covenant Chain was essential for thefel tOne
of the more important years in the political, economic, and social development of colonia

Albany was 1686, when there were about 1,000 people living in the town of Albany. In that

8 George Howell and Jonathan Tenney, eBisentennial History of Albany: History of the Cayiof Albany, N.Y.
from 1609-188@New York: W.W. Munsell & Co., 1886), 758-759, 76&,0; KammenColonial New York46-47.

° Richter,Longhouse102; Nortonfur Trade 7.

9 The Covenant Chain refers to the understandingesst the English and the Iroquois Five Nations they
would be partners and brothers in trade and wartheue was a great deal of ambiguity in how eadd mterpreted
the alliance. The Iroquois tended to emphasizetend the English tended to emphasize the milghignce.
Significantly, the Iroquois did not see agreeingh® Covenant Chain as precluding them from ergarito similar
alliances with the French.
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year, Governor Thomas Dongan granted a city charter to Albany; along withatter, Dongan
also gave Albany an exclusive monopoly over the fur trade. The monopoly quelled’albany
most potent competition from the nearby town of Schenectady, which had the advantageg of be
sixteen miles northwest of Albany on the Mohawk River. Formalizing the monopoly in the
charter gave recognition to what had already become an important ribaityr trade was

critical to the success of Albany’s merchants and protecting it bewkdite city. Protecting the

fur trade therefore defined the political and diplomatic relationships withrémelfto the north

and the Iroquois to the west. Politics and economics were inextricably linkedemd/lesn the

fur trade was proportionally less vital to Albany’s economy in tH*éc:E&tury, the patterns and
strategies that had developed to protect the trade would continue to define palitttglamacy

throughout the Seven Years’ WAr.

The Covenant Chain was also important because it asserted English leadership, eve
though the majority of fur traders in Albany were Dutch. Whereas Dutch honitygeas not
directly challenged by the English takeover in 1664, the Iroquois did experiemggeshas a
result of the power shift. English control led to more oversight of the fur trade, whith ma
trading more tightly regulated but also safer. Richter notes that “the ierpemt over the
kidnappings, beatings, and thefts of earlier years was pfaiwithin the Five Nations there
were several factions that disagreed about how to best relate to the Europeaersoldriie
most obvious split was between so-called Francophiles and Anglophiles, buvéneralso
traditionalists (who wanted the Five Nations to reassert their traditipmalial power and saw

French Catholicism as an insidious force) as well as converts to Catholibisnvere attracted

1 KammenColonial New York91, 106-107; Richtet,onghousg138; NortonFur Trade 7; Munsell, ed.Annals
of Albany 8:206.

12 Richter,Longhouse137.
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to French religious offerings (such as the Caughnawagas, Mohawk converts wiibtoniesv
France). In short, individual headmen, families, clans, and tribes had diverse feag@rging

to work with or against the French and English.

In Albany, an important step that built on Anglophile Iroquois’ desire to benefit from
English connections was the establishment of the positions of CommissionetgofAffairs.
These posts were held by a succession of high-ranking Albany citizens, indRabieg
Livingston. These commissioners struggled to balance the claims of Allokants with the
effective functioning of Indian affairs. The establishment of these positions poinbw
critical Indian relations were to the effective functioning of the fur teateAlbany’s economy.
With more stability in relations with the English and Dutch and a secure and valwakk for
furs available to them at Albany, the Iroquois used English weapons to re-enstdautning
wars that replenished spiritual power and population numbers and plundered northern furs from
French-allied Indians. While Albany fur traders benefitted from Irao@urning wars, they
were not in direct competition with New France. Instead, Albany, Montreal, Qubebec

Iroquois and the Northern Indians were all linked together in the fur tfade.

In his study of the fur trade in New York, Thomas Norton notes, “Economically,
politically, and diplomatically, the trade with Canada constituted one of theirmosttant

aspects of life in Albany™ The trade developed out of the natural dictates of supply and

13 Richter,Longhouse137-138, 161, 164; NortoRur Trade 7.

4 Norton,Fur Trade 121. Norton ultimately attempts to redeem thrutation of the Albany Dutch by arguing that
they used the trade with New France and the fdetia general to maintain good relations with tleguiois and
preserve Albany from military attack. He arguestthhe desire of Albany to remain neutral was dgsemarily

on its recognition that the inadequate defens@geof York were extremely vulnerable to attacks fréanada.”

The book takes an important and neglected persgettiit it is difficult to prove that “Albany” aafeso single-
mindedly and presciently across multiple generatiofihe argument that individuals acted for thestieconomic
interest, by contrast, is the more obvious integiien that he does not fully disprove. Neverths]eéhe importance
of the fur trade cannot be overstated, and the bbumlkes a valuable and needed contribution to #ie. fi
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demand. Dutch, and later English, rum and goods were cheaper and more desirechgyimndia
particular, a heavy wool cloth that the Dutch called “duffels” and the Englidc'strouds” or
“stroudwaters” became a staple item among the northern Indians. Freimcbocitat not

compete in price or quality, but, as mentioned above, northern furs were superior andaverth m
than southern furs. Therefore, French merchants wanted goods from Albanyy; Alberiants
wanted furs from the north; and northern Indians did not want to have to travel all the way to
Albany (and risk their goods being highjacked along the way). The obvious solutionkeand t
one that worked for quite a long time—was for French traders in Montreal to seéhe a
middlemen between Albany and the northern Indians. English authorities, howeverpsaw
major disadvantages to this system. First, regardless of whether the goedseneh or

English, the French were the sole beneficiaries of the relationships tWargnmetrade. Second,
the Albany economy was supporting and increasing the economy of Montreal, evenaasi Eng|
and France were beginning to fight over territory. These perceived disadvantadgéead to

confrontations between English/British authorities and the Dutch residents ofyAfba

The first of these confrontations occurred in 1688-89 when the leaders of Albany
(especially Mayor Peter Schuyler) opposed Jacob Leisler and attetoptaintain neutrality
during the developing war (King William’s War) in order to protect the smoothitumict of
the fur trade. The realities of war (including the burning of Schenectatijbany to
acquiesce to Leisler, but the conflicts were not over. Imperial watedrether challenges;
Albany’s location on the frontier led many people to fear for their safetyflae to the coast. In
1697 the population of Albany stood at 1,449, down from 2,016 in 1689. The population would

not begin to grow again until after Queen Anne’s War ended in 1713. Imperidboaoak its

15 Richter,Longhouse83-84; KammenColonial New York112, 193; Nortonkur Trade 7.
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toll on the Five Nations. Scholars estimate that the Iroquois population decreasé]g00 in

1689 to about 6,600 in 1706.

With the peace after Queen Anne’s War, several new economic opportunities developed.
An expanding population in both Albany and the western frontier of New York stimuteged t
real estate market. The importance of grain and lumber in the upper Hudson River economy
expanded due to increased farming. In 1730, Fort Oswego was built in order to connect more
directly to the Great Lakes/Midwest fur trade. This meant that titercef the fur trade began
to move away from Albany and that Albany merchants had to expand their operations. Now
they had to assume responsibility for transporting furs from Oswego to Alimawyng trade
goods to Oswego, and hiring traders to go to Oswego on their behalf. The constructidn of Fo
Oswego did not go unnoticed by the French. It was a direct attempt to cut into thewithade
thepays d’en hautndians and to cut Montreal out of the trade. The French responded by
building a post at Niagara. Oswego was so important to the economy and politics obMNew Y
that the colony took on the expense of garrisoning the post and paying the sakadestofr

and commissary’.

However, Albany merchants’ ties to the lucrative Montreal trade did not disapplea
the establishment of Fort Oswego. The French, even at Niagara, still neefedltble goods
that were most desired by Indians. Therefore, a brisk trade between Nidbarsy, And
Montreal developed in tandem with the Oswego-Albany trade. Iroquois and Caughnawaga
participation was critical to making both of these trade corridors run smoothlgvieow

increased economic activity along the western frontier of New Yorlukited settlement further

16 Richter,Longhousg164, 166, 188; Munsell, edinnals of Albany9: 89; KammenColonial New York124, 145.

" Richter,Longhouse269; NortonfFur Trade 94, 121, 170, 173; KammeGolonial NewYork, 193-194.
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into Iroquois territory. Among these settlers were several large sradier began to dominate
and consolidate the fur trade, gradually cutting Albany merchants out of tinedsisiThese
large traders included William Johnson at his estate west of Albany on thevkiBinzer and

John Henry Lydius north of Albany on the Hudson River.

In addition to the geographic shifting, the decline of the fur trade can be linked to a
variety of economic and political factors. Throughout the first half of the eigthteentury,
New York governors worked to eliminate Albany’s support of the Montreal tradeand t
encourage direct trade with Native Americans at Oswego and along the MohawknRi
western New York. Although, fur traders in Albany continued their illicderevith Montreal
and their trading partners in England successfully lobbied George 1l to remaestiiions on
the Albany-Montreal trade, the trade still continued to decline in economictemper Trading
continued through the 1750s but the direct involvement of traders based in Albanytaiedcur

by the rise of more powerful northern and western traders and the interruptionzeasl war.

With the decline of the fur trade, Albany traders turned to the Dutch West Inidéze w
they exchanged wheat and butter for bills of exchange that they could use in Amstengae
they purchased goods for importation to Albany. Timber and masts for ships also played a
increasing role in the Albany economy. From 1700 to 1755, the economy continued to diversify
as businessmen in Albany became more connected to New York City and the Atdalatic
Entrepreneurs built a cocoa processing mill in 1726, a brick firing kiln in 1727, a sgwithlh
the city limits) in 1729, and shipping to New York City began to steadily increBgd 749,

flour made from wheat grown around Albany was considered among the best in NortbaAmer
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Albany was turning from a town of fur traders and farmers into a city aflmaats and artisans.

The Seven Years’ War arrived in the midst of this transitfon.

The fur trade, even in decline, still had lasting political ramifications t, Fis trade was
a critical tool in keeping the alliances with the Iroquois alive and functioningdelpatterns
(even if they included French involvement) tied the two groups togEtt®econd, the trade
with the French gave Albany residents a reputation of not being compéstalyo the British
cause. In 1749, a Scandanavian naturalist, Peter Kalm, visited Albany as patoaf lof
North America. While in the colonies, Kalm learned how Albany residents wereiyent by
their neighbors due to their actions during King George’s War (lately complu@eiring the
war, French-allied Indians had attacked and plundered homes in New Englahdrahtbtight
those stolen goods to Albany for trade. New Englanders resented that Alearianis gave
the Indians a market for these goods, “though the names of the owners weveaongrenany

of them,” and accused them of encouraging the Indians to bring more.

The New Englanders interpreted the Albany merchants’ actions as congituthe
destruction of the British colonies, even though they were the “subjects ofrieecsavn.”
Kalm seemed to come down on the side of the New Englanders, noting “The hatred which the
English bear against the people at Albany is very great, but that of the Albagainst the
English is carried to a ten times higher degree.” He traced the anirnaskyo the English
takeover in 1664, but certainly the persistent homogeneity of the city was rafiestting the
residents of Albany off from their neighbors. Even as New York City and other piadwiies

were becoming more diverse, Albany was predominantly populated by peoplebfdbaestry.

18 Kammen Colonial New York176, 193-196; Nortorur Trade 120; Peter KalniTravels in North Americeed.
and trans. Adolf B. Benson (New York: Dover Puliicas, Inc., 1966), 335.

9 See chapter 7, below for additional discussiotmaafe and Indian relations.
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Most of the people who lived in Albany were descendents of people who had migrated from the
Netherlands before 1664. Newer immigrants often chose to settle in the corastinatiwere

being established outside the city limfts.The incident also illustrates the degree to which the
patterns of the fur trade continued to define trade patterns through the middleightieenth
century. Albany’s connection to northern and western markets and close contacativieh N
Americans demonstrates how it retained characteristics of a frtnatileng post even as it was
developing into a city with Atlantic connections. Yet, the lack of connection betivee

residents of Albany and New England betrays the level of isolation thatyAsthi#lrexperienced

on the eve of the Seven Years’ War.

Before exploring Albany in the Seven Years’ War, it is useful to trace sheryiof the
fort at Albany in order to understand why the city had to take on some of the functiofustof a
Fort Orange was one of the original structures of Rensselaerswyckofungtas a trading post
and defensible position. As the Dutch West India Company was pulling out of thed&ummtra
Resselaerswyck, the structure was abandoned and became “a hangoutes. 8bl@iuring the
winter of 1687-88, Fort Orange was filled to overflowing with soldiers andrsdia word
spread that the French were planning to attack the Mohawks. Governor Dongan nedechme
that the Mohawks bring their families into Albany, which was surrounded withsagali Four
hundred soldiers, 50 cavalrymen, and 800 Indians crowded into the fort and the palisaded city
and had to be quartered in private homes. Not only did this place a burdensome expense on the

residents of Albany, it also damaged the fur trade that year as “only oungatid skins instead

2 Kalm, Travels 345-346. While Thomas Norton does try to redeearéiputation of the Albany residents, he does
note that Kalm was trying to be objective and hadilterior motive in reporting the rumors he heabdut the

Dutch. Norton, 64; Stefan Bielinski, “Newcomersst modified 11/5/10, http://www.nysm.nysed.govéaiiy
newcomers.html.

2 Merwick, Possessing Albany05-106.
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of the usual forty thousand” were sent to Albany because the hunters wedatidbsathe

war 22

Fort Orange’s decrepitude continued until about 1731 when a new fort, Fort Frederick,
was built around the old structure. It was not exactly the most defensible positi@venow
because it was commanded by the rising hill of State Street and “pedpe@p of the hill
could look down into its drill-yard.” In 1749, Peter Kalm observed the fort, noting it “isa gre
building of stone surrounded with high and thick walls,” capable of housing “an officer and a
number of soldiers.” In 1754, French-allied Indians invaded Schaghticoke (anhEIngdiin
town north of Albany on the Hudson River) and took all the inhabitants to Canada. Governor
DelLancey ordered Fort Frederick to be repaired and the palisades surroulbaimg t& be
strengthened, and he sent a militia company from Fort George in New York @ayrison Fort
Frederick. Therefore, at the start of the Seven Year’s War, Fort leledes in repair, but
small (it was often referred to as a “blockhouse,” basically just a buildimijhot capable of

housing many soldiers’

In order to get a sense of what the British soldiers found upon approaching ,Alhsiny
useful to delve a little more deeply into what Peter Kalm saw when he visitedyAdbaut five
years before the war started. In June, 1749, Kalm noted that the city had two chBothes.
were built of stone, but the Dutch church also had a steeple and a bell and, more impartantly
minister. While English services had been suspended as they waited fortarpii@bn noted
that everyone in the city (except for the fort’s garrison) understood Dutcloalttattend

services at the Dutch Reformed church. South of the First Reformed Church anddloser t

22 Codman HislopAlbany: Dutch, English, and AmericgNew York: Argus Press, 1936), 119.

% Hislop, Albany, 142-143; KalmTravels 342; Howell and Tenney, edBicentennial History388; Munsell, ed.,
Annals of Albany8:52.
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river was the town hall, “a fine building of stone, three stories high.” Kalm alsd otter
elements that showed how the city was growing and evolving from a backcountrytamwn t
urban center. He noted that the street with the two churches (State Stecdtyevame broader
than the others” in order to accommodate a marketplace. Houses were located ordtsg st
that ran parallel to the river and were bisected by cross streets, somelohathiceen paved.
But, there were still elements that betrayed Albany’s frontier outpots.r The streets tended to
be dirty because “the people leave their cattle in them during the suminis;"réand the city

had no formal entrance or gates; instead, there were just holes in the palisguesaieatvould

pass through (which could be closed up if needkd).

Kalm observed that the community seemed to be close-knit. In the evenings, sesident
gathered on the porches that adorned every house; however, “this is ratherdrmeldesause a
gentleman has to keep his hat in constant motion... It is considered very impolite notaor lift
hat and greet everyone.” In addition, even almost a century after Enmlighest, the
inhabitants “speak Dutch, have Dutch preachers,... Their manners are likewgsBufch; their
dress is however like that of the English.” Still, he also observed that, “The ohaldréaught
both Dutch and English.” He noted that the merchants of Albany seemed to be very,wealth
each having “extensive estates in the country and a large property in.foldstsnhabitants
also profited by making wampum and carrying on a vibrant trade with the Indiatiseut

retained their wealth by “their sparing manner of living, in the Dutch \fay.”

The residents of Albany had a reputation for being stingy and almost inhospitaitie. K

reported that outsiders viewed Albany residents as characterized byéagatfishness and

24 Kalm, Travels 340-341.

% Kalm, Travels 341-343.
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immeasurable love of money.” Nevertheless, Kalm approached Albany with mmampkand
seemed more struck by its homogeneity than its stinginess. Still, Kalsuwassed that such

an isolated place—"they seldom see any strangers, (except those whm godmritish

colonies to Canada and back again)"—would be so expensive to visit. He observed that many
Albany merchants “either fixed exorbitant prices for their services o wary reluctant to assist
me.” He accorded this spirit to his understanding that the original settlerbafyAlvere “a

pack of vagabonds” from the Netherlands, but he asserted that Dutch settlersrelsenheey

York were more refined. In visiting Albany residents’ homes, Kalm pezddhat the houses
were fastidiously (“almost superstitiously”) clean, but sparse, andhthatomen worked hard to
maintain neat homes and children. In addition, he was not overly impressed with Albany
hospitality, noting “Generally what they serve is just enough for the mda@metimes hardly
that.” In summation, the Albany that Peter Kalm visited was still vergiDiotit had English
influences, growing into a city but still showing signs of its rural past, rdgatke stingy but
showing signs of wealth, and almost unnaturally isolated but connected to the Frenclirand the

allied Indians. It was into this city that the British and provincial armi@shed in 1755°

The arrival of the army and the demands of army authorities challengedasysots of
life in the fort-city. Some of the challenges grew out of conflicts oveedrspace. The army
decided to quarter a large number of soldiers on the residents of Albany and this took an
economic and psychological toll on the residents. In addition, the residents of Abmhtty
share public spaces in the city with the army, and allotting these spaces ledittsconf
Furthermore, residents of Albany attempted to exercise some measargrof in how they

responded to army leaders’ demands for supplies and that led to conflicts over powé&y, Final

% Kalm, Travels 344-346.
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the presence of a large number of foreign men challenged the isolated cultureetydb$tive
Dutch residents of Albany which led to distress on several levels. In shqtetence of the
army was both invasive and pervasive, and Albany’s isolation and backcountry culture

contributed to how the residents perceived the challenges that the army presented.

In 1756 there was a total population of 17,424 people in Albany county (14,805 whites
and 2,619 blacks). When soldiers arrived, they encamped in and around the most populated
areas for ease of supply, transportation, and organization. Troops were concelomgtedta
sides of the Hudson River at Albany, Port Schuyler, and Bethlehem. At one point in 1756, there
were 10,000 troops encamped in the middle Hudson River region of Albany county. Soldiers
encamped out in the countryside were an expense and possibly an annoyance, buethety wer
really a problem in the summer. It was only in the fall and winter when soldiér®s lbe
guartered in Fort Frederick and in private homes that they became a serious oo e

residents of the city of Albany especially, as well as the surrounding f8wns.

At the start of the war, there were about 1,800 people living within the limits oityhe c
of Albany. As the war progressed, the population swelled to 3,000 people, bolstered &gsefug
from the frontie””? During the fall and winter of any given year, only a small portion of the total
British-provincial army had to be housed among civilians. Some regiments lsperhter
holding a fort, and many provincial soldiers went home for the winter. The big prolaernat

British soldiers could not go home, there were not adequate barracks to house theiall{espe

%" The county of Albany was still somewhat vaguelfirteg until the 1770s, but in the 1750s it basicall
encompassed all of upstate New York north of Dustemunty.

% Howell and Tenney, edBicentennial History275, 389.
2 Most likely, these people were able to stay withrfds and relatives. Most people who would biagj\on the
frontier were related to the original settlers dib@ny. As families became established and gresy, Had to move

out of the city to take advantage of farming andier opportunities.
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early on), and there simply were not enough taverns and public houses to accommodate
everyone. Furthermore, Albany was so conveniently located to the maj@rshafathe war that

it made sense to hold some soldiers in readiness there. However, Albany only had 329 houses
within its seventy-five acres. In 1756 Lord Loudoun needed to quarter fren8ghe 4%

regiments (1,850 men at full strength, but probably around 1,400 men at that point) and in 1757
he needed to quarter three battalions (3,000 men at full strength, but probably around 2,300 men
at that point) in Albany. Equally divided (which was not necessarily the case)¢hat 4 men

to each house in 1756 and 6 men to each house in*1757.

In 1756, when army officials were determining how many men they could quarter in
Albany, they conducted a house-to-house survey of the town. The census includes the name of
329 householders, their occupations (with twenty seven exceptions that list no occupation), t
number of officers and soldiers that could be quartered there (separate numbers for
“comfortably” or “in a pinch”), the number of rooms with and without fireplaces in eactehous
and the number of rooms the family occupied. The one major detail that the survetsngglec

the address (or at least, the street) of each Hduse.

Studying the list of occupations can reveal much about colonial Albany butigkso ra
many questions. There are 57 separate professions listed (including 28 “Wyidibwssclear
that Albany was a town of merchants and artisans. It is also clednetat trade was still a
vibrant force. Out of the 329 householders, 52 are listed as merchants, 10 are listethas Indi

traders, 14 are listed as shippers, and 5 are listed as businessmen. While allpgfappleseay

% stanley Pargellid,ord Loudoun in North AmericgNew Haven: Yale University Press, 1933), 1951410
notes 8 and 9; David G. Hackelthe Rude Hand of Innovation: Religion and Sociad€rin Albany, New York,
1652-1836New York: Oxford University Press, 1991), 33.

3L«p List of the Inhabitants of the City of AlbanyNovember, 1756, LO 3515.
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not have been directly involved in the fur trade, the existence of the occupations shdkes tha
apparatus of the fur trade was well-established. In addition, the censasv/bsisty of artisans
including 21 shoemakers, 21 carpenters, 12 coopers, 10 smiths, 9 tailors and 8 bakers. There are
many more single entries for occupations such as sadler, waggoner, tobagtaomest

wheelmaker, and carter.

In attempting to determine the status and lifestyle of the residentbarfiyA the census
gives some clues. Twenty-three houses are designated on the list withy’ asitfaifying a good
house, and one is listed as a “VGH,” very good house. In addition, two are noted as “Righ.” |
difficult to determine precisely what these notes signified. In looking atuthder of men that
the census takers thought could fit into a house “at a pinch” (which is what ended up happening
for most people), 83 houses could quarter 1 officer, 36 could house 2 officers, 9 could lodge 3
officers, and the great majority, 193 houses, could not offer quarters to anysofitg the
story was different when it came to soldiers. Only three houses were deenéal hiodise any
soldiers. The census takers decided that most houses could house 4, 6, or 8 soldiers; 52 could
house a group of 4, 111 houses could house up to 6 men, and the majority, 140 houses, were
assessed as able to house up to 8¥heit.least on paper, therefore, Albany could house all of
the men that Loudoun brought, but the reality of having eight men share a homeanmiilya f
for six months seemed to invite trouble. The houses labeled GH or VGH did not seem to be
much different from the rest of the houses in terms of how many men they could lodge. Of the

24 houses in these categories most were deemed capable of housing 6 or 8 men.

%2 The census takers were not absolutely precigeein évaluations. Some houses did not have anyarsn
associated with the name, others did not haveahdwaluation. The numbers for housing soldiemfortably”
were, in most cases, two less than the numberafar pinch.” So, the 140 houses that could qu&toldiers at a
pinch, could house 6 soldiers comfortably.
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There were several families in Albany that might be denoted as prominaomiinent
means both well-established and prolific. Early residents of Albany who marmelgedet large,
thriving, expanding families naturally became prominent in the relatieghpact community.
In looking at the list, four family surnames are especially well-ssgred: the Lansings (13
householders), Rosebooms (12), Wendells (10), and Ten EycKs T8Bpse four combined had
forty-four householders (male and female) on the list, not counting people relatedriagenar
In addition, these four families owned a third of the Good Houses on the list; two belonged to
Rosebooms, one belonged to a Wendell, two belonged to Lansings, and three belonged to Ten

Eycks.

Loudoun began trying to get quarters in Albany for his troops in mid-August, 1756. He
related his course of action in a letter to the Duke of Cumberland. First, he had tkedywor
with the colonists to persuade them to allow soldiers to be housed in private homes, but they
refused. The mayor of Albany, Sybrant G. Van Schaick, met with the general inarder
according to Loudoun, “inform me, that he understood the Law; that | had no right to Quarter
or Store Houses, or anything else from them, and that he would give me none.” tiehis le
Loudoun scoffed “The Mayor is a fool” and, by way of a slight, mentioned that Varck¢tzal
made his fortune from trading with the French. Loudoun’s next step was to send for the
Recorder, John G. Roseboom, and inform him of “the custom, in time of War, in all Countries,
even in England itself, and the necessity there was, of Troops been lodged, and having al
necessary things found for them here, in a Frontier Place.” The distinctidwotitktun failed
to mention was that, even in England, troops were only quartered in public houses. If soldiers

were going to be billeted in private homes, it could only be with the explicit tbokthe

% In addition to these four, there were 11 familiéth between 5 and 7 names on the list includinte¥aFisher,
Vandenburgh, Fonda, Bratt, Williams, Bogert, Schuyl/an Schaick, Hilton, and Van Zandt.
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owner. If the homeowner refused to house troops, the army had to accept his or her desision. A
noted in chapter two, the point of the law was to subject the military to the civil iygwas to

control military power*

The residents of Albany also had the misfortune of living near a fort—and y+athdt
was too small to adequately accommodate the army. To the residents of &mel @ounty of
Albany, therefore, the arrival of the army felt like an invasion, which Loudoun’au@sonly
accentuated. While not condoned by the spirit of the law, Loudoun could (and did) take
measures to encourage or force consent by home owners. He informed Cumberlaatiddat
attempted to work with the civil authority by inviting the magistrate to comeyaldath him as
he quartered the troops, but he had warned the city authorities that, “if [the ci\gtnauagi
would not [assist], | must follow the Custom of Armies, and help myself, for thatd ocotlsit
still, and see the Country undone, for the Obstinacy of a few Men.” In the end, Loudoun
“Quartered the Men, by my own Quarter-Masters,” until finally the magesissued the billets
for quartering in private homes. Even with the billets, some home owners wetameto take
in their assigned men. There had not been any outright trouble until one man, whom Loudoun
typified as “another Cannadian Trader,” refused to accept his assigrest,dffrew the officer’s
baggage into the street, and barricaded the door of the house. Loudoun’s answer to this was to

send over “a file of Men” to get the officer back into the house. Loudoun warned that if other

3 John BrewerThe Sinews of Power: War, Money, and the EngliateS1688-1783Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1988), 48-49; Munsell, éshnals of Albany5:102.
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leading men of the city refused to fill their billets, he would to “take the whole Hous@&

Hospital, or a Store House, and let him Shift for hims&lf.”

Though he was loath to admit it publicly, Loudoun did acknowledge privately that
guartering was placing a strain on the people of Albany. In a private tettexr Duke of
Cumberland in December, 1756, Loudoun wrote, “In this place [Albany], they realy hallxe ha
any more beds, than they lye on themselves; | am forced to give the Masdealli He also
confided in the Duke that “I am obliged to Quarter more Troops than the People can support, or
reasonably ought® The army needed to be close to Fort William Henry and Fort Edward in
1757, and Albany was the only place that they could comfortably do so. Because Loudoun was
over-filling the houses in Albany with troops, he included material for stditiegy which he

did not provide in other cities where he quartered fewer men.

The insular nature of Albany also meant that quartering affected tdemesin ways
that may not have been true of more open, diverse clBiesause many families had been
established in Albany for between 100 and 130 years, quartering hit many mentherthotl
and fourth generations of Albany families. In fact, the mid-eighteenth gemtigr a transitional
period for many Albany families as the third generation was growing ahdigpassing on their
homes and wealth to the fourth generation. In addition, many members of the fourthligenera

of Albany residents were enjoying or just coming into the peak of theimggpotential. For the

% Loudoun, Letter to the Duke of Cumberland, Augi%t1756, Stanley Pargellis, eMilitary Affairs in North
America 1748-1765: Selected Documents from the @daridl Papers in Windsor Cast{elamden, CT: Archon
Books, 1969), 231.

% Loudoun, Letters to the Duke of Cumberland, Novenft2, 1756 and December 26, 1756, Pargellis Mititary
Affairs, 273.
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younger members of the fourth generation especially, quartering and the disafftade

could be a significant burdéh.

This point can be illustrated by looking more closely at the two of the most prdmine
families. For the Lansings, three members of the third generation had tier quosops: Isaac G.
Lansing was seventy-nine years old and his cousin Abraham Lansing Jr. yvagdijftheir
more distantly-related relative, Johannes G. Lansing was sixty ydarSeven members of the
fourth generation of Lansings had to quarter troops. All of these Lansings were tagearbe
1707 and 1727. Robert (age 49) and Sander (32) were brothers; their cousins, the brothers John
J. (41) and Gerrit J. (45) and their other cousin Peter (35) as well as their nenerdiatives,
the cousins Thomas (29) and Gerrit G. (37) all had to quarter tfodps: members of this
generation, the addition of soldiers could make their homes extremely crowdetheinoeeere
more likely to have children at home. Of the fourth generation Lansings who qdidrbengs,

Robert (the oldest), had two living children in 1756 and the oldest of these was Maria, svho wa
just 21 (and did not move out of the house until she married in 1757). The youngest Lansing,
Thomas, was not yet married and probably had only recently moved out on his own. Two of the

Lansings were merchants, one was an Indian trader and the rest wens.artisa

The third generation of the Rosebooms was especially hard hit by the demands for
qguarters. The only member of the second generation who had to house soldiers was Maria
Vinhagen Roseboom, who was 76 and widowed. In the third generation, eight cousins all had to

house soldiers. This generation was slightly older than the fourth generatgindsawho bore

3" New York City and Philadelphia (the other citiatthad to quarter soldiers) had been experiermingnual
immigration since their founding. Albany was sorh@ivunique since newer immigrants tended to settlee
growing towns around Albany rather than insideditg

% There are four Lansings on the list that aredliffito trace. Two are named John (the most pojalasing
name), one is only noted as “Widow Lansing” andthenis “Mr. Lansing.”
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the brunt of the quartering; these Rosebooms were born between 1693 and 1707. Hendrick M.
(age 49), his cousin Gerrit J. (58), Gerrit's widowed sister-in-law Elsge€Roseboom (61),

their cousins, the siblings Robert (63), Ahasuerus (56), and Johannes G. (54), and their cousins,
brothers Abraham (41) and Jacob (61). In addition, one fourth generation Roseboom,
Ahasuerus’ son Gerrit A. (24, unmarried and working as an Indian trader) had to provide
quarters® Four of the Rosebooms were listed as merchants, another was a shopkeeper, one an

apothecary and another a shoemaker.

The Ten Eycks and Wendells also experienced the pattern of the third and fourth
generations bearing the brunt of the quartering. In sum, from looking at thebesfét is clear
that there were a few older members of the second or third generation of Adsatents who
had to quarter troops, but most people who had to share their homes with soldiers were betwee
the ages of 40 and 60 and if they had families, they were likely to have childrentsg house.
Possibly, they were also housing an aging parent. Quartering, therefoeg, alsignificant

burden on Albany householdéfs.

It is possible to see firsthand the effect of quartering on the population in Alpany b
examining a petition from a woman, Janniete Ten Eyck, whose house was taken oveiebs. sol
As noted above, the Ten Eycks were a prominent Albany fdmiljanniete was a member of
the fourth generation of Ten Eycks. At least five of her cousins also had to goédters.

Janniete had five siblings; their father, Barent Ten Eyck, died in 1710. In 1736, theiapate

% Two additional Rosebooms are difficult to tracé&/ilow K. Roseboom” and Hendrick Roseboom.

“0 Stefan Bielinski, “Colonial Albany Social HistoBroject,” http://www.nysm.nysed.gov/albany/; Holaid
Tenney, edsBicentennial History of Alban®31-932; Jonathan Pears@untributions for the Geneologies of the
First Settlers of the Ancient County of Albany fro830-1800(Albany: J. Munsell, 1872), 70-73, 92-93, 109-110,
148-150.

“1 Stefan Bielinski, “Ten Eyck,” Accessed November 2@08, http://www.nysm.nysed.gov/
albany/bios/t/teneyck.html.
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grandmother Geertruy Coeymans Ten Eyck died and left the children of her desmasel/5

share in her estate. In addition, her will explained that Barent’s chitdiean they come of age

are to give a deed to Jacob, Ten Eyck, of New York, bolter, for all their righbtodstain

houses in New York, which did formerly belong to their [great] grand-fathenr@eédt Ten

Eyck.” There were, therefore, three houses in question: the two houses in New YdHaCity

had belonged to Janniete’s great-grandfather Coenradt Ten Eyck, the patriardamwilsheho

made the initial move to New York from the Netherlands, and the house in Albany built by
Janniete’s grandfather (Geertruy Coeyman’s husband) Jacob Ten Eyck. Tihkngig bad a

1/5" share in the Albany house and outright ownership of the New York houses when they came

of age??

Janniete never married but worked as a seamstress. At some point between 1736 and
1756, she used her savings “to purchase of the Joint-Heirs a House which was built by her
Grand-Father.” This was the Albany house built by Jacob Ten Eyck, and she was ableub buy
her siblings and aunts and uncles. Apparently, she lived there by herself. Withvaleof the
army in Albany in 1756, her house began to be used for storage and to house both soldiers and
officers. On the census, the house is noted as a Good House capable of housing onedofficer a
four soldiers at a pinct. In 1757, Ten Eyck had “a Serjeant & three men of Coll: Perry’s Reg:t
billeted at her House.” These soldiers were causing problems for Ten Btie petitioned

Lord Loudoun for some sort of relief from the burden of quartering. Ten Eyck’s peiiies ay

“2William S. Pelletreau, “Abstracts of Wills,” i@iollections of the New-York Historical Sociéiyew York: New
York Historical Society, 1894) 27:204.

“3 Stefan Bielinski asserts that the “Mrs. Janke Eit@n the census refers to Gerritje Van Schiack Egck,
Janniete’s aunt, but the woman who wrote the petitiould not have been Gerritje because she meritian she is
“upwards of fifty years of age.” Gerritje was bamn1687, and was about 69 in 1756. Janniete wasin about
1706, which would make her 50 or 51 in 1757. Itead that the census refers to Janniete inste@ewoftje, but
the dispute points to the care with which the “@db Albany Social History Project” must be used.
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glimpse into how quartering was perceived and experienced. One rather mundaoe thusti
caused a lot of aggravation for everyone at Ten Eyck’s house concerned beddingntgpar
sleeping on the hard floor was quickly eschewed by the soldiers, and they stavéng

around the house looking for something else to sleep on. Ten Eyck had already surrendered “the
Straw Bed from under her,” which she asserted was “in Conformity to your Lord3fdpss.”

But the insomniac men threatened “to take the Bed whereon she lays, or come to B&d to he

To stave off these advances, Ten Eyck offered “to unlock all to shew them that she loeis no m

Beding,” but that did not quiet their complaints.

An additional problem was firewood. The census indicates that the house had three
rooms with fireplaces, two rooms without fireplaces and that Ten Eyck occupied one room.
Since Ten Eyck was accustomed to living by herself, she probably did not stockpile enough
wood to keep all three fireplaces going all winter. Therefore, by Novembprdably only a
month or two into this second season of quartering), her firewood stores had alreadydukte
up. The soldiers threatened “to Cut the Doors & Windows off the House, if she does not find
them Fire Wood.” Even though Loudoun was supplying the soldiers with material forgstar
fires, they had to find firewood on their own or rely on their hosts. This presented a quandary f
Ten Eyck as “she is obliged to the Charity of her Neighbours” for firewood. Seeetbthat
she was “Weak & sickly, incapable of working for her maintainance, and in but low

circumstance, and no Man to Assist her.”

Ten Eyck’s insistence that she had no man to assist her is puzzling because she was par
of a large, prominent family. Her cousin Jacob C. Ten Eyck had been mayor of Albany in 1748;
her brother-in-law, Hendrick M. Roseboom, was a prominent Albany merchant. Even if her

three brothers were not living in Albany or available to help her, she had eightirsiatousins,
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at least five of whom lived in Albany and were also quartering soldiers, in additier elderly

uncle Hendrick Ten Eyck who was also housing soldiers. Still, none of these men lived in the
house with Janniete Ten Eyck, and they were perhaps too caught up with their owimguarter
problems to help her. Certainly they could not stop the soldiers from physicalitiinga

Janniete; for that she had to apply to Loudoun. She closed her petition by imploring Loudoun to

“Ease the oppression, and Curb the Insolence on Virtue.”

The picture that emerges from Janniete’s petition is that of people frugtoage another
due to limited resources, close contact, and disruption of normal routines. Thipta@scean
also apply to the presence of the army in Albany overall. Certainly one comipdinaving so
many soldiers in such a small space was the sexual threat they presémtaddmen of the
city. As will be discussed below, this became a serious concern that had aasigeifiect on

the people of Albany/!

Even though he did not use his house in Albany full time, William Johnson also had to
contend with quartering in the city. In December 1757 he wrote to Major Generaldhby
complaining that his house in Albany had been used to quarter soldiers. This was done despite
the fact that during the previous year, when soldiers had been quartered in hishslbs®, he
had applied to Lord Loudoun and the soldiers had been removed. He had received Loudoun’s

promise that no more soldiers would be billeted there in the future. Nevertheleessemlir

4 Jannitie Ten Eyck, Petition to Loudoun, LO 4851atidition to the firsthand accounts of people wkperienced
quartering, many other stories and rumors flew adaihe colonies (especially New York) about Loudeun
guartering practices. For example, William Coang,Albany attorney who was subjected to Loudounartpring
in Albany, wrote to his friend Sir William JohnsanJanuary 1757, relating the latest news from Newk.
Apparently when 2,400 troops arrived in the citgutdoun quartered six of them at the home of Oliverancey—
an alderman, assemblyman, and the acting governmther. Oliver DeLancey, according to Corry,Uraed and
blood and OwZat the Soldiers.” In response, Loudoun sent “Aaibusen more.” DeLancey exclaimed that “if
matters was to go so he would leave the Countiptidoun replied that “he would be glad of it, tihe troops
would have the whole house.” This story spreadufh New York City, to Albany, and westward. Wittia
JohnsonThe Papers of Sir William Johns@mereafterJohnson PapejqAlbany: State University of New York,
1962 [1921]), 2:666.
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he heard that “there are Some Men Billetted there now, and in the best Room | havead H
planned to use this room himself the next time he went to Albany. Furthermore, Johnson
explained, “I have always a good many Stores in that House which may not betBafe wi

Soldiers in it, there being but an old Woman to take care of them.”

The presence of the army also affected the everyday life of restdemigh conflicts
over shared and public space. In November, 1756 Loudoun was renting a house in Albany from
Henry Van Driesseff His neighbors were George and Caterina Couthy, refugees from the
frontier who had fled to Albany probably sometime in 1756 when Indian attacks and péehaps t
fall of Fort Oswego in August frightened them from their home. November 15dstautte
normally enough for the Couthy family. They had just finished breakfast, and GemrtieyC
was inspecting his gun to see “if i[t] were in order.” Then, “to his Surprisgjuhdired. The

gun was not loaded, but the sound was enough to alarm Loudoun’s Huards.

George Couthy put his gun away and grabbed his ax “To work in ye woods,” and as he
was leaving, Loudoun’s guards found him and hauled him off to the guard house. They told him
he had to pay six shillings to be released, but then “they took from Him Eight Shillings—Took
his Tobacco Box & Knife--& Beat him--& Then Brought him to Goal.” They stdinted six

shillings, and George Couthy was kept there overnight. The next day, Caterina Qbethy,

%5 Johnson Paper2:761.
“8 Henry Van Driessen, Letter/Petition to the EarLofidoun for rent, June 2, 1757, LO 3774.

7 Couthy notes “the Said George Took Hold of his Guvould Try it if if were in order—opened ye panras
prime was on the Same; He Snapt it--& to his Segpiti went of.”
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Helpmeet of the poor Distressed prisoner” got someone to write a breathigss feLoudoun

explaining the situation and asking him “to grant Releaf—and to Bestow m&hey.”

The Couthys were in the wrong place at the wrong time. The war on the &dvatder
forced them to flee to Albany where they ended up right next door to Loudoun, so their
neighborhood was full of soldiers. George Couthy’s accidental firing of the gsiiawmistake
that might have gone unnoticed in the country or even in Albany if it had not been warttme
in a city already worried about spies and forced to house the most importaséenégiige of the
British empire in North America, such a mishap could not go unnoticed or unpunished.
Additionally, George Couthy probably did not know that back in August, 1756, Loudoun had
issued an order stating that, “Any person who presumes to fire a Musquet in tke Streear
the Stockades of Albany, immediately to be made prisoners, & repdttétié ironic that even
though Loudoun was the nemesis in the Couthys’ case, he was still the only one to whom

Caterina Couthy could appeal for assistance.

Having everyone crowded together in a small space had other consequences las well
March, 1757 (after the first winter of housing the troops), the Albany corporationavrote
memorial to Colonel Gage who was in charge of the garrison at Albany. The isswhmyer
they were “Humbly Complaining” concerned the building of a storehouse on Yonker(8tsee
known as State Street). As noted above, the street was very broad to accommodate a
marketplace and it had two churches in the center of the street; the Dutch Re@maneh was
at the corner of State and Market Street, near the river, and St. PetertspBp{Slcurch was

three blocks west on State Street. The fort stood at the western end of 8&ttengst of the

“8 The petition is full of dashes and is crowded thgein a single paragraph. She must have gotteresne else to
draft it because her signature is just her mar&tefina Couthy, Petition to Loudoun, November 156, LO 2226.

“9 Loudoun, “General Orders,” August 21-November Bl56, LO 1538.
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Episcopal church. The army wanted to build the storehouse in the middle of State Street
between the two churches. This would give the storehouse easy access to thd tiverart

and a wide thoroughfare over which to move supplies. But State Street was vetgrinoothe
civilian commerce of the city, so the corporation tried to convince CaptaineG@listie (who
was in charge of the project) to build the storehouse elsewhere. They even weatdo fa
procure an alternate plot of land from “the elders & deacons of the DutchhChurc
Nevertheless, Captain Christie refused to move the storehouse to the alteatada despite

the corporation’s complaints about the great inconvenience the storehouse would pisse “whi
they are Busy in making of it as well as after it is completed.” The crportherefore

appealed to Colonel Gage.

Gage passed the memorial on to his superior, Major General Abercromby, and informed
him that Captain Christie had examined the proposed new location but maintained asafait
too narrow for his purposes. The petitioners insisted that he had measured in the wieong plac
While they worked to clear up the matter (it was decided in favor of the cogm)r&age sent
the memorial to Abercromby. At the end of his introductory letter he noted, “Buibdirige

main street makes great grumbling.”

Even though the corporation’s location was correctly measured, when Abercromby
informed Loudoun of the situation, he noted that the original location on the main stretli was s
going to be used. He wrote to Loudoun, “I went to view the ground they proposed & afterwards
send Major Eyre & Mr. Leake, who all agree that the place first pitched uponasltheroper

one.” The corporation finally gave in and the storehouse was built on State Streeh dider

0 Mayor, Aldermen & Commonalty of Albany, Memorial €olonel Gage, March 19, 1757, LO 3100.

1 Thomas Gage, Letter to James Abercromby, Marci 287, LO 3204.
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to avoid lengthy negotiations in the future, Abercromby advised Loudoun to build relationships
with the leaders in Albany. He informed Loudoun, “I have had several Conversaitionisev
Mayor whom | have always found very well disposed to promote the publick service; but i
order that he may cooperate heartily with us; | must beg your Lo[rdshi]pppilbach his Son
Lieutenant in room of Roseboom; for which end you have inclosed Roseboom’s resignation.”
Having Mayor Van Schaick on their side was an important step for the Britishrgnilit

authorities. They had already seen his ability to create delays with theropgacontroversy. If
giving his son a commission in the army would lead the mayor to support army policiebgethen t

unfortunate Roseboom could not be dismissed quickly enough.

Even though the younger Van Schiack was not necessarily fully qualified for a pasition i
the British army, Abercromby thought he was “a genteel, alert yollog/fat present a Lieut in
the N. York regiment, & under Lieut Collins [?] tuition he will make a good officem
independent company.” So, it was all arranged. But, if Loudoun did not agree with the plan,
Abercromby asked him to “signify the same to Capt Christie with such asssiageu shall
think proper for doing something for the Mayor’s Son, that the Capt may have theg-athe
assistance in the publick work¥."The war necessitated a stronger connection between the
Dutch residents and imperial authorities than naturally existed. In orderlimfa@ooperation,
both army leaders and Albany residents had to be willing to work together. Howewdoun’s

primary focus was waging the war, not facilitating colonists’ acceptantte ohilitary presence.

Meanwhile, many Dutch residents were primarily interested in finding waprofit
from the presence of the army, especially since the trade with Hraddeeen curtailed. While

connecting the two groups economically might have been beneficial for both smgs, ar

%2 James Abercromby, Letter to Loudoun, April 11, 2,750 3337.
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authorities were primarily concerned with getting the job done while giragna tight budget.
The residents of Albany did not have this same focus or zeal to assist thg ofatia war. In
the end, the difference in priorities led army leaders (as demonstrigheBraddock in chapter

two) to use power instead of money, if at all possible, to accomplish their goals.

An incident in 1756 exemplified this tension. Loudoun needed twenty wagons to
transport supplies to Schenectady and then on to Fort Oswego. In order to gejahe wa
Loudoun had to apply to the governor and the chief justice for press warrants. Even with the
warrants, however, Loudoun was only able to get five wagons, so he changed hidrtagtic
letter to the Duke of Cumberland he explained “as the Service was urgent, | atetyepiessed
what | wanted.” His secretary, Thomas Pownall (former lieutenant gavefiiNew Jersey and
future governor of Massachusetts) was appalled by Loudoun’s heavy-harakad ese
According to Loudoun, Pownall approached him and “represented to me the terrible
Infringement this was on the Liberty of the Subject and that | should be undone by it
immediately.” Loudoun refused to change his tactic or wait for the peopldanylto fulfill
the request voluntarily. Pownall marched off in protest and stayed away for tenVidaga
Pownall’s expectation of a widespread protest was not fulfilled, he eventuakylzsrk to work
for Loudoun. Nevertheless, Pownall continued, according to Loudoun, “to resist whashe call
Military Power,” and Loudoun continued to disagree with him by insisting that endirwar,

military authority was preeminent to civil pow&r.

The problem with Loudoun’s method of using arbitrary power to achieve the army’s
goals was that when it could not be used, the army had no relationship with the colonigts to rel

on in order to accomplish their tasks. In the spring of 1757 Major General James Abgrcrom

%3 Loudoun, Letter to Cumberland, October 17, 175@ni8y Pargellis, edMilitary Affairs, 405-406.
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was trying to find horses and drivers to help start up the supply service aldgdben River
leading into Albany. When he tried to recruit men and horses, he found the residéynts guil
“sculking and sending their horses into the woods” in order to avoid contriBtitgo that
spring, a British officer, Gordon Wells, was trying to move cattle to Albatgywever, in April

he was stuck in Stratford, Connecticut because, as he wrote to Loudoun, “The Inhabitents i
Countys of Dutchess and Albany absolutely refused to sell or let us haverttay Cattle in

our late March.” Even though Abercromby and Wells were offering paymeritdioréquests,
they still struggled to find colonists who would cooperate. Perhaps the pay they fegrg of
was too low to be appealing, or perhaps the settlers needed the supplies themseisesnibpe
mentioned to Loudoun that he thought the problem would be resolved when the transportation
service was more developed and residents realized how they could benefitdoomamically.
Wells, on the other hand, urged Loudoun to “compel those People to furnish us with what is

absolutely necessary for subsisting our Cattle on the Rdad.”

Part of the problem that Loudoun and Abercromby encountered was that the Albany
residents saw an opportunity to profit from the presence of the army. They didndo \wave
up their wagons or supplies for free, especially if demand would raise thehayoeould
charge. Albany was the only place in the New York frontier that could adeqpetelgion the
army, and Albany merchants and businesses took advantage of the profit opportuaigingy
their prices. Furthermore, the residents of Albany were sufferingdialdy from the presence
of the army and therefore were looking for ways to profit off of the army. Iniaddo the

expense of quartering and having the British army centered in Albany (in additlmwaging

>4 James Abercromby, Letter to Loudoun, April 11, 2,750 3337.

%> Gordon Wells, Letter to Loudoun, Loudoun Papers B®.
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of the war itself) significantly cut down on the fur trade and the trade to Newerdaspite the

fact that Native Americans and Albany merchants tried to surreptitioasly ik going.

For example, during the summer of 1755, William Johnson, following the Battle of Lake
George, was continuing to work to maintain Iroquois support of the British effoet.Irdduois
who had fought with him at Lake George suggested that he could help the Britishycause b
preventing any Caughnawagas from trading in Albany. To prevent thitstitide, Johnson
wrote to the Board of Trade (rather than the mayor of Albany or the governowoY di&,
interestingly) advising them to prohibit French traders and Caughnawagasdding in the
region, “but more particularly at Albany.” Johnson noted that the Albany tradeontigbuting
to French influence over the Indians, and if the Albany-Montreal trade was prdhthie
Iroquois believed the Caughnawagas would return to their Mohawk relatives and the Covenant
Chain. Johnson observed that he would approach Governor Charles Hardy with the advice, but
he had sought the support of the imperial board first to strengthen his position. Helfatared t
Hardy would be swayed by the economic interests of the Dutch traders in Alvayby their
cabals & weight in the Assembly may perhaps Distress or at least vex lihm8ah shared the
stereotypical opinion of the Dutch at Albany as “So devoted to their Own privatetRabf

every other public Principle has ever been sacrificed to it.”

The desire to profit from the army, therefore, grew out of the economic challdvage
the presence of the army created as well as the opportunity they predgéntedcember, 1756,
selling alcohol (especially rum) to soldiers had gotten so out of control thedlthers were
continually drunk and presented a public nuisance. In the interest of public order and at the
insistence of army authorities, therefore, the Albany corporation prohibeesktling of liquor

to soldiers and levied a fine on anyone who broke the law. Still, the presencerafiyheas
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costly for individual residents and for the city as a whole. In 1759, the Albany ComoooicilC
authorized a lottery to make up for some of the expenses that the city had incurredngythesti

troops. The city gained £1,000 by this venttite.

A final area of contention concerned the challenges to Albany’s cultureeietyshat
the presence of a large group of foreign men presented. One of the major coroplsinasy
citizens about the presence of soldiers concerned the attack on virtue that dre poddiented,
not only to the women but to the city as a whole. Before the soldiers arrivedyAvban
isolated, homogenous, and religious; the presence of soldiers challenged those dominant

descriptors.

Anne Grant’'sMemoirs of An American Ladiepicts a city shocked by a sudden influx of
outsiders and residents struggling to navigate the challenges to their isatatayaof life.
Grant was a friend of Margarita and Phillipus Schuyler and visited Sahiigts, just south of
Albany in the 17603'Two main stories emerge from the memoir: one, a challenge to the morals
and religion of Albany and another, a challenge to Dutch homogeneity. As Britishrssjokat
more years in Albany, they became more comfortable with their temporae. hGradually,
they began to influence their Dutch hosts, especially the younger membergtf. sGecant
notes that the elder Dutch residents and especially the Dutch Reformedmbioisiaie
Theodorus Frelinghuysen, Jr. became alarmed that the lax morals of the Engtistumeed
and emulated by some members of Albany society. Moral decline began wvatiotiieon of “a

lighter style of dress and manners,” and continued with a disregard for thai®eroalls for

%5 Anne McVickar GrantMemoirs of an American LadiNew York: D. Appleton & Co., 1846), 150-151; Howvel
and Tenney, edsBicentennial History309; Hislop Albany, 166.

>" Grant wrote the book in 1808. The book must leslusrefully since she was recalling stories thatreard as a
girl while living at the Flats, but the general pisi and overall sense of the changes that hapmddany are
substantiated through other sources.
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reform. Soon enough, “balls began to be concerted, and a degree of flutter and faveakiy
place, which was ... far from... the honest, artless cheerfulness of the meetinganusoigl
them.” The Dominie redoubled his efforts, but the events that followed challenged his

patience—and theology—to the breaking pdt.

Theodorus Frelinghuysen, Jr., was the son of the New Jersey Dutch Reformegr minist
Theodorus Frelinghuysen, who was influential in starting the spiritual revhatlbecame
known as the Great Awakening. The elder Frelinghuysen was German, but traan@dtel
Reformed minister. He arrived in New Jersey in 1720 and challenged his caortgneia his
adherence to Pietism, a doctrine that emphasized inward transformation, ardeepfsin, and
a resulting outward manifestation of a changed heart. Frelinghuyseredttaaiow
demonstrations of piety and emphasized that a lax attitude toward sin wasgoreff an
unchanged soul. In one sermon he criticized his congregants who “not only with déliegit re
upon the wanton extravagances of our youth, but also speak of them with such satisfddtion tha
is manifest you have never repented of them.” Concerning their casuailaaoeeof sin, he
declared, “Oh! were you truly penitent, you would be unable to think of them exceptiefth g
or to speak of them but with tears.” The elder Frelinghuysen had five sons whoaatidbe
ministers and two daughters who married ministers. The younger Frelieghesgainly

seemed to adhere to the Pietism of his father.

During the winter of 1757, the officers in and around Albany decided to put on a play,

despite the fact that the Dutch residents were unfamiliar with the form. Thenasvboth

%8 Grant,Memoirs 156.

*9F.J. Schrag, “Theodorus Jacobus Frelinghuysenfakeer of American PietismChurch History14:3 (1945),
203, 205, 207, 208; Randall Balmer. "FrelinghuySergodorus Jacobus.” Accessed June 22, 2011.
http://www.anb.org.libproxy.cc.stonybrook.edu/des/01/01-00303.htmAmerican National Biography Online
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scandalized and entertained, as well as sharply divided in opinion, after watgeirigrenance

of George Farquharshe Beaux’ StratagemThe play, with its plot of two impoverished
strangers seducing rich women in a country town, was certainly relatabkdadience but not

in a way that would quell the disapproval of Frelinghuysen and others. Aside from tree plot
large part of the play’s salaciousness came from the cross-dressiggseacting the ladies’

roles. For people unfamiliar with the concept of fictional dramatic perform#me@resentation
was grotesque. Grant records the general feeling that “the officers... hadyhspemi a whole
night in telling lies in a counterfeited place, the reality of which neveteskibut that they were
themselves a lie, and had degraded manhood, and broken through an express prohibition in
Scripture, by assuming female habits.” The makeup that the men wore was “looked apon as

most flagrant abominatior?®

No one was more scandalized than the Dominie himself. Aside from Frelirghays
personal Pietism, there was a long history of unease between Protestadtit® theater.
Some saw plays, even religious plays, as being too popish and reminiscent cdttineatie of
the Catholic Church. Others thought that hearing and seeing a play, esgesatlylar play,
was a form of idolatry in that it was a celebration of a false realitytetants, with their
emphasis on and elevation of the word, were very wary of visual representations/d{imaks,
in art, architecture, and worship, and some believed that enjoyment of licentiopsresged

on stage was evidence of an untransformed fieart.

For the soldiers, however, putting on the plays was an act of imperialism. Historian

Gillian Russell explains several reasons for the popularity of playditampicamps and army-

80 Grant,Memoirs 157-158.

®1 Michael O’Connell, “The Idolatrous Eye: Iconoclastmti-theatricalism, and the Image of the Elizaizet
Theater,”"ELH 52:2 (1985), 289, 299.
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occupied cities. First, “the performance of plays by the militaryavagans of rehearsing the
ideological and political differences between the antagonists.” In seecfaAlbany, the

conflicts between the army and Albany residents, especially Freylisghuculminated with the
dramatic performances. The plays illustrated the differencegbetRritish culture at home and
the conservative Dutch-English hybrid culture of Albany. Second, Russell exgshtse
performative aspects of imperialism that were literally acted out tmgudin plays. The
enacting of British culture far from home was part of a larger perfornarigetishness that

was essential to establishing the connection to Britain and the transtormflbcal culture that
defined imperial efforts. In Albany, the soldiers’ method of introducing tieeng of Albany to
British culture was an essential step in integrating Albany, cultuaaliiysocially, into the British

empire®?

When the soldiers announced that they would next perform Farqdim@Becruiting
Officer (which told a story even closer to home, of soldiers seducing young women),
Frelinghuysen “invoked heaven and earth to witness and avenge this contempt, not only of his
authority, but... of the source from whence it was derived.” This led to conflictsdietwe
parents and youths over the challenges to traditional Dutch Reformed theology. Spon afte
Frelinghuysen could not handle the opposition to his authority and the moral decline of Alban

and decided to take a trip to Holland. He never retuthed.

In the wake of the Dominie’s departure, scandal rocked the town when a young colonel,

one of the ringleaders of the entertaining officers, impregnated the daogtie “very wealthy

%2 Gillian RussellThe Theaters of War: Performance, Politics, andi&gc1793-181%0xford: Clarendon Press,
1995), 159-160.

% He insisted it was just for a visit, but the rumas that he had been lost at sea on his way tamtbl Whether
he had jumped or had been swept overboard wasadbgpome debate. Grant, 159-162.
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citizen” with whom he was quartered. The colonel received orders to march anidheéitw
marrying the girl. The girl believed he would return and marry her, and sheeattypahowed
no shame about the affair. When the colonel eventually refused to marry the daegtitehen
“offered to divest himself of all but a mere subsistence, and give him such a fastwas never
heard of in that country” if he would marry the girl. The colonel still refused, artdwhmewas
in an uproar because “Of such a circumstance there was no existing precetithe;digl were
related to the fair culprit, for penitent she could hardly be called.” Grant notesl\Would have

thought there had been an earthquake” at the reaction the city had to the ¥candal.

In addition to the moral upheaval caused by the presence of the army, the culiiemal m
of Albany was challenged and changed by the large influx of foreigners. Qrthisrhappened
was through the presence of the army train. These sutlers, suppliers, constarieksepers,
women, and children spent long periods in Albany with the rest of the army, and “began to
mingle more frequently with the inhabitants.” Some of these people wer® as@blish
themselves permanently in the city and “intermarry[ied] with the dawgybtehe citizens” and
became part of Albany society. Another way that society became dieemsis through
intermarriage between soldiers and civilians and by soldiers bringimgnives to settle in
Albany. Michael Kammen calculates that “that the proportion of voters witthBuimames in

Albany County declined from 82 percent in 1720 to 57 percent in 1%763.”

% The parallels to Jane AustetPside and Prejudicdthe officer, George Wickham [who meets the Besimdiile
quartered in their town] and Lydia Bennet scandslipalope with no thought of marriage, Mr. Benrgetdnvinced
he will have to spend his entire fortune to ridte affair until Darcy saves the day) must at Ibashoted. It is
known that Jane Austen reltémoirs of an American LadgndPride and Prejudicavas published in 1813, five
years after Grant's book. But, certainly, stovéscandals from the intermixing of the militarydacivilians were
widespread. Isobel Grundy, “Jane Austen and Liyefaaditions,” in Edward Copeland and Juliet McMaseds.,
The Cambridge Companion to Jane Augfdaw York: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 200.

% Grant,Memoirs 150-151, 154; KammeGolonial New York294.
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After the Seven Years’ War, Albany’s transition from fort to city sped up aseweral
factors. With British conquest of Canada, the northern fur trade was opened up threetle
with Britain. That change, coupled with the diminishing importance of the furitrageneral,
meant that Albany’s status as a center of northern, Canadian, and Indian tradsetecr
substantially. In addition, the waging of the Seven Years’ War alteredtiire & British-
Iroquois alliances. The individual relationships of traders and Indians were no loagelys to
maintaining the Covenant Chain. Instead, the superintendents of Indian affairgelibe most
important negotiators. Also, with an increased British presence and the infofeBrigsh
culture, Albany became more diverse. Finally, with the end of the contest ovexwh¥gadxk
frontier, Albany was no longer a frontier town. Settlers poured past Albany into nmosiin:

western New York as well as into Albany its¥f.

Albany began the Seven Years’ War still connected to and influenced bytits@as
outpost on the periphery. The diplomatic and economic patterns created by theefinatia
lasting legacies, particularly in directing where Albany residextisdd for economic growth.
Albany’s Dutch majority contributed to its comparative cultural isolation, ngaitisimilar in
some ways to more recently settled backcountry areas such as Butheifie city ended the
war more influenced by its contact with the military and the political angischanges that war
engendered. Struggles for power in conflicts over shared space were shapecaltitde of
war; Albany was in a position of danger and overwhelmed by the military, leasilegdership
with few ways to effectively bargain with the military. Some individuals lvadessuccess in

resisting the army initially, but the pervasive presence of the militangaittly challenged

% Norton,Fur Tradg ch. 11; Daniel Richter and James Merrell, é8eyond the Covenant Chain: The Iroquois and
Their Neighbors in Indian North America, 1600-1§Qhiversity Park, PA: The Pennsylvania State Ursitgr
Press, 2003 [1987]), 56.
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Albany’s society and culture, leaving it changed. While Albany never exped a French

attack, it was nevertheless besieged by forces beyond its control.
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Chapter Four
“A very material post:” Fort Number Four and the New England Frontier

In the fall of 1754, twenty-four year old Susannah Johnson was living as a captive in St.
Francis, a French mission town populated by western Abenakis. St. Francisated totthe
south shore of the St. Lawrence River near Quebec. Her original Abenaki ¢egtedsher to
the sachem’s son-in-law, and his family formally adopted her. Susannah Johnsbsingased
to be separated from her husband and three of her four children and unsure about her future and
safety. One bright spot in Johnson’s misery came in the form of her adopted Abenakj brothe
Sabatis. Susannah Johnson was keenly aware of her status as an outsider and stiuggled w
loneliness. Young Sabatis befriended her, probably reminding her of her own captured son,
Sylvanus. In her captivity narrative, Johnson remembered how her adopted brother waguld bri
in the cows for her and play with her infant daughter, Captive, who had been born on the journey
to St. Francis. She also recalled that he “often amused me with feats pdratmkis bow and

arrow.™

Five years later, in 1759, Susannah Johnson had survived her captivity, negotiated her
freedom, reunited with part of her family, and returned to her hometown of Number Four or
Charlestown, New Hampshire. During the Seven Years’ War the town had stragglrotect
itself from French-allied Abenaki attacks, and the climax of that defessiwggle occurred in
1759, shortly after Susannah Johnson’s return. Robert Rogers and his rangers carried out an
attack on St. Francis that succeeded in reducing the threat to Britismsets on the New
Hampshire frontier. During their raid on St. Francis, the rangers took somekfsheayative,

including Sabatis. Rogers brought him along with the others to Number Four. They stopped at

! Susannah Johnsoh,Narrative of the Captivity of Mrs. Johns@f edition (Windsor, VT: Thomas M. Pomrot,
1814), 62.
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Susannah Johnson’s house and upon seeing her, Sabatis cried out, “My God, my God, here is my
sister.” Johnson recalled that Sabatis was “transported to see me, anetidéetahe was still

my brother, and | must be his sister.”

Despite her long years of captivity and the significant toll that Abenadlatthad taken
on her family, Johnson responded to Sabatis with joy and kindness. She remarked, “The fortune
of war had left him without a single relation, but with his country’s enemies, he aodldrfe
who too sensibly felt his miserie. The anomalous bond between Susannah Johnson and
Sabatis reflects the complexities of the situation that encompassgdrihecticut River valley
and Green Mountain region in the mid-eighteenth century. That two people could be
simultaneously friends and enemies, winners and losers, family but unrélatesi lsow
European expansion engendered ambiguity that the Seven Years’ War magnified,ieven a

clarified boundary lines and borders.

This chapter explores how the residents of Fort Number Four navigated the priiaiems
resulted from their location on the New England periphery, particularly agtes Sears’ War
developed. At first glance, Fort Number Four seems like dozens of other placedNontthe
American frontier: a small fortification protecting a small popolati But, by studying the
development of the community at Fort Number Four, one can uncover a more complex story.
Because of its ambiguous connections to colonial governments, the communityNairiRber
Four struggled to find anyone outside of their settlement who cared about theitigmotéong-
term settlement of the region was dependent on keeping the residentereafdénaki attacks,
particularly during wartime, but the settlement was so distant from thefriés colonial

population that military protection consistently fell short and provincial atigerefused to

2 JohnsonCaptivity, 117.
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take responsibility for the town. By positioning their settlement as cribdatitish success in
the Seven Years’ War, the settlers of Fort Number Four were able to gebtbetion that they
desperately needed, yet integration into British strategy createdhanges and uncertainties

for both the community and individuals.

In order to understand the larger context of the story of Fort Number Four invilre Se
Years’ War one must go back to the earliest incursions of white settlers mmmnw&isenaki
territory. Western Abenaki is the name given to several tribes that lived inamtlahe Green
Mountains of New Hampshire and Vermont. They are distinguished from the slsterakis
of Maine. Beneath this umbrella title were many smaller tribal a&ifiins including the Sokokis
(located in the Connecticut River valley), the Missisquois (located near leddalain), the
Cowasucks (located in the Green Mountains between the Connecticut River and Lake
Champlain) and the Pennacooks (located east of the Connecticut River, along thesvRsetig
River). Another force in the region was the Mohawks. Though historians genecalgnize
Lake Champlain as the border of Mohawk territory, there was certaintgatdoetween the
Mohawks and western Abenaki groups, especially the Missisquoi and the Sokokis. The strong
allegiance that the Iroquois in general and the Mohawks in particular hadl tihedBritish
(manifesting itself at its weakest in neutrality and at its strangesmed defense of British

interests) challenged the western Abenaki’s inclination toward theliFtenc

Colin Calloway estimates that there were 10,000 western Abenakis in Vermon¢and N

Hampshire in 1600. This number may have sunk to as low as 250 by the mid-1600s after

% Colin G. CallowayThe Western Abenakis of Vermont, 1600-1800: Wayrdilon, and the Survival of an Indian
People(Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 199@), B5; William A. Haviland and Marjory PoweFhe
Original Vermonters: Native Inhabitants, Past ane$enf revised and expanded (Hanover, NH: Universitys®re
of New England, 1994), 181.
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epidemic diseases swept through the redi@y 1700 there were an estimated 6,000 Abenakis
in the region that is now Vermont. Western Abenaki villages tended to be spreadhayt as
encompassed fields and river banks, but they also had central palisaded enclosuresctmmr

A notable example of this was the Sokoki village of Fort Hill, which the Sokokis used totprote

themselves from Mohawk attacks.

The western Abenaki of the Connecticut River valley were already in tevithd-rench
traders when English fur traders first approached them in 1636. Contact with Exaholic
missionaries followed before the century was out. The English, eager for landotrreave
noticed or understood that the Abenaki’'s subsistence was based on seasonal migmatiens.
winter, life centered on hunting; in the spring, fowling, fishing, and sugaringeiaummer,
planting and harvesting. Each of these activities happened in different pacay family
band controlled a specific tract of hunting territory, which was defined, notriphpeal
boundaries, but by interior trail systems connected to waterways. The Eandyhad to grant
permission for anyone else to hunt or even enter their territory. The land could not be bought or
sold, and the family was closely associated with its territory. From tepgmive of Europeans
who lived and worked on one plot of land all year, the Abenakis would have been using a large
amount of land over the course of a year, and Europeans would have been confused by their

seasonal movemerits.

* Calloway,Western Abenaki89; Haviland and Powe@riginal Vermonters157; Calloway notes that the 250
estimate is probably low, but he affirms that a 9f®ualty rate for the era of epidemic diseaspsoisable and
consistent with other areas.

® Haviland and Power estimate an average populafid;D00 people per village with six recognizedages in the
region. Villages were made up of several smalenmunities. The village proper was a central liotadn a
navigable waterway. Haviland and Pow@riginal Vermonters158-159. The rebound from 250 to 6,000 people
can be explained by captivity raids and migratioaddition to natural increase.

® Haviland and PoweBriginal Vermonters161-162.
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Contact with Europeans led to significant, though initially subtle, changes for the
Abenaki. The most dramatic change was the transformation of their economic éwous fr
subsistence to trade, mainly based on furs; these furs came from famiigHedritunting
territories. This emphasis on furs led to conflict over hunting territory and asiyde identify
territory based on well-defined boundaries, thus changing the concept of ownershiperAnot
change was that trade with the French also led to contact with Jesuit nrissiasgart of the
French emphasis on relationships and connections along with tideiit missionaries
established mission towns at Sillery in Quebec on the St. Lawrence River@méancis, also
on the St. Lawrence River, halfway between Quebec and Montreal, about 200 miles north of

Number Four. Both of these towns drew converts from the eastern and western Abenakis.

By the last quarter of the TZentury, English settlers had established the western
Massachusetts towns of Deerfield, Hartfield, Hadley, and Northampton, andVatbssichusetts
and Connecticut residents began eyeing the fertile land of the middle Connecteruidiey.

A key factor that led settlers to believe they could settle on Sokoki lands alongrthec@icut

River was that, as noted above, the Sokoki had adapted to the geography and climatedpy movi
seasonally. Therefore, even when English settlers came upon cleared Sokokhégldsfused

to believe the land was occupied. Aside from the northward progress of Englists sttd
Abenakis were also drawn into contact with the English in King Philip’s War. Thaffeated

the western Abenaki in at least two significant ways. The first was a dasrugttheir seasonal
mobility, leading many to flee (at least temporarily) to Canada. The se@mthe/creation of a

multi-tribal community called Schaghticoke on the Hudson River, north of Albany.

" Haviland and Powefriginal Vermonters216.
8 Calloway,Western Abenakig2, 46, 51.
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Schaghticoke served as the English answer to St. Francis as its founder, Godemaod E
Andros, sought to draw western Abenakis to its vicinity and to English allegile@rtheless,
for Native Americans, Schaghticoke often functioned as a stepping stone frorviddeto St.

Francis over the course of the next century.

Throughout the first half of the eighteenth century, the western Abenaki and fishEng
settlers were only at peace for one seventeen-year stretch between 17Z44an8ometimes
the French convinced the Abenaki to fight with them, sometimes French and Abenaki goal
coincided, and sometimes the Abenaki fought the British at their own initiative atidrapa
the motivations of the French. In 1704 Abenakis joined Caughnawagas and Frenchisoldiers
the infamous raid on Deerfield, Massachusetts that led to the captivity of JoranmWidind his
daughter, Eunice. Raids continued through the end of Queen Anne’s War in the Schaghticoke-
St. Francis corridor. The two towns served as meeting points for Abenakis and Mafivdags
them a strong point (Schaghticoke) within English territory. By the end of QuesgisAWar,
Cowasucks returned to the upper Connecticut River valley and some eastern Alvermakis f
Maine, pushed out by increasing British settlement, settled on the St. Frarerisuid at

Missisquoi on Lake Champlaffi.

Following Queen Anne’s War, the western Abenakis became involved in the western
phase of Drummer’s War, which some historians call Grey Lock’s War. TWritagted from
1723-1727 and pitted British frontier settlers in New Hampshire and Massachuagtts tg

Missisquoi and disgruntled Schaghticoke Indians, who resented the British incarsionkeir

° Calloway,Western Abenaki$3, 83, 88; Haviland and Pow@riginal Vermonters226-227.

10 Calloway,Western Abenakid 03, 106; Haviland and Pow@riginal Vermonters228, 230. Caughnawagas
were Mohawks who had separated from the main gobiypohawks in New York, converted to Catholicismda
moved to French territory. They were French allielaviland and PoweQriginal Vermonters229.

118



lands. It was during Grey Lock’s War that colonists from Massachusett&oiDrummer. A
few years later (1731), the French built Fort St. Frederic at Crown Point, one hurilésed m
northwest of Fort Drummer. Seventeen years of peace followed Grey Lockisefdee King
George’s War broke out, and it was during these peaceful years thas $edtieMassachusetts
and Connecticut began moving into lightly settled Sokoki territory in the middle Carutecti

River valley™

Fort Number Four was the northernmost of these outposts. Due to cartograpbisal er
and overlapping charters, the original settlers of the northern ConnecticuvRlieg believed
their settlements were part of Massachusetts'Bdywas not until 1738-1739 that the Privy
Council and King George Il determined the boundaries of New Hampshire and Masgachuset
In 1740, the inhabitants of Number Four—now located in New Hampshire—petitioned the king
to be annexed to their home colony of Massachusetts, but he did not grant their'fedhest.
town was renamed Charlestown in 1753, but many people continued to refer to it as Number
Four™ It was almost exactly due east of Fort Edward in New York and about one hundred miles
from both Albany, New York and Portsmouth, New Hampshire—the closest seats of

government. The distance to Fort Edward was slightly shorter, but over mountainouns terrai

1 Calloway,Western Abenakid 13, 116, 130, 140-141; Haviland and Pov@riginal Vermonters205, 230.

2 Henry H. Saundersofiistory of Charlestown, New Hampshire, The Old Nenfour, Embracing the part borne
by its inhabitants in the Indian, French and Retioluary Wars, and the Vermont Controversy, alsoegéogies

and sketches of families, from its settlement @618laremont, NH: The Claremont Manufacturing Compan
1876), 1.

3 SaundersorHistory of Charlestown2, 13. Edwin M. Beacoffhe Connecticut River and the Valley of the
ConnecticufNew York: G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1906), 208.

14 SaundersorHistory of Charlestown58; the fort, in particular, was still called Edlumber Four, never Fort
Charlestown.
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The first settlers of Number Four were three brothers who arrived there in Brd0elS
David, and Stephen Farnsworth. Following them were Isaac Parker, ObadiatilSdotm
Hastings, Moses Willard, and Phineas Stevens, all important players in ¢healef
Charlestown during the Seven Years’ WarThe settlers constantly worried about safety from
the nearby Abenakis, and by 1744 there were only about ten families living at Neou&}
Because of the need for defense, the inhabitants of the settlement met togdtheember,

1743 and decided to build a fort for their own protection, which they would have to finance
themselves since the New Hampshire government had no interest in protectiagta dis
settlement that was populated by people from Massachlséftsey built a small fort made of
houses and lean-tos so that all of the town’s residents either lived in the forteor thi@ne in

times of danger (with the long-term plan of establishing farms outside of the fort).

King George’s War began in 1744, and in April, 1746, about forty French soldiers and
Missisquoi and St. Francis Indians attacked Fort Number Four. They captured JdordSpaf
Isaac Parker, and Stephen Farnsworth. The captives eventually made it back to Ruumbe
1747. The attackers also burned down the sawmill and the gristmill. Indeed, th#é# sawm
became a constant target because it was a key tool in the settlengtalliild homes and
towns on the frontier. Massachusetts sent troops to Number Four over the coursexifféve ne

months, even though the settlement was part of New Hampshire.

In early May, Abenakis attacked again and killed Seth Putnam, a member of a small

group of men that was protecting the townswomen as they went out for the evening.miiki

!5 saundersorHistory of Charlestown14.
16 saundersorHistory of Charlestown15.

" saundersorHistory of Charlestownl7, 20.
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the end of May, 1746, Abenakis ambushed some men who went out to see the place where Seth
Putnam was killed; Obadiah Sartwell was captured (he returned to Number Four in 1747), and
Samuel Farnsworth was killed (shot accidentally by another defenderfoftiheln August,
Abenakis killed most of the livestock and again burned the partially reconstructed ftell.th&
deadly summer of 1746, Massachusetts refused to allow its garrison to remainpand Ne
Hampshire refused to supply others in its place. The inhabitants of Number Four adandon
their settlement in 1746 and returned to Massachusetts. A small contingent of nieft toas
guard the fort until the winter, at which point they figured it would be snowed in and safe from
arsonists. Fort Number Four's ambiguous position relative to Massachusettsrand Ne
Hampshire meant that no one with strong enough authority to protect the settheame

motivated to act on the settlers’ behalf. It was only when the more settieds égjt threatened

that leaders thought about protecting the frontfer.

By April, 1747, the government of Massachusetts decided that holding the Connecticut
River valley settlements was critical to the defense of the colony, déspitéspute over who
had jurisdiction in the Connecticut River valley. To that end, Governor Williamegtsent
troops to defend Fort Number Four (newly repopulated after the assurance ofqurptetfew
days after the troops arrived, French and Abenaki forces attacked Fort Ntoabgbout the
Massachusetts troops were able to withstand the attack and hold tfleThere were a few
more attacks in 1748 and even in 1749, after the peace was official. For example, in 1749
Obadiah Sartwell, (lately returned from captivity), was “harrowing his"omhen Abenakis

raided again. This time he was killed and a ten-year-old boy that was with him, tEnessS

18 SaundersorHistory of Charlestown26-28, 30-32; Emma Lewis Colemafew England Captives Carried to
Canada Between 1677 and 1760 During the Frenchladidn Wars vol. 2 (Portland, ME: The Southworth Press,
1925), 183.

19 SaundersorHistory of Charlestown34-36.
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was captured. Stevens was redeemed by the French, who sent him back to Alleapgasiac

had been declaréd. Despite proclamations of peace from distant governments, the settlers of
Number Four still did not feel safe from Abenaki attacksgarrison authorized by

Massachusetts remained at the settlement through the end of 1749, but when it wittedrew
community was left to defend itself as best it could. Accordingly, in 1750 a compamgrif/

nine men from Number Four was formed for defensive purposes. Half of them would take on
garrison duties for six months; then the remaining men would take a turn. From 1750-1753, the
threat of an attack was a constant concern, and it was difficult for thesstttleave the fort

with confidence to work in the fields or at the mill or travel to other settlements

Conflict between the Abenakis and the Connecticut River valley settlers ovterye
continued through the 1750s. Since the establishment of Fort Number Four, settlers had been
eyeing the fertile region further north on the Connecticut River, known as the Guerasiles.

This territory was controlled and settled by Cowasucks. In 1752, several nesh Beitilements
had been proposed for the region, and a surveying party travelled north to evaluatéevhere t
townships should be located. Their actions did not go unnoticed, and in January, 1753, six St.
Francis Indians appeared at Fort Number Four requesting a meetingapttinrCPhineas

Stevens. They stated that “for the English to settle Cowass was whabtiheéyot agree to, as

the English had no need of that Land, but had eno’ without it.” If the British insisted on
exploring and settling the northern region then “They must think the English had a mind for
War.” The Abenakis promised that “you shall have a Strong War...that thefewdsindred
Indians now a hunting in this Side St. Francis River, and that the owners of the Landaas Cow

would be all there this Spring.” They left with the threat that “they at Noghtreixpect that if

% ColemanNew England Captived83.
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the affair of settling Cowass went forward, to have all their houses Bu@aptain Stevens

took the meeting very seriously and reported it to Governor Shirley of Massaclhusetts

Governor Wentworth of New Hampshire. The plan to establish the towns north of Number Four
was abandoned, but the Abenaki were on the alert for any signs of English moverhent furt

into their territory?*?

Later in 1753, Massachusetts had improved relations with the Abenaki, and the ciettlers
Number Four were able to work their fields and engage in trade with the Indiansily 1793,
Number Four was officially and legally incorporated into New Hampshire andeddbe name
Charlestown. The only problem with this new arrangement was that the twenty-innyor
families living at Charlestown could no longer hope for military aid from Mdmssetts (which
had always been more interested than New Hampshire in protecting the northivesteer).

Still, the settlers of Number Four began looking toward establishing homes ensdofatside the

fort. Among these settlers were James and Susanna Johnson who moved out of the fort in 1752
and established their farm about five hundred meters north of th€ fdftom the Abenaki
perspective, the Johnson farm was the beginning of a slow creep northwardsbf &itiement.
Considering their strong words to Phineas Stevens soon after the Johnson’s moved out of the
fort, it should come as no surprise that the Abenaki later targeted the Johnsoisteannah

Johnson’s own narrative of the events illuminates what happened.

Susannah Willard Johnson records that she was born in 1730 to Moses and Susanna

Willard in Lunenburg, Massachusetts. Her great-great-grandfather ajas (8imon?) Willard,

2L Qtd. in Haviland and Powe@riginal Vermonters236.
#Haviland and Powefriginal Vermonters233; BeaconConnecticut River223-224.

% saundersorHistory of Charlestown57-58.
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who fought for Massachusetts in King Philip’s War in 1675. His son, Simon Willard, had nine
sons, the oldest of whom was Susannah Johnson’s grandfather, Simon Willard. When that
Simon Willard died, his widow (Susannah Johnson’s Grandmother Willard) married a Mr
Farnsworth. Their three sons (Susannah’s half-uncles) were the Samuel, Ba8tgphen
Farnsworth who were the original settlers of Number Four. Stephen Farnsworthlateube

killed in May, 1746, as described abdVe.

Susannah Willard first visited Number Four in 1744 as a fourteen-year-old when there
were about ten families living there and her parents had moved there from Mess&at In A
Narrative of the Captivity of Mrs. Johnsahe recalls that during her early visit, “The Indians
were numerous, and associated in a friendly manner with the wifit¥8tile she was there she
witnessed the construction of the fort and the ill-fated sawmill. Three kaarsn 1747, when
she was about seventeen, Susannah Willard married James Johnson. In 1730, James had been an
orphan whose servant contract Susannah’s great uncle Josiah Willard had purcladétiara
had raised James as part of his housetold.1749, James, Susannah, and their baby Sylvanus
moved to Number Four (newly repopulated after the ending of King George’s Warg thiey
joined five other families, including Susannah’s father and some of her brothers. ®oomeaft
Johnsons’ arrival, the Massachusetts troops who had been guarding the fort dusiag the
returned home. The next day Abenakis from St. Francis attacked the men workinfigklshe

which included all of the Willard/Johnson men at Number Four. Susannah Johnson spent several

#JohnsonCaptivity, 4-5.

% For some reason, Susannah seems to have staylegsachusetts when her parents moved to Number Four
% JohnsonCaptivity, 8.

2" James Johnson had been at sea with his unclghiiie commander. His uncle died, and James wdssa
passing convict transport to help pay his unclelsts. When James came ashore in Boston, JosigdrdVil

purchased him from the convict ship.
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tense days holed up in the fort waiting to find out if her father, brothers, and husbandagere de
alive, or captured (this was the attack that killed Obadiah Sartwell and chptureg Enos

Stevens). All of Susannah Johnson's relatives returned safely to th® fort.

From her narrative, it is evident that Susannah Johnson did not particularly emjg\alivi
Number Four during those early years. She writes of “the gloominess offthéorest, the
distance from friends and competent defense, and the daily inroads and noctigdlhastile
Indians.” Looking back on that tense time, Johnson reflected, “Had there been anearganiz
government to stretch forth its protecting arm, in any case of danger, #my might have been
in a degree alleviated®® Since Massachusetts no longer had a claim to Charlestown and since
New Hampshire was ambivalent, at best, about its new frontier settlemerststtkies could
either give up and go back to Massachusetts or rely on themselves and their sdaghbor
protection. James Johnson chose the latter course and proved it by moving his family ywhich b

then included a daughter, Susan) out of the fort and onto his own land in 1752.

James Johnson worked as a farmer and Indian trader, occasionally making trips to
Connecticut to replenish his supply of goods. During one of those trips in the summer of 1754,
Susannah Johnson was left at home alone with the children for three months as rumdrs flew o
impending western Abenaki attacks. In her narrative, she remembers this peaoiang
and full of anxiety. She recalled, “I never went round my own house, without first lookimg w
trembling caution by each corner, to see if a tomahawk was raised for myctestt When
James Johnson finally returned in late August, his wife’s fears wikeadiieved by the news he

brought of the coming of war. The family made plans to move down river to Northfield,

8 Calloway,Western Abenakid 57; JohnsorGaptivity, 16-17.
2 JohnsonCaptivity, 17, 18.
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Massachusetts the following spring before the danger incrédsétbwever, they would not get

that opportunity.

A few days after James Johnson’s return, on the morning of August 30, Abenaki warriors
raided the Johnson farm. They captured James (34 years old), Susannah (24 yedr8 old a
months pregnant), Sylvanus (6), Susan (4), and Polly (2). The Abenakis also captured
Susannah'’s sister, Miriam Willard, Ebenezer Farnsworth who had spent the night at the
Johnson’s, and the Johnsons’ neighbor, Peter Labarree, who had called at their houseoto work f
James just before the warriors arrived. The Abenakis dragged the group aboutet8Grorat
the house until they were secreted behind a hill and could stop to regroup for the journey. Some
Indians went back to the house, perhaps intending to set it on fire or get more pluredezzeeb
Farnsworth and James Johnson, realizing they were to be led on a long journey intly,captivi
debated going back to the house to gather food for the journey. But James argueadititat le
the Abenakis to the cellar would lead them to the rum, and the intoxicated Abenakis would be
more likely to kill their prisoners. Meanwhile, the Abenakis arrived back at the hmises
Aaron Hosmer (who lived in the upstairs room) had come out of hiding and was making a run for
the fort. The Abenakis gave chase, but Hosmer made it to the fort and sounded the atarm. Th
Abenakis, seeing Hosmer escape, ran back to their captives and hustled the gyoupamkaat
the fort, Moses Willard, Susannah’s father and second in command to Captain Phineas Stevens
begged the captain to call off the search party as it would likely result in tthes déshe
captives. Thus, the Johnson household was taken captive even as their family and neighbors

helplessly watched them gb.

%0 JohnsonCaptivity, 23.
31 SaundersorHiistory of Charlestown61; JohnsorCaptivity, 26.
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Susannah Johnson had a particularly difficult time in the quick escape to the woods since
she was only one day away from giving birth. After traveling about thress ntiile group came
upon a stray horse belonging to Captain Phineas Stevens. James Johnson convinced the
Abenakis to allow Susannah to ride. The next day when they were about fiftegawale
from the fort, Susannah went into labor. Her husband and fourteen-year-old sisien Miri
assisted as best they could in the delivery on a cold, rainy day (though, Susannah Johnson noted
that her captors built a little booth for her and allowed her to rest for the remairide day).
They named the baby Elizabeth Captive Johnson and called her Captive. The Johnsons were
taken to St. Francis then eventually traded to Canada. The group was scattefieel auaise

of their captivity. >

The residents of Charlestown were deeply affected by the capture of the Johnson
household. The town’s inability to effectively cope with attacks and the thretihcitsa
highlighted the settlement’s tenuous relationship with its provincial governmee tBe
location had been settled by the residents’ own initiative and without authorizatisisterase
from New Hampshire, the government was reluctant to send troops to the fanwesignery.
Since they were unsuccessful in gaining protection from New Hampshire anthgnce
commencement of the Seven Years War (in 1755) would only increase the threatdotteesf
the settlers decided to appeal to a higher authority. Accordingly, in 1755 and again in 1756 the

inhabitants of Charlestown and neighboring Hinsdale petitioned King Georgesilhim

In the petitionsthe settlers described how their settlement’s foundation and development

had been plagued by war and conflict and how the start of the Seven Years’ War hdddmperi

%2 Calloway,Western Abenakid 71; ColemaniNew England Captive813, for the rest of the story of the Johnsons,
see below. In 1757, Peter Labarree escaped frontrt and returned to Charlestown; later he tgpkand north

of the fort, becoming the northernmost settleremgzer Farnsworth was released from Montreal shioeflore the
end of the war.

127



them once again. They described their vulnerability in three ways. Firstéreythe most
northerly of any of your Maty’s Plantations in New England.” Second, becayse/¢he “the
nearest Crown Point, & the French Settlements adjacent thereto,” they foundltesniging

on a battleground. Finally, their position on the river that led to Massachusetts andtiCohnec
meant that they were “lying in the very Road the Indasig & French usually make their

descent on the Frontiers of this Province, & many of the Frontiers of the Province of the
Massachusetts’® The residents of the river valley settlements—and Charlestown in particular—
needed to convince the king that their fort was strategically important toitts Bnperial

cause in order to get assistance from the British army.

In their correspondence with imperial authorities, the inhabitants of Chartestow
emphasized their role as the protectors of the entryway to New England.r h7&@ipetition to
the king they explained that if they were forced to leave their settlerhemtdéeparture “would
greatly encourage the Enemy to proceed in their murderous hostilities olmyva$ the more in
frontiers of Your Maty’s Governments in Americd."They explained the hardships they
endured while living under constant fear of attack, especially without aisyeae® from New
Hampshire or Massachusetts. The danger of living at Number Four had led thendimnaba
post once before. The people who had returned explained, “many of our Inhabitants have left
& withdrawn to places of more Security, (but would return to Us again in Case we could be

protected sufficiently) so that we are left but few in Number.”

33 Inhabitants of Fort Number Four and Hinsdale,tRetiMay 27, 1756) with a letter from the BoardTofde
(March 30, 1757), LO 1184A.

3 Inhabitants of Fort Number Four and Hinsdale, tRetiMay 27, 1756) with a letter from the BoardTode
(March 30, 1757), LO 1184A.
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This lack of people created problems for the rest of the community as “neirdrgatt
of our Number are obliged to keep at home to defend our garrisons & Families left in them, &
considerable part of those who go into the Field are obliged to leave their Workd&ktlgose
who labour.” The few people who were able to work were constantly on edge as angistchy s
made everyone jump; therefore, “what little Improvements we have beeneapaidking has
been in fear & peril of our Lives, & we are very apprehensive & fearfudlvadl not be able to
reap & gather in what little we have adventured to sow.” If they were notag&ther the
harvest they “must unavoidably (tho’ unwillingly) leave & abandon our Settleng&ent
Substance, (not only thro’ fear of the Enemy, but also for want of Sufficiencywkns to
subsist & support ourselves & Families).” The residents argued that withequate defense of
the river valley communities, there was no hope for the continuation of the seitlenthe

protection of the New England frontier.

To this point, Charlestown’s complaints sound similar to the situation of dozens of other
settlements in the backcountry. The essence of being on the borderland meangniiat pot
threats menaced from across the border. What set Fort Number Four aptetseparation
from any local government. The inhabitants explained to the king “we are h#ogeglected
as to any Protection either from this or any other of your Majesty’s Gevesth The
inhabitants further emphasized their allegiance to the king by praisingyhisgovernor,

Benning Wentworth, saying “His Excy [Wentworth] did recommend to the said Asgdmebl
Protection & defence of the frontier Settlements of said Province.” The sétil@joined their
voices to the governor’s and “once & again applied to the said Government, & havearnest

addrest them for Succour & Protection.” But, according to the residents of Chanlegtew
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Assembly had turned a deaf ear to their supplication, and there was “not so much asone M

sent in for our Protection & Defence>”

If the reiteration of their daily troubles was not enough to convince the king that
Charlestown deserved protection, the petitioners also argued that they had soffgeaast
Attempts to make a life at Number Four had left them “much impoverished by thsitms, &
depredations of the Enemy in the last War.” In the present conflict, enemieghadéd their
Attacks upon Us, & have carried into Captivity Eight of our small Number, who dnetdihed
prisoners in Canada.” This referred to Susannah Johnson and her family. The Abenakis had not
been content to capture people; they had also “killed a great Number of our Ceiilentmer
past, which has put us under great Inconvenience & hindred us from ploughing & sowing
seasonably as otherwise we might have done.” The settlers had investecasigre§ources in
trying to conquer the frontier, and their entire investment would be lost without adequate
protection3® Through their petitions, the settlers tried to convince the king that their small,
isolated settlement was strategically important to both the Seven Yearsind the expansion

of British territory.

The Board of Trade read the petitions and passed them on to the king’s Privy Council for
Plantation Affairs. The Board included a note recommending that the coundihgipetitions
to Lord Loudoun and informed the council that “the Assembly of New Hampshire whosd Duty i
is to provide for the Defence & Security of these & all other ...frontier Satiiés of that

Province, have neglected or refused to make such provision although it was particularl

% Inhabitants of Fort Number Four and Hinsdale,tRetiMay 27, 1756) with a letter from the BoardTofde
(March 30, 1757), LO 1184A.

% Inhabitants of Fort Number Four and Hinsdale, tRetiMay 27, 1756) with a letter from the BoardTode
(March 30, 1757), LO 1184A
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recommended to them by his Majesty’s Instructions to Mr. Wentworth in August 755te
Board hoped that Loudoun would be able to remedy the precarious situation of themettlers
New England frontier. Meanwhile, before anything could be done, in the summer of 1756,
Abenakis attacked Number Four again, killing Susanna Johnson’s father, Mosed, \Afilth

wounding Moses Willard, Jr., her brottér.

In January or February, 1757 Isaac Parker went to Boston with the intention ofipgesent
a petition directly to Loudoun from the residents of Charlestown. While in Bostony Ragke
with Colonel Theodore Atkinson, brother-in-law of Governor Wentworth and secrétsigmno
Hampshire. Atkinson, perhaps because of his relationship to Governor Wentworth, advised
Parker not to deliver the petition to Loudoun, but Parker seems to have met with Loudoun
anyway and explained the situation although he did not actually present the petititbat At
meeting Loudoun made a very important decision that would affect the fate of Ncouvdor
the rest of the war. Loudoun told Parker that if anything further happened at Newmolbethe
inhabitants should write directly to Loudoun himself, not to Governor Wentworth or the New
Hampshire assembly. This special arrangement cemented in the mindshoathitants of
Number Four their strategic importance and increased their expectatiomsrefassistanc®.
In addition, Loudoun ordered two hundred men from the New Hampshire forces to garrison the
fort at Number Four and provide protection for the town. It also marked a new develapme
the history of the Connecticut River valley; not since Edmund Andros had established

Schaghticoke had imperial officials taken such a personal interest in the.regi

37 Letter from the Board of Trade to the Privy Coliidiarch 30, 1757, LO 1184A.

3 BeaconConnecticut River244-245; JohnsoiGaptivity, 91.

39 Thomas Hutchinson, Letter to Loudoun, March 167,1.0 3070; Loudoun, Letter to Fox, February &2,71.0
2802 A, Isaac Parker, Letter to Loudoun, March?2257, LO 3161; Ebenezer Hinsdale, Letter to Lougl@yoril
21, 1757, LO 3417.
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This action began a cycle that lasted through 1757 and into 1758 in which Loudoun
would send troops and they would either not arrive, or only partially arrive, or thdy arrive
and promptly leave. After each problem, the people of Number Four and the governors of the
neighboring colonies would send new petitions and letters to Loudoun requestingasihn@x
problems, and offering solutions. In March 1757, after none of the promised New Hampshire
soldiers had arrived at Fort Number Four, another group from Charlestown resgbreddnt
their petition to Loudoun after Parker’s failed attempt. They decided to use aietddf their
community, Thomas Hutchinson, to introduce their petition to Loudoun. Thomas Hutchinson’s
connection to Number Four went back to 1753 when the settlement officially became part of
New Hampshire. The inhabitants had sought his help in their quest to rejoin MasHachds
had been unsuccessful, but the people of Number Four had not forgotten his interest, and the
contingent that came to Boston in March 1757 to present a petition to Loudoun sought his help.
Hutchinson was wary of appearing to waste Loudoun’s time, so he took a somewhat
condescending tone towards the people of Number Four in his letter to Loudoun introducing the

petition.

Hutchinson began his letter by explaining his connection to Number Four. He then
introduced the petition while also distancing himself from it, informing Loudoun “Tligopet
my Lord, was entirely formed among themselves, & it was brought to me justaas is.” He
went on to inform Loudoun that “I enquired the number of the families settled there. Which
find to be only twenty three & about one hundred & twenty souls, settled compact, all the houses
within the compass of half a mile.” He further downplayed the potential thrded s2ttlement
that the petitioners took so much care to emphasize, stating “They seem under no appeehensi

of danger from an army, a form they always give to any number of the eonesigerable
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enough to make an open attack, but are afraid of small parties destroying themlabour.”
Hutchinson attempted to assist Loudoun by giving him a sense of the scale of tiensatuct
summed up by reporting “what they desire is thirty or forty men to serve esgogrevent”’ an

attack®°

The petition itself reiterated many of the same concerns and even used rtrengarhe
phrases as the 1756 petition (sent to the king) in presenting the case. One factad¢hthie
residents’ desire for protection more urgent was that the winter had brought snow to Ne
England and it being “Deep and Solid... makes it good Traveling on Rackets.” Theceasy
to Number Four made an attack “Very Feasible and it Looks very Probabikdlraench will
Improve such an Opportunity to make a Desent upon us.” If they were attackeditibiecpet
assured Loudoun that “we can Expect nothing but cruel usage and Barbarous Trédtment i
Shall be so good as to Spare our LivEsThe petition then turned to the ongoing problem that
the residents had in getting someone to pay attention to their plight. In the montashmeefor
petition, the residents noted, the extent of New Hampshire’s involvement with theedeffens
Charlestown had been that in June 1756 the Assembly had sent “Twenty men to guard us and
Ten men near the Same time we had those from New hampshire which are still dontthue
us.” However, these men had not been particularly useful since they “came sdHat&pring
that it was quite out of Season for plowing & sowing & doing our Spring work... So that we
were obliged to Let a Considerable part of our fruitful Fields lye uncultivae unimproved to

our great Detriment and Disadvantage.” This would be the chronic problem witdryraiid

40 Thomas Hutchinson, Letter to Loudoun, March 1&7.7.0 3070.

“1 Petition of the Inhabitants of No.4 (Charlestowi near Crown Point to the Earl of Loudoun, Japu&57[?],
LO 5307.
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from New Hampshire: it would arrive late, if at all, and would not supply enough men to provide

adequate protectidfs.

Without the protection of the New Hampshire troops, the residents of Charlestown had to
rely on themselves and their nearest neighbors. One of the closest settterMemtdber Four
was the town of Hinsdale, a settlement and fort similar to Number Four but witfea lar
population. Hinsdale had been the northernmost settlement along the Connecticut River unti
1723 when Fort Drummer was establisigdinsdale was home to one hundred seventy people
in 1753, the year it was incorporated into New Hamp$hirghe settlement faced many of the
same challenges as Number Four because, although it was theoreticatliedrbiethe presence
of Number Four and Fort Drummer to the north, it was still far enough away frompllacss to
attract attacks of its own without anyone close by to come to its assighdunmber Four was
thirty miles awayf®> The leader of the settlement at Hinsdale and the commander of its smalll
fort was Ebenezer Hinsdale. Unlike the inhabitants of Charlestown who ofteoretit
collectively, the people of Hinsdale generally relied on Ebenezer Hinsdspeeak for them to
the relevant authoriti€§. The settlements at Hinsdale and Number Four were forced to rely on

each other for help and protection, but their relationship could still be tense asrii@sted for

“2 petition of the Inhabitants of No.4 (Charlestowi near Crown Point to the Earl of Loudoun, Japu&57[?],
LO 5307.

3 Horace W. Bailey, “Introduction” in Susannah Jatms\ Narrative of the Captivity of Mrs. Johnsa@f edition
reprint (Springfield, MA: H.R. Huntting Co., 1814, Fort Drummer is now located in Vermont.

*4 Inhabitants of Fort Number Four and Hinsdale,tRetiMay 27, 1756) with a letter from the BoardTofde
(March 30, 1757), LO 1184A.

“5 Inhabitants of Fort Number Four and Hinsdale,tRetiMay 27, 1756) with a letter from the BoardTofde
(March 30, 1757), LO 1184A.

“® The only instance of a collective petition is 56 petition to the Board of Trade, which 23 sestsigned along
with Ebenezer Hinsdale and his wife Abigail; LO 428
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limited aid. Ebenezer Hinsdale highlighted this trouble in a letter to Loudoun datetnber

1, 1757, when protection was once again an issue.

The problem, Hinsdale wrote to Loudoun, was that if Number Four was better protected
than Hinsdale, the enemy would simply attack the lower settlement. Intbrshetnoted, “the
Protection of Number Four only Can be but of Little Service to us below if we ane &otme
measure Strengthned.” He further explained the importance of Hinsdale tatiste Bar effort
by telling Loudoun that without protection “we must all of us quit our Substancéi¢atitins &
[abandon] the four Cannon we have Lodged in Severall of our Garrisons to the use of the Enemy
& the Disadvantage of his Majestys Frontiers if they Should be pleasekéousa of them.”

Because Hinsdale had been protected in the past, they naturally expecteelythatuld
continue to be protected. Besides, if Hinsdale fell, Charlestown would be almgsétiyn

isolated?’

This ongoing problem on the New Hampshire frontier created continuous difficulty
between Governor Wentworth and Loudoun. When Loudoun would hear from Isaac Parker and
Ebenezer Hinsdale that the New Hampshire protection was inadequate or not foghtam
would write to Wentworth to discover why his orders were not being followed. One such
misunderstanding occurred in April, 1757. Even though Loudoun had given orders to Colonel
Atkinson to send New Hampshire troops to Number Four, the inhabitants kept sendingetters
addition to the petition they presented in person) to Loudoun complaining about a lack of
protection. Soon, Loudoun discovered the problem, and he wrote to Wentworth on April 11,
saying “By Letters from Number 4, of the"24f March, | find your Men were not arrived there,

which | expected they would have been before that time.” Loudoun assumed that Isis order

" Ebenezer Hinsdale, Letter to Loudoun, Septemb&v47, LO 4554.
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would be promptly followed; he therefore directed Wentworth, “in case they areanched,
when you receive this; | must beg you will send them there dir¢tiiNew Hampshire’s apathy

led to dire consequences for Number FBur.

On April 20, 1757, Abenakis again attacked Fort Number Four. Since the New
Hampshire Assembly had been so slow in following Loudoun’s orders from February, the
settlement did not have a garrison at the time, and did not have any advance walengidf t
On the day of the attack, a few men were holding the fort and the rest of the men hatédepa
into three work parties. One group was heading for the mill, another was traeedimgaple
sugar camp in the woods, and a third was going huntifthe Abenakis first attacked the mill
party, which included Isaac Parker and his son Isaac, Jr. In a breathézds lettudoun,
written as the attack was still happening, Isaac Parker related hrseexpe First, the men at
the mill heard the sound of several guns being fired. The men went to investigatecandrds
“near 20 Indians” running towards them. Next, “we heard near one hundred guns & saw
Severall Indians & heard a Shouting.” The men bolted for the fort, scurryimdahelies into
its protection, and leaving the Indians to burn the mill and kill or capturé' famaworth,

Broadstreet Spafford & Sampson Coalfax.”

This was not all, as Parker related to Loudoun, “We have Severall other persame that
out & although we have fired Severall alarms yet they do not Come in So y't ieadtdl that

the Indians have got them.” The Abenaki attack was the realization of the intsivitarst

“8 Loudoun, Letter to Benning Wentworth, April 11,577 LO 3343.

9 New Hampshire had sent “two four pounders and $dupounders” under the care of Colonel Meserve to
Number Four in March, 1757, but did not send sotdé that time and Number Four did not have theanition

to use the artillery effectively. Nathaniel Bout@omp. and edDocuments and Records Relating to the Province
of New Hampshire, from 1749 to 1768l. vi (Manchester: James M. Campbell, 1872),fE8saac Parker, Letter
to Loudoun, March 24, 1757, LO 3161.

%0 BeaconConnecticut River245.
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fears. They were without adequate protection and had been taken by surprise mBugther

their mill was destroyed, and they recognized that now the Indians knew thdidheyt have

any soldiers with them. Another attack could come at any time, and their nes®tasured

that it would be several days before anyone beyond the Connecticut River vaheynew

what had happened to them. Isaac Parker summarized the mood at Charlestown inmces sente
“We are In Distress™ As news spread about the attack, the accusations began. Loudoun’s
frustration was evident in a letter written on April 25, five days after thela? He fumed, “|

am very sorry to find the People at Number Four are so destitute of Help; butrth&taslt of

mine.” He insisted he had already done his part: “in Consequence of what | promised to
[Number Four], | applied to Colo Atkinson of New Hampshire, to march 200 of their Troops to

take possession of it.” The men should have been there in Rfarch.

*l |saac Parker, Letter to Loudoun, April 20, 1750, 8410.

*2 Successful communication was critical to the prtio@ of Number Four, but due to the remotenesh@f
settlement, communication took a long time anetstvery often were lost. When Indians attackethbler Four
in the spring of 1757, Isaac Parker finished wgtins call for help to Ebenezer Hinsdale just &srtbws came in
that the attackers had burned the mill. The lestelated April 20, and in it Parker begged, “I bgpu will be as
Speedy as possible In Sending this along.” Hiresdadeived the letter on April 21 and took timertake several
copies and write his own letter to Loudoun, Goveiventworth and Colonel Israel Williams in Hatfield
Massachusetts. On April 22, Colonel Williams héllheutenant Colonel, Oliver Partridge, write &ée relaying
the news to Loudoun in New York. Loudoun receitteslletter on April 25. Benning Wentworth probahbard
about the attack on April 24, but did not writeltmudoun about the attack until May 6. The five slétyat it took
for Loudoun to hear about the attack on Number kg actually remarkably fast compared to how libng
sometimes took for news to travel from Number Fduarthe fall, when Whiting and Loudoun were dissing
guartering troops at Number Four, communicatiok tmoich longer. On October 18, Loudoun wrote, “€eday |
received your Letter of thé"by the officer you sent, | had writ to you sooteafny arrival here, which | am
surprised never came to your hands.” Loudoun allud the additional problems of lost mail or nthit crossed
in transit that led to further misunderstandinghitivig had relied on one man to make the 235 roilgrjey to New
York, so it is understandable that it took twehaysl for the letter to arrive. It was perhaps irt pacause of this
communication problem that Loudoun had set up gteeanent with Isaac Parker that letters from Nunftmer
should go directly to him. Isaac Parker, Copy ak#ter to Ebenezer Hinsdale, April 20, 1757, LO G4Bbenezer
Hinsdale, Letter to Loudoun, April 21, 1757, LO 34Dliver Partridge, Letter to Loudoun, April 2Z97, LO
3425; Loudoun, Letter to Oliver Partridge, LO 341Xudoun, Letter to Nathan Whiting, October 1857,7LO
4664.

>3 Loudoun asserts in his letter to Lieutenant Cdl@iaver Partridge on April 25, 1757 that he hadened Colonel
Atkinson to raise the troops “in the Beginning ebFuary” and that Atkinson had promised that tha fisboud
march in ten days after he got home.” But the Nawnpshire provincial records indicate that BenAivigntworth
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News of the attack became widespread in New Hampshire on April 29, when a short
paragraph in thelew Hampshire Gazettelated the facts, which closely corresponded to
Parker’s letter to Loudout!. The paper announced that the following Friday, May 6, “is
appointed by Authority to be observed and kept as a Day of public Fasting, Humiliation and
Prayer thro’out this Province€” Governor Wentworth found time amidst the humiliation and
prayer to write to Loudoun on May 6. He noted in his letter that, “It gave me gree¢@ that
none of the New Hampshire troops were then Arrived, as was at first intended.” But
Wentworth’s power extended only so far. He explained to Loudoun, “there have been
Unforeseen impediments of many kinds Ariseing in this Service, and out of my Power t

remove, that occasioned the delay of the troops marching.”

The main “impediment” had been that the Assembly had insisted upon forming a
committee to oversee the supplying of the men, and the committee had been paaviuity sl
act. To Loudoun, Wentworth conceded, “I am truly sensible how dangerous Delaysiaye of
kind in His Majesties Service, and that unless your Lordship Could certainly depgadron
orders Being duly Executed the Service cannot be carried on with Sutcdsdact, 350 New
Hampshire troops did reach Fort Number Four on April 25, a few days after the rdltgyut
were not the troops designated to garrison the fort. Colonel John Goffe’s regineemblasisat

Number Four on their way to Fort William Henry. While their brief presevaaemost likely

did not hear about the order until March 12 andlidenot bring it before the assembly until March R&udoun,
Letter to Oliver Partridge, April 25, 1757, LO 34Bouton, comp. and ed\New Hampshire Documentsg4.

> Either Parker or Hinsdale may have sent the “Esgiréhat delivered the news to Portsmouth. Thespeyer
reports that the news came in on Sunday, Aprib24the news was only printed on Fridays. Thihiésonly
mention of Number Four in thBazetteduring the years relevant to this study.

5 New Hampshire Gazeft@pril 29, 1757.

%% Benning Wentworth, Letter to Loudoun, May 6, 176@, 3572.

138



noticed by the Abenaki, the residents of Number Four needed more than a relganesaist
merely passing througi. Despite Wentworth’s conciliatory attempts, the problems with the

New Hampshire provincial troops would continue.

Loudoun had assumed that the New Hampshire troops were protecting Number Four in
February and March. Therefore, in April, even before the attack, he orderbdirfisheed
Connecticut men, commanded by Colonel Nathan Whiting, to go to Number Four and relieve the
New Hampshire troops that were supposedly holding thé¥dsathan Whiting already had
experience garrisoning a fort; during the winter of 1755-1756 William Johnsblefh&im in
command of 300 men at Fort EdwafdColonel Whiting left New Haven, Connecticut on April
19, 1757 with two hundred men, three hundred others to follow shortly thereafter. In his letter to
Loudoun informing him of his departure, Whiting took a moment to declare that he would fulfill
Loudoun’s expectations. He proclaimed, “I shall be Carefull to follow youwldtop’s
directions, ... and shall at all time use my best endeavours to promote his Majesly [S&]
& the good of my Country® With the arrival of Whiting and the Connecticut troops, things
began to change for Charlestown. Connecticut’s provincial government had no resppfibilit
towns in New Hampshire; the only connection between Number Four and Connecticut was the
Connecticut River. But the important thing to note is that Loudoun deployed provincial troops as

part of a larger strategy. Charlestown was no longer a remote town in Nepshen

" BeaconConnecticut River245-246; Benning Wentworth, Letter of Loudoun, MayL757, LO 3572.
*8 Loudoun, Letter to Oliver Partridge, April 25, 7775.0 3471.

*9William JohnsonThe Papers of Sir William Johnsgimereafter Johnson PapetgAlbany: State University of
New York, 1962), 2: 355-358.

%0 Nathan Whiting, Letter to Loudoun, April 19, 173%) 3391.
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dependent on its provincial assembly. With Loudoun’s attention, Fort Number Four had become

a strategic post.

With this new privilege came new responsibilities. Loudoun began thinking of Fort
Number Four as part of the New England-New York frontier defense system wliatieid Fort
Edward and Fort William Henry at Lake George. Colonel Nathan Whiting didhimét af
himself as only providing protection for the residents of Charlestown; he knehetkats
responsible for the entire middle Connecticut River valley. Whiting’s correspoaaeéth
Loudoun reflects his understanding that he was involved in something larger than pratecting
few families from an Indian raid. From April 19 to November 2, 1757 Whiting wrote nieedett
to General Loudoun and General W&bHn a letter to Loudoun dated September 19, 1757,
Whiting informed Loudoun, “I have not lost one of my Command here by the enemy or by
Sickness have lost one by the accidental firing of a gun, not one person on thisaRileeen
taken this Summer.” Again on October 5, 1757 he wrote to Loudoun, “I have lost none of my
Command by the Enemy, nor any of the Inhabitants on this frontier Who have Lived on their
farms at Swanzey, Keen, & the Ashuelots [Connecticut River valley towns] tmam they have
done this Several years.” Loudoun replied to this information on October 18, 1757 statmg, “I
very well satisfied with your diligen’ce in your Command, and with the order &plise you
have kept among your People, and with the Constant Scouts you have kept out, by which you

have secured the Inhabitants and made many new discoverys of the C%untry.”

. When Loudoun was leading the soon-to-be abanddigd attack on Louisbourg, Webb had authority & th
colonies, but he later forwarded the letters todaun.

%2 Nathan Whiting, Letters to Loudoun, SeptemberlT®%7, LO 4497, October 5, 1757, LO 4592; Lord Lawtlo
Letter to Whiting, October 18, 1757, LO 4664.
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Charlestown and Hinsdale were no longer competing for limited aid; insteadhatiey
been merged into a larger community with the rest of the river valley settkeasetite New
England frontier took on strategic importandeward these ends, Whiting began several
projects for the purpose of connecting the settlements to each other and to terkidvew
England theater of war. Whiting recruited the river valley inhabitants pohireimen build a
road from Charlestown to Northfield, Massachusetts, a distance of about feé; rikle noted
that the only existing connection between the river valley settlements (wdimethe river) was a
footpath that stopped abruptly at a “mountain [that] was thought impassible,” but Whiuimd) f
a way over it. In his letter to Loudoun about the project, Whiting hinted that thesseftiee not
very enthusiastic about helping with the road, noting “[l] am sure it will betlgr8erviceable to

the Inhabitants, whether they will acknowledge it or not.”

Another responsibility associated with being strategically importastquartering
soldiers.In his October 5, 1757 letter to Loudoun, Whiting explained “the State of this Town is
such that not many Soldiers Could be quartered on the people without Inconvenience to the
Soldiers as well as Inhabitants.” He also noted, “their Houses are Smatilief; there were no
barracks at Number Four, and, until the sawmill was rebuilt, there would not be any. In
conveying this information to Loudoun, Whiting was inadvertently pressing one of tles iss
that annoyed Loudoun most: provincials’ resistance to quartering troops. Loudoun firetl back a
Whiting, “when the People of Number Four applied to me for Protection they undertook to
Provide quarters for the men | sent and as they are there Intirely foPthgction it would be
unreasonable in me to put the Crown to any Expence for Barracks.” Loudoun expected that the
settlers would “make proper accomadation for the men that are necesgagjirfown

protection.”
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Loudoun’s caustic reply had more to do with the problems he had encountered in Albany
and Philadelphia than with Whiting’s rather neutral statement of fact. Louddamber
believed that if Fort Number Four wanted to be part of British strategy, ditenés would need
to do their part for wat® Nevertheless, since the entire settlement of Charlestown encompassed
only half a mile, housing several hundred troops in the town was impossible. Loudoun ordered
Whiting to send him a list of how many men could be quartered in the Connecticut River valle
including the distances between each place. On November 2, 1757, Whiting senttanfist sta

that 459 men could be quartered in an area stretching 44 miles along the Connecticit Rive

Still, there were advantages to having official oversight. As soon as Whitingdarne
realized that the “fort” was really “only a parcel of Log Houses tvifiicm An oblong Square
without any Bastion or Flank.” The structure was not even capable of suppartingra He
began working to make the structure more defensible, and billed Loudoun for his expenses.
Loudoun balked at paying for what he described as “InhabisagjsHrow[ing] up Works for

their own Security” until Whiting described the indefensible nature of thenatigiructure.

% Nathan Whiting, Letter to Loudoun, October 5, 1,75@ 4592; Lord Loudoun, Letter to Whiting, OctoHi3,
1757, LO 4664. Interestingly, in 1755 the governtreif New Hampshire has been more lenient thardbon on
this issue. Ebenezer Hinsdale had written thenalsiyeto ask for money to cover quartering expersen over and
above the money they had been allotted. Hinsdgleed “Its true our Necessity was such y't we coddllive here
without men to protect us, neither could we getyawih safety, but yet we would hope no Gent'n vebtdke this
advantage of our necessity to oblige us to subisésinen for vastly less than the provisions cogtusch we are
oblig’d mainly to buy for that end.) Thus to dowid be to starve us and destroy what little subsist we have
under a pretext of guarding us against our enentavk seeking the destruction of both.” After salabate, the
Assembly granted Hinsdale’s request. Ebenezer ldlastletter to Benning Wentworth and the Commitie®/ar
for the Province of New Hampshire, December 2351&#d “Journal of the House,” January 10, 1756 t&au
comp. and edNew Hampshire Document58-459.

% Loudoun, Letter to Nathan Whiting, October 18, 1,750 4664; Nathan Whiting, Letter to Loudoun, Nolzer
2,1757, LO 4762.
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Whiting also commissioned the building of a boat “for transporting provisionedddse of his

Majestys forces,” also paid for by the British government, not the reside@tsadfestowrf”

In addition, Fort Number Four had Loudoun’s special attention, and he was diligent to
make sure it was taken care of. When he was onboard theWih®esteen route to attack
Louisbourg in August 1757 (the attack was abandoned when the French captured Faont Willia
Henry), Loudoun wrote to Governor Thomas Fitch of Connecticut and told him “I must depend
on your having a watchfull Eye on No. 4 and of throwing in any Aid or supplies it may want.”
Two days later he wrote to Thomas Pownall, “I have mentioned the Support of No. 4 to the
Gov'’r of Connecticut... as the 500 Men in it, are of that Province; but | must beg you will have
an Eye to it.” Loudoun was right to be wary of the New England frontier’s securihgdbe
summer of 1757 when the French and their Indian allies were controlling th&keakge region

only 100 miles awa$’

In the early fall of 1757, New Hampshire troops were supposed to relieve Whiting a
the Connecticut troops. However, the New Hampshire troops began deserting evethiegfor
arrived at the fort. In response to this new crisis, Isaac Parker, a grougnof-ome other
Charlestown inhabitants, and Ebenezer Hinsdale sent three separafpdétiorss to Loudoun
and Webb on September 1, 1757 begging for Whiting to stay. Parker’s letter is rejpinesast
he gushes over Whiting’s achievements: “[his] excellent Conduct seems tgaua'dethe
Esteem & merited the Applause of all his Aquaintance. By him we have beenatetted, by

him all things have been kept under the best Regulations; Centries been obliged tatés¢ gre

85 Nathan Whiting, Fort Number Four—Four Bills for skalone at the Garrison, May 1757, LO 3748; Loudoun
Letter to Whiting, October 18, 1757, LO 4664.

% Loudoun, Letter to Thomas Fitch, August 18, 1153,4256; Loudoun, Letter to Thomas Pownall, Aug2@t
1757, LO 4270.
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Fidelity People well guarded at their Works; Scouting Parties constactipnoitering the
Woods.” To this list Parker added Whiting’s work on the fort which previously had been “but a
slender Fortification, very much decay™."Ebenezer Hinsdale concurred, calling the situation

under Whiting’s command, “The best protection we have Ever yet®iad.”

The inhabitants of Number Four echoed this sentiment in their petition to Gérebhl
and added their own prediction concerning the effect of Whiting’s departure watthegtate
reinforcement. Of Whiting they said, “While this worthy gentleman wals ustat this
garrioson $§ic], all things were kept under the best Regulation, and managed with much more
Wisdom, Prudence, Diligence & Fidelity than we are capable of expressingdbBndoning
Fort Number Four to the reluctant protection of a few New Hampshire men wotaohiger
mean that “the Inhabitants of this Frontier must be obliged with our Familieghidrawv ...with
[l Consequence to our Country.” They characterized Whiting’s departurthessainot only to

Charlestown but to the safety of the frontier and the col&ies.

Whiting also showed his allegiance to the people of the Connecticut River. Vallegn
a partial reinforcement of New Hampshire men arrived—and then began “Running Away in
Companys” —Whiting refused to follow his order to march. He claimed that he had not been
relieved and his orders were to march when relieved. But Whiting was stilhtie kian, and
he joined the letter writing on September 1, 1757, explaining his predicament to Géekbal

“I am Concerned for the Garison & people & at The same time Solicitous to obeyaiynmy

®7|saac Parker, Letter to Loudoun, September 1, 1I7674377.
% Ebenezer Hinsdale, Letter to Loudoun, Septemb&v47, LO 4554,
9 Number Four New Hampshire Inhabitants—PetitioGeneral Webb, September 1, 1757, LO 4373.
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orders & do my duty in every Respect as far as | knoW itri the end, Whiting did not leave.
The morning of September 2 revealed that only 120 New Hampshire men remainedheut of t
500 which were supposed to have marched and the 250 which actually did march to Number
Four/* Later, General Webb affirmed Whiting’s decision by countermanding his @ndiref

Connecticut men to mardh.

The desertion of the New Hampshire troops in September 1757 can be traced to
something other than mere laziness. These troops had an interesting connectioveiutshe e
Fort William Henry a few weeks earlier; New Hampshire soldiers u@dénel John Goffe had
been at the rear of the troops retreating from Fort William Henry &itesdpitulation. These
men, along with the women and children, were hit the hardest when the Indian at@tkbeg
The members of Goffe’s regiment who survived the attack and evaded cagtiviyped at
Fort Edward and then left for New Hampshire. Goffe’'s regiment was bound byrisedkthe
capitulation not to serve for eighteen months. Therefore, when Loudoun ordered Wentworth to
send New Hampshire troops to relieve Colonel Whiting, Wentworth was forced toesend n
recruits, fresh with the most horrifying versions of the story of Fort Willigenry’s capitulation

ringing in their ears. Itis no wonder that these men took one look at the exposed position of

"0 Nathan Whiting, Letter to Daniel Webb, Septemhet 757, LO 4375.
" Nathan Whiting, Letter to Daniel Webb, Septemhet757, LO 4383.

2 Daniel Webb, Letter to Loudoun, September 12, 1Z874454. Whiting was imperially-minded througholue
remainder of his life. He later served as a captaa South Carolina independent company and aét to get a
post as an imperial customs collector. Harold Sgleotes that he “devoted all but his last tworgda seeking
imperial favor.” Harold E. SeleskyVar and Society in Colonial Connecti¢itew Haven: Yale University Press,
1990), 211-212.

3 Louis de Bougainville, General Montcalm’s aidead#mp noted that “the disorder commenced by the Akisn
of Panaouamské in Acadia, who have pretendedve &gperienced some ill treatment at the handseoEnglish.”
These eastern Abenakis were Penobscots (also ¢dleabuamske) who were from central and coastaléaear
present-day Bar Harbor. John R. Brodhead, Bertheltiow, and E. B. O’'Callaghan, e@®cuments Relating to
the Colonial History of the State of New Ykbany: Weed, Parsons & Co., 1853-1857) 10: 6E6r more on the
attack on the garrison of Fort William Henry, seaputer five, below.
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Number Four and hightailed it for home. In his letter, Whiting noted “most of them werna ne

the Service & undisciplined’?

Of all of the letters going out from the Connecticut River valley in the whitee New
Hampshire troops’ desertion, not one of them was addressed to Governor Wentwortkew the
Hampshire Assembly. It was not until November 15, two and a half months later, that
Wentworth raised the subject with Loudoun, and he only knew about it from the reports of the
groups of deserters coming bad@kThe commander of the deserting New Hampshire forces was
Major Thomas Tash. When he wrote to his superior officer, Colonel Nathaniel Mdserve
explained that the troops had deserted because the men “are in bad Circumstasassnlie
Government has not allowed them any thing, except the King’s Allowance, savingatttes,
and the Weather now grows cold, & the Men has not got Blankets, nor any Thing comfortable

for them.”®

Whiting agreed with Tash’s assessment of the situation in a letter to Loudoun on
November 2, 1757 stating, “they were sent up without Necessary blankets & Cld&atherg

Some of them barefoof.”

Governor Wentworth, however, disagreed with this explanation. In two sepamte lett
to Loudoun he contended that the troops deserted “from the ill Treatment theytimieomithe
Inhabitants, or to some other Cause to me at present unknown.” He further arguealkiia¢ “h

people met with due [?] encouragement Scarse a man would have deserted.” He hibted tha

" Benning Wentworth, Letter to Loudoun, November 11557, LO 4843; Nathan Whiting, Letter to Loudoun,
November 2, 1757, LO 4741.

S Nathan Whiting, Letter to Daniel Webb, Septemhet757, LO 4375; Isaac Parker, Letter to Loudoun,
September 1, 1757, LO 4377; Number Four New Hamgshhabitants—Petition to General Webb, Septertiber
1757, LO 4373; Ebenezer Hinsdale, Letter to Loud@aptember 1, 1757, LO 4554; Nathan Whiting, lretie
Daniel Webb, September 2, 1757, LO 4383.

® Thomas Tash, Letter to Nathaniel Meserve, Oct8b@&757, LO 4571.

" Nathan Whiting, Letter to Loudoun, November 2, 1,750 4741.
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troops that arrived back in Portsmouth were “pretending the want of blankets ars] tdtibd

they were Supplyed with’® Major Tash asked Wentworth to recall the remaining New
Hampshire troops, but since Loudoun had taken responsibility for Number Four, Wentworth told
Tash to apply to Loudoun for orders. Since the New Hampshire government had not taken
responsibility for the frontier earlier in the war, they were in¢iffedater on. They did not have

any connection to the frontier posts; further, the power of the governor andd¢hdbbswas

curtailed because Fort Number Four was under Loudoun’s direct supervision.

In the spring of 1758, after Loudoun had been recalled to England and after the
Connecticut forces that had stayed at Number Four all winter had been recadtag;ftve
Charlestown inhabitants signed a petition directed to the new Commander in ChailGe
Abercromby, once again requesting protection. Even without Loudoun, they still digjpeat a
to the New Hampshire government. In the petition, they once again tied their Baitesto
strategy noting, “we are not In A Condition to Defend our Forts and ye Kingss&tiod
Ordinance that are Left in Them.” Number Four was now part of a largegstief war, and it
was up to the king to defend his propéertyThe New Hampshire government's failure to
adequately protect the frontiers convinced the residents of Hinsdale and NumbeaFtheyth
needed the security that only British authorities could provide. In the spring of 175&zEbe

Hinsdale first applied to Governor Wentworth for protection after the Conneftirces left.

8 Benning Wentworth, Letter to Loudoun, November 1157, LO 4843 and December 1, 1757, LO 4927.

" Inhabitants of Number Four, Petition to James Atmenby, May 13, 1758, AB 243.
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But Wentworth recommended that the inhabitants of the frontier petition Abercromby f

protection, although he later informed Abercromby that he was sending troops beiNemur°

Despite the benefits of official notice, connection to other posts and the lar¢ggysth
war presented different challenges, including that the settlers had compatasseontrol over
their participationThe affects of these challenges can be seen in particular by examining the
experiences of the Johnson family who were captured from Number Four as part of the
Abenaki’s desire to reclaim their land. The Johnson household was captured wherafdance
Britain were at peace. The whole group was first taken to St. Francis tvbgneere divided
among several families; at that point, it was up to the individual families to doheyatvanted
with their captives. Initially, everyone except for James was adoptecepacase families.

Aside from adoption, the other main option was to be sold to Montreal. During peacetime, the
French seemed to be diligent about returning captives quickly (as they dicowity Enos
Stevens in 1749), but during wartime, captives became prisoners of war and weralinvalve

complex, costly prisoner exchange system.

The St. Francis Indians traded James to Montreal, and Miriam, Susan, anaRollgd
him within the next few months. Sylvanus was adopted into a family and was sooneskparat
from his mother when he was taken on a hunting trip away from St. Francis. Susannah and
Captive alone of the group remained at St. Francis. But even in her loneliness, Susannah w

disconnected. She referred to the members of her adopted family as her bratlsestess and

8 Benning Wentworth, Letter to Abercromby, May 1358, Abercromby Papers (Henry E. Huntington Library
San Marino, CA) AB 256.

8. The French government benefitted from purchasiqmiges from their Indian allies during peacetime a
wartime. In peacetime, they could save face withBritish by returning captives quickly, and inrtirae they
could exchange captives for French prisoners of waboth situations, the French government wae buse the
purchasing of captives as a way to strengthen thkitionship with their Indian allies by alwaysesfng them a
market for captives.
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seemed content with being part of their family. In addition, she visited a Frenitir fsome
friends of my [adopted] brother’s family, where | was entertained pobtalgek.” On the

whole, Johnson’s account is equivocal concerning her overall impression of her captivity. She
was grateful to be treated well and curious about her captors’ lifestylehdutas also

disdainful about aspects of their community that were different from whatahaagustomed

to. Apart from the separation from family, Johnson'’s life at St. Francis wasadifferent

from her life at Fort Number Four, except there was no fear of Indiakstt&he had tasks to

do, people to visit, and a family to be a part of. The real transition occurred when shededs

to Montreal and was not adopted into a community but instead forced to navigate the

bureaucracy of the prisoner exchange sy$tem.

In Montreal, Susannah, James, Polly, and Captive were reunited (Miriam and Susan
remained with the French families that had taken them in as servants) ame Ipectiof a large
and growing prisoner exchange system that was developing in tandem wittwader to gain
their freedom, the Johnsons needed to pay a ransom. James was allowed to travel to New
England for two months to gather money to redeem his family; however, when he did not come
back in time, the remaining family members were treated poorly. When hg fietalined
without money or credit, he was imprisoned. Later, the four Johnsons were moved to Quebec
where they were put into the criminal jail for six months followed by a lpgay-stay in the civil
jail. During this time, Susannah gave birth to a son who only lived for a few hours and soon
after, she heard about the death of her father at Charlestown earlier tHa7$63** The

Johnsons discovered that, even though they had been captured during peace, they became mired

8 JohnsonCaptivity, 56-63.
8 JohnsonCaptivity, 62-90.
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in the logistics of the Seven Years’ War and had to negotiate their new positiatisis B
prisoners of the French. While the residents of Fort Number Four were ingriein having
their community’s protection subsumed into the war, the Johnsons were suffering frien the

emphasis on the local circumstances that led to their captivity.

Finally, in June 1757, after three years of captivity, Susannah, Miriam, Polly, andeCapt
were permitted to sail for England as part of the prisoner exchange. dmssnJwas forced
to remain behind in prison until the rest of the money for the family’s redemptiantbaough.
Susan was left with the three nuns who had purchased her, and Sylvanus was gtidl $ith t
Francis Indians. Susannah and the girls made it safely to Plymouth, England ydihtlye
arrived in New York City in December, 1757. They traveled through Connecticut on #yeir w
to Charlestown, and in New Haven Susannah met Colonel Whiting, who was able to satisfy he

curiosity about the state of Number Four. They arrived in Charlestown in le¢enber, 1757.

James Johnson secured his freedom and was reunited with his wife in Charlestown in
January, 1758. However, a few weeks later he had to go to New York to finalize the pafyment
the redemption fees, and while he was there, Governor Pownall convinced him to joinythe arm
as a captain in the siege of Fort Ticonderoga. Johnson agreed and was killed am atiyes,
never having seen his family again. In October, 1758, Susannah was finally reuthted w
Sylvanus in Northampton, although he could speak very little English and only vaguely
remembered his mother. In 1759, Susannah began permanently living at Charlestown agai

She had inherited joint ownership of a house with her brother, Moses Willard, where she ran a
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small store. In 1762 Susannah Johnson married John Hastings, one of the early settlers of

Charlestown and had seven more childfén.

Despite their partial recovery, the Johnsons’ experience in the war had been
transformative.Their long captivity and imprisonment destroyed their finances, pulled apart
their family, and caused emotional distress. At the same time, Susannah Johnson, for one
became less clear about who her enemies vigg#ore her captivity, she was tremulously
peering around the corners of her house looking for tomahawks, but after her captivity she
experienced a joyful reunion with her adopted brother Sabatis. Experience of avaiider

beyond the small community, therefore, was enlightening but also unsettling.

In the late summer of 1758, Abenakis attacked Fort Number Four again, killed Asahel
Stebbins, and captured his wife Lydia, Isaac Parker (captured for the seae)ydavid Hill,
and Mrs. Robbin& In 1759 two important events tempered the threat to the New England
frontier. General Jeffery Amherst successfully defeated thelrigarrison at Fort Ticonderoga
and Crown Point, and Robert Rogers led his successful raid on St. Francis that redudted in t
capture of Sabatis. Some prisoners from New England were released by ey the raid®
Many others most likely had been traded to Canada and were probably freest, [at tea end
of the war. Others did not survive long enough to be traded. Rogers estimated ¢hattker

400 British settlers killed and captured by Abenakis over the course of the wawivdtk and

8 JohnsongCaptivity, 90-117.

% Lydia Stebbins was redeemed a few months latevethto Northfield, remarried and had seven morkloén.
Isaac Parker was among the militiamen who weralfie@ prisoner exchange in 1759. Coleniew England
Captives 326-327; SaundersoHjstory of Charlestown79; Jazaniah Crosbliistory of Charlestown, in New
Hampshire ,From Its First Grant by the ProvinceMdissachusetts in 1735, to the Year 1838ncord, NH: March,
Capen & Lyon, 1833R2.

8 Calloway,Western Abenakid 75, 179.
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New England). He noted that when he raided St. Francis he found “about 600 scalps, mostly

English.”’

Still, the threat to the Connecticut River valley was not completely eliednantil late in
1760 when the British takeover of French possessions in Canada decimated the Abenaki support
system. Before that happened, Joseph Willard (Susanna Johnson’s brotherslaufe, and
their five children were captured near Charlestown. One of the children died duringthe t
week journey to Montreal. A few days after the Willards were capturedreéhet-surrendered
Montreal to the British. Four months later, the Willards (except for another child eti@uli
the return journey) arrived back at home, and brought with them their niece, Susan Johnson, who

had been separated from her family for five y&rs.

After the war ended, many Abenakis continued to live in small family bana&lin a
around the Green Mountains, but they had lost their powerful French allies and had théochoice
adapt or leave as British/American settlers continued to move into the f&gitre ability of
the members of Charlestown and the other Connecticut valley towns to hold onto thg teditor
to dramatically increased settlement after the war ended. Oneakgudt settlement was the

establishment of the independent state of Vermont in 1776.

A variety of factors came together to create a unique situation at Fort N&olrerThe
original settlement of the site by Massachusetts residents lethibvtenuous connection to

New Hampshire when the boundaries were redrawn. The investment of time, resoartes, a

87 Robert RogersJournals of Major Robert Roge¢albany: Joel Munsell's Sons, 1883), 147. Obviguslere
would be no way for Rogers to tell which scalpbgkd to soldiers or civilians and which were frontside New
Hampshire/Vermont.

8 BeaconConnecticut River329; JohnsorGaptivity, 119.

8 Calloway,Western Abenakid.82.
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building of the fort insured that the residents would want to stay at Number Four hather t
retreat to safety. The capture of the entire Johnson household including children egrbatpr
woman alarmed the inhabitants of Fort Number Four to the point that they werg toil
petition the king himself for aid. The loss of Fort Oswego and Fort William Hersybsequent
years under Loudoun’s command made the New England frontier particularly \lgneana
made Loudoun intensely aware of the precariousness of the situation. Warfareral ged the
Seven Years’ War in particular also forced the residents of the ConnectientvRliley to look
further and further east for protection, even as their inclination was to move fuesteand

become more connected to western trade.

Exploring the intersection of war and society at Fort Number Four reseadsal things
about the relationship between civilians and the army. First, it shows the extémthdive
activity in the war was driven by events at the periphery. Fort Number Foallymlayed little
role in British strategy, but, partly through the insistence of the Connectioeit Rilley
residents, army leaders soon recognized the importance of the New Englaraibaigko the
safety of New York and New England. Still, activity at Fort Number Fouralsasit more than
protecting the back door to the coast. The interactions between Loudoun and the residents of
Charlestown and Hinsdale also show the degree to which colonists were able tdenegjbtia
army leaders. The preceding chapters emphasized how civilians managéeaaleny
demands, but this chapter shows how civilians made demands of army leaders and continued to

negotiate for their protection through the vicissitudes of war. At Fort Numberth@uprocess
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had difficulties of its own which reflect the fort’s transition from an obsaumatier outpost to,

as Loudoun put it, a “Post which is a very material ofle.”

% Loudoun, Letter to Mr. Fox, February 8, 1757, L&D2.
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Chapter Five

“The innocent blood of Women:” Gender and the military in the Seven Years’ War

The following two chapters continue the process of traversing the boundarieghébhe
military and society by discussing some of the ways that women participatezl $even Years’
War. While this chapter examines the participation of some women who travdietievirmy
and lived with the army at forts, chapter six, below, explores how some women negotiated
situations that left them without husbands and sons,. In the eighteenth century, women held a
somewhat ambiguous position in European armies. They were not soldiers, but they were
sometimes paid for their military service. They did not carry weapons oy lhigihthey risked
capture and death in battle. Military authorities and members of civil gdoaight of army
women as closer to civilians than soldiers, which made women'’s participationrpaticlen
several levels. As this chapter will show, women attempted, to some degreaatgeraad
control their participation in the war, but adherence to eighteenth-century genadsr nor

restricted the degree to which their participation was negotiable.

The patrticipation of women in the army was not new; it had been a widespreacdepractic
in Europe for centuries, but it was introduced to the North American colonies on a Esy®sc
the first time during the Seven Years’ War. Before that point, North Anmecalanial wars had
not employed extensive siege warfare or large armies moving from plaee¢o fdlhe large-
scale nature of the Seven Years’ War dictated the use of larger dnemdsaid been used
previously. Troops from Britain brought women with them as support personnel and the
gathering of large provincial armies led to an increase in the participatpowhcial women.
Even though the use of large armies prompted changes in the relationship of women thevar in t

North American colonies, the ways that army authorities and members obcietys
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interpreted women'’s participation was based on a longer history of understandiolg tbfe
women in the nation-state and in society. Women'’s participation was viewed throughstbé le

eighteenth-century gender norms first and the realities of war, second.

In discussing the role and use of women in imperial war, Kathleen Wilson notes that
“war...underlined the subordinate place of women in social life and the national imyagina
the double consciousness that eighteenth-century women had to take on, as ‘women’ and

national subjects.” As national subjects who played a critical role in the effective functioning of
the army, women who were attached to the military constantly had to navigag#ithary role

as “women,” meaning subordinate, dependent, and needing protection, even when aoay servi
sometimes required the opposite of them. In addition, Wilson notes that “Women’s drudlies
minds functioned symbolically and literally as the beacons of national valuedemsd®i The
ideological impetus behind British geographic and imperial expansion rested one¢hantibe
superiority of British Protestantism to French Catholicism and the bletieProtestant Britons

was more civilized than Catholics in general and the French in particular. Theadia

women onto the “savage” frontiers of North America was a marker of the prag®stsh

civility. As will be shown, British and provincial observers characterizettle on army

women'’s bodies as attacks on British ideologies of civility and evidence otaickeat’

barbarity.

Complicating women'’s direct participation in war was the fact that wombliorth
America had long been affected by war, even without being part of an arm tisenearliest

conflicts between settlers and Native Americans, women (on both sides) had notinese ito

! Kathleen WilsonThe Island Race: Englishness, Empire and GendgrarEighteenth CentuiNew York:
Routledge, 2003), 94.

2 Wilson, Island Race93.
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death and capture from martial enemies. Nevertheless, British obgategrseted an enemy’s
murder of a white woman as evidence of savagery. Peter Silver notes thatojhealBuaws of
war declared that “it was forbidden to kill people who could not fight, which meant, albove al
children and women>” Warfare that broke this law (Indian warfare in particular) became the
focus of a literary device that Silver calls “the anti-Indian sublime,tiwkas designed to
“overwhelm the reader with emotion at the sight of [Indian-induced] sufferidg:éntral focus
of this type of writing was “an obsession with the helplessness before attackhefrsnand
infants, especially when twinned in pregnant woniefhe result of this trend was that the real
and imagined suffering of women was co-opted to serve a larger purpose: canuewina

Indian savagery and the barbarity of their allies, specifically the French.

As bearers of the national image and ideas, therefore, women'’s direcppiditin
battles was fraught with complexity in that the killing of a woman in a badideboth real and
symbolic ramifications. At the same time, women who traveled with the aspgdially those
who did not have a husband or other suitable male companion) threatened traditional
interpretations of gender roles. Women in this position were seen as suspenigtextent
within the army and to a greater extent by the members of civilian sedgtetywvhom they came
in contact. Female participation in a very masculine sphere made a woman’s saraper
civility and respectability suspect. Women who forged ahead in this new (to Nogthcain
role had to contend with restrictions, suspicions, and hardships. At the same time, wdraen in t
army were subject to the absolute authority of military leadersmly authorities decided that

women were superfluous or a hindrance, they could force them to leave the armgm8ut s

3 Peter SilverQur Savage Neighbors: How Indian War TransformedyEamerica(New York: W.W. Norton &
Co., 2008), 58.

* Silver, Our Savage Neighbar83-84.
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women who were able to stay with the army were able to take control of their owippadn,

to some extent, because they were oftentimes an anomaly in an overwhehmafgphere.

Thus the real participation of women in the army was fraught with difficidieeause
even the most indispensible women were still outsiders; however, women werda#stul
army in that they performed necessary services and their death and captttte cobla be
used for rhetorical purposes. To examine this concept, the chapter explorelsesewepdes of
women’s participation in war and examines how observers of women'’s pditicipaed and
interpreted it. This chapter and the one that follows do not attempt to provide a conubleee pi
of all women in the Seven Years’ War. Instead, both chapters focus on some of theenest i
ways that women patrticipated in and experienced the Seven Years’ War. Thie speifory
of women discussed in this chapter had to directly confront the problems tharésutehe

restrictions that gender norms placed on their war-related activities.

Before exploring the examples, it is useful to provide some context for Brittsh a
provincial women’s participation in war in order to understand women'’s place in tgeadn
their role as national subjects. In Europe during tieats 17' centuries, women participated
in wars by being members of “campaign communities”—the large crowaddidis, women,
children, sutlers (peddlers of goods and food), and support personnel that traveled an@fought f
pay and plunder. In these communities, non-combatants often outnumbered soldiers. Women
chose to join campaign communities for a variety of reasons: to follow a husbane, & &aap
family situation, seek employment or a living (often through prostitution or a long-te
relationship), or even to experience adventure. During these centuries, women and non-
combatants were seen as essential for a successful campaign; tHegmlag out to battle

without a large train was unimaginable.
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At the end of the seventeenth century and into the eighteenth, women'’s roles in the army
became increasingly subject to army and governmental authorities. Ehasresult of the turn
to a more limited war, the ability of monarchs to consolidate their power addHet own
armies, the professionalization of the military, and the shift towards udingtisan and
monarchical allegiance, rather than the lure of plunder, to motivate men to fights hew
system, military leaders sought to avoid civilian involvement in battles, and thisdappth to
locating battles and restricting the army train. In the British armyyuh®ber of women

permitted to travel with the army was slowly reduced to six per company (one hurergt m

This number was not always strictly enforced (for example, at FortaWlilHenry in
1757 there were twelve women per hundred men), but army officers did make an efifoitt to li
the number of women following the army. For example, at Fort Cumberland, GeraddbBk
had to divest the army of some extraneous women by sending them to Philadelphiatteeawa
outcome of the campaign against Fort Duguesne. On June 9, 1755—eleven days before the army
left Fort Cumberland—General Braddock wrote to Governor Morris stating thetch&ound it
necessary to discharge a number of women who are wives to soldiers belongingrtcethe f
under my command, and must beg of you to give orders that they be subsisted in your
government.” It appears that these women were not officer’s wives so they tavedhe
privilege of remaining close to their husbands or in the fort. Braddock noted, “I havetag&en
to order stoppages to be made of one-third Part of their Husband’s Pay to defrapetite et

their maintenance,” so they would have something to livé btarris replied to Braddock on

> The best book about women in early modern armsigshn A. LynnWomen, Armies, and Warfare in Early
Modern EuropgNew York: Cambridge University Press, 2008). 8sgecially Introduction and chapters 1, 2, and
Conclusion.

® william H. Lowdermilk,A History of Cumberland, (Maryland) from the Tinfatee Indian Town, Caiuctucuc, in
1728, up to the Present Day, Embracing an Accofiifashington’s First Campaign, and Battle of Foeddssity,
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June 16 and cautiously promised, “The Women You have discharged shall be taken Care of as
soon as they arrive, If | can prevail on my Assembly to contribute any thingtdue to his

word, Morris wrote to the Assembly on June 17 informing them of the coming of the soldiers
wives and recommending that the Assembly, “take Compassion of these poor Rebati] as

much to it [their husbands’ pay] as will enable them to provide a Subsistence.”

Women who wanted to stay with the army had little recourse if they were daste
extraneous, and they had little power to resist if called upon to do something thditithey
want to do. For example, in April, 1755, as the army was sorting itself out at Alexandr
preparation for the move to Fort Cumberland, Sir Peter Halkett ordered that/sigreater
number of Women ... [had been] brought Over Then those Alowd by the Government sufficient
for washing,” these extra women would have to start working in the hospital. They would be
paid six pence per day. However, in response to this order the women organized and attempted
to demand higher wages. Halkett ordered that “A return will be Calld for of tHos&efuse to
serve for six pence per day And Provisions that they may be turned out of the Camp Asd other
got in their places® Women in the army tended to be expendable and powerless if they did not
have powerful men to assist them. They were absolutely subject to militaoyigutwhich is
not surprising since they were part of the army, but other aspects of tlieippion were not
regulated (beyond the whims of army leaders), which could lead to experiericgsrtha

difficult for women to manage.

Together with a History of Braddock’s Expeditiott.@altimore: Regional Publishing Company, 1921 [18,78
135-136.

" Pennsylvania Archive4" Series, vol. 2Papers of the Governors, 1747-17%@ George Edward Reed
(Harrisburg, PA: State of Pa., Wm. Stanley RayteSBainter, 1900-1902), 413-414.

8 PA Archives4" series, vol. 2, 410.

® Charles Hamilton, edBraddock’s Defeat: The Journal of Captain Roberofdiey’s Batman, The Journal of a
British Officer, Halkett's Orderly BootNorman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 195%),77.
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Waiting at the fort as their husbands marched out to battle was a difficult takk for
anxious women, but it was usually safer than traveling with the army. Captainl€}isim
batman (the military servant of a cavalry officer), in his eyewitnessust of the battle at the
Monongahela, reported that as the army was retreating back across the ritreieiarshot one
of our Wimen and began to Scalp her. Her Husband being a little before her Shot thne Indie
dead.” In reply to the husband’s quick response, “another Indien Immediately Shotdughthr
the Arm, but he [the husband] made his Escape from th®mitte army could be a difficult
place for family loyalties, but it was also a difficult place for women whdd:face battle but

did not carry weapons.

Most women had very little control over their participation. Even though they were
providing necessary services, their presence was tolerated rather thaiagedo\ partial
exemption from this trend applied to women who were hospital matrons. The matron was the
highest paid and “most respected woman in the arthy¥hile nurses were paid about six
pence per day, matrons received at least two shillings pet’dahe matron’s responsibilities
included supervising nurses and taking general responsibility for patiargs’AcBritish army
physician, Donald Monro, described matrons’ responsibilities this way: “Evargmar head
nurse, is to go round all the wards of the hospital at least twice a day, morningeaimggto

see that the nurses keep their wards clean; that they behave themsergssdegularly, and

19 Hamilton, ed., “Journal of Cholmley’s Batman,” 31.

M paul Kopperman, “Medical Services in the Britishmy, 1742-1783,Journal of the History of Medicin&4 (Oct.
1979), 437.

12 Kopperman, “Medical Services,” 436-437. Theresaeeral documents in the Loudoun Papers and the
Abercromby Papers containing accounts of pay fephal staff, including Charlotte Browne. On Mayl757
Browne was paid £4 for six months of work (LO 6070n December 9, 1757 she was paid £2.6 but thendent
does not mention a time period (LO 4975). In aaged document from the Abercromby Papers dated Bypri
1758 there is record of a “matron” being paid £4€Papers of James Abercromby (AB), The Huntingibrary,
San Marino, California, AB 119 [1]).
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give due attention to their patients; and to examine the diet of their patienteeahdtst was
good and well dressed; and if she finds anything amiss, to report the same to ttiarphysi

surgeon, or apothecary, of the hospital.”

During the Seven Years’ War, one woman who held this post (through at least 1758) was
Charlotte Browné? The main source for the details of Charlotte Browne’s life and experience is
her journal. She began keeping it on November 17, 1754 in England aboard thensloip
headed for Virginia and ended it on August 4, 1757 in Albany, New York. She lived in
Alexandria, Fort Cumberland, Philadelphia, New York City, and Albany and marchedibul s
among those places. Browne recorded where she went, how she felt, conversatioths she ha
comings and goings at forts and cities, the different types of people she eneduand gave a
general picture of army life, particularly for women. The journal also s¢emndicate that
Charlotte Browne had some education (shown by her high position in the army and tiyeofjuali
the writing in the journal), was accustomed to a higher standard of living than sherfound i
America, and that she was resourceful and able to take care of herselbbatietson male
friends to help and protect her. She also had served during King George’s War, so she had

experience in traveling with the army.

As a matron, Browne was accorded certain privileges, but her unique position imyhe ar
also created certain hardships. She did not have to fear being abruptly sembawidne farmy,
as other women did, and she was guaranteed steady employment. But as onevolitdmede

permanently attached to the army, she encountered a host of problems that secad@na

13 Kopperman, “Medical Services,” 437.

% The best published work on Charlotte Browne isptirathree, “Britannia into Battle: Women, war, adentities
in England and America,” of Kathleen WilsoThe Island Race: Englishness, Empire and Gendtran
Eighteenth Century
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reminder that she was an anomaly. Browne had to navigate a variety obsguhét developed
from being a woman in a professional setting (the army) designed for meiprofiems that
Browne encountered can be roughly organized into four main categories: neatkng m
assistance, experiencing difficulties with travel and lodgingndjtinto civilian society, and
balancing work and family. All of the problems grew out of her unique position as a woman
employed by the army. Of all women attached to the army, Charlotte Biawinhe best
chance of avoiding difficulty because she was respected and her job placed hehalesedf
the women (except for the wives of high ranking officers). In reality, howebhar]dite

Browne experienced many difficulties because of her anomalous position aadtttiaf her
respectability was often questioned. Some of the problems she encountered meate nor
enough, but because she was in the army and a woman, managing the problems bezame mor

difficult than they otherwise would have been.

Browne’s first problem was that she entered army service without a husband. Her
husband had died on May 6, 1753, about a year and a half before she embarked for North
America.’® Browne had several children, whom she left in England under the care of family.
The problem with traveling in the army without a male protector was that tleeeemany
situations where having the assistance of a man made life easier, singugéaomy life (and,
to some extent, civilian life away from home) was not constructed with singlemiomand.
Even though Browne was fairly independent and self-sufficient, she often abinfiier journal
that she wished she had a man to help her work through some of the difficult situations she

encountered. Browne’s solution to this first problem came in the form of her brothert Rober

13|t is possible to pinpoint the date because shesria her journal on May 6, 1755: “This UnhappyyRaYears
depriv’d me of my dear Husband.” Charlotte Browfighe Journal of Charlotte Browne, Matron of then8eal
Hospital with the English Forces in America, 175%68,” printed in Isabel M. Calder’s edited collecti Colonial
Captivities, Marches and JournegRort Washington, NY: Kennikat Press, 1967), 169.
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Bristowe, an apothecary who was also traveling with the dfrBristowe helped Browne
navigate some of the logistics of living and traveling with the army and sernghediator

between Browne and the masculine army culture.

Another solution to the problem of traveling without a husband came in the person of
Browne and Bristowe’s friend, John Cherrington. Browne first mentioned Ggtemiin her
journal’s second entry on November 24, 1754, noting that he boarded at Gravesend. They may
have been acquainted before the voyage because already by December 5, Browthatwrote
Cherrington had entrusted his money with her for safe keépiltgs a little unclear exactly
what Cherrington’s marital status was, but he was probably a widower. AboatdpgHeom
England, Cherrington had quarreled with a Mr. Bass over a woman named Miss Davis, whom
Browne described as “a friendly fair of Mr. Cherringtons.” Later, Bronoted that among the

luggage that Cherrington was taking to Philadelphia was “his Wife's iDgeBex.™?

At her arrival in the colonies, Browne benefitted from the presence asthassi of her
brother. When they disembarked at Alexandria, Browne and Bristowe soon went loaoking fo
lodging with a Mr. Lake. Browne was disappointed when, after a long search, st®higed
to take a Room but little larger than to hold my Bed and not so much as a Chair in itgiwBrist
took a room next door at a “Dutch mans.” They called those small rooms home from March 23

to May 5. On April 22 she noted that most of the army left for Fort Cumberland whilaghe a

'8 paul Kopperman identifies Charlotte Browne's beoths the apothecary Robert Bristowe. Koppermidedical
Services,” 437, 439 n. 29. Charlotte Browne merstitmy dear children” on April 29, 1755. Browndptrnal,”
176.

" Browne, “Journal,” 169.

18 Browne, “Journal,” 170.
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Bristowe stayed behind with one officer, forty guards, fifty sick men, andaevemen acting

as nurses. The hospital train eventually followed the army on Jne 1.

Browne consistently encountered problems relating to getting from one placether.
She sometimes had to travel with the hospital; at other times she seems to hde# teeénd
her own way to travel to the next location. The journey from Alexandria to Fort Cunmberla
was one of her more organized trips, but it was not without excitement. While &stii/n
benefitted from her brother’s presence on this trip, she traveled separatelyifin with her
own wagon and driver. The drivers were civilian contractors from Pennsylvaniar@amdeBs
driver, Mr. Gore, became her defender during the journey to Fort Cumberland. They left
Alexandria on June 1 and arrived at Fort Cumberland on June 13. On the first day of their
journey, Gore had barely driven three miles before he decided to take a better road but w
stopped by the army sentries. Unused to army discipline, Gore complained to Brawfie t
was very hard” and “if the Other Waggons drove to the Old Boy [the devil] he must foll
them.™ The next day Gore continued to flout army discipline by insisting that Browne should
not have to ride at the end of the train and threatened to whip any who disagreed. Gdre almos
started a riot the next day when he again insisted on driving in front. He shouted down the
crowd by exclaiming that “he had but one Officer to Obey and she was in his Waggon asd it w
not right that she should be blinded with Dufst.Despite the ruckus Gore was causing, Browne

seemed to enjoy his protection, and the two developed a friendship.

19 Browne, “Journal,” 176.
20 Browne, “Journal,” 178.

21 Browne, “Journal,” 179.
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On June 6, five days into the journey, the hospital train stopped at a plantation belonging
to a Mr. Keys. That night the soldiers begged Robert Bristowe to advance them sskeywhi
or else, “he had better kill them at once than to let them dye by Inches for wWitinigkey] they
could not live.” Faced with this dire situation, Bristowe provided the whiskey and as it took
effect, the soldiers began to dance and to “bid Defiance to the French.” Mr. Gogosapn
with them to, as Charlotte Browne records it, “shake a Leg.” Upon seeing thisdveBaowne
remarked that she was surprised that Mr. Gore, a Quaker, would dance. However, Gore
explained that “he was not at all united with them” and proceeded to inform her thatiére
some of this People who call'd themselves Quakers and stood up for their Church but had no
more Religion in them than his Mare.” To this jest, Browne replied with her own-stibat

should “set him down as a Rantéf.”

By mid-June the army and support personnel had assembled at Fort Cumberland. When
Charlotte Browne arrived at the fort, she wrote in her journal, “at 6 we canogttGumberland
the most desolate Place | ever saw went to Mr. Cherrington who receiv’d nhiediaiok
Tea.””® Browne and Bristowe settled into the fort on June 13, although Browne was not
particularly impressed with her living situation. She remarked, “I was put intdcatkht |
could see day light through every Log and 1 port Hole for a Window which was as good a Room
as any in the For** At Fort Cumberland, Charlotte Browne’s problems would only increase.
Her primary difficulty was how to balance work and family after her brothearbe ill. She

wanted to take care of him, but the army needed her to work.

% Browne, “Journal,” 180. Ranters were antinomiahs were believed to disregard Protestant morals an
convention.

2 Browne, “Journal,” 182-183.

24 Browne, “Journal,” 183.
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On June 20, the British and provincial forces set out for Fort Duquesne near the Ohio
River, building the road as they went. Browne and Bristowe stayed at the fodraddar the
sick when the army went out to besiege Fort Duquesne. On July 1, Browne recorded in her
journal, “My Brother was taken ill with a Fever and Flux and Fits.” Charlotte Brdwsrself
had been ill on and off since mid-June, and her maid also came down with a fever on July 1.
Browne tended to her maid and her brother and anxiously mapped Bristowe’s prodpess i
journal. While Browne and the residents of the fort had no idea what was happenirgewith t
army on the march to Fort Duquesne, the events in Browne’s personal and professional li
would soon collide. On July 7, Browne noted, “My brother extremely ill he was blistefds’
on that day, she wrote in her journal that “Several who call’d themselvedlfri@dians came
to the Fort but the Gates were order’d to be shut they stay’d 4 Hours and then went to the
Camp.” Keeping these Indians out of the fort was a high enough priority that ttentesif the
fort had to go without water while the Indians waited at the gate. Browne natetdat not a
drop of Water there being no Well in the Fdt. The lack of water would be a concern for the

feverish Bristowe.

The next day, July 8, she recorded “My brother still the same.” Her maid wastiflls
sick, and she noted, “I can get no Nurse so that | am very much fatigued.” Althowgtvéner
other women at the fort serving as nurses, they must have been busy with sick aaftlier
wounded frontier refugees, which left Browne to nurse her brother and maid and probably ass
in the hospital as best she could. Browne did not write in her journal for the next twbutays
in the meantime, the army began encountering trouble almost one hundred mile®\&emy

toiling over mountains and through woods, the army was only a few miles from Fort Deques

% Browne, “Journal,” 183.
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on July 9. That morning, the British troops were ambushed by a French and IndiamHicite
succeeded in routing the British army. To make matters worse, GeneatdbBkavas shot,
fatally. He lingered for a few days as the army began an unorganizst feck to Fort

Cumberland, carrying their dying general with them.

Back at the fort on July 11, while the army was still retreating, Browne noted, “M
Brother much better.” Also on that date, the first news of the army’s deéehteckthe fort,
which led to a panic. Browne noted, “It is not possible to describe the Distraction of the poor
Women for their Husbands.” Browne herself was still distracted with her beotliregss and
what to do in case Fort Cumberland was attacked. She wrote, “I pack’d up my {thaegsl
for we expected the Indians every Hour my Brother desired me to leaverthmifl am
resolv’d not to go but share my Fate with him.” On July 12 she noted, “My brother better,” but
sometime after writing that, Bristowe took a turn for the worse. On fheh&3confided to his
sister that “if he was not better he could not live but a few Days.” In distressn8turned to
the army medical staff, and Bristowe “submitted to have Mr. Tuton one of the érd &iim he
gave him 2 Draughts which had a surpprizing effect and | hope that he is bettarévét, that
night his condition continued to deteriorate and Browne wrote, “I set up with my Brother and
was much surppriz’d in the Night he was so convuls’d | thought he was dying he dos’d and |
hope that he is better.” At the same time, Fort Cumberland had received coafirafiat
Braddock’s defeat and was alerted that the remains of the army, includiwguhded, would

be returning to the foff

Meanwhile, back with the army, General Braddock died of his wounds on July 13 and on

the 14" he was buried in the road he had worked so hard to build. The rest of the army

% Browne, “Journal,” 183-184.
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continued on to the fort. Because there were so many wounded, the army wagishigtaine
long line. A force of seventy men escorted the first group of wounded officeréntort on

the night of July 15. Browne noted that on th® Beistowe was “much Better” and that several
wagons had arrived carrying the first wounded soldiers, “some at the Point of D€ady.”

were the first of 328 wounded men who would struggle into the fort between July 15 and 26.

These men needed urgent medical care and the limited hospital staff was<adly ta

Finding a way to balance her personal and professional problems would not be any easier
for Browne on July 17. On that day, Charlotte Browne wailed in her journal, “Oh, how shall |
express my Distraction this unhappy day at 2 in the After Noon deprived me oamigrdéher
in whom | have lost my kind Guardian and Protector and am now left a friendlessr&xilalf
that is dear to me.” There is no journal entry for the next day, but Browne explaineg @8,Jul
“I am in so much grief | can think of nothing.” Browne was faced with a very dliffsctuation.

The death of her brother threw her into the depths of grief, but each day duringiriggtiring

saw the return of more and more wounded soldiers to Fort Cumberland. Browne, in the midst of
her grief and distraction, turned to the friend of both her and her brother, John Cberrfiogt
assistance. On July 19 he helped her arrange Bristowe’s funeral and they turtieal fiay’’

The next day, July 20, as wounded men continued to stream into Fort Cumberland, Browne
recorded that the illness she had been fighting since mid-June again made®eitfie 22

she wrote that she was “Very Ill and in the greatest Pain.” It does notikenthat Browne

assisted in the hospital at all during this time, especially since she did not gébedtuntil

August 12, and even then, “could not set, | was so faint.”

27 Browne, “Journal,” 184-185.

2 Browne, “Journal,” 185.
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From July 17 to August 16, Browne only wrote in her journal eight times, and she never
mentioned the army. She focused instead on her grief and her own illness. However, it is
evident from other sources that the hospital at Fort Cumberland was very busy loatring t
month. Captain Robert Cholmley’s batman recorded in his journal that on July 17—the day
Bristowe died—“We Marched to Fort Cumberland” from the battle at the Monolagahe
Between July 18 and July 26, his reports recounted the arrival of 328 wounded officers and
soldiers who had been slowly following the main army train back to the fort. Asdaheyia,

“all the Wounded men was put in the Hospital and dressed,” most likely by hospitakiseaff

than Charlotte Brown& While being distracted from professional duty by family concerns was
not restricted to Charlotte Browne or women in the army, Bristowe’s desimaere than

simply a distraction. Browne’s tenure in the army changed significastéyresult of her

brother’s death. Bristowe had mitigated the restrictions that Browne fa@etkault of her

gender; without him, Charlotte Browne would have to confront these challenges omher ow

while also performing her job.

One important result of Bristowe’s death (as far as Browne was conperagdhat it
also affected his friend, John Cherrington. Perhaps because of the strain on tiaé stedtli
coupled with the death of his friend, John Cherrington began refusing to follow any orders soon
after the army arrived back at the fort. Hospital Director James Nafwemied Henry Fox that
“Mr. Cherrington one of the Surgeons here has declared he’ll receive no Ordendror from
any body but the commander in chief.” Napier noted that Cherrington’s rebelliohrbaah the

medical department into chaos as a refusal to follow orders meant “any one oh#yestay or

29 Hamilton, ed. “Journal of Cholmley’s Batman,” 33;%8; On July 22, the hospital director, Jamesi&aprote
to Henry Fox and stated, “On my return to this plgfcom the Battle near the Monongahela, last Tdayshe 17
current, | found Mr. Bristowe, one of the MasteroMpecarys of the Hospital, dead.” He asked fapmacement to
be sent. James Napier, Letter to Henry Fox, JRJyZ55, LO 611.
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go from the place allotted them when they please and the commander be daily tdezed w
complaints.®® Napier dismissed Cherrington on July 18 for “Neglect of Duty or Disobedience
of Orders.®" Looking at the dates and keeping in mind the close friendship between Browne,
Bristowe, and Cherrington, it is tempting to attribute Cherrington’s liebedt least in part to his
grief at Bristowe’s death. What is clear is that on July 19, at the heigtiivofyaat the Fort
Cumberland hospital, Cherrington and Browne were burying Bristowe, and theahstditwas
functioning without its surgeon, apothecary, and matron, which might help explain why Robert
Cholmley’s batman noted on July 25 that, “The men dying so fast daily that theyrithess]

digg holes and throw them in without reading any service Over them, Although we awing t

Ministers with us.®?

Cherrington’s rebellion and dismissal had further consequences for ChartoiteeB
because without her brother or her closest friend, she was left to fend for Wwbieselthe army
left the fort for Frederick’s Town, Maryland on August 18. In her journal on August 18 she
wrote, “Mr. Cherrington is gone so that | shall not be so happy as to go in hidHeastyhe
only one | can call my friend.” By August 16 Browne was feeling “Muchebelbiut was
worried because “the Director [Napier] says we must march very soon taiEk&de
Town...which is 150 Miles God only knows how | shall get there.” Her options weredimite
because her brother had “made me promise him on his Death Bed not to travel ingeGarri

he said it would soon kill me.” Indeed, Browne was still very weak; on August 17 she wrote,

went out of my Room supported by 2.”

%0 James Napier, Letter to Henry Fox, July 22, 1T%5611. Henry Fox was the secretary of stateHersouthern
department.

31 John Cherrington, Memorial to Loudoun, LO 2464utoun, Letter to Viscount Barrington, August 27517LO
4283.

32 Hamilton, ed. “Journal of Cholmley’s Batman,” 34.
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When she finally began the journey, she had a horse and a nurse but “all the Gentlemen
were gone before.” Her horse eventually laid down and refused to move. Tliayeke had
a different horse, but it threw her as they were going down a hill. On the followindnday, t
horse threw her as she was crossing the Potomac River, and she had to be résnedflige
men with one Arm.” On August 24 the army halted and she spent the day “mending my Saddle
which | was at a loss to do.” She had to sleep on the ground, and on August 29 she became
separated from the army and got lost in the woods, where she “expected to lokesaalp’
minute.”®® She was ill for the whole trip and often had to stop and rest, sometimes right on the
side of the road. However, the ordeal ended happily enough when Browne, coming out of the
woods, “let my Horse go which way he chose and he carried me to a Housevakdvie.
Cherrington who had heard | was coming and provided a good Bed fof r&¢ilf, in the
chaotic retreat from Fort Cumberland, Charlotte Browne had to take care df é&eesethough
she was sick, did not know where she was going, and was not particularly adeptat hdrse.
The account of the journey gives the impression that no one particularly cared htott€har
Browne got from Fort Cumberland to Fredericks Town, and there were not any atocol

standards in place for her.

At the time of his reunion with Charlotte Browne in August, John Cherrington’s position
in the army was unsettled. Soon after arriving in Frederick’s Town, he trigxgwo Lord
Loudoun to be reinstated, but Loudoun refused the request because Cherrington’s diachissal
come from the king before Loudoun arrived in the colonies. Later, Cherringtb@ tor

Loudoun again asking to be paid through September 1 and explaining that he had spent August

33 Browne, “Journal,” 186.
34 Browne, “Journal,” 186.
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assuming that his dismissal would receive “an Enquiry by a Courth Martidltiough this
court martial did not happen and Cherrington was not reinstated, he still wanted to belpaid a

stayed close to the army for the next few moriths.

While she was with Cherrington, Browne encountered new problems relating 1o trave
and lodging. On October 10, Browne wrote in her journal, “5 Waggons with sick are marched
for Philadelphia Mr. Cherrington desired me not to go with them but to favour him with my
Company.” As noted above, no one seemed to care how Browne traveled from one place to
another, even if it meant not traveling with the army hospital. Browne and i@jterriset off
together on October 12 completely separated from the rest of the army and dsg@xeept
for “his man Tim.”® On the evening of their first day of travel, Browne and Cherrington “came
to Mr. Trucks we supt and desired to have 2 Beds.” However the proprietress told Bsbene
presumed we were Man and Wife and that one would do.” Cherrington jokingly replieds“it w
true | was his wife but it was very seldom that he was favoured with part BEth{y The
proprietress answered that “she was sorry for it” and accommodated themwaviibds.

Charlotte Browne seems to have found the situation immensely entertaining.

Browne and Cherrington flirted and quarreled all the way to Philadelphia. When they
arrived there, which she described as “London in miniature,” Browne and Chanrsigied at
an inn called the Indian King. Browne noted uncomfortably that, “the People of the $iaride
at me and some said | was Mr. Cherr'n Whife and others his Miss but he soon convinced them

that | was neither and then they treated me with much more redpété puzzled reactions

% John Cherrington, Memorial to Loudoun, LO 2464.
% Browne, “Journal,” 188.

37 Browne, “Journal,” 190.
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that Browne and Cherrington received show how unconventional their choice to travel alone

together was and how vulnerable Browne’s reputation was without her brother.

Even though Cherrington had been dismissed from the service in 1755, he stayed close to
the army for a year and a half as it moved from Philadelphia to New YorkoGMpany, and he
was able to assist Browne at various points. On December 1, 1755, in Philadelphia, Browne
recorded that she went to church “and to my great Surprize saw Mr. Cherr’n*théme.”

February 1756, Cherrington was on board the ship that Browne took to New York City. In
March, when the sloop carrying all of her luggage capsized, it was Cherrinigtowemt to see

if anything could be retrieved. A few days later she was “agreeable segpiith a sight of all

my Things but very wet with the salt Water” brought by Cherringtowhen she traveled to
Albany, Mr. Cherrington was the commanding officer of the ship, and Browne notdtthat
“gave me the best Cabbin in the Slodp.Perhaps Cherrington continued to ferry people
between New York City and Albany, although he appears less frequentlpuwm&s journal for
1757. He was probably among the friends who visited her in August when she received word
that her daughter Charlotte had died. Despite his dismissal from the armyn@barhad been

a helpful friend to Browne, so it is understandable that she would remark on Dederhbe6

“Mr Cherrington left Albany for England in whom | have lost all my friemdsne.**

% Browne, “Journal,” 191.
% Browne, “Journal,” 193.

“0Browne, “Journal,” 194. Browne refers to him las tommanding officer, but it is unclear if it wasavy ship or
a private vessel.

1 Browne, “Journal,” 196-197. Cherrington remaitiethe colonies for so long because he was fightiis
dismissal. In August 1757, Loudoun replied tottetefrom the Secretary of War, Viscount Barringtddarrington
had mentioned Cherrington to Loudoun as one ofgeaple, “that seem to have had great Injustice dotgem,
and who seem to have been superseded very hastigy the least In reply to this, Loudoun went on the
defensive and declared, “l wash my hands of it& rhhaintained that Cherrington had been dismissdtiéifing’s
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Another problem that Browne encountered was fitting into civilian society. 8iace
army was quartered in cities for about half of any given year, Browne &ag opportunities to
experience colonial social life. Browne’s ability to participate in $pei@s dependent on her
being accepted by the other ladies of the town. This was usually not a problaces \where
other military wives lived (such as Alexandria) or where the whole arms)jwga passing
through (as at Frederickstown), but it could be a problem in larger cities sBbilaselphia and
Albany where Browne was more likely to be on her own. The main reasons that paeple we
reluctant to accept her were because she was traveling without a husband, ordfecausse
with John Cherrington who was not her husband and people suspected she was his mistress, or
simply because she was a foreigner. Browne’s status as an outsider and ay emotinaled to

give her trouble.

Browne might have encountered more trouble at Philadelphia if she had not been
befriended by Deborah Franklin. On November 17, the day she was awakened ear8hbgK
of an Earth quake,” Browne received a visit from “Miss Franklin and severallcitess.”
Benjamin Franklin’s prominence in the colony meant that Deborah Franklin was ondirdtthe
ladies of the city. After their first meeting, Charlotte Browne and CebBranklin often
enjoyed one another’s company. On November 27, Browne recorded, “Mrs. Franklinrsent he
Chaise for me and | was received with great politeness. | return’d atatidighe did me the

favour to drive me home herself.” On January 24 she again noted, “Mrs. Franklin ca®me to s

command due to complaints about Cherrington’s tielmednd failure to complete his duties. Of thaseusations,
Loudoun declared, “the contents of it are true.tdoun, Letter to Viscount Barrington, August 2757,/7LO 4283,
emphasis his.
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me.” Later on February 12 she “went with Mrs. Franklin to the Academy and wesesahty

entertain’d by hearing the Boys speék.”

In February, 1757 when Browne moved with the army to New York, she took with her a
letter of introduction from Deborah Franklin. She delivered that letter toobn. Bard, and later
he gave her a letter to give to Colonel Hubert Marshall at Fort Frederickamyl This was
helpful in establishing her reputation, which again became an issue at AlbanypriOt6Ashe
noted in her journal that “The Dutch had a very bad Opinion of me saying | could not be good to
come so far without a Husband.” The rumors persisted until an old friend of Browne’s from
King George’s War, Miss Miller, visited her and “told me that the Dutch saakI®en’l
Braddock’s Miss but she had convinced them that | was not for that her Father had known me
Maid, Wife and Widow and that nobody could say anything bad of me.” Miss Miller’s
testimony and possibly the letter of introduction seemed to quell the rumors and on April 28
“Several of the Dutch Ladies” visited Brown and invited her to their homes. Déegiiig
accepted, Browne still had reminders that she was an outsider. On August 10, 1757 she heard
the news that her daughter Charlotte had died back in England. Two days later sh&Alrot

my Friends come to see me; but at present | have no Comfort in any ffing.”

The problems that Browne encountered were not unusual, but the situation she was in
was unusual. As a member of the army staff, Browne had specific obligatibnthraarmy
women did not have. She also had opportunities, such as traveling separately frony ttigaarm

other women did not have. These obligations and opportunities created challengessthat we

2 Browne, “Journal,” 192 and n. 42; the Academy wmsfuture University of Pennsylvania.
3 Browne, “Journal,” 193 n. 46, 194, 195, 196.
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unique to Charlotte Browne, but studying them provides a glimpse into the challeaiges t

occurred when women patrticipated in a highly masculine sphere.

Browne’s journal ends in August, 1757, right before the most infamous involvement of
some women in the Seven Years’ War, namely, their death and capture afterttiatwapof
Fort William Henry. While Browne’s story helps to illuminate the challesngemen in the
army faced as a result of their gender, the story of the women at Faanwikenry shows one
way that women functioned as national subjects and how some army and civiliaa lesatker
the women'’s (unintentional) participation in the war to further their own goals.si€ge of Fort
William Henry began in August, 1757, when a combined force of about 6,000 French, Canadian,
andpays d’en hautndians attacked the 2,300 British and provincial soldiers at Fort William
Henry and an adjoining canip.On August 3 the French settled in for a siege. The commander
of the British forces was Colonel George Munro; his superior was General Dahbé at Fort
Edward, sixteen miles away. At that point, Webb was the final authority innpititatters for

the region because Lord Loudoun was at sea on his way to attack Louisbourg.

Over the course of the next week, French and Indian forces crept closer antbdiose
fort. Munro desperately hoped for reinforcements from Webb, but cautious Webb was under the
impression that the French had a force of 11,000 men, so he was gathering donoasair and
far to meet the enemy with equal numbers. On August 7, French General Montcalrd showe
Munro an intercepted letter from Webb stating that he would not be coming to Fort William
Henry's assistance. On August 9, Munro decided to capitulate. Because vélibet defense,

Montcalm offered the garrison a parole of honor. This meant that “the whole garasda w

“*lan K. SteeleBetrayals: Fort William Henry and the “Massacre(New York: Oxford University Press, 1990),
92-99.
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march to Fort Edward the next morning, with drums beating, with colors flying, iéimd w
soldiers and officers retaining their arms and luggage.” They could alscomengymbolic
cannon. They were to be escorted by a detachment of French regulars. Fortthbe par
soldiers of Fort William Henry had to agree not to fight against the Frenclgfdeen months,
and the British had to give up all French and Canadian prisoners taken up to that point in the

war®®

At about five o’clock on the morning of August 10, the British troops and camp followers
began moving out. Similarly to what had happened at Fort Oswego in 1756, some Indians
moved into the fort and killed the seventeen sick and wounded soldiers who were unable to
leave. As the garrison began to march, Indians took black servants and Britgshadibas as
prisoners and began stripping soldiers of their clothes and packs. This scene obccoms
devolved into chaos as more Indians came running up to get their share. The camp fatidwers
the New Hampshire troops at the end of the line were hit first, but soon the melegassed
the whole line. The Kkilling lasted for only a short time before the Indians begandghauli
prisoners away. The French escort and General Montcalm (running in fronmipiscaile
away) tried to restore order. Any British troops that could get away took offestcarun for
Fort Edward. The Indians quickly set out by canoe on Lake George with as manyrprésone

they could retaiff®

lan Steele notes that out of the 2,372 men and about 80 women in the retreating garrison
when it was attacked, at most 185 people were killed in the “massacre,” 175 of veinermen

and 10 were women. He also posits that as many as 500 people were captured, malsenvere t

“5 SteeleBetrayals 98-111; quote, 110; George Munro, Letter to Dawebb, August 8, 1757, LO 4041.

“° SteeleBetrayals 115-125.
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to Canada, and most eventually made it back to Britain or the cofdnidse redemption of the
prisoners would go on for months and even years, and August, 1757, would be the last time that
the French offered a British garrison the honors of war in North Am&ridso one at the time

of the event had as clear an understanding of the facts as modern historiapaldesafa

achieving, which led to a profusion of rumors. However, a paucity of information dicbpot st

the story, especially the death and danger of the women, from being discussed andtsifatl t

rhetorical potential.

Army officials and civilians wrote about the death and capture of the FdraWHenry
women in lurid detail in order to elicit a response. They sought to use the peril afrttewo
help prove that the French were barbaric and were not following the rules offwas. cbuld
be proven then the army could disregard the terms of the capitulation and incrd@se civi
support for the war. The discussion that follows is not about the actual experiences of the
women; rather, it focuses on how observers used the incongruity of women dyinggitobatt
advance the British cause. Therefore, women, however unknowingly, leant thensd¢he
development of rhetoric about the war. While having women travel with the armyteasof
problem for army authorities and a cause for suspicion among civilians, aftell thfeFort
William Henry, there was no question (on the British side) about whether the women should
have been there or not. Instead, the women were seen as the bearers of natsredpaeally
civility. Even though women had no control over the rhetoric that developed out of the battle, i
the writings about the capitulation of Fort William Henry women were impliaitcepted as

both womerandnational subjects.

“" SteeleBetrayals 98, 142-144.

“8 SteeleBetrayals 110.
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The first way that news about the capitulation and subsequent attack circulated wa
through private correspondence. Because Loudoun was at sea when the capitulatred,oc
many people rushed to give him the news of the capitulation, and he in turn discusted it wi
several others. Most of the correspondence occurred between August 11 and August 31, when
fury over the garrison’s ill-treatment was at its height. These firstprreports became the
basis for the public versions of the story. They are significant for how they ¢dheecassacre

of the garrison, and especially women and children, to French barbarity.

The first letters went out on August 11 from Fort Edward. General Webb was quick to
make his report to Loudoun and he was careful to emphasize the cruelty towardsamoime
children and the complicity of the French. Webb relied for this early report upon thedsiodr
breathless men that came running into the fort throughout the day orftaad the 14. He
reported to Loudoun that the troops, “on leaving the Camp yesterday morning, ... \iede Str
by the Indians of every thing they had both Officers & men, the women and Childrenddragge
from among them and most Inhumanly Butcherd before their faces.” In paintioigl gieture
of the scene of carnage, Webb emphasized the brutality toward the non-combatathtsndtie
even directly say that soldiers were killed, even though time would show that naaynan
were killed than women (although proportionally, more women were killed than men). He
explained that “after having destroyed the Women and Children, they fell uponrtbé sea
men, who running in upon the Front soon Put the whole to a most Precipitate flight.” The

women were “destroyed,” and the men were sent running.

Although Webb charged the Indians with committing the deeds, he did not hold them

responsible. He explained to Loudoun that, “the Party of about three hundred [French] men
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which was given them as an Escort, were during this time quietly Looking on."Finsh
passivity had led Webb to conclude “from this and other Circumstances we are too well
convinced there Barbarites must have been connived at by the Fféntcusing the French

of orchestrating the attacks was much more powerful than blaming the Indiange Nati
Americans had been attacking the frontiers for years, seeminglgutitnuch French oversight.
But to be able to link Indian atrocities to French authority meant that Frascealonger

holding to European standards of warfare. Emphasizing the barbarous murdering ofandmen

children exemplified the turn toward savagery of the French.

Webb'’s interpretation of the events was shared by other correspondents aatlygener
persisted even after more information came out. Another of the firssladtbe sent was
written by George Bartman, Webb'’s aide-de-camp. On August 11 he wrote to Géuniséie,
the assistant deputy quartermaster in Alb&nartman had been in charge of communication
with Fort William Henry during the siege, and his close communication with Webbasted
in his letter to Christie. Echoing Webb'’s letter to Loudoun, Bartman describattabk thus,
“The Indians of the Enemy, (you may imagine not without the Connivance of the Frdhch) fe
upon [the troops] at setting out yesterday morning with their spears &c anti@afing strip’d
both officers and Men, murder'd the Women and Childrénlf this letter, as in Webb's, the
deaths of the soldiers are not mentioned. The men were “strip’d,” but the women arehchildr

were “murder’d.”

“9 Daniel Webb, Letter to Loudoun, August 11, 1750, 4198.

*Y George Bartman and John A. Schurtz, “The Siedeodf William Henry: Letters of George Bartman,”
Huntington Library Quarterly12:4 (August, 1949), 417.

*1 George Bartman, Letter to Gabriel Christie, Audiist1757, LO 4203.
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As a few days passed and the initial shock and adrenaline wore off and mersevetoe
heard, the tone changed slightly in some accounts to put equal blame on both Indians &nd Frenc
The governor of New York, James DelLancey, described the incident to the New Yorkl Counc
on August 14 by explaining that “The Indians of the Enemy (notwithstanding the Capitula
which were that they should march out with all the Honors of War) having fallen on thieair at t
leaving the Camp with Spears and Hatchets, murdered the women and Children & rafmbers
the men.?® Delancey adds the murdering of soldiers to the account, but mentions women and
children first and implies that all of the women and children were murdered. Heldiso a
“Hatchets” to Bartman’s account that only mentioned “spears.” Althoughrelaonly names
the Indians as committing the deeds, he is also careful to note that the achbnenmmry to

the capitulation, which was a European convention and therefore the responsibilitiiartble.

The New York Council wrote to Loudoun with the news on August 19 and informed him
that the fort was “invested by the Enemy.” The council waited a few diyseteiving
DeLancey’s letter, so they may have gathered a little more infamia¢fore writing to
Loudoun. Like DelLancey, the Council emphasized the breach of the capitulation. rotey w
“We now beg Leave to inform you of its [the fort] having surrendered after a &iesgeDays
and a half upon honourable Terms, which were no sooner agreed to than broke, by striping and
massacring Men, Women and Children, in a most horrid and cruel Manner.” They named “the
Enemy” as the one responsibfeln this account, they included the murder of the men, but they

did not directly indict either the French or the Indians.

*2 James Delancey, Letter to the New York Councilgést 14, 1757, LO 4220.

>3 New York Council, Letter to Loudoun, August 195%7 LO 4264.
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By August 17, even Daniel Webb had tempered his account. In his letter to ther§ecreta
of War, Viscount Barrington, Webb stated: “every man [was] striped of the cloattallen his
back, Several men women & children murdered, scalped and carried Prisonersdibsigdes
who must have perished in the woods, to which they ran for shelter from these iearf5arit
Webb added the men’s deaths to his earlier account and substituted “seveal” fortis
calculations of casualties. He also added the woods as another scene of dealactodmt to
Barrington, Webb was not as adamant as he had been to Loudoun in placing responsibdity on th

French.

By this point, however, the earliest and most vivid accounts of the event were being
accepted and incorporated into characterizations of the French. Loudoun’sifiest wr
assessment of the event was in a letter to Thomas Pownall, the new governcsaufhisstts.

On August 20, he wrote from the HMBinchelseas he was making his way back to New York
from his abandoned attempt on Louisbourg. He thanked Pownall for forwarding along Webb'’s
letter of the 11, which, according to Loudoun, contained, “an Account of the Capitulation, and
the inhuman Breach of it by the French.Even as more subdued reports came in, Loudoun
persisted in placing responsibility on the French, not the Indians, and ehiaragtthe terms of

the capitulation as brokef.

>4 Daniel Webb, Letter to Viscount Barrington, Augigt 1757, LO 4245A.
% Loudoun, Letter to Thomas Pownall, August, 20, 7,15 4270A.

%% etters for Loudoun continued to come in. On Astg20, James Pitcher wrote to Loudoun from New YQitl
and conveyed the general opinion that was formbayathe attacks. “By all Accounts,” accordingPtibcher,
“there has been a most cruel & unhuman CarnageeoBarrison, in the sight of the French Army.” ther, it
“appears to Us, as if their intention was to hawena Sacrifice of the whole Garrison.” Pitcheeginot mention
women or children. He does, however, convey ttestaumor—that the French army planned to letridé&ans Kkill
all of the British troops. The French would vehathedeny this accusation, but Loudoun and otheyald/not
abandon its rhetorical value. For example, ogusti 24 Governor James De Lancey wrote to the Bofafdade
showing the impact of this latest interpretationtaf event. He informed them that “the Garrisotaimted an
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On August 20, Loudoun crafted a lengthy reply to Webb. Because of the difficulties of
communication, compounded by the fact that he was at sea, Loudoun did not really know what
was happening at Lake George. In his mind, the worst possible scenario was Fnanthehad
taken Fort Edward and pushed the border back to Albany. Even if that had not happened yet,
Loudoun had to rely on Webb to prepare for such a situation. In this letter he also gave a
complete statement regarding where he placed the responsibility foratiesathd what that
assessment meant for the future of the war. He began by calling the dirfaelcapitulation
“villainous and inhuman.” Loudoun continued by informing Webb that he was on his way “with
a Force sufficient to turn the Scale of Affairs.” This was not his only boalever. He also
hoped to “teach them [the French] the Necessity, to comply with the Laws of Natidns
Humanity.” Despite his outrage, the perfidy of the French was not a surpkisedoun. He
explained to Webb that he was aware of “[French commander in chief] Mr. Vauslreuil’
Behaviour in Time of Peace, (when in Louisiana) from His own Letters, in nseBgien; and
the Murders committed at Oswego, and now at Fort William Henry.” This knowledge
encouraged him to “make those Gentlemen sick of such inhuman Villainy, whenevemityis

Power.®’

The French, of course, were not silent on the events following the capitulation of Fort
William Henry. Because most of the British witnesses to the event rarhstiaigort Edward

with the story, Montcalm knew that he would need to publicize a counter-narrative.rihsefe

honourable Capitulation but notwithstanding that Enench General Mont calrsi§] under his own eyes and in the
face of about three thousand of his regular treyffer'd his Indians to rob and strip them, offeas well as men,
of all they had, and left most of them naked."this retelling, De Lancey left out the women anddren in favor

of condemning the French. De Lancey, like mangisthwould tailor the story to fit the concernsaf audience.
James Pitcher, Letter to Loudoun, August 20, 17&74268; John R. Brodhead and E.B. O’Callaghan,, eds
Documents Relative to the Colonial History of thet&of New YorkAlbany: Weed, Parsons & Co, 1856), 7: 274.

" Loudoun, Letter to Daniel Webb, August 20, 175@,4271A.
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the capitulation were at stake and the freedom of hundreds of French prisoners hang in t
balance. Therefore, Montcalm was quick to offer his own perspective on the eventwao the
department in France and to the British.
On August 15 he wrote to the minister of war Marc-Pierre de Voyer de Paulmyisom
“Camp on the ruins of Fort William Henry, called, by the French, Fort Geotdis. first
approach was to downplay what had happened. He admitted that “that the capitulation has
unfortunately suffered some infraction on the part of the Indians.” However, heusaht
“what would be an infraction in Europe, cannot be so regarded in America, and | hase writ
with firmness to General Webb and to Lord Loudoun, on the subject, so as to deprive them of all
excuse for not observing the terms on a slight preteficMbntcalm reiterated the arguments he
had made after the problems at Fort Oswego by stating that war wasaigtyfdifferent in
North America, and the standards of European warfare could not be made to fully apply.
Other French explanations for the massacre wavered between discounting rtg hkeemi
British for bringing it on themselves, emphasizing French efforts to restidee, and pointing to
unruly and drunk Indians as the perpetrators. An anonymous French “Journal of théi&xpedi
against Fort William Henry” emphasized the taking of prisoners rathertieanurders. The
author noted that after they left the fort, the British, “did not proceed half adedgen the
Indians pursued them; killed some of them; took several, plundered almost all, killeddbee sol
and wounded three who endeavored to oppose their cruelty.” Later the author amended his

earlier statement and admitted “200 have been carried off by the Indfians.”

* Brodhead and O’Callaghan, edSglonial History of New York10: 598.
%9 Brodhead and O’Callaghan, edSglonial History of New York10: 605.
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Soon enough General Montcalm and Governor Vaudreuil constructed a cohesive
narrative of the events which they stuck to and retold each time they had to exXpainhad
happened. In a letter from Montcalm’s aide-de-camp, Louis-Antoine de Boulgaitovde
Paulmy, two letters from Montcalm to Webb and Loudoun respectively, and a letter from
Vaudreuil to the Secretary of State for the Marine, M. de Moras (Montcalrallgovrote the
letter), the French argument was laid out. The French authorities needed tthptdkey had

not broken the rules of war. First, they blamed the British for priming the Indiaisof.

In his letter to Loudoun, Montcalm explained, “[The capitulation] would not have
experienced the slightest alteration had not your soldiers furnished rum; haddpaeen
willing to march out with more order and not taken fright at our Indians, which emboldened t
latter; in a word, had they been willing to put into execution what | had proposed toothem f
their own benefit.” Vaudreuil concurred, stating that the English “entertaimcandeivable
terror” of the Indians. In addition, Montcalm argued that one group of Indians hadfacspec
grievance against the British. He explained to Loudoun, “l regard as a séailtonie, the
having with me the Abenakis of Panaouské in Acadia.” These Indians, according tolaudre
“pretend to have experienced, this very year, some ill treatment on the part oftish,Eand

these Abenakis started the atta2k.

Next, Montcalm tried to strike a conciliatory tone with Loudoun, attempting ateréd
him as two European-trained generals forced to fight in an uncivilized land. He wrote, “Y
know what it is to restrain 3,000 Indians of 33 different Nations, and | had but too much

apprehension of them, which | did not conceal from the Commandant of the fort in my

0 Brodhead and O’'Callaghan, edSglonial History of New York10: 619, 633.
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summons.®* Loudoun actually did not know what this was like, since the British certainly did
not have a comparable number of Indian allies. Nevertheless, Loudoun jumped on this
concession in his November 18 letter to Vaudreuil in which he icily informed the Govefrzor, *
General Serves at the head of Troops he cannot Command, He is not in a Capacity to make a
Capitulation.®? Loudoun was not about to excuse Montcalm for not being able to control his

army, regardless of who was part of it or where they came from.

Further, Montcalm attempted to separate the French army from the Indcks attal to
show that the French army understood what an honorable capitulation meant and they were
fighting the war according to European norms. He informed Loudoun, “I am pleased with
myself for having exposed my person as well as my officers in the dedégoars, who render
justice to everything that | have done on that occasion.” Vaudreuil’s letter ploviole details
on who was to blame noting that “The great number of women this garrison wasdhagk,
contributed not a little to increase its terror.” The women, far from beatigng in French eyes,
made the situation worse. While the British were very diligent to presentitterad women
as national subjects and their deaths as a breach of the rules of war, the Frenchyddwimpla

women'’s importance and emphasized that they contributed to the trouble.

Vaudreuil continued, “The Indians, emboldened to excess by this very panic of the
English, set about plundering them, and | know not what would have been the result, had it not

been for the promptness with which all the officers ran forward. The escorh @dniumenced

®1 The letters from Bougainville and Vaudreuil sa§®) Indians while the letters from Montcalm say0®,0
Anderson notes that there were 2,000 Indians adedrbly the end of July. Fred Anders@iucible of War: The
Seven Years’ War and the Fate of the Empire iridBritlorth America, 1754-1768lew York: Alfred A. Knopf,
2000), 187; Brodhead and O’Callaghan, ed@o]onial History of New Yorkl0: 619, 632.

52 oudoun, Letter to Vaudreuil, November 18, 1750, 4788.
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collecting, opposed the outrage; we even had some grenadiers wounded on the d&casion.”
Loudoun did not join in the praise of the French. Nor did he blame the women for making things
worse. Instead, in his November 18 letter to Vaudreuil he maintained that “Your Toaopst

out, “the most unhuman Murders not only of the Sick, but of many others, and likewise by the
great Numbers of Both Sexes, that were carried off Prisoners in directidhadé the

Capitulation.” Loudoun contended that he “attribute[d] these breaches of the Giapitiddhe

Army in General” and to Montcalm in particuf¥r.

Montcalm concluded his letter to Loudoun with the following statement, “Therefore
Lord, I request you to cause the capitulation to be executed in every particuldeadthe
omission in its execution, on the slightest pretext, would be of still more fataqmrsce for
you than for us.” Vaudreuil’s letter again gives more insight into Montcahmiging.
Towards the end of that long letter he wrote, “The English, far from complaining, ouglet t
the more grateful for what we have done on that occasion, inasmuch as all beloniatg t
garrison, whom the Indians had taken, are restored to them, and as, thanks to the attgvity of t
Marquis de Montcalm and of all his officers, the disorder has been promptledraesi only 6
or 7 English soldiers killed®® This was a gross miscalculation on the part of Montcalm and
Vaudreuil, but they were doing their best to make their point that the British wenmeasting to

say that the capitulation was broken.

Whether the capitulation had been breached or not was the subject of much conversation,

and on November 18 Loudoun laid out his conditions for following the terms of the capitulation.

% Brodhead and O’Callaghan, edSglonial History of New York10: 619, 633.
% Loudoun, Letter to Vaudreuil, November 8, 1757, 4T88.

% Brodhead and O’Callaghan, edSglonial History of New YorklO: 619, 634.
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He told Vaudreuil, “I have hitherto adhered strictly to the Capitulation, in Expactthat you

would have Instantly return’d to me here, ...all the Prisoners of both Sexes.” In addition,
Loudoun requested, “The King my Masters Arms, and the Cloaths and Baggage, of ths Office
and Soldiers, with all those Concerned in the Robereys & Murders, to be Punished at my
discretion.®® Vaudreuil, of course, was not about to fulfill these requests, beyond the return of
the prisoners. In the end, Loudoun was recalled to England before the next bstihebsgmn

and it was left to his successor, General James Abercromby to synthesiamors,

accusations, and reports and decide what to do.

Before examining Abercromby’s decisions in 1758, it is important to see how the
incident was discussed in civilian society in 1757. In both news reports and opinies) piec
writers used the deaths of the women in particular as a rallying point for coati@mof French
barbarity and as a call to arms. France’s ability to cultivate Indias afid to use them heavily
in warfare exposed the French army and leadership to accusations that theynbdadedba
civilized behavior. In a war over which empire could most effectively rule thdnManerican
continent, British leaders exploited the opportunity to show that France was deyolving

uncivilized, immoral, and out of control.

The earliest newspaper reports of the event were iRghasylvania Gazetend the
Pennsylvania Journaboth of August 18. The reports were publications of letters sent by people
who had witnessed the event or at least part of it. The earliest letters/nepatdated August
15 from Albany. One of the early letters stated: “not a Soul was suffereaicto fFert Edward
but in a naked Condition, and many cruelly murdered, especially the Women and Children, who

were reduced from about 80 to 10.” Certainly a large number of women were captureds and it

% | oudoun, Letter to Vaudreuil, November 8, 1757, 4T88.
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possible that only ten women made it to Fort Edward, which would have given the impression

that the rest were murdered.

Another letter from the I5did not mention women. It stated in part, “they began to
massacre all the Sick and Wounded within the Lines, and before both Armies; gehdvited
all the Negroes, Mulattoes and Indian Soldiers, out of the Ranks, butchering and shaiping t
when our Men began to march, they then began without Distinction, stripped and tongahawk’
both Officers and Men.” A third letter from August 15 informed the public thatEdurt soon
left them, and the Indians murdered many of our People, strip’d them all; the mosh citdinke
naked, killed the Women and Children, and this they began immediately after the
Capitulation.®” All of these letters contain elements of the “anti-Indian sublime’—nakedness,
butchering and tomahawking, killing women and children, but there was one letteadHatly
mastered the rhetoric. It was also the most widely printed letter, appeanewspapers in

Pennsylvania, New York, Massachusetts, Maryland, and New Hampshire.

This letter was dated August 15 and related “That the French immedititzlyhe
Capitulation, most perfidiously, let their Indian Blood-Hounds loose upon our People.”t At tha
“a few ran off with their Arms, and light Cloathing that they had upon their Backs... amed w
pursued by the Indians six or seven Miles on their Way to Fort Edward.” Thesdevé&rekly
ones as “The most were stripped stark-naked; many were killed and scalpezts®ibt
excepted.” The author then really warmed to his task, continuing, “The Throats pffmost
all the Women, were cut, their Bellies ripped open, their Bowels torn out, and thrown upon the
Faces of their dead or dying Bodies; and ‘tis said, that all the Women are rdwderd/ay or

other.” The author adds, “the Children were taken by the Heels, and their Brainstegdinst

7 Pennsylvania JournaAugust 18, 1757.
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the Trees or Stones, and not one of them satetVith both the images of the pregnant women
being mutilated after death and children being brutally killed, the account éeth& reader and
names the French as the guilty party while the Indians were “Blood-Homnashgpulated by the
French. None of the other letters offered their readers such a chance io ghagathos and
emotion of the moment, which perhaps explains why it was so widely reprinted aisdigaefor

many years.

At the end of this account, the writer of the report included his own opinion of what the
attack meant for the future of the war. He began by indicting French cruétigir quest for
empire, noting, “Tis certain that the Growth of the British Colonies has long beagrand
Object ofFrench Envyand ‘tis said that their Officers have Orders from their Superiors, to
check it at all Events, and to that End, to make the present War as bloody and desuctive
possible!” The author went on to conflate Indian frontier attacks with Freneftyaby asking,
“And is not every News-paper still stained with the innocent Blood of Women and Children, and
of unarmed Sufferers, who were plowing their Land, or gathering in their Haowestr
Frontiers?” The implication was that the French broke the laws of war g ldiéfenseless

people.

The author then turned to the event at Fort William Henry and wondered “To what a
Pitch of Perfidy and Cruelty is the French Nation arrived! Would not an artéathen
shudder with Horror, on hearing so hideous a Tale!” The author asked his readethg”ls i
Most Christian Kinghat could give such Orders? Or could the most savage Nations ever exceed

such French Barbarities! Besides this, was it ever known in the Pagan Wotldgefina of

% pennsylvania Gazettdugust 25, 1757 (also printed Tine New York MercunAugust 22, 1757The Boston
Weekly AdvertiserAugust 29, 1757Pennsylvania JournalAugust 18, 1757The Maryland Gazetje&September 1,
1757;The New Hampshire Gazettgeptember 2, 1757), emphasis original.
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Capitulation were not held inviolably sacred.” The real horror was not that womerb®iag
killed in war-related deaths; that had been happening since 1755 along the frontiers. The
terrifying aspect of the situation was that the French were acting l#tkdrebarbarians. How
could they claim to be Christians, Britons wondered, and sanction the breaking of $heef rule
war? If the French would not hold to the rules of war, their very civility wasiquable. The
easy conclusion from these points was that French civilization should not be spxeathi
America and Christian Britons should do whatever possible to prevent the expansiarchf Fre
domination. Yet, this could not be done peacefully. The author concluded by calling on the
provincials to overcome their own reservations in war-making and “make some Esaenples

of our inhuman Enemies when they fall into our Harfds.”

The only attempt to address some of the factual errors in this report was éetteher
dated August 29 that four newspapers published around September 1. This letter noted that
“Seven Deserters are also come to Town, and give different Accounts, which lsannot
depended on; though we hear that the French have burnt down Fort William Henry... and that
the Massacre among the Women was not so great as it was generallydoaliékst; but that the
Indians destroyed all the Sick and Wounded is beyond DispUf€tiis report was followed by a

printing of the terms of the capitulation in their entirety.

Another opinion piece printed soon after the news came out about Fort William Henry
focused on the danger threatening women and children by French “Insolence.utfbrs a

called on his countrymen to take up arms. He asked his readers, “Can we... remain in a

% pennsylvania Gazettdugust 15, 1757.

Y pennsylvania Gazett&eptember 1, 1757 (alsoThe New York MercunAugust 29, 1757The Pennsylvania
Journal September 1, 175The Maryland Gazett&eptember 1, 1757 (?)).
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scandalous Inaction, while we see our Country ransacked, Wives killed, innocentrChildre
murdered, and aged Parents destroyed; as we evidently must do, if we refusedorexenost,

for the Defence of our Country?” In characterizing the latest incident asident of “our

Country ransacked,” the author drew parallels between the attacks on trergrand the attack

on the garrison. Like others, he summoned women'’s voices to prod men to action by asking,
“can we refuse our Assistance when our Country, our Wives and Children so loudly derhand it?
Further, he took up the theme of French savagery, exclaiming, “May those wiomarnatg the

Field, be incensed at the Barbarity of the Enemy, and take the Field with an uddaunte

Resolution, to conquer or dié"”

In The American Magazine or Monthly Chronicle for the British Coloofé3ctober 1,
1757,an unnamed author (the editor was Rev. William Smith), printed a long piece titled
“Account of the North American Indians.” The article focused on its proposed sfdsjetuch
of the piece, but for the last few pages, the author strayed to the topic of the waremehile
In fact, the last several pages were a transcription of a section of attengteibuted to
William Livingston, the future governor of New Jersey. That letter itlad tA Review of the
Military Operations in North America, from the Commencement of the Frenchitiessbn the
frontiers of Virginia in 1753, to the Surrender of Oswego, on tieot August, 1756; in a Letter
to a Nobleman® Livingston’s letter was reprinted in several publications including the
Universal Magazinén May 1757. The writer of the pieceTine American Magazirgpparently
thought that Livingston’s words regarding the fall of Fort Oswego were agauarglafter the

fall of Fort William Henry. Referring to the French, Livingston told fieiaders, “We have a

" pennsylvania Gazettdugust 25, 1757.

2 Massachusetts Historical SocieGgllections of the Massachusetts Historical Sodietythe year 1800vol. 8
(Boston: Charles C. Little and James Brown, 1848®[1), 67.
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subtile, enterprising enemy to contend with; an enemy rapacious, martial, and bloody
committing murders rather than waging war.” Livingston called on the @sddaiunite against
their common enemy and “exert our whole force for the preservation of these ctiomes
bloody carnage and total ruin, by extirpating this brood of French savages froroetiod tlae

continent.” French cruelty and savagery invited a vigorous offénse.

It is perhaps not surprising that, when faced with the decision in 1758, General
Abercromby chose not to uphold the capitulation. Several hundred of the captives from Fort
William Henry had returned or were on their way home, so Abercromby feltsafearing
some of the terms, particularly those relating to British soldiers nonhgeiui eighteen months.
On March 26, 1758, Governor Benning Wentworth of New Hampshire wrote to General
Abercromby on behalf of Colonel Nathaniel Meserve’s regiment of 300 men. Thesednen ha
been present at the capitulation of Fort William Henry, so they were subjectestriction on
their participation in the war for eighteen months. However, only seven monthhéater
wanted to get back into the action. Wentworth wrote to Abercromby and conveyed the
regiment’s argument that “the French in many Instances have Violatedltitie Aof
capitulation on their par[t].” Therefore, “they Esteem themselves diseddegn Complying
with their Obligation, & futher, that they are willing to run any risqué provitegt Can have
the Liberty to proceed in the Regiment now raisieing.” Wentworth added his gumemnt
stating, “Your Excellency can want no proof that the French have in too mstay¢es broke

their Articles, & the breaking of one, must of Consequence make void the rest.”

3 The American Magazine or Monthly Chronicle for British Colonies*An Account of the North American
Indians,” William Smith, ed. 1:1 (Oct. 1757), 22:23
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Abercromby agreed. On April 5, 1758 he wrote to Governor Thomas Pownall of
Massachusetts whose troops had also petitioned him to be allowed to continue fighting. He
explained to the governor, “I am so much of opinion, that the French have been guilty of a
Breach of the Capitulation of Fort William Henry, that upon application from Governor
Wentworth to me ... | immediately Concurr’d therein, and added, that | should be pigased
to have them with me; you may be assured, | shall not be less so, with having Beoause
of the passionate and widely spread arguments about French perfidy inehlyeafiat the

capitulation, it was easy for Abercromby to decide that the capitulation vieislofforoken’*

Meanwhile, the real people who had been captured after the fall of Fort W kzuny
were beginning to make their way back to British territory. On October 18, 1757 sthe fir
shipload of British and provincial soldiers, women, and children arrived in Nova Scotiae Ther
were 143 people on board, including 6 women and 3 children, but 4 soldiers had died on the
passage. These people were fortunate in that they had been redeemed friolidhetaptors
soon after the capitulation; they boarded a ship for Halifax on September 1. Vasein¢uil
Loudoun a list of the passengers on the day they boarded the ship, as part of his effoettim prov
Loudoun that the French were trying to make the situation figBut many more people
experienced longer captivity and a longer time in the prisoner exchange .sy3téne 80
women at Fort William Henry, if 10 were killed, 10 made it to Fort Edward, and 6 eeltton

Halifax in October, that still left 56 women in captivity in late 1757.

4 Benning Wentworth, Letter to James Abercromby, é1a6, 1758, AB79; James Abercromby, Letter to Thsm
Pownall, April 5, 1758, AB 117.

> “Return of the Men’s Names under the Capitulati@gtober 18, 1757, LO 6795; Marquis de VaudreiRiple
of the English Officers and Soldiers,” Septembet 757, LO 6678.
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Thanks to James Fenimore Coopdite Last of the Mohicar{4826), the “massacre” of
the retreating garrison was quickly romanticized and this imagery gexsistir own day,
despite the availability of more sober minded accolfhiEhe imagery of unspecific Indians
tearing babies from their screaming mothers and brutally killing bothenatid child” endures
because it iluminates the gendered interpretation of women and war as beimgguoasn
despite their well-documented connection. When women died battle-related deadlss, it w
characterized as murder and evidence of incivility, especially if it s@éobe officially
sanctioned by a civilized nation. The women’s murdered bodies were co-opted facahetor

purposes in order to prove that one nation was more civilized than the other.

As easy as it was to construct rhetoric about the death of women in battle, the real
participation of women in the army was difficult for both the women involved and for army
officials. Charlotte Browne had no clear place in the army, even though her positidhex
most well-defined occupation available to women. As a result of her ambiguoussjtshé
experienced several hardships relating to travel, male protection, targlifito civilian society.
She struggled to be fully comfortable in the army and in civilian societyamed fchallenges

from both spheres. While Charlotte Browne’s experience should not be taken asitapvese

"®Who can resist Daniel Day-Lewis’ Hawkeye racingoas the field of battle, hair flying, to rescus fidy love
from a Huron tomahawk in the 1992 film versionildie Last of the Mohicafis

"7 FromThe Last of the Mohican$ ‘Here -- here -- there -- all -- any -- everirth!’ exclaimed the breathless
woman, tearing the lighter articles of dress fraem person with ill-directed and trembling fing€e'take all, but give
me my babe!’ The savage spurned the worthless aagisperceiving that the shawl had already becom&a to
another, his bantering but sullen smile changing ¢heam of ferocity, he dashed the head of thenirdigainst a
rock, and cast its quivering remains to her vegt.fEor an instant the mother stood, like a stafukespair, looking
wildly down at the unseemly object, which had gelianestled in her bosom and smiled in her fand;then she
raised her eyes and countenance toward heavefgalkrig on God to curse the perpetrator of thd fteed. She
was spared the sin of such a prayer for, maddenad disappointment, and excited at the sightleéd, the Huron
mercifully drove his tomahawk into her own braimeTmother sank under the blow, and fell, grasptrigeachild,
in death, with the same engrossing love that hadezhher to cherish it when living. James Fenin@meper,The
Last of the Mohicans: A Narrative of 178¥ew York: Macmillan, 1909), 215.
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of all army women’s experiences, her history does provide a perspective on how gemder no

played a role in women'’s participation in the army.

Taking Charlotte Browne’s story together with the history of the rhetorrosnding the
women at Fort William Henry again emphasizes the ambiguous and difficulopasitivomen
in the army. Women'’s place in the army was always tenuous and not fully rdgaladeoy
joining the army, women opened themselves up to having their actions interpretedlaatéva
by others. After the fall of Fort William Henry, the women who were killed apduced were
portrayed as both innocent civilians and national subjects whose deaths illuminated the
barbarism of the enemies and the civility of the British nation. But behind alh#iwic and
interpretation were real women. The women who were captured afterl thieHaft William
Henry entered the prisoner exchange system and spent months or yeardgektingme. But
the use of the women'’s suffering was immediate and quickly paid dividends both in shaping
public perception of the French and forming military strategy regardagetms of the
capitulation. The difficulties associated with interpreting women’s preseritbe army points

to the ambiguities and challenges of their position.
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Chapter Six
“To Beg some relief from your Lordship:” Petitioners and Lord Loudoun

In the early fall of 1755, the remainder of Braddock’s defeated army tvaatieg from
Fort Cumberland to Philadelphia. Following the withdrawal of the British gonayincials in
Pennsylvania, Maryland, and Virginia had to step in to provide defense for their colonies. At
this time, a young man named John Whipple joined a ranging company to help defend the
frontier against Indian attacks. For about a year, Whipple did his part to phatéetakcountry,
but after the Virginia assembly recalled the rangers, he was readyhtome. Eagerly
anticipating his return was his mother, Elizabeth Forrester, a widow. Whipple&chornmng
was thwarted by the captains of the ranging company who turned all of g#rewver to the
captain of a regiment that was forming up to continue fighting the war. Whippkareegbko his
new captain that he wanted to go home, and in the early days of winter, 1756, the captin signe
a “Furlough” and allowed him to leave. As Whipple was making his way throughm\aygi
recruiting officer of the Second Battalion of the Royal American Registepped him in
Yorktown and tried to convince him to enlist. Whipple refused and presented his furlough. The
recruiting officer threw Whipple in jail, assuring the young man that he woile i@ the author
of the furlough to find out if it was authentic. John Whipple sat in a frigid jail fonieeks

before the cold and hunger convinced him to agree to enlist, if only to get out of prison.

Two days later, two of Whipple’s friends arrived with the intent of helping him out of his
predicament. They had heard about his plight by chance, but to Whipple’s dismay,ittegly arr
too late to help him. The recruiting officer absolutely refused to release Juippl&/ Soon
after that, Whipple marched with the army to Philadelphia (where he may leswvkisenother

briefly) and then on to New York. Elizabeth Forrester refused to abandon her son te.his fat
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She appealed to friends and local authorities (including Benjamin Franklin), batjgtitthey
pitied her, there was nothing they could do to help. Elizabeth Forrester would not give up,
however, and she decided to appeal to the highest authority (under the king) that she could think

of, Lord Loudoun.

Elizabeth Forrester sent her petition to Loudoun in February, 1757 and followed it up
with a second petition on March 28, 1757. In the first petition she began by apologizing for
taking so much of the great man’s time and assured him that she had tried othes torenue
relief first. She then told her son’s story with as many details as she koesstér concluded
the petition with a rush of words throwing herself on Loudoun’s mercy and offering him
heavenly rewards. She wrote, “My only hope is in thy Justice and humanity; pityharMot
whom anguish of heart makes importunate & restore a Son unjustly detained, so nggfyAIm

God pour Blessings on thy Heatt.”

Elizabeth Forrester’s petition is one of about twenty that Lord Loudoun received and
preserved in his papers. The petitions show how the war affected families amLizldiin a
variety of ways. Although there are a few petitions from men, women sent mospetitiens
found in Loudoun’s papefs While the petitions cannot be considered representative of a
“typical” experience of the war, the petitions are nevertheless usetgveral reasons. First,
they provide a glimpse into how women and families managed when fathers andtdons le
war. Second, they convey how some people thought about army service, the army pnedence, a
army authorities, to some extent. Third, they provide a perspective onto how peoplenerpe

the war indirectly, in that petitioners connected to the army had their attentied torthe

! Elizabeth Forrester, Petition to the Earl of LoudpFebruary 1757, LO 2945.

2 There are a large number of memorials (slightfiedent in form from a petition) written by men, imly soldiers
asking for an assignment in the army.
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fighting on the periphery even though they did not experience fighting themsebtuash, Fhey
show the extent to which and the manner in which civilians connected to the army sought to
negotiate, manage, or change a wide variety of situations involving theirefaiaild family
members. Fifth, the petitions provide an additional perspective on the varietyothasy
people could be part of the army: long term, short term, soldier, carpenter, tradpsEmeer,
bateaux service and more. All of the petitions do not illuminate all of these areasként

together, the petitions can provide an understanding of the indirect experience of war.

This chapter is somewhat of a departure in that it is not as much about individuals or
communities on the borderland as it is about people who were connected to and affduted by t
battles on the borderland. Therefore, while it does not contribute as much to the discussion of
life on the periphery, it does provide an additional perspective on the idea that regotagia
significant feature of the relationship between army authorities ariduws:i Thus far, the
chapters have emphasized army leaders’ demands and civilian resistancenanit@s’
requests for protection and leaders’ responses. This chapter complicatissubsion of
negotiation by demonstrating the degree to which individuals felt comfortablagnakjuests
of army leaders and by expanding the discussion of what aspects of the relatiotvebgn vear

and society were open to negotiation.

While many of the people who sent petitions were not on the borderland, their attention
was on the borderland and their lives were directly affected by what happeredTthervariety
of ways that the activity at forts affected families led to petitietating to a variety of
problems. It is also important to note that many of the problems in the petitiomselated to
the fact that men in the army were serving on the frontier far from home weloltho way to

communicate with their families. While provincials had been fighting (esiheon the
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frontiers) for decades, the Seven Years’ War was the first timeatigat humbers of provincials
served outside their home colony. This separation created new problems that had ned appear

when men served for shorter periods of time closer to home.

The results of the petitions, while conveying interesting information about the
relationship of war and society, are not the sole focus of the discussion that.fdRatiner,
greater significance is accorded to the act of petitioning (including the contiet petitions
themselves) and what it says concerning how people felt about the army aridlimpe
administrators. Toward that end, the petitions can be considered as part of thenlaeget
culture and the “cult of monarchy.” Through petitions, women and men placed thesriselve
position of dependence on British authority and, in particular, on the representativ&iofjithe
Lord Loudoun. As Brendon McConville notes, many Britons in North America had grown
accustomed to viewing the king as a benevolent father. While Loudoun was not the king, the
petitioners addressed him in obsequious language and requested favors as they would of a
paternalistic figure. The culture of devotion to the monarchy in early Ameridd prove
useful to Loudoun, but also made him, as the king’s representative, the target of people’s

requests.

Aside from his elevated position, Loudoun was the focal point for a variety of reasons.
Some of the petitioners had previous contact with Loudoun. In her petition, Ann Moore
reminded Loudoun of “the kind reception thou gave me in the City of Albany when | came t
visit thee in the pure Love of the Lord of Heaven & of the whole Eérthlizabeth Faesch and

her son John Rudolf Faesch had written to Loudoun previously and took time in their petition to

% Brendan McConvilleThe King’s Three Faces: The Rise and Fall of Réyakrica, 1688-1776Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 2006), 63-70.

4 Ann Moore, Petition to the Earl of Loudoun, Markh, 1757, LO 3024.
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note “That your Petitioners are for ever obligated to your Lordship for theuFgour Lordship
was pleased to shew to your Petitioners in Promising to assist youorietit® Other people
sought Loudoun out as the one with the most authority to handle their cases. Twelve
tradesmen’s wives whose husbands were taken prisoner at the capitulation of Fego Osw
indicated in their joint petition that they were “Truly Sensible we have nonewtlder God to
look to for redress but from Your Lordship onfy.Sophia Beckers’ husband was also taken at
Fort Oswego, and she was in danger of losing his pay, which was dependent on therkegisla
New Jersey. She therefore appealed to Loudoun as one with at least equal power to the

provincial government.

For still others, Loudoun was not the first person to whom they appealed. As mentioned
above, Elizabeth Forrester’s petition was endorsed by Benjamin FrinRkwverend John
Moorehead wrote a petition on behalf of men and women in his congregation who were seeking
back pay for the men’s efforts as “Pioneers” in Massachu’sdiasie Williams wrote that her
husband’s pay had been held up because “Majr Craven does not think himself warranted to
allow, and discharge” her husband’s account. After their attempts to work with othex peopl
failed, petitioners appealed to Loudoun, making sure, as Jane Williams did, to bagthat

Lordship will be pleased kindly to excuse this Troubfe.”

® Elizabeth Faesch and John Rudolf Faesch, Petititine Earl of Loudoun, May 30, 1757, LO 3739.

® The Petition of Twelve Trandesmen’s Wives whossblands were taken at Oswego, March 1757, LO 3239.
" Sophia Beckers, Petition to the Earl of Loudowry 1756, LO 1382.

8 In his note on the petition, Franklin calls herryl&orrester.

® John Moorehead, Petition to the Earl of Loudoamuary 31, 1757, LO 2740.

10 Jane Williams, Petition to Loudoun, February 1753,2950.
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Because of Loudoun’s high status and because an appeal to him was probably a final
effort to accomplish their goals, petitioners addressed Loudoun in very obsequioagé&ngu
elevating him from an earl to a position just below God. Indeed, some of the petitjglogeom
almost Biblical language to address Loudoun. Catarina Couthy referred &s lyour
Lordships worthy Self—who is Clothed with powét.” Elizabeth and John Faesch noted that
they were “convinced of your Lordships Benevolence and Protection and putting their
Confedence, next to God, in your Lordshtp.’Ann Moore, a Quaker, almost apologized that her
religious beliefs keep her from exalting Loudoun in her address. She begged, “Excuse my
simple address to thee my Friend, for | can say truly that | bear as elg@rd to thee as if | had
given thee all the Highest Titles that could be set forth by the Tongue of'thahése
rhetorical flourishes betray the high expectations the petitioners had dblwo@and of the

petitioning process.

Although the very nature of a petition precluded much power on the part of the
petitioners, the authors often offered Loudoun spiritual benefits. Jane Williastedtiat,
should Loudoun retrieve the money due her husband, she and her spouse would be “under the
greatest Obligations, ever to pray for your Lordships Prosperity, and Stittedsmima Farrar

indicated that if Loudoun fulfilled her request he would then enjoy the “blessings tifdt is

1 Caterina Couthy, Petition to the Earl of LoudoNoyember 16, 1756, LO 2226.
12 Elizabeth Faesch and John Rudolf Faesch, Petiiitine Earl of Loudoun, May 30, 1757, LO 3739.
13 Ann Moore, Petition to the Earl of Loudoun, Marth, 1757, LO 3024.

14 Jane Williams, Petition to Loudoun, February, 1753 2950.
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ready to perish® Most simply closed their petition with a line which promised that, if their

petition was attended to, they would feel “duty bound” to pray for their benefactor.

In addition to understanding how the petitioners approached Loudoun, it is useful to try
to determine how Loudoun approached the petitions and the petitioners. In the basve rdrra
the war and in his own papers, Loudoun generally comes across as frustrated with non-
cooperative colonists and, like Braddock, suspicious of their loyalty. He wasalead for
brushing aside colonial resistance and taking what he needed when he needed &.tHespit
reputation, people felt comfortable petitioning him, even when their requeststleat ldo with
the army. The difficulties in determining the result of many of the petitionsteraper any
judgment of Loudoun; however, if Loudoun had addressed the wide variety of problems with
which petitioners confronted him, he would have taken on an almost monarchical degree of
authority. There is no evidence that he pursued that path, but, in considering ibvestefat
between civilians and army authorities, it should be noted that the petitionersiliegetav

give Loudoun unprecedented authority if he would intervene in their favor.

While both men and women petitioned Loudoun, it is necessary to pay female petitioners
special attention for several reasons. First, women who participated in theamgrway did
not leave many records behind, so what is available should be studied closely in pursuit of a
holistic picture of the intersection of war and society. Second, petitioning \&aes act in
which men and women were equal in their submission to a higher authority but also in thei
ability to confront a high authority or seek a redress of grievances. Thirdefpetdloners
during the Seven Years’ War were making use of an act with a longer hist@ywohten who

sent petitions to Lord Loudoun were expressing themselves in a standard fornd the¢ha

15 Jemima Farrar, Petition to the Earl of Loudourhyriary 5, 1757, LO 2789.
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widely accepted in Britain for centuries. Historian Elaine Hobby desigpat#ions written by
women as falling into two broad categories: “those concerning individual grievancesds;
and those addressing more general social issues.” The petitions in the Loudoun piatlers al
into the first category. Linda Kerber notes that petitions were a “preptlitorm of

expression. Petitions placed the needs of the powerless at the feet of the powerfideatially
begged for redress. Most petitions followed a specific rhetorical and written téerber notes
some common elements of petitions: the petition often began with “the acknowledgéme
subordination; by definition the petitioner poses no threat” and also included the trloétori
humility... whether or not humility is felt in fact.” Hobby concurs, noting that‘@ssertion of
the women'’s helplessness, distress and need for protection” were chadrestrispecifically

female-authored petitior§.

Examining the petitions, therefore, provides another entryway into seeing hoanwom
performed their dual roles as “women” and national subjects. Their langondgese of the
form fit in with their role as subordinate, dependent women, and the act of petitiooningdll
them to assume the rights of national subjects and engage in a discussion with u#inmrittea
(or protest their actions). Women could not draft or vote on laws regulating arngesarvi
become army officers and make the decisions that affected women andsfamilithey were
able to write petitions that would receive an equal hearing from the commayeciaral,
without challenging gender norms. With this option open to them, it is not surprising that
women took advantage of it. As noted in the previous chapter, women were not excluded from

participating in the war and having their (even unwilling) participatiogrpmeted for

'8 Elaine HobbyVirtue of Necessity: English Women'’s Writing 164948ondon: Virago Press, 1988), 13-14.
Linda KerberWomen of the Republic: Intellect and Ideology indRetionary AmericgChapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press, 1980), 85.
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nationalistic purposes. Petitioning gave women an opportunity to attempt to exerase som
measure of control over how the war affected them. In their subordinate positiamen,
females were subject to men, but in the absence of men, women were able totegpress
opinion (through this accepted form) and be heard. The petitions, therefore, present a rare
opportunity to try to determine from their own words what women thought of the warptge a
and the British authorities in their midst. While several aspects of thiepetivere standard,
the rest of the content, and the variations between them, reveal, at least in parorhem

perceived their situations.

Nowhere is this opportunity to glean insights more evident than in Elizabeth Fdsrester
second petition. By March 28, 1757, Elizabeth Forrester still did not have any word rggardin
the return of her son, John Whipple, or the result of her petition. Therefore, she decided to get
little more creative with her second petition by inclosing two “Smallgrsswhether thou grant
me my petition or not.” These presents, though regrettably not extant, werag$amost
likely produced by Elizabeth Forrester herself. Rather than simply sendingitiegs and
leaving them for Loudoun to decipher, Forrester “thought it proper to acquaint thebeavit
meaning of the figure and the versis that is on them.” The detailed descriptiorpatttines is
noteworthy not only for what it says about the nature of petitions and the relationsteere
petitioner and benefactor, but also for what they say about how Elizabeth Forestt the
British monarchy and politics. It is important to remember that her son haddilednfprced to
enlist, and put into a position of extreme danger fighting a war. One might think thegtEorr
would resent the British authorities and the war especially since she vias et to have her
son released from any association with them. However, the descriptions cwiegdrdo not

reflect that attitude.
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Elizabeth Forrester titled the first drawing “the picture of our kingfedtured George
II, probably enthroned, with “the king of frans on his knees beging for peace at hih&nghit
King George’s response was to hold “his Sword against Lewises Lips as snacBay here
kiss the rod.” Louis XV in turn is pictured casting his crown down “at our kings feet” in
adoration and submission. Forrester realized that imagining King Louis in titismpoagent
against her Protestant ideals noting that “it is against my princible for anéonvorship
another.” But, she was quickly able to justify her artistic license betausewas Catholic
“and if he Can go on his knees to the pope I think our king more worthy.” Forrester, in her
drawings, betrays her optimism about the ultimate victory of Britain, @eBpatddock’s defeat,
the ravaging of the frontiers, the ignominious defeat of Fort Oswego, and even thougisshe

petitioning for her son to be released from service to the king.

The second picture was more detailed than the first. This one she titled “the pfctur
the Earl of Loudon.” From the somewhat confused description it seems to have portrayed
Loudoun and King George Il standing in front of the king’s coat of arms. Written oKifthe
glove” were words of benediction for the king proclaiming, “May blesings attendatle king
his heart be fild with grase [?] [grant] him Long Life free from alif8tnis days to end in
peace.” Wishes for Loudoun were inscribed on the king’s other glove: “Likewis@ttdis

honoured Earl may he shine Like the Stars by the Light of that pearl graiseheart.”

Forrester included more kind words for the earl as she instructed Loudoun to “Look up
on the fore finger and thou wilt find John and then at the roots of the fingers over the unicorns

head: begins Earl of Loudoun: if the honour of god is not our owne in all we do we are to
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blame.™” The French king was not forgotten in this drawing either. In Loudoun’s other hand
was a “vers for the king of frans.” The verse starts as an address toXMowisich directs “beg

Lewis and do not fear thou disturber of our peace,” but seems to devolve into Forrester’'s own
hopes and prayers for Loudoun, George Il, and the conduct of the war. Speaking foslnerse
declared “I desire that all that is done may be done to the honour and glory of tHeogntest

Lords and king of kings.” Her desires turned into a prayer as she asked itthat Consistent

with his blessed Will and for the honour of his grate name that he may for his Sorem8d&e

his Elects Sake be with you protect you and preserve you both from Sheding of Blood or having
your blood Shed.” She concluded with a final hope directed toward Loudoun, “that thou mayst
have the blessed title of peasmaker and that thou mays have to Say as our blesSadiLi

was Sent not to destroy mens Lives but to Save them.”

Forrester’s plea for peace in the second drawing is contrary to the imagergeGl
punishing Louis XV in the first drawing. But calling for peace and looking to Loudoan as
savior is perhaps more in keeping with Elizabeth Forrester’s reason farpegit As it
happened, in her excitement about describing the drawings, she nearly forgot her main poi
concerning her son. She closed the petition/description with “So all at presemiyrom
Sincearly Well wisher Elizebeth Forristesid).” It was as a postscript that she added, “I do
beseech thee to Send me my Son if thou canst any ways or by any means Spard him but
cannot by any means obtain him my Life is no Longer Dear unto me.” Thus rathatidadiy

Forrester closed her second attempt to have her son reféased.

Y The unicorn was part of the Hanoverian coat ofsarm

18 Elizabeth Forrester, Letter to the Earl of LoudoMiarch 28, 1757, LO 3193.
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In most cases, it is difficult to determine exactly what Loudoun thought of th®psti
Loudoun labeled all of the papers he received with a short description—usuathgejasime,
date, and location of the sender but occasionally he included a brief summary of thesconte
He simply marked Elizabeth Forrester’s long letter describing the awaiys as “Memorial
from Elizabeth Forrester March 28757 Desiring to have her Son discharged.” Even though
Loudoun seemingly kept every scrap of paper anyone handed him, he does not appear to have
kept the drawings, nor did he seem to take any notice of their description whichutesistiost
of the letter and reveals Elizabeth Forrester’s high opinion of him. And, as shahhé¢hee
drawings did not help Forrester win her petition; John Whipple remained in the armspiteDe

her lavish praise of Loudoun, Forrester's assumption of his mercy and grace waet.not

While no other petitioners chose to include visual representations in support of their
petitions, most did include many details in support of their requests, and some oitithrespet
reveal several layers of complexity. For purposes of analysis, the petdiobg grouped into
three categories: petitions to get sons into or out of the army, petitions rédetivegbattle and
capitulation of Fort Oswego, and petitions from people seeking redress fonywnedated
grievance. From the first category, a complicated situation involving a nasttieson can be
found in the petition of Ann Moore, a famous Quaker preacher. Her first preaching joatney le
her from her home in Maryland to Pennsylvania, Albany, and New England in 1756 and 1757.
She had married a widower, Walter Moore, in 1738. Walter Moore already had twermchidr
Sarah and Thomas—»by his late wife when he and Ann married. The couple then had five more
children. However, in 1753 Walter Moore was disowned by the Quaker meeting. It is not

difficult to speculate that this event would have been embarrassing to Ann Moore.
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Her trials were compounded when the oldest son Thomas decided to join the British
army. Although she spent many years preaching to soldiers, Ann Moore wihs gotiosed to
violence®® She attempted to persuade Thomas to leave the army, but he refused. Next, she
attempted to have him discharged and sent home by appealing to Loudoun. She hattlfiest me
Loudoun on November 16, 1756, and the meeting went so well that she decided to petition him
for the release of her son on March 12, 1757. At that time Moore was back in Maryland caring
for her children and reprobate husband and planning her next preaching journey which would

begin in December.

Understanding this background information makes her petition particularly imgrest
Her case for her son’s discharge was difficult to make since she could miotopainy benefits
that the army would receive for discharging Thomas. In crafting her pethienefdore, Moore
did not focus on the religious convictions that led her to make her request. Moore began her
petition by informing Loudoun that her forthcoming request was “Just and Equal.” She
explained to Loudoun that God “Call[s] me often from Home [in] his Work which he Commands
me to do.” Her absence left her husband, an “old man of about sixty four or five yages of
alone (she did not mention the presence of her five other children who were mositliketge
with their father¥° She informed Loudoun that “thou hath both our Son, and Servant too,” but
she was willing to forgo the servant, noting, “l only Crave my Son that He mayélkp to his

aged Parent in my absence.” In one further effort to bolster her case, Moore told Loudoun “I

1 Margaret Hope Bacon, edWilt Thou Go On My Errand?” Journals of Three i&entury Quaker Women
Ministers(Wallingford, PA: Pendle Hill Publications, 199285-287.

2 |oudoun himself was fifty-two years old in 1757damay not have thought that a sixty-four year oftsw
particularly old. Moore’s stepdaughter Sarah hadrimd in 1748 but her other five children, Elizéhdrachel,
Ann Jr., John, and Mary were probably at home siviaey was born in 1754 and the oldest could onlehaeen
about 19. Bacon, edQuaker Women Minister&85, 286, 377 n.3.
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may let thee know that | have seen my Son & that he hath lain sick most part of this"#int
Moore’s argument was that Thomas was not helping the army at all by being sidie, Wwas in

danger in the cold winter, and he was needed at home.

Despite Moore’s notoriety and her personal connection to Loudoun, he did not fulfill her
request. In 1763 Thomas Moore was still in the army, and Ann Moore was still trying t
convince him to leave. She worried about her reputation as a preacher since her husband wa
disowned and her son was engaged in violéhddowever, as much as Loudoun tolerated and
even welcomed Quaker preachers into the army camps, Ann Moore’s requast Waseficial
to the army and could not be granted. In this situation, it certainly appears thatshanted
to remain in the army and that Moore was using her husband’s “infirmity” ascameeto try to
convince Loudoun to act on her behalf. Perhaps if she did not already have a personal
connection to him she would not have asked for his intervention in what seemed to be a family
qguarrel. That she chose to petition him says as much about her assertiverdsssaaglout the

wide variety of motives that would drive people to petition.

A very different situation regarding a son’s army service can be found inttherpef
Margaret MckMacken. Far from a family argument, MckMacken found hetgktfin the
middle of an argument between two powerful army authorities. Margaret Mé&klfacson was
an indentured servant in Chester County, Pennsylvania at the time of his enlistmergt, and hi
mother’s attempt to un-enlist him was part of a larger quarrel in the coloniesrwogcthe
enlistment of indentured servants. Technically, servants were allowetutdgarily enlist in the

army. When William Shirley was acting as commanding general in 1756, he attdémpte

21 Ann Moore, Petition to the Earl of Loudoun, Marth, 1757, LO 3024.

22 Bacon, ed.Quaker Women Minister&86.
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discourage the recruiting of indentured servants because it angered thstsolbiowever, as
the war progressed and more men were needed, Shirley was not able to afford tha&lsrovinc
this luxury, and servants were permitted to enlist but not by the efforts afuitirey officer??
One of the factors that led to the provincials’ discontent concerned questions abbetr whet
servants were listed voluntarily or not. Recruiting officers were notorious tomgygbung men

drunk and convincing them to enlist “voluntarily” before they sobered up.

Margaret MckMacken, for one, certainly believed the reports about nefariousingc
officers. Her son, Samuel Henry, was indentured to Robert Powell, a “Cordsveainer
shoemaker of Chester County, Pennsylvania. In August 1755, the remnant of Bradaogk's ar
now under the command of Colonel Thomas Dunbar, was marching from Fort Cumberland to go
into very early winter quarters in Philadelphia. Along the way they camesa®amsuel Henry,
and “by the unwarrantable Artificer of a Serjeant and Party of Soldiers beptogCapt
Dobson’s Company,” Henry was “Taken into his Majesties Service.” Samuey HMas one of
many servants enlisted during the fall of 1755 until the general outcry of the pats/boc
General Shirley led him to strike a deal with the colonists. Shirley decideifldahg servant
wanted to return to his indentureship, his master could redeem him by providing another man i

the servant’s plac.Further, Shirley reiterated his suggestion to the recruiting officersistde

% |n a letter to Henry Fox, Shirley explains, “Théi€ers have been arrested for entertaining thesesdis,
Violences us’d by the populace in [Pennsylvania liadyland] for recovering them from the Officersdathe
Servants imprison’d for inlisiting...” William Shirleto Henry Fox, March 8, 1756. William Shirley,
Correspondence of William Shirleyol. 2, Charles Henry Lincoln, ed. (New York: Maitlan, 1912), 413.

4 Shirley, Correspondence386-387.
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from enlisting servants if possibf2. That was the official position, but as it filtered down

through the ranks of society it seems to have been misunderstood.

Margaret MckMacken and Samuel Henry, among others, thought that Shirley had
contacted Dunbar and “strictly require[ed] him not to inlist either Servamtprentices.”
According to MckMacken, this gave Henry the freedom to leave the army sinG®heeiv[ed]
that under the aforesaid prohibition & without an express Provision in the act of Patltame
authorize the inlisting such Servants & Apprentices he could not be justly detaircttig An
this basis, Samuel Henry did not contact his master Robert Powell to arraptpeament. The
situation was made more confusing because Henry’s commanding officestedgteinclude
Samuel Henry’s name on the general list of deserters, so Henry thought tltéibhis @ere
“tacitly assented to by the then commanding Officer.” Further, no onethemrmy attempted
to find Henry, “notwithstanding the Army continued several weeks in this Céy laf
Supposed desertion.” In the meantime, Henry returned to his master RobertdPovatirted

making shoes again.

Suddenly, on December 7, 1756, “a Party of Soldiers with a Serjeant” burst into Robert
Powell's house and hauled Samuel Henry away, claiming he was a deserter.tidinjs ac
according to Margaret MckMacken, had a threefold result: “the Damage ofitiism&ster, the
Great dissatisfaction of the said Saml. Henry & ... the Inexpressibéé &l distress of your
Petitioner.” To rectify this situation, Margaret MckMacken did not directlytbat she wanted
her son returned to her. Rather, she asked “that your Excellency will bedPiedake her
deplorable Case into your Serious Consideration” and appealed to Loudoun’s &gaict to

justice.”

% Shirley, Correspondence392.
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In her petition, MckMacken used two strategies to make her case. One sivaseigy
make an argument using law and politics. She saw her son’s treatment as a hiteatdpatf
system that she believed Loudoun, following in the footsteps of Shirley, would notdolera
However, she probably did not realize that Loudoun held Shirley and his actions ashclomgma
general in contempt, and that he probably viewed his predecessor’s attemptteogladacials
as further evidence of Shirley’s weak commahdn case the first argument failed,
MckMacken’s second strategy was to present herself as a woman worthy oft@tyntr8duced
herself at the beginning of the petition as a “poor disconsolate Woman, now unfortunately

married to a Person unworthy of her Affectidh.Interestingly, this line caught Loudoun’s eye.

In March and April of 1757, the time when he would have received MckMacken’s
petition, Loudoun was in PhiladelpHi&.In his efforts to work with the provincial governments
that he felt were forever undermining him, Loudoun attempted to understand the texmeotfa
one group of citizens: the Friendly Association for Regaining and Preserviog With the
Indians by Pacific Measures. This group of Quakers would be key players in the Easton
conference of the summer of 1757. Loudoun was uneasy with citizens taking a diplomatic role
and the minutes of the Friendly Association indicate that he met with some of dleirsle
including Israel Pemberton, the president of the Association. In an attempt tataumd éngir

peace-seeking ideology he apparently also showed them Margaret MckMag&gtion and

% Fred AndersonCrucible of War: The Seven Years’ War and the B&Empire in British North America, 1754-
1766(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2000)143-145.

2 Margaret MckMacken, Petition to Loudoun, March577LO 2538.
8 AndersonCrucible of Way 184.
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asked how they would advise a woman who was “married to a Person unworthy of her

Affection.”?®

Later in April, the Association sent him “The Sentiments of the PresidentPvés&dent,
Secretary & all the Honorable Members of the Friendly Association, on geR3der’d to their
determination by The Right Honourable John Earl of Loudoun.” According to their peaceful
ideology “this unfortunate woman” should first use “Every method that Prudence, &riReas
could suggest to Reclaim” her wicked husband. If those methods failed, “she then ought to
mortify, & subdue those affections By Reason, & Religion, that she thro’ letimey or want of
Judgment had missplac’d.” The solution was, in essence, to refuse to cast the pearls of
affection before her husband’s swinish behavior. Preserving her own integrigfothe“will

afford her more Real Satisfaction than all the Sensual Injoyments df {‘ife

It is not clear exactly how Loudoun acted on this insight into the Associatitaskgy.
He did not hinder their efforts to negotiate with the Indians, and the favorable @fsinié
Easton Conference in July and August would later prove to be critical to Byritaiotess in
North America®* Nor is it obvious how their insight helped MckMacken’s petition since her
relationship with her husband was not the central concern of her plea. Howeversitiszteof
the two tactics MckMacken took in her petition, the human side of her case affeatinlib
more than her appeal to justice. Inthe end, Samuel Henry did eventually maketa bac

Pennsylvania, but he very well may have served his full term in the army. rleddargaret

# samuel Parristome Chapters in the History of the Friendly Assiimm for Regaining and Preserving Peace
with the Indians by Pacific Measuré2hiladelphia: Friends Historical Association, IZ8%60. The minutes from
April 17, excerpted irsome Chapterseflect two meetings with Loudoun. On the Asation’s reply to Loudoun’s
guestion about the petition, Loudoun wrote “Re A@ri

% Friendly Association, “The Sentiments of the Riest...” LO 2491.
31 AndersonCrucible of Way 207. Anderson calls the outcome of the conferéaaay of hope.”
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Barnhill on December 22, 1770. Even if he was a very young man when he was taken into the
army (for example, fifteen), he seems to have waited some time befong gearried. An

interrupted apprenticeship and service in the army could explain the*tlelay.

Another case involving the enlistment of an indentured servant was that of Jacob
Spengler from New York City. This case was different from Samuel Hemryhat Jacob
Spengler may have seen army service as a way to get out of his indenturethetjBalthaser
Spengler, petitioned on his son’s behalf and explained to Loudoun that he had signed Jacob up
for a five-year indentureship, but “your Petitioner and Son not understanding English,” the
master, Israel Horsefield of Long Island, had taken advantage of the &geargd increased the
indenture from five to seven years. Balthaser had offered to pay Horsefield £2@xah se
occasions in exchange for his son, but Horsefield refused. Apparently, sometime #re five
year mark, Jacob “was enlisted in the King’'s Service” in Captain Gategianny. Balthaser
Spengler then approached Captain Gates, asked for Jacob to be released, and jorogiosed”
to enlist two able Bodied men to serve in his Place.” This proposition was acceptethaegh

it cost Balthaser “upwards of twenty Pounds Currency,” and Jacob was releaseifvice.

There was still a problem, however, because his old master Israel Hdrbefielzed
Jacob still owed two years on his indenture. Therefore, Jacob, free from the arnay, had t
“conceal himself for Fear of being apprehended.” All of Balthaser’s exeasbeen for
nothing if Jacob had to stay in hiding. Balthaser Spengler claimed he was “an poor old and
infirm man and having a large Family to provide for,” which was why he had workeddstohar

get Jacob free from his indentureship and service in the army. He asked Loudoun someake

32 pennsylvania Archiveser. 2 vol. 2, 117. There are other possibdlift@ Samuel Henry’s delay in marrying, of
course, or Margaret Barnhill may have been hissgeafe.
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sort of provision “as will protect the said Jacob against the said Master frofurtrgr
Servidute.” It was a rather odd request to make of Loudoun, since Jacob was onlynmythe ar
very briefly, but the request demonstrates that Balthaser Spengleriziéeeih Forrester and

others, saw Loudoun as having significant, almost monarchical pdwer.

Petitions to release sons from army service were joined by petitions faodons
enlisted. Loudoun often received letters from people who knew him and wanted to introduce a
young man for a position in the army. But sometimes the situation was too coetplaaa
simple introduction. Such was the case of John Rudolf Faesch whose father, a Capthin Faes
died or was killed some time before May 1757. According to John Faesch and his mother,
Elizabeth Faesch, the loss of Captain Faesch’s income left them “quitatd€'stithey therefore
sought a commission for John in the British army. They had initially approacugbiin some
months prior, and at that time he had “Promised to assist your Petitioners amihgtgor
recommended your Petitioner John Rudolph to the Care of Colonel Buquet.” Colonel Henry
Bouquet, a Swiss “soldier of fortune,” commanded the first battalion of the Royaiidem
Regiment and spent the winter of 1756-57 recruiting in Pennsyl¥améhen the Faeschs
approached Bouquet under Loudoun’s recommendation, Bouquet “signified to your Petitioners
that the first Ensigncey that should be vacant should be for your Petitioner John Rudolph.”
However, winter turned to spring, and Bouquet marched his battalion to Charleston, South

Carolina—without John Faesch.

% Balthaser Spengler, Petition to the Earl of Loutjddarch 21, 1757, LO 3114,

34 Lawrence Henry GipsoiThe Great War for the Empire: The Victorious Yeaiz58-176Q vol 7 (New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1949), 258-259.

% Gipson,Victorious Years31.
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The Faeschs were confused as to what their next step should be. They decided to turn to
Loudoun again by way of a petition, explaining that “your Petitioners are entregsts to the
Ways & Cusdoms of this Country and not knowing who to draw upon for the Supsistiehce |
appointed for the Relief of your Petitioners.” They concluded their petiti@sking Loudoun
to “take the Premisses in Consideration and grant your Petitioners such.Rgsafour
Lordship in your great Wisdom shall seem mete.” It is interesting tirtideth Faesch was
involved in the petition at all. Her participation in the initial request to Loudoun is
understandable if she was the representative of her late husband. The secondesgadst s
have been necessitated by the type of miscommunication that elsewherkedandben papers is
taken care of with a memorial by the soldier himself. Perhaps the most obviousep@ssbh
for Elizabeth Faesch’s involvement would be if John Faesch was quite young. He wasttopin
get a commission as an ensign, or standard bearer, which was the lowest passilaled he
could easily have been sixteen or younger which might explain why they hadltouaioun for
assistance in getting him into the arfy.His father's death may have forced him to start
providing for the family, and his mother’'s dependence upon his income would explain her

involvement in the petitioning process.

The four preceding petitions (including Elizabeth Forrester’s) were ateconad with
getting sons into or out of the army. Taken together, the petitions reveal a nuittiegof
about the petitioners and their relationship to the army and Loudoun. First, thegwdouh as
someone who could help them, even when their situation had little to do with the army. Jacob
Spengler’s situation really was not in Loudoun’s purview, and Ann Moore’s problem evas m

about her own religious views than her son’s army service. The petitions also shedpbey

% Stephen BrumwelRedcoats: The British Soldier and War in the Ansejd 755-63New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2002.
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perceived the laws that applied to them. Samuel Henry and Margaret MckMadkieiethdo

be very diligent about the laws regarding the enlistment of indentured servantsirbut the
understanding of the laws was incomplete (though perhaps understandable considering the
changes in command and Shirley’s indecisiveness). On the other hand, it seerakhihatB
Spengler had a good understanding of the laws regarding indentured servaneiandise

army service as a way to get his son out of his indenture. When the plan fell apart, hddioped t
Loudoun’s authority (which superseded Israel Horsefield’'s) would provide treieftuence

that he and his son needed. The petitions also demonstrate that Loudoun was relatively

accessible; both Ann Moore and Elizabeth Faesch had been in contact with him previously.

The second group of petitions was related to the battles leading up to the fall of Fort
Oswego and the confusion following the capitulatitmmid-August of 1756, not even a month
after Loudoun’s arrival in America, combined French, Indian, and Canadian foooessiully
defeated the garrison at Fort Oswego in New York. The British and provindarsokailors,
carpenters, skilled workers, settlers, traders, women, children and theliiradli@ans who
survived the post-surrender Indian attack were forced to become prisoners enedtar
Montreal®” It would be months and even years before many of them regained their freedom, and
the women who waited at home for their husbands to return were forced to survive on their own.
It is almost possible to trace all of the activity at Fort Oswego, frolm gl@rmishes to the

prisoner exchange afterward, through the petitions that Loudoun received.

One petition concerning the early skirmishes was submitted by Sophia Beckers. H

husband, Henry Beckers, was serving in Colonel Peter Schuyler's New gergegial

3" Fred AndersonCrucible of Warl50-157; list of types of people taken prisonara® Mulliken, ed., “Journal of
Stephen Cross of Newburyport, Entitled ‘Up to Oitathe Activities of Newburyport Shipbuilders @anada in
1756,"Essex Institute Historical Collectio® (1940): 15.
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regiment. Although the Beckers probably lived in New Jersey, Sophia Beckeesherot
petition in New York, possibly because she went there to try to meet Loudoun. HehkeyBe
had joined the New Jersey regiment in March, 1755 as a lieutenant, and soon afteeyard, t
marched to Fort Oswego. He was among the troops who worked to construct betsrgdafte
Fort Oswego during the first year of the war. Another one of his jobs, acctodiegwife, was
to go out with scouting parties to reconnoiter the French encampments and defenses
Cataraqui—the French post directly northwards across Lake Ontario froi@$wego (near
present-day Kingston, Ontario). During the winter of 1755, Henry Beckers probablyagk
home in New Jersey because Sophia Beckers reported that he went to Fort Osimago aga

April, 1756.

According to his wife, on June 22, 1756, Henry Beckers went “with a Detached party in
Whale Boats to Reconiter Cudargue [Cataraqui] & discover the Strength oktiehkin that
Garrison.” Unfortunately, he “was in that Service attacked by a Supperityrwaunded &
Tacken a Prisoner. Where he now RemaifisSophia Beckers may have gotten her information
confused, or as the information passed down from Fort Oswego to New Jersey, it smay hav
gotten scrambled. Théew York Mercuryeported on June 28, 1756 that some whale boats did
go out from Fort Ontario on June 16 to “make Discoveries on the French Shore.” The
detachment was fired on by “1000 French and Indians” who appeared on the beach when the
whale boats drew near. The shots did not reach the boats, however, and the boats fired a few
parting shots, gave “three Huzza’'s & row’d off, and returned to Oswego about 5ko™Cloc
There were no reports of casualties or captives during that mission. But, on Junaévitcthg

reported that there had been a skirmish on June 21 (closer to the date Beckers szpubtted)

3 Sophia Beckers, Petition to Loudoun, July, 1758,1382.
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thousand French and Indians had attacked the Fort, but were beat off by ColonelrSahdyle

those that were in Garrison there.” This would most likely have included HeokgiBe It was
reported that Colonel Schuyler lost twenty-six men. Although it makes moretsahBeckers

would have been wounded and captured on a scouting mission outside the fort, it is possible that

he was outside of the fort and was taken when the attack came ofi‘tfie 21

Whatever way her husband was captured, Sophia Beckers had a problem because he
could be held prisoner for a long time, and the New Jersey forces, enlisted foneriighting
season, would be disbanded before then. Once the troops returned to New Jersey in the fall, the
legislature would stop her husband’s pay. She had already thought of a solution to thimns proble
and asked Loudoun, “to Provide for the said Henry Beckers. in the Royal AmericameReg
Or give him such other Commission on the Establishment, as your Lordship stiabiekt.”°
While the provincial regiments usually disbanded during the winter, the British@ovided
constant employment. Sophia Beckers, of course, did not know that in a few short weegs the
of the New Jersey regiment would also be taken prisoner after Fort Osvpeipdated. It is
unclear if Loudoun granted Sophia Beckers’ request, but she did eventually get her husband
back. He and about three hundred Oswego prisoners sailed from Quebec to England on July 18,

1757. He may not have given up his military life, however. A Henry Becker id ésta

quartermaster for the New Jersey forces that fought in the Revolutionafl} Wa

%9 O’Callaghan, E.B., edThe Documentary History of the State of New YAtkany: Weed, Parsons, & Co.,
1849), 1:478-479.

“0 Sophia Beckers, Petition to the Earl of Loudoury,J1756, LO 1382.

“L«Extract of a Letter from Portsmouth, dated Feh. 1757,” O’Callaghan, edQocumentary History of New York
1: 505; William S. Stryker, edDfficial Register of the Officers and Men of Newség in the Revolutionary War
(Trenton: W.T. Nicholson & Co., 1872), 835.
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A second petition regarding the pre-battle skirmishes was written by Capitain J
Bradstreet in November, 1756 from Albany. Bradstreet would gain fame in 1758datidgf
the French garrison at Fort Frontenac and for being part of the turn towaaoiy thett the
British army experienced beginning in 1758. In 1756, however, Bradstreet was budlyewi
activity surrounding Fort Oswego. Under General Shirley’'s command, Bratstas in charge
of building boats and leading bateau supply convdysJuly 1756, on his way to Schenectady,
New York after provisioning the forces at Fort Oswego, Bradstreet'sibateere ambushed by
French and Indian forces concealed on the north bank of the Oswego River. In the tingtiting
followed, Bradstreet managed to lead part of his force onto an island, which thk Fren
proceeded to attack while the rest of the bateau force safely reactsedtiern bank.
Bradstreet then led his men against French troops that were attemptingtthenoger a mile
away. The enemies met, with Bradstreet leading a charge that eles¢udlthe French back
over the river. The battle was not without its casualties on both sides, however. tiEhe &i

20 men killed and 24 wounded while the French claimed to have lost 9%illed.

Back in Albany, the wives of the men who were killed or who later died of their wounds
in this battle had not adequately prepared for the possibility that their husbandshwaordturn
from the relatively safe bateau service. Legally, they needed adkt&tdministration to prove
their relationship to the deceased. Procuring this letter was an expensartée ad not
anticipated. Therefore, they appealed to Captain Bradstreet in order to be ipaiddbased
husbands’ outstanding salaries without the letter. Bradstreet in turn submittedogiah to
Loudoun explaining the situation and presenting the women'’s request that “you wilabl e

allow that they may receive the ballance due to their Husbands on their makindantaff

“2«pction between the French and the English” (NYrbley, July 19, August 2, 1756), O'Callagh&gcumentary
History of New York1:482--485.
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before the Mayor of this or any other City of their being the lawful wif@@fRerson whose
wages they claim.” It is possible to know the outcome of this case because Loutkrn’s c
transcribed the general’s response onto the back of the memorial. Loudoun decidemito “per
and Impower the said Captain John Bradstreet to Pay them the Wages dueHogbands at

the time of their decease, without obliging them to take out Letters of Adratios.”

Bradstreet was further ordered to collect the affidavits as a receipt. Othigepetitioners,

these women were able to resolve their situation quickly (both the memorial aeg@lthare

marked November 22, 1756) due to the support and assistance of Captain Bfdstreet.

Another case that was able to be resolved quickly because of the assisthaaeght
army authority was the petition of Martha Gudgeon. She was a camp follower ramellhe
organized petition reflects that she knew something of the procedure necesthng fdaims
with the army. Martha Gudgeon, her husband Henry, and their children had apparegtly com
over together from Britain when the*5Regiment was assigned to the colonies. Lieutenant and
Adjutant Henry Gudgeon had previously served in th&8giment “in Ireland, Germany,
Flanders, Scotland & Gibralter, & was present in all Engagements, imth&Varr & Rebellion
wherein said Regiment was Employed.” The Gudgeons had probably arrived wibttbéthe
51° Regiment in 1755 and spent the next year in New York. Henry Gudgeon was stationed near
Fort Oswego at the Oneida Carrying Place in the spring of 1756. Under Majoe<CBealen, a
small portion of the 5iregiment (about 200 men) was assigned to guard the magazine and

stores at the Oneida Carrying Place and help with conveying provisions to weqgds

43 John Bradstreet, Memorial to Loudoun, NovemberlZ&6, LO 2267.
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Gudgeon likely did not see much fighting at the Carrying Place and he died on May 15,yprobabl

of natural cause¥.

Martha Gudgeon and the children were most likely with him when he died since, as an
officer’s family, they would have travelled with the army. They weraallst quite fortunate in
some ways because Gudgeon’s company was part of a small contingent 6fRegient that
was not at Fort Oswego when it capitulated to the French; thus Martha and trenchide not
taken prisoner or sent to Montreal. Martha Gudgeon and her children stayed withrtaetrein
the 5F' Regiment (briefly at Burnetsfield) through the rest of the year dnchesl with them to

winter quarters in New York City. Her petition is dated December 10, 1756 from Néu/% or

Henry Gudgeon’s death left Martha Gudgeon “his Widow with a Family in Btk
Circumstances.” In this situation, Martha Gudgeon requested that Loudoun “Coateniker
distressed Condition of yosif] Petitioner” by “order[ing] her to be put on the list of Officers
Widows for the Pension of the Widow of a Lieu’'t & Adjut’t to enable her to Maintaireleis
Family.” Barring that, she asked for “Such other Reliefe as to Your higrasay seem Meet.”
With this she closed the petition. It was not overly humble; she was direct, $aeanc
confident in her knowledge of the accepted procedure for her circumstance. Gudgeon als
expedited her request by submitting it to the proper authorities. The bottom of tioe géows
that it was certified by Major Charles Craven, Gudgeon’s superior offiCeven attested that

“the above petitioner is Widow of the Late Lieu't & Adju’'t Gudgeon who died as is aletive s

“4 Fred Anderson notes that the"Regiment at Oswego was starving during the spfrig756: “Weak and sick,
dying at an appalling rate, the men of Mercer'sigan held on, but only barely.” The detachmeihta@the
supply line probably did not fare much better. dArsonCrucible of Way 137. There were two forts (really
storehouses) at the Oneida Carrying Place: Fottanis and Fort Bull.

“50On location of Major Craven’s Company, William Béy, “At a Council of War held at the Camp at Aflya
May 25, 1756, Colonial Office America and West BglMilitary Dispatches CO 5/47, 43-44; Earl of Loud to
Henry Fox, August 21, 1756, CO 5/47, 153; on wigtgarters, Andersogrucible of Way 181.
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forth; and do Recommend her for the Pension.” The certification has the same date as t
petition, December 10. The petition and the certification are both in Charles Craven’s
handwriting with Martha Gudgeon'’s signature at the bottom; he probably helped hénelraf

petition.

Craven was not the only authority whose approval Martha Gudgeon needed. Eight days
later on December 18, a second page was added to the petition signifying that éseaseprto
the Mayor of New York, John Cruger, by Captain James Delancey and Lieutenanbdohn F
both from the 5% Regiment. These two men “Declared upon Oath that Mrs. Martha Gudgeon
Widow of Henry Gudgeon late Lieutenant and Adjutant in the said Regimeritlisisgy and
now residing in this said City.” Further they attested that “That thefParsonally acquainted
with her, and know fore certain that she is still a Widow anditbdtherwise Provided for.”
Mayor John Cruger certified their statement, and they sent the two pagenpmtito
Loudoun?®® Whether Loudoun granted her request or not, it is evident that she was well-
connected and seemed to follow the proper protocol. Many provincial women did not share in

that knowledge or those connections.

Obtaining money from the army after the capitulation of Fort Oswego wasglst
shared by many wives. This was particularly true for wives of men whelveéng paid by the
army for services rendered. After the capitulation, the French took everjioneag at Fort
Oswego to Canada, including tradesmen and carpenters. Twelve tradesmes\who lived in
Philadelphia joined together in 1757 to request assistance from Lord Loudoun. Their husbands

were no longer able to send a portion of their pay back to their wives, the women wefeeeher

6 Martha Gudgeon, Petition to the Earl of Loudourc®mber 10, 1756, LO 2329.
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“reduc’d to extremity & want.” The reduction in pay had not only affectedviireen; they also

had children who were dependent on their father’s income.

The women did not have any real strategy about what should be done. They simply
asked Loudoun “to find some relief for us, Otherwise we shall become a Burden tdavur fel
Citizens as well as ourselves being Truly Sensible we have none other under God todook to f
redress but from Your Lordship onl§”” Unfortunately, none of the women signed her name to
the petition, so it is impossible to try to track down their husbands except to note yhatthe
have been among the “Carpenters, Sailors, and other Artificers” that werestatdgome by
the first opportunity” as early as February, 17570f course, it took several months to be

transported from Canada to France or England and then back to North America, but éme wom

may have been reunited with their husbands during the fall of 1757.

A separate petition from a tradesman’s wife was written by Mardlyboil in March,
1757. Her husband, William Taylor had been a carpenter at Fort Oswego and contracted to
receive “Eleven pounds ten Shillings [per] month.” He and a “Boy” (probablyargg¢ment to
Fort Oswego in the spring of 1756, and he was captured in the capitulation. From his departure
in 1756 until March 17, 1757 neither William Taylor nor his wife in Philadelphia had received
any of his pay. Martha Taylor explained to Loudoun that she and her husband had tried to
calculate how long he would be gone, but they never expected that he, a carpenter, would be
taken prisoner and sent to Canada. The money the Taylors had set aside to subsigy the fa
William Taylor’'s absence “being long since Exhausted, she is now left amotadlly

Circumstances with four Children.” Part of the problem was that Willianoiagd “Agree’d

47 Twelve Tradesmen’s Wives, Petition to Loudoun, sharl757, LO 3239.

8 «Extract of a Letter from Portsmouth, Dated FeB, 1757,” O'Callaghan, edQocumentary History of New York
1:505.
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for his Wages in Philadelphia,” but then, not thinking that he would be gone longer than a few
months, he had “Settled the pay in N.York.” Now that he was gone, it was up to Martha Taylor
to figure out how to get the money from New York. She therefore asked Loudoun, “to allow her,
her Husbands Wages or Vouchsafe to Inform her where she must apply fof thetartha

Taylor may have been able to figure it out, but her husband may have gotten back home before
things got too desperate. He was listed as being in England already bariebv57, in good

health and on the list of the first to be sent hafne.

In addition to losing their husbands’ pay, some women lost track of their husbands; one
of these was Jemima Farrar. She most likely lived in New Hampshire, but sfercealsto
leave her seven children and travel for a week to Boston in order to try to getedpmelér
husband, Timothy Farrar, had been gone for two years, and Jemima Farrar hggttevemy
money from his army wages. Furthermore, she did not even know where her husband was, other
than that he had joined Shirley’s regiment in 1755. She suspected that Timothyviaartsiill
in the army or gone to Canada.” Her only hope for getting his money was that shevieaidaarr
Boston with “power of Attorney from my husband, & would gladly give a receiptuich payt
of his wages as your Lordship shall order me to recévéart of Jemima Farrar's problem was

a lack of information; however, she trusted that Loudoun knew where her husband was.

Jemima Farrar’s problems may have gone even deeper than she suspected. Farra
mentions that her husband was a member of William Shirley’s regiment. Mieeskead been

part of a planned attack on Fort Niagara in 1755, but they had only made it as far@Gswemgo

49 Martha Taylor, Petition to Loudoun, March 17, 176D 3088.

0 “Extract of a Letter from Portsmouth, Dated, F&B, 1757,” O’Callaghan, edQocumentary History of New
York, 1:505-506.

*1 Jemima Farrar, Petition to Loudoun, February 5,71 7.0 2789.
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before lack of adequate supplies and defenses forced them to stop. This regiment leabldtnger
Fort Oswego through the spring of 1756, but disease, starvation, and Indian raids wgra taki

toll. If Timothy Farrar had survived that and stayed at the fort, he would havehase for the

siege of Fort Oswego. If he was not among the killed, he would have been among the 1500 men
who were captured and taken to Canada and would not have made it back to North America
before February, 1757. If he had been captured, it seems odd that Jemima Farrar tead not he

about it, but she lived in a remote location, and it is possible the news did not reach her.

It is possible that Jemima Farrrar’s situation ended happily enough. Out of thedsundr
of Farrars who lived in New Hampshire, there appear to have been only two Tiraotags
who fit into the prescribed dates. Both of these Timothys served in the RevolutioaarAW
nineteen year old Timothy enlisted as a private in April, 1775 and rose to the ramgedr&dy
September, 1778. This Timothy could have been the youngest of Jemima Farrar’'s seve
children. Another Timothy Farrar is listed as a Justice of the Peace whe teeleave assisted
with recruiting and enlistment; this was probably Jemima Farrar'sngissisband. Both
Timothy Farrar’s are listed as from Dunstable, New Hampshire. DunssatdeviNashua, New
Hampshire, about sixty miles from Boston, consistent with what Jemima Btates in her

petition >

In another case, it was the son who went missing after the fall of Foegg0svin March,
1757, Michael Diehl, a cooper from Philadelphia, petitioned Loudoun seeking information about
his son Johann Philip Daniel Diehl. Johann Diehl was fifteen when he enlisted iy’Shirle

regiment in 1755. He marched to Fort Oswego and seems to have been among those who stayed

*2 For lists of Farrars in New Hampshire, see Sarhae| The Memoir of Timothy Farrar, LL.{Boston, 1875);
For the Timothy Farrars see Isaac W. Hammond Ralls of the Soldiers in the Revolutionary War 1%y May
1777(Concord, NH: Parsons B. Cogswell, 1885) 15: 79,83}, 105, 470.
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to work on the fort when Shirley had to abandon his planned attack on Fort Niagara. Michael
Diehl reported that he had not seen his son in two years, so it is likely that heRwas@dwego
when it capitulated and was taken to Montreal. However, the information had come down to
Michael Diehl that his son “was missed or lossed.” In addition, two of Diehl'sr#srirad also
enlisted and disappeared. Diehl wanted to “obtain a regular Discharge faidh#os,” and
Loudoun was the only person he could think of to appeal to. If Johann Diehl had been taken
prisoner after the fall of Fort Oswego, there was little that Loudoun coulgcepteto tell

Michael Diehl to wait. Johann Diehl probably made it back to Philadelphia by 1759, but his

father died in 1760. Johann Diehl seems to have lived until aboutf1829.

These petitions demonstrate that the capitulation of Fort Oswego had lohmgeac
ramifications. With the unexpected capture of the entire garrison, the pediohg \@ahome
were thrown into chaos. Some of the captured were carpenters and other tradesmemmwho ne
expected that they would be captured and taken to New France. Their families piepactd
for the financial burden that a lengthy separation would create. Other pitbeidhad not
heard about the capitulation or had no idea what had happened to their husbands or sons.
Whether looking for relatives or financial relief, some of these people turnendd.oudoun.
These petitioners, unlike the ones trying to get sons into or out of the army, all lyasktarice-
related requests, but it seems clear that knowing the right people and theatghkipe was the
best way to petition successfully. While Loudoun was the main target of the petitlogiped

to rely on lesser authorities, as Martha Gudgeon and the bateaux service tyiasstioe

%3 Michael Diehl, Petition to Loudoun, March 21, 175D 3115; Annette Kunselman Burgeighteenth Century
Emigrants from German-Speaking Lands to North Acagviol. 2 (Birdsboro, PA: The Pennsylvania German
Society, 1985), 91; “Notice of the Estate of MichB&hl,” The Pennsylvania Gazetteebruary 7, 1760;
“Descendents of Johannes Hans Diehl,” Accessed 2L2011.
http://familytreemaker.genealogy.com/users/d/i/élidim-A-Diehl/ GENE3-0004.html.

229



petition made its way to Loudoun. That many people did not know or take advantage of this
procedure demonstrates the extent to which people accorded Loudoun absolute power, but also

saw him as receptive to their requests, however haphazard.

A third category of petitions was written by people seeking redress of grralated
grievance. Some of these grievances were perpetrated by the army, and etheswected to
problems deriving from army service. Included in this second variety is thiempefi Jane
Williams, probably from New Hampshire. Her husband, Lieutenant Nathaniéh&lwas one
of the New England men who had served in the army for years, dating back to #ss&icc
Louisbourg expedition of 1745. In 1747 he also worked to raise men for an expedition against
Canada and, according to his wife, “spent his Fortune in doing of it.” The end of KingeGe
War made all his work for naught, but he did get a lieutenancy out of it. However, dering th

Seven Years’ War he was accused of misconduct and dismissed from the army.

Williams began her petition by noting her husband’s previous accomplishments, and she
explained his present misfortune by arguing that “His misconduct perhaps whs chie
occasioned by his unacquaintedness with the strict Rules of the Army and the éxafpé
Provincial Officers.” Whether she knew it or not, Jane Williams had tapped into one of
Loudoun’s ongoing complaints: the unprofessionalism of the provincial army, especiall
comparison to the British army. Another problem was that Nathaniel Willisaasndebt, but
he was unable to get his backpay from the army to pay his debts and therefore had been
“confined by the civil Officers in common Goal, until said Accounts are passesad in jall
in New York, and Major Charles Craven (who had earlier been so helpful to Martlgeh)
had refused to pay Williams or his wife the “considerable Sum due to him.” JanenWillia

seems to have received all of this information—about the dismissal, the arrebg debitt—by
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mail and was struggling to figure it out on her own. Her only hope was in Loudoun’s

“compassionate Consideratiot{.”

Jane Williams’ petition suffered from both lack of information and lack of support from
other army authorities. The petitioners from the Church of the Presbyteaag&s in Boston
tried to improve their case by using an intermediary to help them. Their pasi@nby-eight
years was the Reverend John Moorel&aBuring the summer of 1756, several men from
Moorehead'’s congregation had served the British army as piotie@rhile the men were
working, some of their wives and children struggled to provide for themselves and looked to
their church to help and “preven|t] their begging in ye Absence of their Husband®wtamot
obtain one farthing to be transmitted in their absence.” This was only the bggwftiir
troubles. Upon the men’s return, the pay was still not forthcoming, so the men and women

approached Moorehead to petition Loudoun on their behalf.

Moorehead chose to approach Loudoun from the position of a fellow community leader.
He informed Loudoun “I am well apprised of ye vast Concerns of infinitly gréafportance
lying before yr Lordship,” but he tried to convince Loudoun that addressing thesedfypmall
matters was essential if he wanted to be able to rely on future provincial sulgporing these
small claims, Moorehead warned, “must be an imbarrassment to any new kingsrtd this

Nature.” Moorehead further appealed to Loudoun’s pity by informing him “we laa@dful of

** Jane Williams, Petition to Loudoun, February, 1,753 2950.

%5 Alexander Blaikie A History of Presbyterianism in New England: Itgrbduction, Growth, Decay, Revival and
Present MissiorfBoston: Alexander Moore, 1881), 64-65; Gene Nswvfglington Street Church Historical
Highlights, Accessed November 6, 2008, http://wvemwe.com/~mfelipe/about/history.html .

% Pioneers (in this context): A member of an infamroup going with or ahead of an army or reginterdig
trenches, repair roads, and clear terrain in readifor the main body of troops. (OED)
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strangers ill able to bear any discouragement of this natir@rie of Loudoun’s main
challenges was finding ways to work with the provincials and to convince the prés/tiacia
work with him. Moorehead was perceptive in linking the troubles Loudoun had in fostering

cooperation to small-scale complaints similar to that of Moorehead’s contgega

Perhaps the smallest complaint from the petitions is seen in Mary Davis'stremue
Loudoun dated March 21, 1757. It has the conventional form of a petition, but, unlike other
petitions, Davis did not include a long story of what had happened to her. In her opening she
informed Loudoun that her “Husband is enlisted in his majety’s Service in the titadi@ of
the Royal Americans.” Loudoun had brought the orders to form the Royal Ameggandit
(originally the 63% but in late 1756 renumbered thé®ith him when he arrived in North

America to take command. It was to consist of four battalions to be filled vaitinprals>®

The Royal Americans were mainly Germans from Pennsylvania, but Ma#ig Doted in
her petition that she “came from Williamsburg with her said Husband.” The/&$ formed in
New York, and she and her husband had probably gone there in the late summer of 1756. The
third battalion of the Royal Americans was eventually assigned to FodrBdlut Mary Davis
may not have made it that far with her husbahéfler petition was written from Philadelphia
and she explained to Loudoun that she had decided to discontinue traveling with her husband and
instead return to Williamsburg. On the return journey from New York she sedmasd made it

as far as Philadelphia before becoming “Extreamly reduc’d.” Thersf@relecided to petition

3" John Moorehead, Letter/Petition to the Earl of down, January 31, 1757, LO 2740.
*8 AndersonCrucible of Way 143.

% Loudoun’s nearly illegible scrawl on the back loé petition seems to indicate that he thought beband was at
Fort Oswego. This may be understandable if he tteagetition quickly since all the other petitidres received
from women asking for money came from people cotetet that fort. However, the BBegiment was not at Fort
Oswego, and if Davis’ husband had been killed ptwad, she probably would have mentioned it bexz&usould
have helped her case.
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Loudoun “hopl[ing] out of the Humanity so apparent in your Lorship you would be pleased to

bestow on her some Small Sum to bear her Expences i8me.”

Mary Davis did not indicate why she decided to stop traveling with her husband. She did
not mention any children, nor did she write that her husband was injured or killed.sdt is al
difficult to know if Loudoun granted her request. However, time would soon reveal that Mary
Davis was fortunate to be away from her husband in the summer of 1757, because in August the
third battalion of the Royal Americans was sent from Fort Edward to FoiaWviHenry and
those soldiers were there for the capitulation. If she had been there, Davis weauieba at
risk in the melee following the capitulation. If her husband was there, he mogt likel

experienced the danger.

These petitions all show situations in which the petitioners had some sort ohgeeva
more or less connected to army service. Jane Williams and John Moorehead'gamusgrere
both in confusing situations that they did not know how to navigate. Mary Davis, also, was in a
difficult situation in that she was stuck in Pennsylvania until she could get enough tnoney
travel to Virginia. However, in all of these situations, it seems like therelmaustbeen some
intermediary authorities that the petitioners could have appealed to matesefje
Moorehead’s congregants had performed their pioneering work before Loudeex arrthe
colonies; someone else must have hired them. Jane Williams mentioned that sheadgd alr
appealed to Major Craven, but Nathaniel Williams had been a member of PepRagiitent
(the 5%, not the regular army, so there were certainly many people (includitigriaVi
Pepperell, commander of the’5Regiment) that Jane Williams could have appealed to before

Loudoun. The point is not that Loudoun did not have the authority; rather, the point is that,

0 Mary Davis, Petition to Loudoun, March 21, 1750 B116.
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especially for cases like Jane Williams and Mary Davis, the situatierestao small and
specific to garner Loudoun’s notice. Nevertheless, all of these people puff avlrk into
petitioning Loudoun and getting their petitions to him, which seems to indicataelyaeally

believed he would take an interest and help them.

Finally, two other petitions were not about the indirect effect of the armynaityfa
members; rather, they addressed the direct effects of the army on twedantli their property.
While different from the petitions in the three categories explored above,tthepetitions are
useful as an additional perspective on how petitioners viewed Lord Loudoun and the poésence
the army. John Kirkpatrick and William Wethered both owned houses in Charlestown,
Maryland. Both of their houses were taken over by soldiers when troops wereegLigrtbe
town during the winter of 1756-1757. By February, 1757 William Wethered had had enough.
He wrote a petition to Loudoun describing the good condition of his two story house hefore t

soldiers’ arrival, taking care to note the planked floors, brick chimney, and sasbtwwei.

On January 17, according to Wethered, “by [the soldiers’] Carelessnessube tdok
fire from a Candle being left in one of the Upper Chambers of said House §& @tersumed
the Dwelling House af[orementioned] together with the Store houses & Stabter&iaerable
part of Pailing that Inclosed a Garden Adjoining the said Houses.” Since WksHetare
plans depended on the use of the house, he asked Loudoun to “grant him such Relief herein as to
your Lordship may seem Just & Reasonable.” He also went on to argue thnet Saddiers are

for the Publick Service, your Lordship will think this Burthen too heavy to be born by one
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Individual.” To support his claim he attached a voucher from Kent County proving theeofal

the house, with the signatures of nineteen people attesting to the truth of hi¥ claim.

John Kirkpatrick’s situation was similar. He had a three year old, three lstmk/house
that soldiers had taken over for their winter quarters. Kirkpatrick claimethihabldiers had
virtually destroyed the house in their quest for firewood, which led them to tear upoods
and remove doors from their hinges in order to burn them. In short, Kirkpatrick stated that the
soldiers had “Left it wourth Nothing Except the Roofe.” Then the soldiers moved on to
destroying the outbuildings. Kirkpatrick had attempted to appeal to their conrmgafticers
but, he claimed, “all the anser | hade from them wass in dirision they Expectegaiiéy burn
them all befo they Left them.” Kirkpatrick maintained that the house had cost him £570to buil
and, furthermore, “the French hase taken all my Intrest at sea.” He veaxlgepon the house
to sustain him and his family, so he asked Loudoun for restitution. He equated Loudoun with the
king, stating “Now [I] am left without any visible thing to support me without &ged majesty
or your Excellency according to his and your known Justice and goodness will bel ptease
Grant...satisfaction for my Damage®%.”He ended his petition very obsequiously by praying that
Loudoun “may be made ane Instrument in the hand of God to propel our barbrus inimes and
preserver the prodaston [Protestant] interest.” But he also included a postsdaphing,

“Lord | haeve sene maln]y officers and soallders in Great and North Britbradand and |

Neiver saw any sutch [as these] for badnéss.”

1 william Wethered, Petition to Loudoun, February 2857, LO 2928.

%2 For the purpose of clarity, spelling errors haeerfixed in this sentence. This is the actuaesere: “Now ame
Left whout aney visabill thing to support me whaig secrat majesty or your Exclenesy accordirfyd@nd your
knowne Justice and goodness will be plased to Grrashsatisfaction for my Damige”

8 John Kirkpatrick, Petition to Loudoun, April 2,37, Loudoun Papers Box 72.
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Both Wethered and Kirkpatrick were disappointed in the treatment their houses and
property received at the hand of the soldiers. Both of them betrayed an expectatioa tha
soldiers were in the colonies “for the Publick Service,” and, as they understooyg htathkent
their houses to the army as a favor. In that, they were similar to manyethieners who
thought of Loudoun as being there for the public service and therefore open to requests and
petitions. Many petitioners asserted their support of the war and the king, hetrtactions
they betrayed an expectation that their participation merited a hearimgtwéyehad a problem

related in any way to the army.

While the petitions are a unique resouytbey leave unanswered questions, even those
that conveyed as much information as Elizabeth Forrester’s two petitions. To t&owipdé can
be known about her, despite the two petitions, the drawings, and the elaborate description,
Forrester’s expectations for her son’s release were never realizedlolte Whipple seems to
have made the most of his time in the army. By 1762 he was in New York and probably had
been there for some time. On April 21, 1762 he married Jane Morrell. Between then and 1770
they had at least one child, Joseph Whipple. The Whipples must have maintained ctmtact wi
Elizabeth Forrester, because Joseph Whipple and Elizabeth Forrester wererzntlasa
beneficiaries in the 1770 will of Joseph Cloud-Concord, Elizabeth Forrester's"tiitizabeth
Forrester remained in Chester County, Pennsylvania, but she was not done witlusianiofr
the army on her personal life. In 1775 she married David Lyons who fought in the

Revolutionary War as part of the Chester County mflitia.

% New York StateNames of Persons for Whom Marriage Licenses wereikby the Secretary of the Province of
New York, previous to 178§Albany: Weed Parsons & Co., 1860 [1984 reprith5; Abstract of Willis of Chester
County, Pennsylvanjaol. 2, 1758-1777, prepared by Jacob Martin (Malison, PA: 1900), 371.

% Pennsylvania Archiveser. 2 vol. 2, 102 (marriage record) and 677 fiaitiecord).
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As has been shown, civilians connected to the army sent petitions for a widy afarie
reasons. Some petitions were more transactional, such as Martha Gudgeoly seaydest for
her deceased husband’s pay. Other petitions were seeking information about husthands a
who had seemingly disappeared. Still other petitions complained about a varietged a
relating to enlistment or the army’s presence or were written in seaachawsidout or
intervention in a personal problem. All of the people who petitioned wanted to change their
circumstances or some aspect of their situation, and they all thought of Loudoupearsdtme
most able to help them and freely approached him. Women in particular took advantage of the
opportunity to seek redress of grievances, and in that they were participahegnuartin a way
that encompassed their positions as both dependent women and national subjects with rights.
Taken together, the petitions show that the relationship between the army andvgasietore
than army leaders making demands and colonists resisting or cooperating, URatbiestanding
the extent to which the experience of war was negotiated involves recognizitigethat

negotiations were nuanced and took many forms.
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Chapter Seven
“A Tree of Shelter:” British-lroquois relations at Fort Johnson

The Seven Years’ War began at an inauspicious time for British-lroquoi®nslatin
the mid-eighteenth century, Iroquois influence extended across western Nevintmthe Great
Lakes region, and south into Pennsylvania, all areas that would see most of trectivatys
The role that the Iroquois would play in the war was a critical concern for both Freshch a
British authorities. The safety of provincial families on the New York frodiépended on
maintaining some sort of alliance between the British and the Iroquois; ctbetive New York
borderland could possibly have experienced the widespread captivity raidsctiratddn
Pennsylvania. For the British at the start of the war, the prospect of begéfibin Iroquois
military power was weak. The most important bond between the British and the $rogsoi
the relational alliance known as the Covenant Chain, but as recently as 1753, the Irajuois ha
declared that the Covenant Chain was broken. Although the Albany Congress of 1754 made

important steps toward repairing it, when the war began in 1755 the alliance wasfatrbng.

Of critical importance to the development of an Iroquois-British alliarazhvew the
Iroquois viewed the potential of the British to share in their concerns, listen todhgataints,
and treat them as equals. The primary ways that the Iroquois saw and judgetighevBre
through dealing with traders, fighting alongside the army, and negoteitimgmperial
authorities. During the Seven Years’ War, the latter two ways took precedehbecaame very
important in determining how the Iroquois wanted to participate in the war. At evad’the
Iroquois Six Nations were allied with the British, made a significant darttan to the siege of
Fort Niagara, and were optimistic about their ability to dominate the Ohio Cduyntngans of

the British alliance, but those developments were only possible because of a lorygofist
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negotiation between the British and the Iroquois, both before and during the war. While t
Iroquois were not British or provincials, it is impossible to study the inteoseatiwar with
people’s lives on the periphery of British America without including the Iroquois. tiaddlly,
in Iroquois society, the division between civilians and the military was vdeyrelit from the
European model, and studying how the Iroquois approached the war provides another

perspective on how British provincial civilians experienced the war.

During the Seven Years’ War, the process of bringing the Iroquois into anveffect
alliance with Britain became centered at Fort Johnson. The primary Bgash @sponsible for
diplomacy with the Iroquois was William Johnson. By showing the Iroquois thah#tea
place at his house—a Tree of Shelter under which to feel safe, protected, in codtatl, a
home—Johnson sought to foster in them a sense of belonging in regard to Britisly amlitar
diplomatic endeavors. By engaging the Iroquois on their own terms, Johnson wasllgventua
able to garner the kind of Iroquois support that his superiors expected but the Iroquois had been
reluctant to give. Through setting up his home as a Tree of Shelter, Johnson was able to
influence and, to some extent, manage how the Iroquois thought about Britain’s/rgoihds
and how they regarded Britain’s diplomatic efforts. While the Seven Yearsiva&only one
moment in a long history of diplomacy, by the time the war ended, the Iroquois haxettac

their fate to that of Britain’s North American empire.

The term “Iroquois” can be deceptive in that the people referred to as Iroqueis wer
primarily concerned with kinship ties, not geographic boundaries or politiegiaatice.
Therefore, even defining them as the Five or Six Nations does not account for theusumer
people outside of New York who, through migration, war, adoption, and intermarriage, became

connected to the Iroquois. In addition, by the mid-eighteenth century, Iroquoisgbsliticcture
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was moving away from the longstanding League of Peace and Power and toe@nttdaracy,
reflecting the newest connections and links involving groups in Pennsylvania, Ngané&rand

the west: The term “Iroquois,” therefore, refers to the scattered people of the Cormfedara

the center of that confederacy was the Six Nations. The original Fivenslatiche Iroquois
Confederacy were the Mohawks, Oneidas, Onondagas, Cayugas, and Senecas. Thasluscaro
from North Carolina joined the confederacy as the sixth nation in the early 1720s.xThe Si
Nations were located in central and western New York, ranging from the Msl@tween the
Hudson and Mohawk Rivers, to the Oneidas and Tuscaroras southeast of Lake Ontario, the
Onondagas and Cayugas further to the west, and the Senecas near Niagararaadyithtr

was considered part of tipays d’en haut In 1748, the total population of the Six Nations was

perhaps around 3,300 people.

The confederacy’s political structure, while having centralized elemergdavegely
decentralized. Daniel Richter describes the relationships between laaddalowers in the
confederacy as “demaocratic near-anarchy,” but another way to describe tivalitucture is
heterarchy. Archaeologist Carole Crumley describes the concept thuti€oin which
heterarchical values and institutions are dominant are richly networkedistguiathere multiple
scales and dimensions are in communication with one another.” She notes seventhtgdia
of a heterarchical structure, namely, “fair decisions reflect populaensus, [a] variety of

solutions to problems [are] presented, [and the] contributions of disparate segmegnts [a

! Timothy Shannon, “War, Diplomacy, and Culture: Traguois Experience in the Seven Years’ War,” iarvén
Hofstra, ed.Cultures in Conflict: The Seven Years’ War in Noktherica(Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield

Publishers, 2007), 88; Timothy Shannboguois Diplomacy on the Early American Front{@tew York: Viking,
2008), 72.

2 Numbers are scarce and movement was constant=ra&ocis Jennings’ defense of his estimates seeisra
JenningsEmpire of Fortune: Crowns, Colonies & Tribes in theven Years War in Ameri@dew York: W.W.
Norton & Co., 1988), 31-32 and n. 28.
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valued.” There are also several “disadvantages” to the structure in thagfsos is slow,
dialogue requires constant maintenance, [and there are] cacophonous voices and choices.
Scholars who use the concept of heterarchy in a variety of disciplines canindisthierarchy

and use words such as network, fishnet, meshwork, and polycentric to describe the Structure

As a heterarchy, the Iroquois confederacy employed a large number of pemgalking
decisions. The Grand Council consisted of fifty sachems who represented the dienarfetst
villages of the Confederacy, but the Grand Council did not have sole decision-makimigtyaut
Village councils met frequently in the home of a leading woman and were attendieecague
Sachems, male rotiyanehr [nobles], ‘Pine Tree Chiefs’ (those who owedffiegErto merit
rather than to hereditary titles), war leaders, wise old men, and others who@psigeificant
numbers of followers within the villagé. Therefore, there were many nodes of influence within
networks of power. Iroquois leaders referred to their diplomatic procedsalkasglarms
together,” but Europeans who interacted with the Iroquois often had little undengtanthe
degree of influence a leader exercised. They used the title “chief” intoroietoke European
hierarchies, but as Richter points out, a term that better encapsulates ties @fahe power
structure is “headmar.”

Furthermore, the main concern of the councils and the confederacy was tineapitese

of peace, but peace was not a negotiated agreement. Rather, peace was i fgattd

3 Crumley is careful to note that “Heterarchy doesstand alone but is in a dialectical relationshigh hierarchy
(where elements are ranked).” Further, “heterarshiye more general category and subsumes higrasch
special case.” So, hierarchies exist within arfaetdy, but their power is variable and subjeatltange when
values are re-ranked (which is constant featuteetdrarchies). Carole L. Crumley, “Remember HoWtganize:
Heterarchy Across Disciplines,” chapter three imi§€tbpher S. Beekman and William W. Baden, eldsnlinear
Models for Archaeology and Anthropology: Continuthg RevolutiorfBurlington, VT: Ashgate Publishing
Company, 2005), 40, 43, 44.

* Daniel K. RichterThe Ordeal of the Longhouse: The Peoples of thgubis League in the Era of European
Colonization(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Presd4RB.

® Richter,Longhousg44. Shannorroquois Diplomacy43.
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thoughts’ between two nations, a feeling as much as a reality.” While Europeavesbsnay
have considered this type of peace as weaker than a binding agreement, the wiciimers
confederacy were autonomous and free to act how they chose, so establishing teelingist
and attitude was actually the best way to ensure peace. Establishing good thoddéédings
was a process that needed constant tending. Europeans found this system expbpeaatse
they failed to recognize that the confederacy did not have the type of hietzeghydre
accustomed to seeing in European nations. They would negotiate peace or partigipatone
set of leaders but it would not be binding on other sets of leaders or factions. The only way to
get results was to engage in the painstaking process of cultivating good thawgbtsiéing up
relationships throughout the many strands of the confederacy’s network of pawer. F
Europeans who were part of rigid, vertical structures of power, the heteddrtie confederacy

was confusing and frustratifig.

Throughout the polycentric network of the confederacy, an important way to maintain
relationships was through gift giving and reciprocity. There were ses@argionents to Native
American systems of reciprocity. Perhaps most importantly, power wassexknot by
accumulating wealth but by distributing gifts. Accepting a gift put tbeiver under an
obligation to repay the giver, usually through some form of service but also pdhksiigh
another gift. Still, the system should not be understood as merely transactionafjardagro
guoarrangement; rather, the system was fundamentally relational andafartnitiividuals gave
gifts in order to bind two people together, and out of that relationship would come a response of
gifts or service. As Europeans became involved in gift-giving, they becanratiedswhen

giving gifts to one group of leaders did not ensure the support of the entire nation.alat, D

® Richter,Longhousg40, 44-45.
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Richter notes, “It was precisely theck of centralized political unity that made the modern
Indian policies work.” Disparate groups of leaders could receive gifts akel agaeements with
both the French and the British concurrently, ensuring that the Iroquois wereuibvieed to

either European powér.

The British tried to formalize their relationship with the Iroquois through the i2oie
Chain, which began as an agreement between leaders in New York and various methbers of
Iroquois confederacy. The exact nature of the Covenant Chain relationshipdetsitiéd and
not fully known. Some historians, Francis Jennings chief among them, hold to a desofipti
the Covenant Chain as a single (though still ambiguous) alliance that, begmtiieg i
seventeenth century, bound several English colonial governments and the Iroquoigibive Na
(and the Mahicans and Indians living at Schaghticoke) together. Other historamssera
plurality in their approach to understanding the Five Nations, and this emphasistbbapes
interpretation of the Covenant Chain. These scholars now argue that it istdiffidekcribe the
Iroquois as acting in political unity. Webs of leadership were maintained byanbdgcussion,
and an agreement with one leader in no way implied that all of the members of thafaves N
agreed to or were aware of an arrangement. This is not to deny the existélec€E@f¢nant
Chain. Rather, as Richard Haan argues, it is perhaps better understood a®aceTstantly

changing relationships, or Coven&ttains®

Still, the Covenant Chain began the process of centralizing British authmotitgir

relationship to the Iroquois. The Mohawks in particular looked to Edmund Andros, who had

" Daniel K. RichterFacing East from Indian Country: A Native HistorfyEarly America(Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 2001), 170-171.

8 The debate over the Covenant Chain is elegandyesded in Daniel K. Richter and James Merrell,, &ks/ond
the Covenant Chain: The Iroquois and their Neigtsbiarindian North America, 1600-18Q0niversity Park, PA:
The Pennsylvania State University Press, 2003 [)98Fapters 1,2,3, 5. Richtdrpnghousg137.
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forged the chain on the British side, as the central authority in control of ecomaifitary, and
political resources. The British would increasingly see the benefitsaatdsring Indian relations
under one person, even as they were frustrated by the Iroquois heterarchy eigbttdenth
century progressed, Indian affairs in New York were the responsibiliheckibany
commissioners of Indian affairs, positions held by several leading Allilgrgns concurrently.
When the center of the fur trade began to move toward Oswego, the traders tditlaacherest

of Albany began to play a more important role. Among these was William Johnson.

William Johnson emigrated from Ireland in about 1738 at the age of 23, settling on land
that belonged to his uncle, Peter Warren, about forty miles northwest of Albany (nea
Amsterdam, New York). He traveled with twelve Irish families thaewerbe his tenants, and
when they arrived they found some lIrish families, the German Palatinesat/Aabia, and the
Dutch at Schenectady already settled nearby. At that point, the centerwfttlaelé was
moving away from Albany after the establishment of the trading post aga@swlohnson was
fortunate in both his location and timing and was able to find success as a supplierdgp Osw
and a trader with the Six Nations, especially his neighbors the Mohawks. Johnson wia one
number of new frontiersmen (including George Croghan and John Henry Lydius) who lived on
the edge of settled British territory and became wealthy through sfidoedations with Native
Americans in New York and Pennsylvania. But all of these men were infamous fogtg o
scandals that separated them from polite society in Philadelphia or Albangha@rwas deeply

in debt and hiding from his creditors by living on the Pennsylvania frontier. Lydiuatvoas

° Richter,Facing East 149.
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time an associate of Johnson’s, but he became notorious for his shady trading Eadtfoes

swindling a large number of Iroquois chiefs out of land in Pennsylvania in'?754.

For his part, Johnson had a series of questionable relationships with Worfie first
was with Catherine Weisenberg, a German woman whom Johnson most likely brought into his
house as an indentured servant (she may originally have been a runaway). Watrislzeywas
pregnant, and she went on to bear three children for Johnson. While evidence is sparss, it s
that Johnson only married her as she was dying, but the liaison and the lack of a prgper La
Johnson kept Johnson from participating in Albany society. Instead, he was active aad popul
in Mohawk society. In 1746, after Weisenberg’s death, Johnson took as his new consort
Caroline, a Mohawk woman who was the niece of Hendrick, a Mohawk sachem and friend of
JohnsonCaroline had one son, known as William of Canajoharie, and in 1752 she either died or

ran away. Johnson waited six years before beginning his next relatibnship.

Despite his relationships, Johnson was well-connected to the business and political

community at Albany and had a house there. Governor George Clinton appointed Johnson as

19 Milton W. Hamilton,Sir William Johnson and the Indians of New Y@klbany: University of the State of New
York, State Education Department, Office of Staistdty, 1975), 7-8; Albert T. VolwilertGeorge Croghan and the
Westward Movement, 1741-1782eveland: Arthur H. Clark Company, 1926), 47-48ed AndersonCrucible of
War: The Seven Years’ War and the Fate of Empikritish North America, 1754-1768lew York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 2000), 78; Thomas Elliot Nortomhe Fur Trade in Colonial New York, 1686-1qR6adison: University of
Wisconsin Press, 1974),190.

™ In characterizing his relationships as “questidelh am arguing that they were socially unaccbfgdor the
white society with which Johnson was associatedhil&\t was common for traders to take Indian neisges (since
the traders often lived far from white society adild not convince white women to join them), Jaima/as
treading a line between white and Indian sociaty, lais choices regarding his female companions dvoat be
viewed equally by the two groups. It is true thatwas living on the frontier, but he was stillsgao Albany and
highly involved in networks that extended to Newk €ity and Pennsylvania and across the Atlanlishnson’s
decision to not marry Catherine Weisenberg and tates Iroquois mistresses certainly helped hifdanfluential
in Mohawk diplomacy, but it set him at odds witle ttonservative society at Albany. For parallelsSgeia Van
Kirk, “The Role of Native American Women in the Firade Society of Western Canada, 1670-18Béphtiers7:
3(1984), 9-13.

12 Arthur Pound,Johnson of the MohawkBlew York: Macmillan, 1930), 94, 137; Hamiltodphnson and the
Indians,10. For his third relationship, with Molly Brarsiee below.
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one of the Albany commissioners in 1746, particularly because Clinton thought Johnson would
be able to keep the critical trading post at Oswego supplied. By that point, Johnson was
becoming a wealthy trader. He had moved to the north bank of the Mohawk River in about 1744
and built a new house, Mount Johnson. With this move and his increasing wealth and
prominence, Johnson assumed a powerful position on the New York frontier. He was far enough
away from Albany to have his own sphere of influence, and by the 1740s there weravabout f
hundred provincial families living north and west of Albany at the Schoharie villages
Schenectady, Fort Hunter, Stone Arabia, Burnetsfield, and the region surrounding Fo

Johnsort?

In 1753, the Iroquois declared that the Covenant Chain, which had first been established
in the 1670s, was broken, and in 1754 the Albany Congress was called, in part, to repair it. One
outcome of the Albany Congress was the establishment of the positions of Superiatehdent
Indian Affairs for the northern and southern regions. Support for the positions had been building
for some time among those who saw Albany in general and the Albany commisgoner
particular as too closely allied with New France and too closely focusedngtiis fur trade to
benefit Albany merchants. Political allies of Governor Clinton, including Cliatteat Colden
and Archibald Kennedy, were interested in using the fur trade to promotemegbansion,
rather than the interests of Albany alone. In a pamphlet ittedmportance of Gaining and
Preserving the Friendship of the Indians to the British Interest, Consid&réd) Kennedy
expressed his support for a central superintendent of Indian affairs who would beegpbpint

the king and not answerable to Albany. The Board of Trade agreed with this idesided di

'3 Hamilton,Johnson and the Indian1-12; PoundJohnson of the Mohawk&6; “Description of the Country
between Oswego and Albany,” E.B. O’'Callaghan, €de Documentary History of the State of New Ywaok 2,
(Albany: Weed Parsons, 1849) 1:532.
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the colonies into northern and southern departments, appointing separate superintentients for
regions. In April, 1755, Johnson met with General Braddock and several colonial goa¢rnors
Alexandria, Virginia, and Braddock gave Johnson two commissions: Superintenteiinf
Affairs for the northern department and Commanding General of an expeditioatdgat St.

Frederic at Crown Poirif.

Johnson was expecting the first commission, but the second was a surprise. In his
correspondence in May and June of 1755, Johnson often expressed his discomfort with the role
of commanding general, mainly because he had no experience and was worried he did not know
what to do. On May 24, he copied into his personal papers, “Some Hints for a Commanding
Officer,” including helpful tips such as, “Do not encamp but where the water is goddAa
no time shew any diffidence or fear in your Countenantéde was much more comfortable in
his role as superintendent and knew that the Iroquois, especially the Mohawks, approved of his
appointment. In May, 1755 he wrote to Goldsbrow Banyar from Mount Johnson, “I have had a
Meeting of Both Mohawk Castles at my House, at which they Signified the sjr&attésfaction
on my being appointed Sole Manager, and Director of their affir&& the war progressed,

Johnson’s home and property became a critical tool in his role as superintendand.olfton

14 Shannonindians and Colonist&4-75. The superintendent of the southern depattmas Edmond Atkin, a
South Carolina merchant and councilman, who wrotpart and plan regarding Indian affairs in thateern
colonies in 1755. This document led to his appoerit. However, he was delayed in traveling fronglend back
to South Carolina and did not become active inntheuntil late 1757. His tenure was very contargicas he
apparently lacked key diplomatic skills. Sevemernors of the southern colonies, therefore, reathinvolved in
Indian affairs throughout the war. See “Introdonti’ in Wilbur R. Jacobs, edThe Appalachian Indian Frontier:
The Edmond Atkin Report and Plan of 17b#icoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press, 1967).

15 william JohnsonThe Papers of Sir William Johnséimereafter,Johnson PapejAlbany: State University of
New York, 1962 [1921]), 1:539-540.

16 Johnson Paperdl: 524.
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returned from the Battle of Lake George in late 1755, he changed the name of his home from

Mount Johnson to Fort Johnsbn.

The shift in the center of Indian affairs from Albany to Fort Johnson redlefitst, the
power shift away from the Albany commissioners to the crown-appointed supdente As the
Seven Years’ War progressed, Johnson would hold treaty conferences at his house, dut he als
expanded his diplomatic efforts beyond New York as towns in Pennsylvania (sudias dfal
Lancaster) and points west became critical locations for negotiationdirsEstep toward a
more broadly focused inter-colonial Indian policy was moving the center of povagrfeam
Albany!® Second, the move reflected the importance of Iroquois treaty-making customs and
forms in diplomacy. Fort Johnson was better able to accommodate the large, long-term
gatherings that were essential to effective diplomacy. As Albargniea site for the army to

gather, moving Indian affairs out of the city was a practical step.

Johnson quickly developed a system for maintaining and building alliances that picked up
where he had left off in 1750. However, a problem that Johnson would continually encounter
was that the other generals, especially Braddock, Shirley, and Loudoun, cowsisteridred in
Indian affairs and with Johnson’s methods. Particularly at the beginning oathéalnson
thought he could be most successful in Indian affairs when he could orchestratgsragetis
house and use Fort Johnson as the center of Indian diplomacy, but the waging of the war on far
flung frontiers meant that diplomacy happened at locations beyond Fort Johnson. The most
damaging of these problems happened right at the beginning of the war withl Beagdack

at Fort Cumberland. Braddock knew or had been told that Indian scouts and warriors would be

Y For the first reference to his home as Fort Jomsse William Johnson, “Letter to Sir Charles Hat@ecember
7, 1755 Johnson Paper:387.

18 Shannon, “War, Diplomacy, and Culture,” 91; Shamridians and Colonistsl01-103, 220-221.
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critical to his march on Fort Duquesne, and he ordered Johnson to send some Indians to Fort
Cumberland. Since Johnson was busy planning his own campaign against Fort St. Frederic, he

had to rely on the assistance of another go-between, George Croghan.

As noted above, George Croghan and Johnson had many similarities: they both lived on
frontiers and outside of elite white society, they both were experienceth limdders, and they
both had homes that served as meeting places for Native Americans. LagewartJohnson
would appoint Croghan deputy superintendent of Indian affairs for the northern region.
Beginning in 1753, Croghan, trying to avoid his creditors, was living among Delawares
Shawnees, and Mingos at his new house/trading post on Aughwick ‘Erééler George
Washington’s defeat at Fort Necessity in 1754, most of the Ohio Indians alliesktiieswith
the French, but about 200 Ohio Indians decided to maintain their alliances with thle. Briti
These 200 took refuge at Croghan’s house. He had already enclosed his house and outbuildings

with a stockade, and the Indians built twenty cabins near his encf8sure.

On April 23, 1755 Johnson wrote to Croghan, whom he had not yet met, and asked him
to speak to “Scarooyady,” a Delaware chieftain also known as a “Half-Kangl, bresent him
with a wampum belt at Johnson’s expense. Croghan was to inform Scarouady of Johnson’s
appointment as superintendent of Indian affairs for the northern region and, agtordin
Johnson, “tell him my desire is that he goes with as many Indians as he aae grdoin the

general wherever he is & serve him in the best Manner he can.” Through CraxfivesgnJ

19 Near present-day Shirleysburg, about 80 miles wilsiarrisburg. In the 1750s it was part of Cunidred
County.

2 volwiler, George Croghan 48-49, 88-89
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promised the Delawares generous rewards from Braddock, “beyond all doubt.” Jokonson al

told Croghan to “Send Some of the Six Nations there ... to Serve as Outscout§'&ca.”

Croghan'’s reply to Johnson hinted at difficulties that would only become moreaacute
time went on. He noted that Scarouady and “the Indians which were under my care” were
pleased with the news that Johnson was the superintendent. But Croghan went on to explain hi
difficulty in carrying out Johnson’s injunction to send Indians to Braddock. He had tddty
fighting Men & Lads” ready to go, but the Shawnees and Delawares werer b respond. The
reason for their absence reveals the complex state of Indian alliatices\atr’'s start. Croghan
informed Johnson that a few months previously, “at the instigation of the French,” the 8sawne
and the Delaware “fell upon our Settlements in North Carolina where they killed@nd t
Prisoners Twenty odd People.” This event made them understandably fearful of joinirig up wi
the British and provincial force, which included men from North Carolina. To solve this
problem, Johnson assured Croghan that General Braddock “promised upon their joining him that

he will forget everything of that sorf?®

When fifty of Croghan’s watrriors arrived at Fort Cumberland, Braddosk wa
disappointed with the small number. He noted to Thomas Robinson (secretary of $tege for
southern department) that, “When | arrived in America, they assured me tight bepend on a
very great number of the southern Indians; but they have been totally aliéoateus by the
bad conduct of the government of Virginia.” Governor Dinwiddie had promised 400 Cherokee
and Catawba warriors, but he may never have intended to fill that promise. Szonyats

knew that Cherokees and Catawbas would never fight alongside the Iroquois that Johnson had

2L Johnson Paperd.: 475-476.

22 Johnson Papersl: 496-497.
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also promised to provide. Furthermore, Croghan, Johnson and others had to first convince
potential Native American allies that the British were not intending tie et their land, even

though they were encroaching on that land to fight the French. Braddock recogrized tha
colonial governments had made Native American relations difficult befoggdrearrived in

that “these people have behaved towards them [the Indians] with so little regard nanchs
dishonestythat a very large expence would be now necessary to gain back their confidence, and
none is to be had even in those who have embraced our intéfeBisatidock himself

contributed to the trouble with Indian alliances by refusing to understand the siiraraleed.

When Croghan’s warriors arrived, they insisted on bringing their familigstirvem to stay at

Fort Cumberland while they went out to fight. Braddock was somewhat perplexed as to how t

treat the Indians and decided to keep them and the army separated as much as possibl

The results of this plan are reflected in the journal of Harry Gordon, a Britigieeng
attached to the 8artillery. As he was traveling with the army to Fort Cumberland, hededor
that the soldiers were told “that as there were a number of Indians at@vékk [Fort
Cumberland], our Friends, it was the General’s positive orders that they [thledarmot molest
them, or have anything to say to them, directly or indirectly, for fear of afigptitem.*
Braddock did not attempt to integrate Indians into his force or build a persotiainsigp with

Indian leaders. This lack of a personal bond would contribute to the dissolution of the aiance

the campaign began. Still, this segregation did not stop the army and the Indians figgm bei

% Qtd. in William Livingston A Review of the Military Operations in North Amerftom the French Hostilities on
the Frontier of Virginia in 1753 to the Surrenddr@swego 1756Dublin: P. Wilson and J. Exshaw, 1757), 252-
253; AndersonCrucible of War 96.

% Harry Gordon, “The Morris Journal,” in Winthrop§ant, ed.A History of an Expedition Against Fort
Duquesne; Under Major-General Edward Bradddgblew York: Arno Press, 1971 [1855]), 373. Archerlibert
identifies the author of “The Morris Journal” (nagifer the person who possessed it in 1827) as Haorglon, an
artillery engineer. Archer Butler Hulbert, eBraddock’s Road and Three Relative Pag&teveland, OH: Arthur
H. Clark Company, 1903), 80.
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curious about each other. Harry Gordon wrote in his journal that when the arney atrivort
Cumberland, “We found here Indian men, women and children, to the number of about 100.”
These Indians “were greatly surprised at the regular way of our sofdaching, and the
numbers.” Gordon himself was very curious about the Indians. He wrote in his joutnhétha
were “hardly to be described.” He was most interested in the nightly Indiaesd@&xplaining,

“In the day they were in our Camp, and in the night they go into their own, where they ddnce a

make a most horrible noise.” Later, he ventured to the Indian camp to watch the’dances.

Gordon’s journal also shows the difficulties of Indian relations for the inexppad
British army leaders. On May 20 he observed that “An Indian arrived from ¢het-fort [Fort
Duquesne] in 6 days, and said they have only 50 men in the fort, but expect 900 more; and when
our Army appears they will blow it up.” But the army was wary of this report. Gordoe Wtot
believe this fellow is a villain, as he is a Delaware, who never were our frigh@ut a week
later he noted the arrival of more Delawares, recording on May 28, “At 11, tae@ebk met at
the General’s tent, and told him that they were come to know his intentions thatigh¢assist
the Army.” Braddock told them “he should march in a few days towards Fort Duquésne.”
this, the Delawares replied that they “would return home and collect theiosaogether, and
meet him on his march.” Gordon did not comment on Braddock thus handing intelligence to
tenuous allies, but he did state his opinion that “These people are villains, and allsayttsi

the strongest®”

% Gordon, “The Morris Journal,” 374, 378.
% Gordon, “The Morris Journal,” 378.

27 Gordon, “The Morris Journal,” 380.
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As preparations at Fort Cumberland continued, Braddock became annoyed about the
distraction the Indians were causing and apprehensive about the prospect gftteaumalian
women and children at the fort. He turned to the governor of Fort Cumberland, Colonel James
Innes, for advice. According to Croghan, Colonel Innes “told the General thapthenand
children of the Indians which was to remain at Fort Cumberland would be very troub)esaim
that the General need not take above ten men with him, for if he took more, he would find them
very troublesome on the march, and of no service.” Braddock took Innes’ advice, even though
it was contrary to Croghan’s counsel, and ordered Croghan to send the women and ctlkdren b
to Aughwick. Almost all of the Indian men chose to escort their families back gh&nris

house, and none of them returned to the British affny.

In the end, Braddock never fully understood the importance of Indian allies or how to
effectively manage Native American relations. The British foraeHeft Cumberland with only
eight Ohio Indians, and one of those was killed by friendly fire along the wag. uipromising
beginning to the relationship between the British army and their potential i@lém lallies
might have been repaired if the British had defeated the French on the Monongahk#, but t
British army’s defeat struck a blow against any constructive relatjphgtween the two groups

for several years.

At the same time that Braddock was shedding his force of Indian allidgsriVil
Johnson was reintroducing himself and his house to the Iroquois as the central focus in Indian
affairs. Johnson began by inviting the Iroquois to a large conference at Mount Johnsoial- By

May, 1755, “1100 Indians Men Women and Children of 9 different Nations” had arrived at

28 J. Hall Pleasants, eBroceedings and Acts of the General Assembly of/lsliad 1752-1754 (23) vol. 50 of
Archives of MarylandBaltimore: Maryland Historical Society, 1933),840/olwiler, George Croghan90-96.
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Johnson’s house. Unlike Braddock, Johnson was realistic in his goals for the conference. H
wrote to Stephen Hopkins, “I hope at least to keep them in general Neuteral &sevepe! of
their Warriors to join our Arms against the French & their Indigs.”

One of Johnson’s most effective tools as a diplomat was his ability to use larngatage t
his Iroquois listeners could relate to and would use themselves. Seventyafis®i€ovenant
Chain diplomacy had made British negotiators aware of and somewhat adept &bagsiois
forms and customs in their negotiations. Daniel Richter notes nine stagesyopitoeéacol that
included ceremonial invitations, processions, rites designed to cultivate goodtth@mgl the
reiteration of past shared history and negotiations. The liberal use of wasymbulized the
factional or tribal unity that the speaker represented, and allowing thegreagss to take a
long time ensured that all opinions were considered. This elaborate protocol wasenade m
complex by Europeans who sought to use treaty meetings to make sure that tize India
understood the terms of the agreement and to convince them to enter into binding agregment
verbally stating their intentions and signing a document. The final stagegad\gft-giving
and feasting. A successful treaty conference, therefore, could lastlseeeks and the most
effective conferences included the largest attendance and participatidsigssi

While some European leaders (such as Lord Loudoun) were impatient with the
elaborate process of treaty-making and viewed it as a time-wastowgsweto the all-important
signing of a document, for the Iroquois, the proaessthe treaty. Following all of the steps,
putting a lot of time in, and bringing large numbers of people together ensured condansys,

and unity. The different perspectives on diplomacy usually benefitted the Irogubesyavere

2 Johnson Paper&: 659. There were many smaller nations that wabsumed into the main Six Nations, which
explains why occasionally different numbers thar™are used to describe the Iroquois nations.

% Richter,Facing East135-137, 139.
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able to acquire large numbers of gifts during the almost continuous treatyecmafethat were
necessary during a time of wHr.

Johnson was particularly adept at using Iroquois cosmology to explain the-British
Iroquois relationship to the Iroquois. One powerful metaphor that he co-opted for his own
purposes was that of the Tree of Shelter. Trees served several symbolicpurpaspiois
cosmology and social organization. According to William Fenton, Iroquois envisioneahtha
“ever-growing tree stands for life, status, and authority—for sociedl.itsA great white pine
tree was the symbol of the Iroquois confederacy. Peace was symbolizedrbgtaphor of a
giant pit into which enemies threw the weapons of war; then, the former erveouileisplant a
Tree of Peace in the pit, burying former animosity. A council was shadad t®e of Shelter
that symbolized safety, protection, and peace. There was a Tree of Feaoceddga where the
council fire burned, and when Europeans came, Iroquois set up another Tree of Peacgyat Alba
and Montreal to foster trade and friendship. The Tree of Peace was one of manyg Iroquoi
metaphors that Europeans adopted to foster clarity in communication. The Tredeaf\8ael
another*

By the time the Seven Years’ War started, Johnson was well-accustomed th@sing t
metaphor of the Tree of Shelter. In the early 1750s, when the Covenant Chain was all but
broken, Johnson had made an attempt to repair relations between the Iroquois and Albany. In a
meeting in September 1753, Johnson told some Six Nations’ headmen “l am sorry to find in my
Arrival among you, that the fine Shady Tree, which was Planted by Our Feamrsfébr your

Ease, and Shelter [at Albany], should now be leaning, being almost blown down byliorthe

31 Richter,Facing East 139; Shannorroquois Diplomacy81, 100-101.

% william Nelson FentoriThe Great Law and the Longhouse: A Political Higtof the Iroquois Confederacy
(Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 1998), ¥03, 122, 201, 308, 322, 476. Shanh@guois
Diplomacy 61-63, 95-96.
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Winds.” The Tree of Shelter was necessary for insuring peaceful inbergcind, like the
Covenant Chain, it needed to be constantly tended to keep it upright and strong (inseeng pea
and security). Toward that end, Johnson promised to “endeavor to set it upright, that it may
flourish as formerly, while the Roots spread abroad.” But Johnson did not have the power to
fulfill that promise until two years later. In 1755, with his new position as supedant of
Indian affairs for the northern region, Johnson revived this language by informing ¢mebded
Iroquois that he had moved the Tree of Shelter from Albany to Mount Jofihson.

At the initial conference with 1100 Iroquois at Mount Johnson from May 17-June 27,
1755, Johnson made a defining statement that would become the basis for how he conducted
Indian relations for the duration of the war. Johnson introduced his appointment as
Superintendent of Indian affairs by declaring to the assembled Mohawks, fa@@eviiich You
& the rest of the Six Nations have so often & so earnestly desired might be aggirisseow
raised, and fixt in the Earth by so powerful a hand, that Its Roots will take & fil@ep Footing
& Its Branches be a refreshing & extensive Shade for You & all Youetb take Shelter
under it.” Johnson used the metaphor of the tree to refer to himself and the strength of his
commissioned authorif§?. Johnson further invited “all our Brethren of the Six United Nations &
your Allies to come & sit under this Tree, where you may freely open yaantdi& get all your
Wounds healed.” He emphasized the strength and centrality of himself asstre ther

Mohawks, and all the Iroquois, should come to for h&lp.

% Johnson Paper8:112.

% |f there was ambiguity about the meaning of tlee tdohnson’s secretary Peter Wraxell, noted hiestrée meant
“Col. Johnson.”Johnson Paper$: 628.

% Johnson Papers: 626.
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In addition, he established Mount Johnson as the specific location where they could
always expect a welcoming reception and fair treatment. His speech cdntiwe | do at the
same time remove the Embers which remained at Albany & rekindle thefEeuncil &
Friendship at this Place, And | shall make it of such Wood as will give thestdaght &
greatest Warmth; | hope it will prove comfortable & useful to all such daswite & light their
Pipes at it, & dazzle & scortch all those who are or may be Enemiestodiohinson thus used
well-known metaphors to move the central meeting place for the Iroquois fromyAlb&ount
Johnson, establishing his home as the critical location for Iroquois affairs thuimgr.

Johnson reemphasized this point by urging the Mohawks “to extinguish all othegfuliéce
unnatural Fires which are made up to mislead & in the end destroy both you & yourstieiFor
part, the Mohawks selected Abraham, a sachem, to respond to Johnson’s speech. He told
Johnson, “It gives us the highest Satisfaction to hear what you have now told us cgrtbésnin
Tree.” On relocating the council fire to Mount Johnson, Abraham declared, “Cafathars
kindled the first Fire at Onondaga from whence they carried Fuel & made aabtthe
Habitation of Quider (meaning Albany) this Fire never burnt Clear & it wstseixpiring, We are
therefore much rejoiced to hear you have rekindled the Fire flei/Hile the Mohawks

initially had the closest relationship to Johnson among the Iroquois and benefitteaktteom
the location of Fort Johnson close to their territory, as the war progressed Jolgeon be
extending his influence further into Iroquois territory through the large candfes at Fort

Johnson that included participants from all the Iroquois naffons.

% Johnsons Papers: 626.
37 Johnson Paper2: 627-629.

3 Shannon, “War, Diplomacy, and Culture,” 91.
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On June 27, Johnson wrote to Braddock (who was already on his way to the
Monongahela River) to inform him of his initial steps as superintendent of IndarsafHe
told Braddock about the speech he had made and the response he had received and then noted the
toll the assembled Iroquois were taking on his property. He explained, “I am paato g
Difficulties for their Maintenance which amounts to a great Expence eagry In particular,
“Numbers of them came a Horse back & as they must not at this critieab@ controlled, they
have spoiled my Meadows & destroy every Green thing about my Estate.” hftspring
conference ended, Johnson used £45.15s of the money allotted to him for Indian affairs to repair
the damage done to “Hay Land, Pasture, Grain Fences &ca,” to build “Hutts” andibbet
for Seats [,] Council House &ca” at Mount Johnson. Since Johnson was offering Mount Johnson
to the Iroquois as a safe and welcoming meeting place, he decided that he shoyltbnot tr
control how they conducted themselves—a point Braddock would have disputed. Further,
Johnson believed that it was all for a good cause. He wrote to Braddock, “If they §tiegsie
turn out good, | will not repine®

Paying money upfront before results were assured was part of maintaining the
Covenant Chain. This was partly because the Covenant Chain was more than an agreeement
transaction; it was a living relationship that had to be constantly tended to and wastbpnst
changing. This can be more clearly seen by examining how the Covenant Citaonskip was
lived out. Itis possible to get a sense of the day-to-day workings of the Covenant Cha
relationship by examining Johnson’s “Account of Indian Expenses” from 1755-175@e Asi
from a few months when he was at Lake George, Johnson spent much of that time atdvtount/F
Johnson keeping up a lively exchange with many individual Iroquois. It is evident from the

accounts that Fort Johnson became a place where Indians could come and stay, n&tke reque

39 Johnson Papersl: 663.
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receive goods, build personal relationships with Johnson, and meet with others. All of these
factors were critical in maintaining and building the Covenant Chain, and Fort Johasomew
critical piece, along with William Johnson himself, that kept the sygtany.

The accounts paint a colorful picture of daily life at Fort Johnson. There aralsever
types of payments in the records. One type shows Johnson using hospitality anden@iuenc
direct Iroquois actions. For example, during the conference at Johnson’s house miMane,
1755, Johnson recorded £13.19s as paying for the meeting, but during that time there were over
one hundred additional exchanges that supported Johnson’s overall goal. These transactions
ranged from £1.18s.10d to convince an Indian and his family “to stay among the Mohawks, he
having lived 16 years among the French & quite hearty in their Interest” to £2118s
“Powder Saluteing all the Indians as they came.” The payments encechgasstly diplomatic
concerns, such as the £34 spent on “11 New fine Belts some verry large all for tleeSgiee
and very individualized wants, such as £4 “to the Chief Tuscarora Sachem to buy ar Gew f
family” and 12s for “a pair of Pumps and Buckles to the Chief Onondaga.” The aoevedl
that Johnson was intensely aware of individual needs and desires, and customifesl the gi
accordingly. Johnson’s home continued to be a site of hospitality and the location for more
meetings. On June 29 he spent £5.17s.6d to purchase “Tea & Sugar &ca for some of the Chief
Familys 14 days, & for making Punch for the many meetings of the differe¢ioinsa

It is also clear from the records that Mount Johnson served as a stopping point for
Indian families moving between Albany and western New York. On July 3, Johnson paid £16
“to sundry Families on their return homewards to maintain them,” and again on Julgénhe s
£2.5s for “a Hog &ca for a Meal for the Conajoharees who stayed a day.” Onsaarathat

most of the interactions that Johnson was part of each day were bolstered by exohgngds

259



or money, even if it was just a matter of talking to one person to convince him or her hejoin t
British. Most days have at least three payments demonstrating the mrsafgdeelationships

and Indian diplomacy that happened concurrently at Fort Johnson. On April 20, 1756, for
example, one of Johnson’s four expenses was the payment of £5 “To Nichus Brants son for a
Cow for his Family being a Brave Fellow,” but another payment that day was £18.6d to bu
beer, rum, oxen, corn, and peas to provide “a Treat to the Conajoharees & Mohawks on their
Joining me...for their Signal Services at Lake George.”

One other type of exchange evidenced in the accounts is the money Johnson paid for
goods of all sorts to be used as presents for the Indians. In July, 1756, he spent almost £1500 on
a variety of goods ranging from “Jews Harps” to “4 Doz. Knives” to “Womena ¥aise” to
“Snuff Boxes gilt & raised” and “210 Indian Guns.” Some of these goods he broughtimit
to a meeting at Onondaga, but he did seem to keep a large store of goods at his house, which he
would hand out to the people who came through. The stores also seemed to need replenishing
often; later in July 1756 he spent another £1000 to buy more goods such as “31 Ruffled Shirts,”
“Cut Tobacco,” and “brass Bullet Molds.” The accounts give a good picture of deist Fort
Johnson and how personal and diplomatic relationships were closely tied togetherenih, the
from March 30, 1755-October 12, 1756 Johnson spent £19,619. 9s. 1%2d of the king’s money on
Indian affairs?®

While Johnson wanted to avoid being seen as controlling, there was one aspect of
Indian affairs that he was eager to regulate: the sale of alcohol to Indudomsod did give away
alcohol as a gift or to be used in celebrations at his house, but he also tried ttycarefrdl
how much drinking was happening at Fort Johnson. In June, 1755, Johnson issued a

proclamation to British-American traders concerning the sale of alcoha@ltteeNAmericans

0 Johnson’s accounts for 1755-1756 can be foudolimson Paperg: 566-645
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near Fort Johnson and threatened that anyone found selling alcohol to Indians anyiieere i
vicinity of Fort Johnson “shall be prosecuted by His Majesty's Attorney @leseEnemies to
the public Welfare of their Country

Despite Johnson'’s threats, the alcohol trade continued to be lucrative and out of his
control** In July 1758, Johnson wrote to James Abercromby from a camp in the woods near
Fort Edward. He had arrived there with 200 Indians, but had expected to bring many more.
When he had left his house, however, he was only able to leave with “as Many as | gould the
get Sober to move with me, which were but verry few, for liquor was as plenty anenags
Ditch Water.” The liquor had been brought up to Fort Johnson from Schenectady hyatideir
other Squaws as well as white.” While Johnson tried to control what happened on his own
grounds, the alcohol was “Sold to them at Night in spight of all | could do.” Johnson cldised wi
an interesting insight into the delicate balance he was continually toystgke, noting the
extreme difficulty he had encountered in trying to get the Indians awanthe liquor and that,
“if the Fate of the whole Country depended on my moveing a Day Sooner, | could not do it
without leaving them behind, and disgusting all the Natioctdde was not in a position to issue
orders; the basis of the alliance was a relationship of equality.

Beyond the sale of alcohol, Johnson tried to control any interactions between army or
imperial representatives, provincials, and Indians at his house. This is evidergargle, in
instructions Johnson gave to Alexander Turnbull, who commanded the 42nd Regiment. In

August, 1756, the regiment would be at Fort Johnson, and in preparation, William Johnson wrote

“1 Johnson Papers: 580-581.

*2 See chapter two, above for how the Germans almgylohawk River carried on a lucrative alcohol &radth the
Iroquois.

3 Johnson Paperg:871.
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to Turnbull to inform him how to regulate his troops at the fort. The instructions area mix
military orders and advice for living in close quarters with members of fh&ions.

Johnson’s first rule to Trumbull was “You are to keep your Party Sober, & in good order &
prevent their haveing any unnecessary Intercourse with the Indians nigasference might

arise between them from too much familiarity.” If trouble did arise betweesoters and the
Indians, Johnson ordered Trumbull not to try to handle it himself but instead to alert Johnson
immediately.

A conflict over leadership could arise if Fort Johnson was attacked. In that event,
Johnson ordered Trumbull to make sure that “the 2 Bastions [are] properly manned tims Curta
also, there mixing Some of my People with Yours.” Further, whatever Iroquastveze were
to “Man the Dwelling House & fight from thence, makeing Use of the four \\adie3, &
Musquetoons out of the Window fitted for them.” Johnson’s instructions also show how his fort
functioned as a stronghold for the surrounding Mohawk inhabitants. In case of an alarm,
Johnson had established a signal of “three Pattereroes to be immediadélyThen, when
Mohawks came to the fort for protection, the sentry would challenge them anfdwagm “to
Answer George as Distinct as they Can” before letting them in. Finally,dlolaiso informed
Trumbull that when Indians were not present at the fort, the “Gates to be Locked aic& anCl
the evening and opened at Six In the MorniffgIf Indians were present, Johnson did not want
to seem to be controlling them, so he did not necessarily lock the gates.

Indian affairs were a delicate balance, and Johnson saw the ability to cteduettt
his own home and arrange everyday life at the fort in a way that was hospitabld@rding
to the Iroquois as critical to his success. But in doing so, Johnson was attempting to be the

primary representative of the British army and imperial administratitas cbuld be

4 Johnson Paper<: 537-538.
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problematic when part of the army was stationed at Fort Johnson (as noted above) oh&rhen ot
imperial or military authorities tried to get involved in Indian affairer &ample,
Governor/General William Shirley resented that Fort Johnson seemed to be outpigiwithe
of any British authority other than William Johnson. In July, 1755, Shirley wasatihg to
begin his attack on Fort Niagara. Indian scouts were critical to this endeay&hiaey
applied to Johnson to send some. The two men had been on uneasy footing since the disputes
about Indian affairs before the war. Johnson did not fulfill the request to Shirlegfactain,
and Joseph Kellog, Colonel John Henry Lydius, and Isaac Staats went to Mount Johnsan to enlis
some Indians on Shirley’s behalf. When William Johnson found out what they were doing, he
ordered them “not to Speak to the Indians.” Colonel Lydius showed Johnson a commission he
had from General Shirley empowering him to recruit Indian fighters. Johnsoedrémit
“Neither he [Lydius] nor any body Else nor General Shirley had any power oriutbayo to
them Speak to them or Transact any thing with them, but only himself alone fiog efra
Commission from his Majesty"™

Johnson was referring to the commission he had received from General Braddock
appointing him superintendent of Indian affairs for the northern region. In repigt&hirley
argued, “I dont understand your Commission in the same manner you seem to do; | cant think
General Braddock intended to forbid me by it to take any Steps for procuring Iralgmsvith
me from Schenectady to Niagara; or that you should assume to yourself adengade all
the Indians to go with yourself to Crown Point.” Johnson had the upper hand in directimg India
alliances because Fort Johnson was the established gathering point for the lsguell as his
base of operations. Therefore, people like Kellog, Lydius, and Staats who wantgdge dre

services of Indian fighters had to go to Fort Johnson, where William Johnson wasinlearl

> Johnson Paperd: 737.
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charge. Shirley objected that Johnson’s commission did not empower him to determmme wher
and when Indians would be used; Johnson thought it did. Johnson and his secretary Peter
Wraxell were in the midst of constructing a heated reply to Shirley wherethe came about
the failure of Braddock’s expedition, which tempered Johnson’s resffoiaen Johnson
finally did reply to Shirley, he simply stated, “In the present Sittuation ofiraffd appears to
me of the last Importance that the Management of our Affairs with thensxdreould be
conducted with the utmost harmony & in the most uniform marifier.”

Johnson’s desire to fully manage the relationship between the British anogheidr
can be put into greater context by noting his competition on the French side. Tleamnh
negotiator with Native Americans was Pierre Rigaud de Vaudreuil, the Goveemaral of
New France. Vaudreuil was just as adept as Johnson in using language thawodldrise
familiar with and use themselves, and Vaudreuil also had an advantage in that he had inherit
the position from his father and was able to build on the elder Vaudreuil’s stromgnsgis
with various Native American groups. In addition, the French had long cultivagéatianship
based on the metaphor of a family with Native Americans in New France apaythd’en hayt
therefore Vaudreuil was able to approach the Iroquois as a father gentiyarggting his
children, which created a way for European hierarchies to interact with Irdegtersrchies.
Furthermore, French victories at Fort Duquesne in 1755 and Fort Oswego in 1756 were ver
powerful displays of French superiority. In a conference in Montreal inrbleerg 1756
(directly following the year that Johnson spent £20,000 on Indian diplomacy), Vaudreuil met
with one hundred headmen from every Iroquois nation except the Mohawks, along with some

Algonquin and Huron headmen.

%6 Johnson Paperd.: 756-757.

47 Johnson Papersl: 790.
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The meeting began with Chinoniata, an Onondaga headman, reviving and replanting a
Tree of Peace at Montreal. Concerning the present conflict, Chinoniatanexghaie could not
take any side,” but he noted that the French “always hold fast to your end of toé fig=ite;
we have done likewise.” He asked that the French reopen Fort Catafagtiie Indian trade,
noting “the English will not furnish us the smallest article.” Of course, &#ildohnson, with
his assortment of large and small articles, would have disagtdachis reply, Vaudreuil
affirmed the revival of the Tree of Peace, stating, “The leaves of ggeofPeace could not but
be dry; you had neglected it too much.” Vaudreuil then recited the French victatidsea
evidence that the British were encroaching on Indian land, and he asked his H2arewt
these instances convince you that the English are your enemies?’r hepihgithe Iroquois,
through Chinoniata, affirmed, “we will not permit the English to come among us, and..llwe wi
always be faithful to our Father.” Furthermore, they declared “we drelisjgosed to assist, by
all means in our power, your warriors and children...whenever they will pass through the
country we inhabit on their way to strike the English.” They also agreed to trysieaperthe
Mohawks to abandon the British and join the French c3use.

The Iroquois at the meeting were essentially agreeing to a neutnalityited toward
the French. They did not agree to fight for the French cause, but they did offestthassi
French by helping them in their travels and not fighting for the British. The lackesfteal
authority meant that the Iroquois could treat with both the French and the British dothg

so, maintain their autonomy. This ability to hold contradictory alliances simegltsly was one

“8 Fort Cataraqui was located at the confluence &Bl@ntario and the St. Lawrence River. It wasdliyenorth of
Fort Oswego. The British would refer to it as Hembntenac and successfully conquer it in 1758.

“9“Conferences between M. de Vaudreuil and the imsjiaBBrodhead and O’Callaghan, ed3olonial History of
New York 10: 502-503.

0 “Conferences between M. de Vaudreuil and the sjlaBrodhead and O’Callaghan, ed3alonial History of
New York10: 509, 515.
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of the key factors in Iroquois survival and prosperity through the first half ofghéeenth
century>*

Having this context provides greater nuance to British-Iroquois affairs in 175V whe
Johnson had to find a way to convince the Iroquois to remain allied with the British astdide
neutral, even after the British had suffered several damaging defeatperni¢he year at his
house at Fort Johnson, managing Indian alliances and coordinating support for kioneHer
and the Lake George forts. He also occasionally went to his house in Albany or @isitean
Flats. Information that Johnson received in February 1757 reflects the chaltenfgeed that
year in Indian negotiations. Johnson spoke to Silver Heels, a Seneca, and Petedanibmnei
asked them “why the Indians in General seemed to Incline more of late t@tiod Bnan usual.”
They had several answers for him. First, it was widely believed that “tHeslEbg extending
their Settlements so far back, intended to dispossess them [the Indians] of bdrtkds.” The
French had been quick to encourage this opinion. Furthermore, the French had informed the
Iroquois that British encroachment was the reason that “led them to build Forts @dbetry
on the Ohio and elsewhere, to stop the English from overrunning them.” Next, the Iroquois had
seen “the French so successful against the English, and little or no Resiséalece The
French successes had led to “a strong Alliance of all the Western andrNdmttians, and hath
intimidated them > This was the first Johnson heard about the conference between the Iroquois
and Vaudreuil from December.

The necessity of repairing the alliance with the Iroquois was partigulagént in the
spring of 1757 because the French were planning attacks in New York and tryihghe ge

support of the three most western nations (Onondagas, Cayugas, and Senecad). LitbApri

*1 Richter,Facing East 164, 167.

2 william Johnson, Intelligence, February 18, 1750, 2853A.
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Captain Thomas Butler, a British army officer, relayed information he htherga from his
Iroquois contacts. The French, according to Butler's sources, were arguirtgetBaiglish were
SO numerous that, if the British won the war, the Iroquois would be completely overrun. This
argument seemed to be resonating with the Iroquois, and Butler heard murmonmgsefr

Iroquois that the English, “were not the ancient people they made the Covenant with.”

In order to realign British and Iroquois interests, Johnson took the opportunity at a
meeting in June 1757 to discuss the Covenant Chain. The conference was attended by an
assembly of Seneca, Cayuga, Onondaga and Mohawk heddrtésimportant to note that the
Senecas, Cayugas, and Onondagas who participated in the meeting with Vaudreuil sx month
before may or may not have been among those who met with Johnson. In analyzing titgg meeti
there are two things to consider: what was said and the circumstancesdungovhat was said.
Johnson was attempting to negotiate military assistance from the relfetatas, Cayugas, and
Onondagas, but the meeting actually became defined by competing understandiags of th
Covenant Chain. Studying the subtle differences between Johnson and the Senecas, Cayugas
and Onondagas can lead to a more nuanced understanding of the Covenant Chain and reveal
what Johnson and the Iroquois expected of each Bther.

On June 14, the fifth day of the conference, an Onondaga sachem spoke on behalf of
the assembled headmen of the three upper nations, and informed Johnson of the results of an
earlier Grand Council at Onondaga during which Johnson’s appeal for active involvexdent

been laid before the council. The resulting consensus was that “the old Covenanwv&hfar

>3 The Mohawk headmen were not part of the negotiatince the Mohawks were already assisting thisBri
(and, specifically, Johnson) militarily.

>4 “Journal of Sir William Johnson’s Proceedings witk Indians,” Brodhead and O’Callaghan, e@slonial
History of the State of New York 254-266. It is not possible to know who atted both meetings because
French records do not include many names and elersdn’s records do not list each participant’s @am
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the common safety of you & us; for were we to leave our country unguarded, it would bring on
our destruction.” Furthermore, the headman informed Johnson “You told us you wererstrong i
people and able to fight the French and we hope you will exert yourselves dgzim$ot the
common safety of yours and our Country.” Two points are revealed from tleis\etst first,

the three upper nations believed they were participating in the Covenant Chainelotinmyot

their own homes and families from French attack. This allowed the Britishtartegd to other
concerns. Second, they supported the British desire to fight the French and hoped thiastihe Bri
would prevail, leading to the security of their common—*“yours and our"—cogthtry.

William Johnson and the British authorities he represented had a different
understanding of the Covenant Chain, which he attempted to communicate on the seventh day,
June 16. He explained that the Covenant Chain meant “That the English and thedig Nati
shall consider themselves as one flesh and one blood, and that whenever any endaury shall
the one the other is to feel it and avenge it, as if done to himself.” He continuepldipiayg
that this meant that the British would come to the assistance of the Iroquoisvfdtegttacked.

He asserted, “Let us know do you want our assistance; if you are in danger we know the
Covenant Chain and will be ready to defend or die with you.” But, the inverse of this
understanding was that the Iroquois needed to avenge French attacks on Britisloforson
then tried to make the military aspects of the Covenant Chain the definingfehthe
relationship. He declared, “I must tell you that my orders from the Kingfather are, to take

care of and supply with necessaries such good & faithful Indians as will gadfighat for him

*«Journal of Sir William Johnson’s Proceedings witike Indians,” Brodhead and O’Callaghan, e@slpnial
History of New York7:258.
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and his people.” To confirm this point, he clarified, “such and their families, only, has he
empowered me to arm clothe and provide f8r.”

This assertion that only Indians who participated militarily would reagioeels also
differed from the three upper nations’ interpretation of the Covenant Chain. Theydad tol
Johnson two days earlier that “The ancient Covenant Chain was made for our mutotzgejva
of which trade is a considerable part,” and they asked Johnson to send a trader ¢leger to t
territory>” The headmen thought of the Covenant Chain as mutually beneficial in both war and
trade; the British thought of it as an arrangement whereby they would exdodgefor
military help. To these Iroquois, it did not seem incongruous to ask for increasedveadges e
they refused to be more active in the war, but to the British military, tradenly a means to
an end. Further, British traders, even Johnson, who directly benefitted fronwittadee
Iroquois were not making military decisions, but Iroquois traders and headmen watrenore
interconnected. The line between the military and civil society was much maregide in
Iroquois society.

The upper three nations’ headmen and Johnson continued to differ in their
interpretations for the duration of the meeting and concluded with neither siddliling
appeased. Yet, studying the non-verbal and background components to the meatielgl ca
additional information about how Johnson and the Iroquois interpreted the Covenant Chain
relationship. First it is important to note who participated in the meeting. B®Benecas, 2
sachems, 2 headmen, 1 head watrrior, and “40 others” came. There were 5 Onondaga sachems, 2

head warriors, 24 “young warriors,” and 5 women. For the Cayugas there were 2 “head

*5“Journal of Sir William Johnson’s Proceedings witk Indians,” Brodhead and O’Callaghan, e@slonial
History of New York7:261.

*™Journal of Sir William Johnson’s Proceedings wvitte Indians,” Brodhead and O’Callaghan, e@slpnial
History of New York7:258.

269



Sachems,” 7 warriors, and 2 wonm&nThese 92 people certainly were not all of the members of
the three upper nations, nor were they clearly serving as representatiaéefohe people.
The Grand Council of the Iroquois Confederacy consisted of 50 sachems, so even if the 9
sachems who attended the meeting were members of the Grand Council, teareamgmore
sachems who were not presghtThe point is that the Covenant Chain was not an agreement
between British and Iroquois authorities; it was a series of agreemeneehddritish
authorities and every member of the Iroquois confederacy.

This point about differing authority structures is reinforced by noting whaoypeatied
in the meeting on the British side. William Johnson was the only real Britishraytpresent.
The other British attendees included Guy Johnson, nephew and personal secretdignof W
Johnson (and his future son-in-law); Peter Wraxall, the secretary thatitradgbe minutes of
the meeting; Arent Stevens, an interpreter; Lieutenant Daniel Claus, asethetary and
interpreter who would later become a deputy secretary of Indian affattseefaprthern region
(and Johnson'’s future son-in-law); and Robert Adems, a storekeeper and friend of Johnsons
(later mentioned in Johnson’s will). Johnson was the only one who spoke for the British side
during the meetings because he was the only one who had any reafbower.

The difference in power structures can be further seen by the three upmes’ risial
response to Johnson’s articulation of the Covenant Chain. They responded both verbally and
non-verbally. The Onondaga spokesman told Johnson, “You have told us that you have your end

of the Covenant Chain fast in your hands...and you have exhorted us to take care of and look

*8“Journal of Sir William Johnson’s Proceedings witk Indians,” Brodhead and O’Callaghan, e@slonial
History of New York': 254.

%9 Richter,Longhouse39.

0 Brodhead and O’'Callaghan, ed3glonial History of New York:257.
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well after it... The furthest Castle of the Senecas have the extreamséndtfeeir hands, and the

rest of the Six Nations have also hold on it, and we assure you we will not quit it.” To

demonstrate this, the speaker took the Covenant Chain wampum belt and handed it to the

headman “of the Chinosia [Geneseo] or farthest Seneca Cisilis belt was the

representation of the diplomatic, political, and economic relationship betweenttble &nd the

Iroquois, but it was not kept in the possession of a leader of the Grand Council or preserved near

the council fire and meeting place at Onondaga. Instead, it was given to the mag thadind

of the line, not because he was particularly powerful, but in order to allow all obtheis Six

Nations the opportunity to symbolically grab onto it as it stretched back to Mount Johnson.
Another point to consider is that this was not the first time that Johnson and the

Iroquois had discussed the Covenant Chain. The alliance dated back to the 1670s, and Johnson

had been an active participant in it since 174®espite this, the exact meaning could be

endlessly discussed. While discussing it and exchanging gifts based on it kept¢har@

Chain “bright,” it was difficult for British military authorities to adju$eir expectations

regarding Iroquois assistance based on the nuances of the Covenant Chainle&ditishlike

Braddock and Loudoun wanted to use Indian warriors in the same way that they usedriheir

regiments; they wanted Indian participation to be reliable and pliable, @othsgyiven in

exchange for service. Johnson, Croghan, and others had to navigate these contrasting

viewpoints, and it could be an arduous process without any guarantees. The June 1757 meeting

was part of this long-term goal of bringing the two groups together, but flieeseaf war made

the discussions much more urgent.

%1 Brodhead and O’Callaghan, ed3glonial History of New York7:264.

%2 Richter,Longhousg137.
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After the meeting, Johnson felt that he had failed, despite the promise of neutralit
Obviously, he was not privy to the meeting between the Iroquois (excluding the Molzenaks)
Vaudreulil the previous December and could not know the exact nature of their agreeiient. S
he was very disappointed to end the meeting with no participation from the Tuseawbras
Oneidas and a position of neutrality from the Senecas, Cayugas, and Onondagas.ai@nce ag
the Mohawks were the only Iroquoian nation to fully support the British. Johnson pointed to a
number of factors that led to his failure to gain the full support of the Six Nationdetterato
the Board of Trade, Johnson explained that many of the problems he had in securindifinm |
allegiance stemmed from the fall of Fort Oswego in 1756. He called Foagdo®acapitulation
“a Mortal Wound” because “that Post was both a Curb upon the upper Nations to retain them in
our Interest & a Security for them against the Enemy should they act in our Fayokinson
believed that losing Fort Oswego and destroying the defenses at the OCaidagPlace (Fort
Stanwix and Fort Bull) in the British flight to German Flats had weakened the bdagsehdhe
British and the Six Nations that Fort Oswego had fostered. Without a tradingd fhadtwwestern

fort, the best the British could hope for from the Iroquois was neutfality.

Johnson, however, was disappointed with this result, in part because he was not
convinced that the Iroquois understood what the British meant by neutrality. When he was
concluding the meeting with the Senecas, Cayugas, and Onondagas, Johnson informed them that
their neutrality declaration was “contrary to the many Promises andj&mgats you have
bound your selves by, at the several public Meetings & Treaties you haweitieme since the
King your Father was pleased to appoint me to the Mannagement of his Indiae 8etlis

part of America.” Johnson explained to them in detail what was expected of theutralsne

8 O'Callaghan, edsDocumentary History of New YQrR:746.
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including “That none of your People ... commit any Hostilities upon the Persons or R®pért
any of His Majestys Subjects, ... That you do not permit either the Frenchrdnthans, to
pass thro your Settlements in order to come & make War upon the English;” and “you do not

directly or indirectly give our Enemies or their Indians any Intelligelocour Prejudice®

Despite their neutrality, the three upper nations asserted that they wauidigtib the
Covenant Chain. Johnson reminded the Indians that if they wanted to maintain the Covenant
Chain, they were obligated to “give us without Delay all such Intelligenceagdein your
Power which anyways relates to our Welfare.” If the Indians violatkdrdite neutrality
agreement or the Covenant Chain, Johnson assured them that the British would consider them
enemies. For the British, maintaining the Covenant Chain meant that theydstdl $zend
money on the neutral nations to prevent them from wholly going over to the French side. This
was frustrating to Johnson because the budget for Indian affairs way atresached thin and
using that money to secure the affections of people who were not even activelygWorkire
British cause was difficult to justify. He apologized to the Board of Tradedt using the

money effectively and even offered to resign.

While the Board of Trade did not accept Johnson’s resignation, Lord Loudoun did
address the financial and diplomatic situation in a letter to Johnson in June, 1757. Loudoun
wrote from on board the HMSutherlandon his way to attack Louisbourg. This attack would be
called off when Fort William Henry was besieged, but the long sea voyagd.gadoun
abundant time to address the Indian situation in a lengthy letter. The problemamdifiidirs,

according to Loudoun, had arisen because negotiations had become disorganized. In his view

54 william Johnson, “Extract from Indian Records,” 13863.

% O'Callaghan, ed Documentary History of New York, 747-748; William Johnson, “Extract from Indian
Records,” LO 3863.
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presents were given out haphazardly, meetings were held without principle atesndance,
and promises were given out and never kept. Loudoun’s solution, which he conveyed to

Johnson, was to “treat them like men.”

Loudoun explained what he intended by this phrase. It meant that the British would give
up on ambiguous speech and instead “talk Truth to them.” This included demonstrating “that we
were sensible of the manner in which they had behaved to us” and demanding “that now they
must declare themselves, for if they were not friends, we shou’d Look on themnag £ reend
be on our guard accordingly.” Economically, this meant being much less genelogstst
especially weapons, which the Iroquois could potentially use against the British. Loudoun,
furthermore, was frustrated that the Iroquois seemed to be constantly switdemgrsd
providing the French with sensitive information. Loudoun declared that “whilst thimgsice
on this footing they are the most dangerous of all Spies, acting with impunity, andweahas
no Intelligence of that sort by the Enemys Indians, it was giving thelr@nAdvantage | could
not submit t0.*® Loudoun’s insistence on clarity in the Indian situation and determination that
Johnson force the Iroquois into taking one side and sticking to it reflected hiatfounstt
having to work with allies that he could not control, but it did not take into account the
complexities of Indian affairs. For one thing, Johnson would be hard pressed to find the
“Principal Men” Loudoun was referring to. In addition, what Loudoun saw as indewsise
and disorganization was really the difference between decision-makiegisyist a hierarchy
and a heterarchy. Loudoun explained to Johnson that in suggesting he “Treat theem|ikeem

meant that Johnson should hold to “the Treaties with them Religiously and Strithig.”

% | oudoun, Letter to William Johnson, June 9, 17153,38009.
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problem was that the Covenant Chain was a relationship, not a treaty, and for the,Iroquois

treaties were processes, not rules.

Johnson had a different perspective on the complexity of the situation, which he relayed
to the Board of Trade. Johnson pointed to hostilities—particularly on the SusquehanriauRiver
also elsewhere in Pennsylvania and along the western frontier—between Naéxieaks and
colonists arising from long-running disputes over the payment and possession of lanetrah se
instances, Indians claimed that they had not been paid for land, and, more distitessing
Iroquois declared to William Johnson, “your People, when they buy, a Small Pieaedobflas,
by stealing they make it large.” Between provincials encroaching amtioand buying land
from Indians who did not own it, the Iroquois declared themselves to be “Constantlyeuneasi
our Minds, and we desire you will take care that we may keep, our lands for ourS&|Tss”
complaint dated back to the Albany Congress of 1754 during which John Henry Lydius and
other speculators from Connecticut and Pennsylvania had tricked Iroquois headmeamintp si

away deeds to their land in Pennsylvafiia.

With Indian affairs in New York in such a ragged state at the end of 1757, Johnson
needed to reestablish his position among the northern Indians. In September, 1757, after the f
of Fort William Henry, Johnson reported the status of northern Indian affairs toaener
Abercromby. The Senecas, Cayugas, and Onondagas were technicallydstidl Bigitheir
neutrality agreements of 1756, but Johnson was doubtful that it would hold against Frersch off

The Tuscaroras and Oneidas had not declared for one side or the other, but Johnson thought the

7 0’Callaghan, ed Documentary History of New Yqr&: 750-751.

% AndersonCrucible of Way 78-79. This land (west of the Allegheny Moungabnly) would be returned to the
Iroquois at the Easton conference of 1758. AndeiSaucible of Way 278. The Iroquois may have also been
referring to the Walking Purchase of 1737, but thas really a crime against the Delawares.
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Tuscaroras were “by no Means warm in our Interest” and the Oneidas wedetdamongst
themselves, and the Majority..., in Favour of the French.” The Mohawk alliance he
characterized as “staunch, but very expensive and troublesome.” And finalBqulkga,
Susquehanna region, Stockbridge, and New England Indians he thought were on the British
side®®

It is interesting that Johnson would characterize the Mohawk allianceablésome,”
since it had always been the strongest of his Indian relationships due to the closéypobx
Mohawk settlements to Fort Johnson. At around that time (late 1757), Johnson began taking
steps to reaffirm the Mohawk alliance and reassert the importance of his haussasnd
hospitable meeting place. One major way that he accomplished this waslgyatgkiung
Mohawk woman, Molly Brant, into his house to be his housekeeper and consort. In 1758 Molly
Brant was pregnant with Johnson’s son, and she moved into Fort Johnson in early 1759.
Johnson’s choice of Molly Brant grew out of another relationship: his friendship with her
stepfather Brant Canagaraduncka, a Mohawk sachem with a fair amount of Buropea
education’’ From Johnson'’s relationship with her stepfather and the fact that Molly Breaht |
with Johnson for the rest of his life, one can conjecture that while the relationshpoieally
beneficial, it was also based on some sort of attachment. Johnson’s strong alitarthe
Brant family—and by extension the Mohawks and the Iroquois—translated into béoretiits
British cause. There were, of course, a variety of factors at work irotipgols’ decisions

regarding alliances beyond Johnson’s personal relationships. Yet the timimadyBxéant's

% Johnson Paper: 736.

0 |sabel Thompson Kelsaypseph Brant 1743-1807: Man of Two Wor{8gracuse, NY: Syracuse University
Press, 1984), 51-52.
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removal to his house fits in nicely with other factors that were pushing the Irdquaisi the
British.”*

Other changes to the British-lroquois relationship began in late 1758. The Easton
conference in October 1758 brought peace to the Pennsylvania frontier and strenigbiogioesi
claims to the Ohio Country. Since the Easton treaty was made between the Ohio and
Pennsylvania Indians and the British, the Iroquois became more invested intsedsnigish
win the war and defeat French power in the Ohio Country so that they (the Iroquois) could
pursue their goal of dominating the Ohio intefidrin addition, the British conquered Fort
Frontenac (Cataraqui) during the summer of 1758, meaning that the western Nelvdyanms
were left without trading posts either at Oswego or Cataraqui. The onlynieghaading post

was French-controlled Fort Niagara, which the British were determindthtk &n 1759.

With all of these conditions established, the circumstances were gemajahnson’s
favor when he called the Iroquois to a meeting in April, 1759. The meeting was held at the
Mohawk town of Canajoharie, near Fort Johnson. He reported to the new commandinlg genera
Jefferey Amherst, that 500 Iroquois had attended the conference and “declaredaheimous
Resolution of Joining in the present War against the French.” In particularetieséd
Senecas, who lived closest to Fort Niagara and had been important to French mairaetiaatic
post declared their decision to “Commence Hostilities against the FreBekri more
importantly, the assembled Iroquois informed Johnson that “those Indians...who did not attend
this Meeting, had Engaged themselves to Abide by whatever Determinations shieid be

taken.” Johnson noted that one of the chief motivators, especially for the Senecas and other

" Earle ThomasThe Three Faces of Molly Brant: A Biograpfi§ingston, Ontario: Quarry Press, 1996), 37.

2 AndersonCrucible of War 278.
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western Indians, was their desire that “a Trade may be Established bétemeand the
English...which was formerly carried on at Oswego.” It had long been thehzdgritish

goods were better and cheaper than French goods, but after the destructior®sivego in

1756 it had been several years since the western Indians had convenient acBesisto a

trading post (the eastern Iroquois, of course, had Fort Johnson). With such unanimous support,
Johnson was able to march to Fort Niagara with 1,000 Iroquois warriors, which was ahthe hig

end of the total number of Iroquois warriors availdble.

The siege of Fort Niagara took place in July, 1759. In studying the battle, some
interesting comparisons can be made to Braddock’s disastrous attempt on Fort Diapresne
years earlier. As discussed above, Braddock was inept at managing Ifelran ditl not want
British/provincial soldiers and Indians to intermingle, and ended up with only ejani
warriors. At Fort Niagara, William Johnson became the commanding gaberdlten days into
the siege after the accidental death of General John Prideaux. Johnson had spent yea
cultivating Iroquois relationships and was able to both integrate his Indies ialio the British
force and manage their contributions while not seeming overly controlling. FAfteNiagara
fell, Johnson was able to avoid a Fort William Henry-type massacredwiral the Iroquois to
plunder all they wanted from the Niagara storehouses but not attack the gartiboimsi8ing
this result took work on Johnson’s part. In his letter to General Amherst reportingttrg,vi
Johnson explained, “all my attention at present is taken up with the Indians, that tiaGapi

| have agreed to may be Observéd.”

3 Johnson Papers3: 27-29; For Iroquois numbers, Jennirgsipire of Fortune31-32; AndersorGrucible of
War, 787 n. 4

" AndersonCrucible of War 330-339;Johnson Papers3:109.
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Johnson knew that how he handled the aftermath of the battle would be critical to the
continued success of the Iroquois-British alliance. He had to find a way to upholatipe&n
rules of war while also pleasing the Iroquois. On July 27 he noted in his personal reberd of t
battle’s aftermath that “I divided among the several nations, the prisoners fpsdasoaunting
to two hundred and forty-six, of which ninety-six were prisoners.” Of these prssdmmavever,
“the officers | with difficulty released from them, by ransom, good words’'&cJohnson’s
Iroquois’ relationships and intricate knowledge of how Iroquois systemsipfaeity worked

allowed him to please both Europeans and Iroquois.

The success of the British-Iroquois alliance at Fort Niagara waslagta long process.
Even negotiations that seemed like failures and money that seemed like tibwarat nothing
paid off in the end. Johnson saw this firsthand after the battle when some Senecas and
Onondagas met with him on September 7. They presented him with “a black belt | gave them
some time ago, to unite and strengthen our alliance with them, which they now only praduced t
show me it was fresh in their memory, and to assure me that it had full effec¢hevit
Confederacy,--as they had since shown by their actions.” This belt was mgsthé&€lovenant
Chain belt that Johnson had presented at the failed negotiations in 1757 and which thedssembl
Iroquois had placed in the care of the Geneseo Senecas, the same village whosetdecisi

abandon the French had been critical to the success of the Niagara cdthpaign.

Johnson’s final command in the war was at Fort Niagara. After the Britisitywibe

returned to Fort Johnson to focus on Indian affairs. He lived there until 1763 when he moved to

S william Johnson, “Private Manuscript Diary, Kept 8ir William Johnson at Niagara and Oswego, 1759,”
Appendix Il in William L. StoneThe Life and Times of Sir William Johnson, Bardlume 2(Albany: J. Munsell,
1865), 395.

8 Stone Sir William Johnson2:413.
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Johnson Hall in Johnstown, New York. His son John Johnson then moved into the house at Fort
Johnsori! As hostilities began winding down, the Iroquois firmly believed that alignirig the
interests with the British cause would be advantageous to their ultimate sandvile pursuit

of their claims in the Ohio Country. This sentiment can be traced, in part, to Johnsaty saabil

be the sole representative of the British army and imperial administratimyuois affairs.

From the Iroquois perspective, the British were intimately aware of thedisrend desires, were
willing to listen to their complaints, and saw them as brothers, not as subordinatermtesi¢pe

To a great extent, however, this was an illusion. In reality, it was only Johnson himnseifas
intimately connected to them and willing to treat them as equals, but even he weasahtesto

higher authorities who had different priorities. The problem with having the Ti®leetter at

Fort Johnson was that its branches did not extend beyond that place. Johnson’s great triumph
was that he convinced the Iroquois that they could find shelter and peace withithe By

events transpired, however, the Iroquois would see their hopes for the Ohio Countryakstega
The British would not consider them as equals but instead as dependent and subordinate. The
Iroquois would eventually be caught up in the struggle between Britain andcamand many

of them, including Molly Brant and several of her children, would pay the price oBh&sh

allegiance by losing their land in New York and having to move to Canada.

The negotiations between Johnson and the Iroquois present another view of the
borderland. The Iroquois lived among Dutch, British, and German settlers as welvas N
England anghays d’en haulndians. They looked both eastward and northwestward in their
negotiations for alliances and they, like the British, were looking to the west\oland and

opportunities. They also shared in the borderlands culture that involved negotiations, as they

"Wwilliam Max Reid,The Story of Old Fort Johns@New York: G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1906), 14.
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spent most of the war negotiating with the British in New York and Pennsylvaniaeafdench
near the Great Lakes. They were also besieged in that they had to balacbeaRkeBritish

threats to treat them as enemies if they did not fight for one side or the other.

As much as the chapter illuminates the Iroquois experience of living on tpbegrgrof
British America, it also shows how William Johnson managed his place in the bodderla
Johnson was comfortable with the diversity of the frontier and moved easily amteig D
British, German, and Iroquois society. He was adept at negotiations, astattleaerting
almost total control, and was willing to maintain relationships over a long periodeof But
Johnson also had to balance the intricacies of Iroquois diplomacy with the demands of his
superiors. While Fort Johnson never suffered a siege, Johnson himself was attacked for bei
overly controlling, for giving in too much to Iroquois demands, and for not maintainohgjitra
western New York. At the center of it all was Fort Johnson, which, with its Eurepéan
Iroquois connections, symbolic and real importance, and position of strength on a foedide, fr

exemplifies the tensions intrinsic to life on the periphery.
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Conclusion

The preceding chapters explored some of the most intense experiences ofthe Seve
Years’ War on the North American periphery. They demonstrated thaawcs/ivho
experienced the war most directly were besieged by a variety of proinleloding threats to
their safety from French and Native American enemies, demands on their esooime the
army, and demands for their personal participation from army and imperialiaeshoiThe
ways they interpreted and responded to those problems were closely conndwtedotmt
history, particularly their efforts to build a life on a contested frontier. \Wdtlilef the situations
differed from one another, two factors consistently defined each situatiatistimetiveness of

borderlands culture and the degree to which participation in the war was negotiated.

Studying the periphery through wartime activity at forts reveals a bandieculture
forged out of the experience of living on a contested frontier. Life on the borderlangethvol
several factors that, while not unique to the frontier in themselves, when taken togsitter ar
picture of how individuals, families, and communities navigated life on the peripheege Th
factors describe borderland life as diverse, besieged, westward focused, abby fpedlple
seeking a better life. In pursuit of a new life on the borderland, settlersit@neentact and
conflict with French and Native American settlers who also claimed tde [@nhese conflicts
had simmered since European invasion and routinely exploded into official wars, Bettre
Years’ War was the largest and most decisive. During the war, borderldacsd&td to
manage threats to their own safety from enemies, but at and near fortsséreeraf the British
army was of equal concern and disrupted daily life in a variety of ways. TishBaimy, in
turn, was challenged by having to rely on borderlands settlements for supplies, hanging

transportation.
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Rather than seeing the interactions between the army and civilians aSc, ¢bisf
project has argued that forts became sights of negotiation as civilians gnochemnbbers made
requests of each other. These negotiations often were not friendly and did not aliveys e
compromise, but they did not end in unified resistance on either side. The experiencganf the
at forts was intense and dangerous, so it is not surprising that negotiations fossupplie
participation, and assistance were filled with frustration, resentment, anddaistandings.
Still, studying these intense negotiations is beneficial becausaniniates the variety of ways
that borderland settlers and the people most directly affected by the adthoitis delt about
forces outside their communities. There is no way to summarize the respmwestly, other
than to say they were complex and dependent on local factors, but understanding the role of

borderlands culture and negotiations helps to disentangle the complexity toxente e

Foundational to this idea that participation was negotiable was a subtle dienyémne
understanding of the civilian-army relationship. While army authorities asté the colonists
were obligated to assist them and should respond in a spirit of gratitude to the aximgigis
acted as if they were doing the army a favor by hosting them and providing farabds. This
divergence in understanding and the desire to negotiate is evident throughout the preceding
chapters. Chapter two examined General Braddock’s frustration with the colanist
Pennsylvania, Maryland, and Virginia when they would not eagerly offer their wdgmses
and supplies to the army that had traveled so far to defend them. It took BenjamkimFra
working as a broker, to convince the colonists to provide for and profit from the armyrtAt F
Herkimer, the Germans barely tolerated having to host the army and trsadgarticipating
by refusing to build roads or quarter soldiers. Loudoun and Johnson noticed that the Germans

did not want the army there, despite their exposed position and need for defense. Beggnd seei
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their participation as open to discussion, the Germans saw their inclusion in isle @ripire as

negotiable and tried to join with the Iroquois and the French.

Similarly, the residents of Albany were called upon to host the army for susktended
period of time that they had to navigate a new reality of living with Englislersepermanently.
Individuals and the city corporation tried to mitigate the long-term burden thaintlyenas
placing on them by petitioning Loudoun over issues such as quartering and shaspQ o,
but Loudoun often responded with annoyance at the residents’ resistance to theperagyise.
Furthermore, Albany was in a potentially dangerous location, and at least soyngrasence
was a necessity, even aside from its proximity to the frontlines of batttause of their
location and the overwhelming presence of the army, the residents of Albany did noticave m
leverage in their negotiations with the army and were only partially suatestieir attempt to

avoid participating by refusing to engage with army leaders’ demands.

At Fort Number Four also, the provincials looked to the army to protect them from the
enemies that had plagued them for years. By persuading Loudoun of the singtegiance of
their fort on the New England frontier, the residents were able to present thgyeasistence
on the periphery as an act to promote the army’s overall goal, not simply aptdteraim
land from Abenakis. Through their determined requests, the residents were ajitianéor
adequate protection. However, once provincial forces did arrive, there resdlsg the

residents resisted becoming part of a larger strategy.

Charlotte Browne also experienced the resentment provincials felt towaminphas
few people welcomed her. Instead, she was initially viewed with suspicioohrciéashe

visited despite the legitimacy of her role in the army. While women’s seovibe tarmy was
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largely out of their control, other women and men who were closely connected to the army
through the service of a family member did have a way to seek to change thefténeir
participation. The number of petitions Loudoun received for a wide variety aineakows
that the relationship between army authorities and individuals, while seermamagyally

divided in terms of power, did have a certain element of reciprocity or back and forth.

A final example of differing interpretations of the army’s purpose and thestefr
civilian participation is seen in the relationship between the Iroquois and Bmijsrial
administrators. While the Iroquois were independent from Britain, armyrieadpecially
Loudoun, were eager to treat them as subordinate to the army because of theygiftsl
received. Meanwhile, the Iroquois saw their ambiguous neutrality as enougbrafession to
British demands and viewed their relationship as a partnership, not a hierarchy. Johnson’s
diligent maintenance of the Covenant Chain and almost total control over Indianadftaued
him to present the British army as committed to the mutual benefit of thehBaitd the

Iroquois, even though later events would disprove him.

For all the similarities in the ways that the army related to residetite gieripheries,
there were still divergences. One point that the preceding chapterptattdmmake was that
the situations that arose between the army and civilians were nuanced kel re@gponse was
linked to the history and development of their communities. In some ways, studyirtbénoar
affected frontier communities tells us a lot more about what had already hd@mehabout the
experience of living on the periphery of British America than it does about wkajauag to
happen next. The colonies were populated by many different types and groups of people whose

prior history directly affected how they responded to the war. The study begaroyairtig
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three corridors that witnessed significant fighting during the war. €ltiese corridors had

unique development patterns that contributed to the affect of the war in each region.

In southern Pennsylvania, the army arrived before anyone had really had much@hance t
begin preparing for war. Braddock’s problems with getting the wagons and sugphiesded
demonstrate the lack of organization. When Franklin stepped in to organize the rental of
conveyances and horses, he might have encountered arguments about prices. Wagons and horse
were at a premium since the army and the residents of southern Pennsylanizebled
transportation. Franklin was able to sidestep the issue by emphasizing doyhttyreats, but
the residents of York, Lancaster, and Carlisle still had to make do without tgong/after the
army’s defeat. It is difficult to gauge the affect of this loss on the populaécause, as soon as
the army retreated to Philadelphia, the Pennsylvania-Maryland-Virginieti@nd was thrown
open to Native American raiders. Thereafter, and until the finalizing ci@epe 1758, the
dominant experience of those borderlands was captivity. Houses were destroyed ardshundre
of people were taken captive. Settlers who were not killed or captured fledaddittilia and

other coastal cities.

In the Albany-Great Lakes corridor, British leaders’ perception oMbleawk River
valley as a buffer between French and British settlement came urgieindien they attempted
to use it as such. The vicinity of the Mohawk River had been settled by Germdmsnds
Dutch who were interested in profiting from the trade with Oswego (and the illadalwith
Niagara). The river valley and western New York were also predomyreettied by Iroquois
who maintained a loose neutrality throughout much of the war. While British leaokeic w
have preferred that the Iroquois fight the French on their behalf, neutraligt Vesst better

than the raids that were occurring to the south. While raids did occur in New York, tleey nev
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were as extensive as those in Pennsylvania, mainly because William Johnseorkuag to
control the alliance with the Iroquois. However, after the fall of Fort Oswhgdine of British
control was pushed east to Burnetsfield, to be held by soldiers and by residentsemtedréhe
army’s presence. In the end, Fort Herkimer did not hold the line very well, andonlyase
increased attention to the Lake George region that staved off a largkr dttdact, some of the
best descriptions of Fort Herkimer and Burnetsfield come from Frenchwpeewere traveling

freely up and down the Mohawk River after the successful French attack in 1757.

In the Albany-St. Lawrence River corridor the French advance southwarduntailed
by British victories at Fort Ticonderoga and Crown Point in 1759. Until then, plvas
constantly in danger. Because of its convenience to points north and west and its @wa peril
location, Albany acted as a fort-city for much of the war. The fall of Fdtiavii Henry and its
chaotic aftermath increased tensions at Albany. Relief only reallg after the decisive British
victory at the Battle of Quebec, which effectively ended the North Americase midhe war.
Still, the effects of the army presence lingered as the city becanieuedsthrough
intermingling and new settlement. North of Albany in the New England backcotirry
settlements along the Connecticut River valley were no longer isolateddlomial
governments. Furthermore, with the successful raid on St. Francis and the defeat o
Ticonderoga and Crown Point in 1759, British settlers, free from Abenaki and Fegtgh r
began moving north and west. Enough people moved to the Green Mountain region to create the
independent state of Vermont only twenty-two years after Susanna Johnson hadrtiivian bi

the Vermont woods.

While French settlers remained in Montreal and Quebec and the rest of Nme &fir

the war, the British victory in the Seven Years’ War ended the FrenaeRBeampetition for
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land, goods, and Native American allegiance. The victory also re-opened kbewdcy to
settlement, despite the attempt to implement the Proclamation of 1763. Proviscedsirded

this borderline and began conflicts with Native Americans that would culminate 11830s

with the contentious removal programs. Many of the promises and structures thatdmd bec
useful to the effective functioning of Native American relations in the backcoumdsr British

rule were the result of the Seven Years’ War. However, with the founding of thesl (Bt#tes,

the settlement patterns in the backcountry and the tenor of Native AmetioapeRBn relations
were once again disrupted and challenged. In the end, the westward movement of European

settlers would become one of the defining themes in the history of the Unitesl State

This project has attempted to traverse the divide between social and rhiktary by
focusing on the war’s effects on society. While exploring the battles andryndiévelopments
is necessary to provide a complete picture of the era, it was ultimatiégns (and soldiers who
returned to civilian life) who would have to live with the consequences of the war, wireor los
In studying the Seven Years’ War, a focus on the story of the periphery helpgeto for
connections to earlier and later developments that directly affecteddple peno lived with the
consequences of the war. While the details of the battles are important,ajtithatwar was
about securing a future for civilians. Finding connections, therefore, bebatiées and
civilians leads to a more nuanced understanding of both the war and the sdwaétigsd with

its outcome.

In conclusion, studying the peripheries of British America in the Seven X#ardeads
to a study of how the military and civil society affected one another and the ajdhe war.
The varying ways that people responded to the war illuminate how the experienaagcdiid

developing a community on the periphery influenced borderland residents’ perceptioas of
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army and imperial administration. War created pressures that cialmhthe military had to
work out together, but their varying perspectives and goals made cooperationgthglldt
could be argued that Britain won in North America despite the challenges $romitpopulace

and that communities in the backcountry persisted despite being besieged.
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