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Introduction

S ALL AMERICANS AT some point learn or at least come to under-

stand, July 4, 1776, was a day of immense importance. It was the

day the Continental Congress adopted the Declaration of Indepen-
dence, which Americans since that moment féte with food, family, friends,
and, of course, fireworks. That ongoing annual celebration is exactly how
some revolutionaries wanted it. Independence Day “will be the most
memorable Epocha, in the History of America,” John Adams mused, and he
was “apt to believe that it will be celebrated, by succeeding Generations, as
the great anniversary Festival” with “Pomp and Parade, with Shews, Games,
Sports, Guns, Bells, Bonfires and Illuminations from one End of this Conti-
nent to the other from this Time forward forever more.”

That celebration Adams so vividly imagined continues to conjure staid
but steady images of the day, and through it the meaning and legacy of the
American Revolution itself. It was a moment when “the founders,” such as
John Hancock with his large, swooping signature, irritated with an over-
bearing British government and flush with ideas about liberty and freedom,
affixed their names to a document declaring the United States an indepen-
dent country where “all men are created equal,” and they did so in one of the
largest cities in the British colonies at the time, Philadelphia. Through that
particular vision of the past, the city of Philadelphia, liberty, and indepen-
dence have become nearly synonymous in the American and international
imagination. On any given day in any given year, thousands of tourists
eager to understand the American Revolution flock to Philadelphia. They
line up to take a peek at the cracked Liberty Bell, which supposedly heralded
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2 DECLARATIONS OF INDEPENDENCE

the Revolution with its now silent chime, and to walk the halls and rooms of
“Independence Hall,” the “Birthplace of a Nation.”

Contrary to popular belief, the summer of 1776 wasn’t defined by a sin-
gular meeting or a sole city. Declarations of independence were proclaimed
across early America, in both urban centers and rural landscapes. Diverse
revolutionaries, beyond just white male colonists, gathered in taverns, pri-
vate homes, open fields, and communal spaces to assert their independence.
Their stories and motivations, though, often diverge from the popular nar-
rative of a momentous day securing sweeping rights, liberties, and free-
doms for untold generations. In reality, this vision didn’t even uniformly
extend to all those participating in these gatherings.

The more accurate story of multiple birthplaces with multiple meanings
is familiar to some modern residents of the small Pennsylvania town of Jer-
sey Shore, located on the West Branch of the Susquehanna River about two
hundred miles northwest from Independence Hall. American citizens there
do not just celebrate the memory of elite, bewigged white men cramped in
a small room in Philadelphia signing a piece of parchment. Instead, they
gather to celebrate and remember a group of relatively poor white squatters
on Indigenous land who met under the shade of a large elm tree on July 4,
1776, and also declared their independence from Great Britain. Those squat-
ters even, locals say, wrote and signed their own declaration of indepen-
dence, and they did so without knowing that Congress had done the same
thing on the same day . . . or so goes popular lore.

Those celebrations in Jersey Shore are illuminating. For over thirty years,
from atleast 1960 to the mid-1990s, local citizens annually lined a small street
to watch a group of men carrying rifles, wearing buckskin pants and hunting
frocks made by members of the local Baptist church, and flying the “Don’t
Tread on Me” Gadsden Flag march through the town and reenact the signing
of their own local declaration of independence. The gathered community also
heard speeches from a small group of Native Americans who had ancestral
ties to the land. Recently, the “pomp and parade” has receded. Now residents
gather to hear a reading from the town crier trying to capture the essence of
the frontier settlers’ declaration of independence.?

Despite this shift, the perspective and recollection of the Revolu-

tion in Jersey Shore departs from the official narrative centered around
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Independence Hall. While popular memory has blended the rights and lib-
erties of the national and local declarations over time, creating a sense of
identity tied to the “birth” of the United States, the celebration in Jersey
Shore encapsulates distinct causes, peoples, emotions, outcomes, and con-
sequences. In this small town, beyond the layers of lore and legend, we may
find a more nuanced representation of the American Revolution itself. The
Native Americans who called that land home and the squatters who con-
vened on their land on that summer day in 1776 certainly believed so, albeit
for vastly different reasons.

Grappling with popular lore and legend poses challenges. It is, for in-
stance, debatable, if not unbelievable, that a group of frontier squatters met
and drafted their own declaration of independence simultaneously with
Congress, all while purportedly oblivious to the latter’s actions. Contrary
to prevailing notions about the frontier, the colonists on the West Branch
of the Susquehanna River were not so isolated. They were acutely aware of
goings on in the East and had long been integrated into the undertakings
of the Continental Congress by 1776. Furthermore, the alleged declaration
has never been found. Yet, modern residents staunchly embrace the myth,
firmly believing that the elusive document to prove it lies buried some-
where deep under the muddied earth along the banks of the river, secreted
away by settlers fearful of their proclaimed treason.

The idea of a lost declaration of independence is so grand that in 1948 U.S.
Army engineers from Fort Belvoir, Maryland, believing the settlers had bur-
ied their declaration in a metal strong box, searched for it with a mine de-
tector. Modern-day treasure hunters still poke around.* The Thomas T. Taber
Museum in Williamsport, Pennsylvania, has a section dedicated to the local
declaration, the local newspapers publish annual stories about it, and there are
social media groups dedicated to that moment of local lore. The place where
squatters supposedly met under the elm tree, later nicknamed by a folklorist
the Tiadaghton Elm (it succumbed to Dutch elm disease in 1972) is now a state
landmark with two different historical markers; the town of Jersey Shore still
holds its annual “Tiadaghton Elm Ceremony” on July 4, and the local Sons
of the American Revolution have their own “Tiadaghton” chapter.

The appeal of popular lore often lies in its connection to a kernel of

truth or, at the very least, a kernel of evidence. While there might be no
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FIGURE 1. Pennsylvania Historical Marker 1947HMoo104, PA 220 north-
bound, northeast of Avis, dedicated April 30, 1947 (photo by author)

indication that settlers created a physical document while unaware of Con-
gress’s actions, numerous contemporary accounts attest to squatters on the
West Branch gathering to assert their independence. According to those
present at the “meeting on the banks of Pine Creek on the Fourth of July
1776,” a “spirit of liberty and patriotism pervaded the people,” with “Indip-
endence” being “all the talk.” However, even such corroboration is, in the
end, unsatisfying. The fact that they met together tells us little about their
motivations or objectives. What, indeed, did “Indipendence” or “liberty and
patriotism” signify for those squatters on Indigenous land? Equally cru-
cial, what did it mean for the Native peoples who also considered that land
their home? Both, after all, experienced and participated in the American
Revolution.’

The answer to those questions are not lost, located on a settler declara-
tion of independence buried amid the debris of future generations some-
where on the banks of the West Branch. There were and are plenty of other

documents available to reconstruct what happened there and why, but
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FIGURE 2. Pennsylvania Historical Marker 1947HMoo0103, SR 1016/0ld US
220, southeast of Avis, dedicated May 6, 1947 (photo by author)

digging into that part of the story, which confirms the kernel of one myth,
also shatters larger ones. These documents reveal causes and consequences
of the American Revolution that are wildly out of synch with a popular
memory that lionizes the grand visions of equality, individualism, and a
patriotic antigovernment propensity of revolutionaries that Americans
celebrate each year. Such a memory sits uneasily aside the reality of the
revolution as lived, experienced, and proclaimed by the actual people who
met on the banks of Pine Creek on that hot July day and by the still more
peoples, especially Indigenous ones, who fought to secure those very banks
for themselves and their posterity.

From the vantage point of that small corner of the Susquehanna River
Valley, it becomes abundantly clear that the American Revolution was
much messier and more contradictory than Americans today understand.

Just as the historical record makes clear that squatters on the West Branch
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met, it also makes clear that the equality their independence promised was
narrowly defined. It certainly did not include Native peoples. Moreover,
that same historical record reveals that those squatters on the West Branch
believed individual liberty was relative to the needs of the “patriotic”
community—a definition of belonging that excluded a host of individuals,
including other British colonists. Moreover, those same settlers exclaimed
that government was necessary, even desirable—just not the colonial and
imperial governments claiming sovereignty at the time. The settlers came
to those conclusions and held those beliefs because what underlined them
all was concern about land—who had access to it, who had authority over
it, and who could reap its rewards.

That revolution for land and limited liberty, as foreign as it seems
today, was exactly what those squatters meeting on the “banks of Pine
Creek” wanted. It promised to be transformative, a radical departure from
their past experiences, reflecting their desires for the future. In the eight
years preceding their July 4 meeting, these settlers had been illegally squat-
ting on Native American land, defying Indigenous rights and sovereignty,
the wishes of land speculators, the goals of Pennsylvania’s colonial govern-
ment, and the larger interests of the British Empire. All were “our enemies,”
they argued at the time. But their defiance involved much more than squat-
ting on land others owned and resisting what they saw as the evils of the
colonial and imperial governments. Dismissive of Native American rights
and irritated with how land, resources, and power were allocated in Penn-
sylvania and the British Empire at large, these squatters made their way to
the northern portion of the Susquehanna River Valley, illegally occupying
roughly twenty-five miles of land along the West Branch, and erected their
own independent republican government that they tellingly called “Fair
Play.” And they did all of this years before the heady summer of 1776.°

That Fair Play republic, those settlers well knew, existed on shaky ground.
First and foremost, Native Americans rightfully detested that rudimentary
republic for encroaching on their land. They complained to colonial officials
and threatened war, proclaiming their own independence and sovereign au-
thority over that land in the process. Land speculators as well as colonial
and imperial officials too disliked this squatter republic. The speculators ac-

tively sought to acquire the land, while the officials aimed to either relocate
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the settlers to prevent conflict with Native Americans or advance the inter-
ests of politically connected speculators. Most times, however, officials and
speculators were one and the same.

American independence, the Fair Play squatters thought, offered a
glimmer of hope that new governments birthed in that independence
would support the basic premises of their squatter republic as well as their
rights to their “considerable improvements” (as they called their illegal
claims to the land) against Native Americans, avaricious land speculators,
and seemingly corrupt politicians.” These were reasonable assumptions.
After all, patriots everywhere proclaimed American independence would
undermine the power of both elite white men and Indigenous people.
Not only did Pennsylvania’s new state constitution, established in 1776 to
replace Pennsylvania’s colonial government, rail against elite white privi-
lege while proclaiming the dawn of a limited (if still radical for its time)
white male democracy, but even the Declaration of Independence itself,
the founding document of the young, disjointed American republic, touted
equal liberty while also pointing out its narrow applicability. The Declara-
tion may have importantly stated that “all men are created equal,” but it
also made clear that this equality did not extend to everyone, especially
“the merciless Indian Savages.”®

Such revolutionary and exclusive rhetoric expressed patriotic assump-
tions everywhere but especially in the squatter republic on the West Branch
where equal liberty quite literally meant, as those squatters said in their
own words, that “the Poor distress’d People” would finally triumph over a
“Cruel and Savage Enemy” as well as a “Set of men” with connections and
“hard money.” Triumphing over those enemies to gain legal title to Na-
tive American land was inseparable from their vision of the revolution and
its promise.

That exclusionary, antielite, and anti-Indigenous view of the Amer-
ican Revolution encapsulates the motivations for and consequences of a
rural revolution erupting up and down Britain’s mainland colonies. From
the remote outposts of rural Georgia to the newly organized “frontier” coun-
ties of New Hampshire, many colonial inhabitants prioritized securing safe
and independent landholdings for themselves and their descendants. This

emphasis took center stage as they considered their support for American
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independence and the ensuing war to achieve it, significantly influencing
the future of numerous Native nations and peoples in the process.*

Most colonial Americans, over 9o percent, after all, lived in rural areas
well outside of urban centers. Of the nearly 450,000 colonial Pennsylva-
nians in 1776, only 40,000 lived in Philadelphia. During the eighteenth cen-
tury, that rural population grew exponentially, shuffling colonists north,
west, and south in search of land and opportunity, land occupied by Indig-
enous nations those settlers desired to replace, and sought after by prom-
inent white men with the capital and political connections to purchase it
all.”* The early history of rural colonial settlers was in no small part defined
by an ability, or inability, to secure land for the future. If we are to under-
stand the Revolution and its consequences beyond the confines of Inde-
pendence Hall and the various other cities dotting the eastern seaboard, we
need to take seriously the quest for land and economic security that shaped
the motivations and experiences of rural settlers such as those in the Fair
Play republic on the West Branch as well as the land speculators and Native
peoples they believed stood in their way.

Both the desire of speculators and the resilience of Native peoples de-
fending their rights actively shaped the Fair Play settlers’ understanding
of the purpose of the American Revolution. When these settlers declared
“themselves and the country free and independent of Great Britain,” they
believed that this separation would elevate their status, allowing them
to thwart prominent speculators and appropriate Native American land
through forcible dispossession or even eradication of the Native nations that
lived there.” As those Fair Play settlers consistently declared, they deserved,
because of their dedication to American independence, state recognition of
their land rights and state support “to extirpate” Native peoples “from the
face of the earth.” That was, they thought, the purpose of the Revolutionary
War, or as they later called it, “the late unhappy Indian War.”* More sig-
nificant still, that vision of the Revolution’s purpose coupled with the Fair
Play settlers’ experiences during the war received both statewide and even
national attention, even commendation, by war’s end.*

The ferocity and violence of that language and vision of the Ameri-
can Revolution’s purpose also underscores a simple but often overlooked

fact—the American Revolution wasn’t solely a struggle between Britain
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and its colonies; it also encompassed, and in many cases revolved around,
the future of Native peoples and their lands in an independent America.
Threats to Native American land and sovereignty proliferated across North
America during the Revolution, intensifying as the war progressed. By the
war’s end, Americans, regardless of their residence in rural or urban areas,
perceived forcibly dispossessing Native Americans as the Revolution’s true
“Value.” In the process, “conquest” and “empire” became the watchwords of
the day. What happened on that small corner of the West Branch of the
Susquehanna River helps illuminate how and why that critical transition
occurred and its costs for everyone involved.*

Significantly, Native nations and peoples were acutely aware of the Rev-
olution’s objectives and potential repercussions. As a prominent member of
the Seneca Nation asserted, “the Desire” to “extirpate us from the Earth”
and “possess our Lands” was “the Cause of the present War.” In response,
Native Americans too convened in various locations, rallying clan, kin, and
nation to declare they were “free and independent,” expressing a willingness
to fight and sacrifice for their land and sovereignty. This sentiment was
not a newfound response but had been articulated and acted on for years.
Over a decade earlier, Britain’s superintendent of Indian affairs, William
Johnson, had explained that Native nations regarded themselves as “a free
people who had independent Lands, which were their ancient possessions.”

By 1776, squatters and settlers like those in the Fair Play republic seri-
ously threatened that independence. More important still, the states and
Congress only encouraged that threat, harnessing settler wishes and de-
sires to win the war and secure their own fledgling and beleaguered sover-
eign authority.*® Therefore, the American Revolution intensified long held
feelings in Native communities of the need to defend their land and sov-
ereignty. As many Native Americans proclaimed during the Revolutionary
War, “Subjection & slavery” was their future if American colonists achieved
their own independence for “liberty.” It was and is a striking irony.*

Many peoples throughout America thus fought for liberty, sovereignty,
and independence during the American Revolution, but what those terms
meant and what they would mean for the futures of the various peoples
who used them were often at odds. On the West Branch of the Susque-

hanna River, the territory the Fair Play republic claimed and its citizens
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desired and fought for comprised the last bastion of Indigenous land in the
Susquehanna River Valley that had been contested for nearly half a century.
It should be no surprise that the Indigenous nations there continued to
proclaim their own liberty, independence, and sovereignty. The struggle
of both Native peoples and American colonists to achieve these venerable
revolutionary ideals in that region, though, as Pennsylvania’s chief jus-
tice put it in 1791, “was an offence that tended to involve this country in
blood.” And it did.

Yet, the Revolutionary War was a complex conflict extending beyond a
simple narrative of white Americans versus Native Americans or American
colonies against the British Empire. Early Americans, be they Indigenous
or colonial, also engaged in internal conflicts over land and independence.
The multifaceted layers of power, conflicting interests, and deep-seated an-
imosities that characterized eighteenth-century America erupted during
the Revolution. In the thirteen colonies, longstanding clashes among col-
onists came to a head. Different colonies grappled for power and territory,
and within each colony a myriad of regional, ethnic, religious, class, and so-
cial distinctions often fueled discord. Native peoples were equally diverse,
with distinct cultures, languages, and governing structures. They had inde-
pendent nations, alliances, and enemies, and held unique visions of their
pasts and futures. Even within individual nations, internal disagreements
among clan and kin groups were common. Power, land, sovereignty, cul-
tural differences, and past histories underscored those differences, and they
were lasting.

The Revolutionary War, which rapidly transitioned into a contest for
land and sovereignty, heightened existing disparities within and between
Native Americans and colonists. This transformation turned the Revo-
lution into a complex and tumultuous civil war for everyone, a common
occurrence when seeking independence in a diverse landscape like North
America. Independence within this framework became a subjective con-
cept, shaped by the conflicting interests and perceived power dynamics
prevalent in early America. Attaining one group’s notion of independence
frequently entailed, paradoxically, dependence or even destruction for an-
other. Essentially, as is often observed, those experiencing oppression can

simultaneously act as oppressors.
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In the tumultuous theater of Revolutionary America, the Northern
Susquehanna River Valley stood out as a battleground where conflicting
visions of independence played out in gruesome detail. This landscape
witnessed a brutal saga of raids, counterraids, scorched-earth campaigns,
and senseless massacres. Here, colonists turned on one another, Native
Americans clashed over the war and their futures, and all the while both
groups fought each other. Entire towns, whether inhabited by Indige-
nous or American communities, were razed to the ground. The toll was
staggering—countless lives were lost, combatants and noncombatants
alike, all sacrificed in the pursuit of independence. It was a macabre dance,
performed under the banner of liberty, an ironic quest for freedom that
often meant the opposite for those caught in its deadly embrace.

The violent repercussions stemming from various declarations of in-
dependence were not sudden; they were deeply rooted in a prolonged and
intricate history. Rather than emerging from a period of peace, the Rev-
olutionary War in the Susquehanna River Valley was just one significant
episode in an enduring struggle over land, sovereignty, and independence
involving Native Americans and European colonists that had been raging
for well over thirty years. This protracted conflict was intricately interwo-
ven into the American Revolution and its aftermath. Divergent memories,
histories, and animosities, shaped by experiences spanning generations,
converged, comingled, and clashed during this revolutionary struggle.

It is not difficult to imagine why. The Fair Play republic, a focal point
of intense Revolutionary War violence, existed within a larger contested
territorial zone. This zone was a perpetual battleground in the eighteenth
century, witnessing relentless conflicts within, between, and among Na-
tive nations, speculators, financiers, government officials, military officers,
common white soldiers, and ordinary white farmers vying for control. This
expansive region spanned most of present-day northcentral Pennsylvania,
also known as the Northern Susquehanna River Valley. This valley com-
mences just south of the confluence of the East and West Branches of the
Susquehanna River, extending northeast and northwest through fertile
flatlands, enclosed by what both Native peoples and white colonists termed
“endless mountains.” It stood as a continuous theater where declarations of

independence were proclaimed, won, and lost.
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This area’s history also transcends mere geographic boundaries. Posi-
tioned in the center of a rich and tangled history, the Northern Susquehanna
River Valley shaped and was shaped by the struggle for land, sovereignty,
and independence to the north, the home of the Mohawk, Oneida, Onon-
daga, Cayuga, Seneca, and Tuscarora, who comprised the Six Nations or
Haudenosaunee, “the people of the Longhouse.” Similar connections ex-
tended southeast to the Lehigh Valley and southwest beyond the Alleghany
Mountains into the Ohio River Valley. Even places as distant as Illinois left
an imprint on and were influenced by the Northern Susquehanna River Val-
ley. By the mid-eighteenth century, this valley had captured the attention
of people on both sides of the Atlantic Ocean, residing in diverse colonies,
empires, and nations. From London to Paris, Montreal to Albany, Hart-
ford to Wyoming, Philadelphia to Shamokin, Onondaga to Williamsburg,
Pine Creek to Logstown, individuals were keenly interested in and actively
sought to control the valley, with force if necessary.

Throughout the eighteenth century, the Northern Susquehanna River
Valley was closely linked to these seemingly distant lands and peoples
due to the diverse multiethnic population residing in or vying for control
of the region. Indigenous refugees, displaced from their ancestral homes
to the east, north, and south, found a home in this valley, particularly after
the disastrous “Walking Purchase” of 1737. The Lenni Lenape, or Delaware,
encompassing the Unalachtigo, Unami, and sometimes the Munsee (who
often identified as a separate people), displaced from their lands east and
west of the Delaware River, established roots in the river valley. Seeking
refuge from racial violence, multiethnic Indigenous Christians also sought
solace there after fleeing Moravian missions in the Lehigh Valley. Addition-
ally, the Northern Susquehanna River Valley became a haven for other ref-
ugee peoples, including Algonquian-speaking Nanticoke and Conoy from
present-day Maryland, Shawnee from the south and west, and Mohican
and Esopus from the northeast. Siouan-speaking Saponi and Tutelo from
the Piedmont, along with a small group of Muskogean-speaking peoples
from further south likewise called the Northern Susquehanna River Valley
home during the eighteenth century.

By the middle of the eighteenth century, these diverse groups either

coexisted in multiethnic towns or lived as close but separate neighbors.
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Multiethnic towns like Nescopeck, Lackawacka, Wyoming, and Wyalusing
thrived along the North and East Branches; Shamokin marked the forks;
and Ostonwackin, Wenschpochkechung, Great Island, Bald Eagle, and
many other towns dotted the tributary creeks branching out from the West
Branch. In the 1720s and again in the 1750s, several multiethnic commu-
nities in the valley confederated, establishing their own councils complete
with diplomats, speakers, and interpreters, and asserted their claim over
the Northern Susquehanna River Valley. While modern historians and con-
temporaries often refer to them as “the Susquehanna Indians,” I prefer to
call them the Susquehanna Nations, a term that captures their intimately
connected lives while still preserving their distinct identities. The North-
ern Susquehanna River Valley had a dynamic social landscape as different
peoples continually formed new associations, confederacies, alliances,
and even shared spaces, envisioning and pursuing collective futures. De-
spite their shared dreams, these communities retained their individual
identities, lineages, histories, and at times lingering animosities toward
one another.

Like all dreams, these aspirations were not easily realized. The Haudeno-
saunee also asserted their claim to the Northern Susquehanna River Valley
through the right of conquest from the Iroquoian-speaking Susquehannock
after the Beaver Wars in the seventeenth century. By the mid-eighteenth cen-
tury, the Six Nations had a well-established presence in the region, residing
in the diverse multiethnic towns scattered across the fertile valleys, densely
covered mountains, rolling hills, and navigable creeks that made the North-
ern Susquehanna River Valley desirable for farming, hunting, and fishing.

The valley wasn’t just valuable for its rich resources. It held a strate-
gic importance due to the Wyalusing, Shamokin, and Sheshequin paths.
These routes facilitated the movement of warriors, traders, diplomats, and
missionaries along the Susquehanna River and its tributaries, connect-
ing the region to Onondaga, the heart of the Haudenosaunee and home
to the most revered symbol of the Six Nations’ unity and history, the Grand
Council Fire, the Fire That Never Dies. The Seneca, Cayuga, and Oneida, as
guardians of the corridors leading to Onondaga, especially those opening
onto the Susquehanna River, carried the responsibility of safeguarding the

land for the well-being and safety of their people.



FIGURE 3. Map of General William Clapham’s march along the Susquehanna
River, ca. 1756, pen on paper (DP f.037.10-13, Moravian Archives, Bethle-
hem, Pennsylvania)
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The Six Nations not only laid claim to the land but also asserted their
dominance over the Susquehanna Nations. Whether Delaware, Shawnee,
Nanticoke, or Conoy, Saponi or Tutelo, Mohican or Esopus, all were consid-
ered by the Six Nations as tributaries, props of the Longhouse, envisioned
as conquered children, women, nephews, and cousins. Many of these sup-
posed tributaries had been displaced to the Northern Susquehanna River
Valley due to that perceived status, and as a result they consistently con-
tested their position, striving for their own independence. Their resilience
and continual pursuit of autonomy and sovereignty significantly influenced
the history of the Northern Susquehanna River Valley.

The Haudenosaunee and the Susquehanna Nations were not the only In-
digenous people who laid claim to the valley or had an interest there. Many
of the Native nations living beyond the Alleghany Mountains in the Ohio
River Valley shared clan and kinship connections with the Susquehanna Na-
tions. They also shared many of the same grievances. Like the Susquehanna
Nations, the Ohio Nations were a multiethnic people composed of various
displaced Native polities claimed by the Haudenosaunee as tributaries.
Many had also lived for a time in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley,
and even after they moved west continued to take up seasonal residence on
the North and West Branches of its defining river. In essence, any clear eth-
nic, geographic, or national boundaries demarcating space in the Northern
Susquehanna River Valley is nearly impossible to establish because, as one
Haudenosaunee explained, there was an “abundance of Indians . . . moving
up and down” the river.”> European American missionaries as well as land-
hungry speculators and settlers who traversed the valley also couldn’t help
but comment on the mosaic of multiethnic “Indian Villages” and individual
farms that peppered the countryside. “Its rare to hear two Indians talking
in one Language,” one missionary staying in the large Indigenous town of
Shamokin wrote in his diary.”

While there was a struggle within and between different Native Ameri-
can communities for control of and sovereignty over the Northern Susque-
hanna River Valley, European Americans were also involved, and just like
Native Americans, they fought between and among themselves. Separated
by class, ethnicity, religion, and nationality, European Americans living up

and down North America jockeyed for the fertile lands of the valley. Since
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at least 1749, the Northern Susquehanna River Valley captured their atten-
tion, becoming part of a fantasy where they dreamed of economic indepen-
dence and future riches. Whether confined to a cramped space on a ship,
experiencing a long and arduous journey across the Atlantic Ocean from
the German provinces or Irish plantations, trying to eke out some kind of
subsistence in a small cabin, sitting comfortably in a merchant’s counting
house, listening to a sermon in their local church, or even drinking at a
tavern or debating in a council chamber or a legislative session, they all
shared in the dream, and they were willing to fight each other and the Na-
tive peoples who lived there to obtain it.

The tumultuous journey of these diverse communities as they pur-
sued their dreams and futures in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley
laid the groundwork for a revolutionary upheaval that would profoundly
shape the very foundations of the United States. This book delves into this
history, unraveling the protracted struggle for independence in the North-
ern Susquehanna River Valley as it unfolded. Commencing in 1749 with a
treaty between the Six Nations and Pennsylvania, which granted 2 million
acres of Delaware land to the proprietors of Pennsylvania, the narrative un-
folds through a series of movements and wars for independence that that
treaty helped inspire. It culminates with another treaty with the Haudeno-
saunee in 1784 after yet another war for independence, ultimately shaping
the modern boundaries of the state of Pennsylvania and revealing the true
costs of that revolutionary struggle.

That 1784 treaty marked the official conclusion of both the Fair Play re-
public on the West Branch as well as the hard-fought quest for indepen-
dence by the Susquehanna Nations. Armed with the land “ceded” by the
Haudenosaunee in that treaty, and acknowledging the Fair Play settlers’
“Service and their Suffering” during the Revolutionary War, the common-
wealth of Pennsylvania granted these squatters the rights to their once-
illegal claims. In doing so, the state effectively assimilated the Fair Play
republic into the revolutionary framework, concurrently displacing the nu-
merous Indigenous nations who had similarly served, suffered, and fought
for their independence on that land—many of whom were never even con-
sulted about their future. As the Fair Play settlers envisioned when they

gathered on Indigenous land on July 4, 1776, American “Independence”
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realized their dreams, wishes, and hopes for the future, but it also entailed
the destruction of the dreams, wishes, and hopes of others.** When citizens
gather to celebrate American Independence today, whether in Philadelphia
or the other small towns throughout the United States, this history is an
important part of its enduring legacy, silently echoing, like the Liberty Bell,
through time.






1

“The Foundation of Our Uneasiness”

MISCHIEF MAKERS AND NATIVE AMERICANS IN
THE SUSQUEHANNA RIVER VALLEY, 1749

N THURSDAY, JUNE 26, 1749, a small group of Haudenosaunee dele-

gates and representatives of some of their proclaimed tributaries

living just west of the Susquehanna River at the headwaters of the
Juniata—the Tutelo, Nanticoke, and Conoy—unceremoniously entered
the city of Philadelphia. The trip, while not spur of the moment, was also
not widely advertised. Nevertheless, these travelers didn’t raise any sus-
picions in the city. The newspapers did not report on the delegation, nor
did the city’s leaders initially comment about it or gossip to others. It was
normal for Native peoples to make their way to Philadelphia. Well over a
decade earlier, the Haudenosaunee and the Pennsylvania government had
made a grand alliance, carving a figurative road from Onondaga—the heart
of the Six Nations—to Philadelphia, establishing an official “council fire”
for both “to sitt down by & take Council together.” Since then, Haudeno-
saunee delegates routinely came to the city for trade, to make and restore
peace, or to prevent war. Those last two goals were the reason for their ar-
rival in the city in the summer of 1749.*

That summer, Haudenosaunee land, sovereignty, and power were under
threat. Over the previous few months, Pennsylvania squatters had been
settling west of the Susquehanna River, particularly at the base of the
Juniata River as well as south of that river near Great Cove and about forty-
two miles north at Penn’s Creek, disrupting the towns and hunting grounds
claimed by the Haudenosaunee and occupied by the tributaries they prom-

ised to protect. This was not the first time the Haudenosaunee and their

{19}
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tributaries had complained about squatters there.? Just a few years earlier,
a group of squatters and colonial traders had clashed with Native peoples
at the headwaters of the Juniata and nearly shattered the alliance between
the proprietary colony and the Six Nations. While the squatters fled that
time and the governor issued a proclamation barring settlement west of the
Susquehanna River, more settlers had come in that clash’s wake.?

The anger the Haudenosaunee felt about the scenario around the Juni-
ata River was compounded by similar problems experienced across their
lands. Everywhere they looked in the 1740s it seemed as if “ye English or
White people intended to destroy” them.* Feeling surrounded and down-
right exasperated by 1749, Haudenosaunee delegates and their tributaries
traveled along the paths, roads, and rivers thatled to the council fire in Phil-
adelphia to air their grievances. Meeting with the governor a few days after
their arrival that June, three Seneca and two Onondaga, speaking for the
“tributary Nations” who traveled with them (rarely did tributaries speak
for themselves at council), argued that the land the squatters occupied was
the home and “hunting Ground” of the Nanticoke, Conoy, Mohican, Tutelo,
and Delaware, as well as “other Indian” refugees who had been displaced
from their ancestral homes and were now under the protection and au-
thority of the Six Nations. Since “our Boundaries are so well known,” the
Haudenosaunee speakers demanded the squatters “be made to remove in-
stantly with all their effects.”

This was not a demand the Pennsylvania government, nor any of the
British colonies, could take lightly. Just a year earlier marked the end of
King George’s War, which had enmeshed Natives, British, and French in
a violent conflict over the bounds of empires as well as Native American
sovereignty. During that struggle, the British colonies had pinned their
survival on their growing relationship with the Haudenosaunee and the
perceived power the Haudenosaunee had over their proclaimed tributaries
such as those Tutelo, Nanticoke, and Conoy who traveled to Philadelphia
in the summer of 1749.

The Haudenosaunee were one of the most powerful, feared, and revered
people in North America, and their friendship seemed the only thing hold-
ing back a host of Native nations from supporting Britain’s enemy, France.

According to one important Pennsylvania official, the Haudenosaunee and
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their tributaries could muster over nine thousand warriors and therefore
were “our only Security against the ffrench.”® James Logan, who shaped
much of Pennsylvania’s Indian diplomacy, said simply, “If we lose the
Iroquois, we are gone.”” The Haudenosaunee also knew of their significance
to the British. As an important Onondaga speaker put it, the Six Nations
controlled a vast “frontier Country between your Enemy and You, so that
we have been your Guard.”®

Importantly, King George’s War had not ended France’s imperial designs
in North America. In fact, around the same time the Haudenosaunee and
their tributaries met with Pennsylvania officials that June, a large force of
French soldiers and their Native American allies traveled from Montreal
to the Ohio River Valley, stopping along the way to place metal plates em-
blazoned with the French royal arms and an inscription declaring France’s
possession “of the said river Ohio and of all those which empty into it, and
of all the lands on both sides as far as the sources of the said rivers.”

That declared expansion was, to say the least, inauspicious, especially
since King George’s War had seriously strained Britain’s relationship with
the Haudenosaunee and nearly split the Six Nations apart. The Seneca, the
most western and populous of the Six Nations, veered toward the French
while the easternmost nation, the Mohawk, swung toward the Brit-
ish.* Those nations in the middle—the Onondaga, Cayuga, Oneida, and
Tuscarora—cared less about European alliances and more about holding
together the “great peace” that had united the Haudenosaunee since the
beginning of their league when Hiawatha and Deganawidah planted
the “Great Tree of Peace” centuries earlier. To make matters worse, King
George’s War had also weakened the Haudenosaunee’s authority in the eyes
of some of their tributaries, many of whom the French and their Native
allies continued to court. If Pennsylvania’s government did not act against
the squatters, recognizing the legitimacy of Haudenosaunee claims and
protection over the land and peoples in the region, it could further cripple
Haudenosaunee supremacy, giving France a serious advantage in a new war
that was likely to occur sooner than anyone expected. There was a certain
“darkness visible” in the late 1740s.**

Despite that visible darkness, Pennsylvania’s governor, James Hamilton,

as well as the Haudenosaunee and their tributaries had other conflicting
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problems and interests to contend with when they came to the city’s coun-
cil fire in the summer of 1749. France may have represented a significant
external threat, but there were also internal issues to deal with that made
any mutually agreeable solution extremely difficult to achieve. The land
west of the Susquehanna River represented the hopes, wishes, and desires
of not just the Haudenosaunee and their tributaries but the proprietors of
Pennsylvania, the Penns, as well as elite speculators, and a growing number
of cash-strapped colonists and incoming European immigrants. All of those
hopes and dreams clashed, making the fight to obtain them more than a
just a struggle between Europeans and Native Americans over the extent
of their sovereign authority, but rather for the survival and futures of the
various peoples involved. Often, sovereignty and survival were one and

the same.

Governor Hamilton faced a serious predicament when he came to the council
fire to hear Haudenosaunee complaints that June. Hamilton’s superior and
the main proprietor of Pennsylvania at that time, Thomas Penn, a smart
yet petulant man reared as an elite with a certain self-importance, was
cash-strapped, debt-ridden, and facing mounting political opposition in
his colony looking to diminish his power. Because of Penn’s poor economic
circumstances and political factionalism, he was actively angling to extend
his colony’s jurisdiction west of the Susquehanna River, especially north
of the Blue Mountains, where squatters were now settling. Obtaining
that land would bring money to his depleted coffers from land sales and
his ever-increasing quitrents (a feudal remnant that required landholders
to pay a perpetual annual fee to the proprietor above and beyond basic
taxes). Acquiring that land could also assure the political allegiance of some
important officials in his colony.”

As Penn well knew, many of his supporters had struck it rich by specu-
lating in land. In Pennsylvania, one observer noted, “It is almost a proverb”
that “every great fortune made here within these 50 years has been by land.”
And because this “immense country” was ripe for “land jobbing,” those with
connections constantly looked to the proprietor to fulfill their desires; he

was their cash cow, their benefactor.” After all, political allegiance was
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often acquired by a proprietary ability to sate people’s appetite for land and
the wealth and status it conveyed. That was how it had always been done
in the colony. As early as 1685, just three years after Thomas Penn’s father,
William Penn, had received a royal grant from King Charles II making him
and his growing family “Lords of the Soil” over a large swath of land cascad-
ing west of the Delaware River, the founding proprietor made it clear that
for those people who were “of aid to me and Diligent, I will be kind to them
in land and other things.”

Like father like sons. After William Penn died in 1718, his heirs con-
tinued the practice of dispensing lands at discount prices to men who sup-
ported them. His sons, especially those from his second marriage—John,
Thomas, and Richard—embraced their supporters’ speculations in return
for political allegiance, often measuring their “inclination” to bestow land
and offices in “proportion to the service” performed for them. If men
proved loyal and useful, the sons returned the favor.” When James Burd, a
young colonist on the make, sought to “settle in some way suitable to the
interest of my family,” he cultivated a relationship with Thomas Penn. Burd
knew he had “small stock” but was willing to show the proprietor that he
was and would remain a “servant . . . of the Proprietary Family.”* Burd’s ap-
peals paid off. He received an appointment as a justice of the peace, became
the commander of a new fort poised to extend Pennsylvania’s jurisdiction
north and west of the Susquehanna River into Native American country,
and was able to purchase from Penn good land with a rentable mill.”” Ed-
ward Shippen, a political juggernaut in Lancaster County who controlled
a vast patronage machine through his connections to the proprietors and
other prominent families in the province, advised his own son that if he
wanted an office and good land he needed to make sure that Thomas Penn
“should think it worth his while to Secure your Friendship for the Time
to come.”® For someone like Shippen, a prominent politician who already
garnered Penn family respect, Penn’s continued patronage offered power,
place, and security for his children. For young people like Burd such a con-
nection offered a chance to make it into the higher social circles of an early
modern world.

The interconnectedness of proprietary patronage, political power, and

land speculation becomes unmistakably clear in the success of William
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Allen. He stood as a staunch ally of the proprietors and set his sights on
the Susquehanna River Valley. Born and raised in Pennsylvania, the son of
a wealthy Philadelphia merchant, he skillfully cultivated a relationship with
the Penns. During the early 1700s, while still in his teens, Allen journeyed
to England, obtaining a law degree from the esteemed Middle Temple in
London. There, he forged connections with influential figures close to the
Penn family, granting him access to serve as a legal advisor to the propri-
etors. Upon his return to the colonies in the late 1720s, Allen passionately
advocated for proprietary rights. Notably, he even provided financial sup-
port to William Penn’s sons, assisting them in settling the remaining mort-
gage on the province, alleviating their inherited debts. Additionally, Allen
solidified his ties to the proprietary family by orchestrating the marriage
between his daughter Anne and John Penn, the son of Richard Penn.*

The proprietors rewarded Allen for his loyalty. After about 1728, Allen
held or had occupied at one time, often concurrently, the offices of legis-
lator, common councilman, recorder, and mayor of Philadelphia; justice
of the peace; boundary commissioner; and eventually chief justice of the
colony’s supreme court. Not only had Allen attained numerous positions
and powerful placements but he also benefited through the acquisition
of land. Proprietary land office records show many grants of large tracts of
land to Allen starting in 1733.*° What those records don’t show is that
Allen’s acquisitions began much earlier and depended on his relationship
with the proprietary family. In 1725, for instance, Allen bought 10,000
acres of rich alluvial land directly from the estate of the recently deceased
William Penn Jr. for £741, well below the established price for most every-
body else. Not only did Allen get a deal but the land purchased was above
the forks of the Delaware River and owned by Native Americans, particu-
larly the Lenni Lenape, or Delaware. In addition, Allen purchased 15,000
acres near the Delaware and Lehigh rivers for £1,000 from Thomas Penn
and an additional 5,000 acres in what would be part of Nazareth Township
in Northampton County from Laetitia Penn Aubrey for £500, all of which,
again, was owned by Native Americans. Allen sold this last purchase just a
few years later to George Whitefield, the famous evangelical preacher, for
a hefty profit of £1,700.* By the mid-eighteenth century, about the same

time Native delegates made their way to the city, Allen had acquired no less
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than 75,000 acres, 64,000 of which he purchased directly from members
of the proprietary family.* Yet, he still wanted more, especially west of the
Susquehanna River.

The intersecting desires of the Penn family and their close associates
were not the only interests Governor Hamilton had to weigh when he met
with Haudenosaunee delegates and their tributaries in the early summer
of 1749. The squatters west of the Susquehanna River also posed a serious
problem that threatened to upend his colony. Squatters inundated the lands
his political allies and kin owned and wanted. Hamilton was, for example,
related by marriage to William Allen. Those squatters also added fuel to the
factional politics that often embroiled the colony in turmoil, and, just as
important, threatened to disrupt the perceived harmony and goodwill with
Native peoples that the proprietors publicly cultivated as the definitive
image of their father and his “peaceable kingdom.” The image and memory
of William Penn as a fair and somewhat avuncular figure often brought Na-
tive peoples to the table to negotiate and sell more land in the first place.®

William Penn’s reputation, as recounted in even mid-eighteenth-century
legend, depicted him as a leader who was content with acquiring only the
land necessary for his colony. He was known to respect the ongoing land use
of Native Americans, often paying for purchased lands multiple times over.
These actions were a routine part of his business dealings. This approach
earned him the title “Brother Onas,” “Onas” being a clever play on the Ir-
oquoian word for “pen” or “quill,” signifying a trusted ally or, at the very
least, a more favorable figure compared to other Europeans laying claim
to Indigenous lands. Throughout the eighteenth century, the memory of
Penn as “Brother Onas” persisted, shaping the perceptions of both Native
peoples and Pennsylvania officials. Remarkably, even Thomas Penn, who in-
herited his father’s title but not his stance on recognizing Native American
rights, commissioned Benjamin West’s famous painting Penn’s Treaty with
the Indians, now exhibited in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania’s state capital. Iron-
ically, the land that city sits on served as a refuge for the displaced Delaware
depicted in the painting.*

Although William Penn was never as virtuous as often remembered, his
memory was at least rooted in a semblance of truth. By 1749, that sem-

blance no longer reflected the colony. John, Thomas, and Richard were not
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FIGURE 4. Benjamin West, Penn’s Treaty with the Indians, 1771-1772. (Penn-

sylvania Academy of the Fine Arts)

their father when it came to working with Native peoples. Moreover, Wil-
liam Penn did not have to navigate the same financial, political, and demo-
graphic pressures as they did. To be sure, William Penn never had it easy,
financially or otherwise, but his province had fundamentally changed by
the time his sons came to power. Many of the squatters the Haudenosaunee
and their “tributaries” complained about in the summer of 1749 were evi-
dence of that fact.

Many of them were recent immigrants hailing from the German prov-
inces and the Scots plantations in Ireland (often called the Ulster Scots or
Scots-Irish). Those immigrants were part and parcel of a demographic and
economic transformation that was forever changing Pennsylvania’s politi-
cal, social, cultural, and diplomatic future. Moreover, by the mid-eighteenth
century, economic stratification and the attendant poverty it heralded grew
parallel to this significant rise in the colonial population (which nearly dou-
bled every twenty years). Such changes, coupled with a land policy started
by William Penn and fully embraced by his sons that benefited a small cadre



“THE FOUNDATION OF OUR UNEASINESS” 27

of wealthy and connected land speculators, put serious strains on access to
land, created a great deal of factional turmoil, and threatened to upend the
very ideas undergirding William Penn’s “peaceable kingdom.”*

According to Richard Peters, a haughty proprietary ally, avid land spec-
ulator, and secretary of the land office who traveled to the squatter settle-
ments around the Juniata, the “families” he encountered “were not large,
nor Improvements considerable.” In most cases, squatters claimed few
acres and their dwellings consisted of “only a few Logs piled, and fastened
to one another.” Many of the settlers were so destitute that Peters, who was
also an Anglican minister, felt compelled to give “them money” and offer
short-term and “rent-free” leases on “several of my own Plantations” that
were still “vacant.” While Peters could not make the same offer to every-
one as far too “many settlements were found,” he fervently believed that
these “poor” people, who he thought “were only prompted by a Desire to
make Mischief,” should be grateful for his “good Usage” and the opportu-
nity to learn the value of labor as tenants on his landed estates. He could
not bring himself to come to any other conclusion. The lands they settled
were “no better, nay not so good as many vacant Lands within the pur-
chased Parts of the Province.” Why, he must have asked himself, were they
there, disrupting the peace and image of the province, if they could legiti-
mately purchase or rent better land elsewhere?*

The way Peters brushed off the squatters by labeling them morally cor-
rupt troublemakers should make modern readers pause. Describing them
as merely causing “mischief” hardly encapsulated the true situation. By
1749, squatting had become a common reality for many residents of colo-
nial Pennsylvania. Much like the speculators tied to the proprietary family,
the desire to own land was a driving force behind immigration to the colony
and the internal migration of people north, south, and west. The allure of
prospects in the colonies was so strong that aspiring landowners were will-
ing to undertake perilous transatlantic journeys from German provinces or
Irish plantations. They even indentured themselves and their children as
servants to fund their passage. After 1717, over eighty thousand German-
speaking people fled Europe due to overpopulation, poverty, and limited
land, driven by the widespread belief in the availability of land and oppor-

tunities in America. In many ways, these migrants were also speculators,
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banking on their future. However, although they shared aspirations with
influential figures like William Allen, their ability to realize these dreams
vastly differed from his. It did not take long for Pennsylvania’s newcomers
to experience that difference.”

Gottlieb Mittelberger, a Lutheran pastor from the Duchy of Wirttem-
berg who left his native country for Pennsylvania around the same time Na-
tive delegates entered the city of Philadelphia in the summer of 1749, was
shocked by just how much reality contrasted with expectations. Through
his now famous travel narrative Journey to Pennsylvania, Mittleberger tried
to dissuade potential migrants from making the arduous voyage to Penn-
sylvania. Not only did he describe the horrors of transatlantic travel and the
exploitation of indentured servitude but he made it clear that any suffering
the migrants endured would not be repaid with land and opportunity. “Our
German people who emigrate,” he stated, “do not get land.” The reason,
he argued, was quite simple. The price of land in the colony was “already
quite high” and is “increasing from year to year, especially because the En-
glish see that so many people, anxious to own farms or plantations, are
coming to the country every year.” Cultivated land, especially land with a
house, barn, and stable, was completely out of reach, and “rich Englishmen
have already bought up from the Indians all the remote land far and near,
where all is as yet wild and wooded, in order to sell it again to the Europeans
who are coming to the country.”*

Mittelberger’s depiction, though biased by its purpose, was not far from
the mark. Of the migrants who willingly or unwillingly indentured them-
selves in the prospect of better opportunities, only one in ten realized a
semblance of their dreams.* By the time Mittelberger arrived in the colony,
landlessness was on the rise and so were land prices. Tenants and other
landless wage laborers were quickly outnumbering the rest of the rural com-
munity. In some towns, the landless accounted for over half of the popula-
tion, and those colonists rarely achieved a lifestyle beyond mere solvency.>®

Although well-off colonists often argued otherwise, poverty was a fact
of life for many Pennsylvanians, creating a great deal of resentment against
the proprietors and their allies. The often talked about labor scarcity in the
province, which some elites thought mitigated pervasive poverty with high

wages, did not actually mean steady work with life sustaining wages for
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everyone, or even a majority of able-bodied laborers. Living poor was both
typical and, for many with dreams of economic independence, unaccept-
able. But it was also a reality that too many with the power to change the
situation ignored. At the same time that “governors, colonels, and the Lord
knows who” else sat around extravagant dinner tables gossiping about
“lands, Madeira wine, fishing parties, or politics,” officials of the Pennsyl-
vania Hospital for the Sick Poor tried to point out “the common Distresses
of Poverty” which existed all around them as men, women, and children
died in the streets from starvation, exposure, and disease. For the grow-
ing number of poor people, life seemed close to a Hobbesian hellscape; it
was “nasty and brutish.”® Suffice it to say, with the ability to acquire land
difficult and poverty on the rise, the specter of impoverishment motivated
many would-be landowners to achieve their dreams illegally as squatters.®
As early as 1725, the “poorer sort” had few options but to stay put and live
“very hard” or squat on land “beyond the limits of settlement and specula-
tive holdings” in the hopes that their small improvements might someday
become their freeholds and a chance to make it for their posterity.®

To achieve financial security many ordinary Pennsylvanians moved
about, frequently to find land they could call their own. As in the larger
Atlantic world, mobility was a part of life in Pennsylvania. Throughout the
rural countryside, which was home to over 9o percent of the population,
between 50 and 60 percent of inhabitants moved in and out of towns every
five years. Tenants, wage laborers, servants released from their indentures,
and small farmers consistently moved about the colony and into other colo-
nies in search of land and opportunity.3

While necessity and most likely defiance motivated the growing num-
ber of poor colonists who elites called “freebooters” and “pirates” to “roam
about like a Roving Tartar,” looking to claim a plot of land, why they chose
the land they squatted on is equally as important and had consequences for
everyone who met at the council fire in the summer of 1749.3* One contem-
porary quote about squatters is instructive. James Logan, writing about a
group of squatters in 1731, found that they viewed it “against the Laws of
God and Nature that so much Land should lie idle, while so many Chris-
tians wanted it to Labour on and raise their Bread.” Such a sentiment, ref-

erencing the “laws of God and Nature,” “idle” land, and Christian “Labour,”
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highlights that squatters had a vision of land ownership at odds with both
Native Americans and a host of characters who controlled access to land in
Pennsylvania. After all, ordinary colonists didn’t to any measurable degree
squat on the land of middling white farmers. Instead, they squatted on the
lands of the proprietors, speculators, and Native Americans who, they ar-
gued, did not have a legitimate claim to the land.®

Squatters’ sentiments are understandable considering the circum-
stances. Speculators owned much of the available land for sale, and the
definition of ownership was disputed during the colonial era. By 1749,
Pennsylvania’s factionalized politics revolved significantly around which
land could be taxed, sparking widespread debate about the basis of land
ownership in the proprietary colony. In colonial Pennsylvania, similar
to other parts of British North America, there were essentially two cate-
gories of land: “located” and “unlocated.” The defining factor between them
hinged on a European concept of “use,” often equated with “cultivation.”
Located land was identified by surveys and clear demarcations, showcasing
permanent fixtures like cultivated fields, structures, pastures, and fences.
In contrast, unlocated lands lacked evidence of intended “use” through per-
manent structures. Throughout much of the colonial period, only “settled,”
“improved,” and “located” land was subject to taxation, further motivating
land speculators to hoard as much “unlocated” land as possible.?

Such legal distinctions obviously did not reflect reality. As Pennsylva-
nia’s legislature noted, there existed “large tracts of valuable lands” legally
defined as “located” but still tax-exempt because they were “held . . . without
intention of improvement . . . in expectation of receiving hereafter higher
prices for private advantage, by means whereof those lands remain unculti-
vated.” At the same time, there were “many persons residing” on unlocated
lands without “having property therein nor paying rent for the same.” Yet,
the legislators argued, these squatters “do actually hold and occupy” the
land because of their cultivation, and therefore the land should be taxed.
Using such terms as “hold,” “occupy,” and “improve” as the basis of taxation,
the legislature came dangerously close to publicly recognizing squatters’
legal claims to the lands they settled.?®

The murkiness in the tax law among owning, holding, and occupying land

reflected a deeper schism over the origins of property ownership. While the
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assembly questioned what constituted legitimate occupation and squatters
proliferated the countryside, the proprietors and their land-speculating al-
lies doubled down on a conception of ownership rooted in royal authority.
The crown, claiming original jurisdiction from “sea to sea” in North America,
granted William Penn and his heirs title to some of that land and royal author-
ity by letters patent (a legal instrument that buttressed colonial possessions
and governance). Therefore, the crown divested some of its right to the land to
the proprietors, who then could sell or rent that same land to everyone else.

Even in this context, significant conceptual and practical issues arose,
not least of which was the fact that Native Americans existed. This fact
led to the perplexing description of the land granted by the crown to the
Penn family as “within the boundaries of this province not purchased of
the Indians.” This logic itself muddled any coherent notion of ownership
as expressed by the proprietors and white colonial settlers alike. Initially,
neither the crown nor the proprietors acquired the land from Native Ameri-
cans claimed in the royal patent; such acquisitions occurred later. Adding to
the confusion was the lack of a coherent imperial or colonial policy concern-
ing the status of Native Americans or their lands within the British Empire.
While the crown and other imperial administrators in England might issue
directives, these often became obsolete with changes in leadership. Politi-
cal turnovers were frequent in eighteenth-century England, impeding the
establishment and execution of consistent imperial policies. On the ground,
the situation was even more bewildering, as proprietors, Indian agents, gov-
ernors, legislators, speculators, settlers, and Native peoples pursued their
own interests. Eighteenth-century English jurists, trying to make sense of
it all, simply declared that the crown owned the land by right of conquest.*

The conflicting view of Indigenous lands as conquered yet still “within”
the province but “not purchased,” combined with a Eurocentric understand-
ing of legitimate “use,” invited other interpretations of the origins of prop-
erty that challenged the proprietors’ claims and exacerbated the factional
politics Governor Hamilton had to navigate in the summer of 1749. Just
a few years before his meeting with Haudenosaunee delegates and their
tributaries, one writer in the American Magazine, a monthly subscription
published in Philadelphia by proprietary critic Andrew Bradford, stirred the

pot when he declared that “no Man is naturally intitled to a greater Portion



32 DECLARATIONS OF INDEPENDENCE

of the Earth than Another.” Instead, the land “was made for the equal
Use of all” by “the Almighty” through “the Laws of Nature, and ought there-
fore to be inviolably observed.” Such a theory of ownership actuated itself
“by the Improvement of any Part of it lying vacant, which is thereupon
distinguished from the great Common of Nature, and made the Property
of that Man, who bestowed his Labour on it.” In sum, cultivating land con-
stituted ownership.#+

Such a theory could sit easily, though by no means comfortably, aside
both the idea that Native American lands were “within” the colony but
“not purchased,” as well as the original authority of the crown, but had no
place for proprietors or speculators monopolizing access to that land. As
the same writer argued, “The Kings of England always held the Lands in
America, ceded to them by Treaties,” but unlike the assumptions of the
proprietors and speculators, the kings held those lands “in Trust for their
Subjects; which Lands, having lain uncultivated from the Beginning of the
World, were therefore as free and as common for all to settle upon.”*

More importantly for Hamilton, who had to deal with the ramifications
of this article and those like it, this author explained that these “Rules of
natural Justice” had been perverted by the “Mischief” not of squatters but
of the proprietors and their cronies who “granted to a few Particulars” the
“best Parts and most commodiously situated” lands “in such exorbitant
Quantities, that the rest of the Subjects” are either left to buy the same land
for “an extravagant Price” or go without. It only made sense that ordinary
colonists should resist the proprietary government and seek other reme-
dies to reap the rewards assured by nature, justified by God, and legitimized
by the crown. Such a critique, calling on the Christian God and using such
terms as “labor” and “natural law,” seriously challenged the deferential view
of land distribution as articulated by the proprietors and their supporters.®

That theoretical dispute not only challenged the proprietors and their al-
lies but also fundamentally undermined Native American rights. Although
the author in Bradford’s American Magazine mentioned the importance of
“Treaties,” which provided a tacit recognition of Native American owner-
ship, he never directly referenced Native Americans anywhere in his essay.
It was a convenient omission, allowing him, like the squatters he supported,

to declare Native American lands as “uncultivated from the Beginning
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of the World.” Such a view of an immense “uncultivated” landscape ripe for
the taking was not new or novel. It had informed colonial settlers’ justifica-
tion to occupy Indigenous lands as the will of “God and Nature” for decades.
What “cultivation,” “use,” or “improvement” meant was consistently predi-
cated on Eurocentric definitions that consciously discredited the practices
and views of Native Americans. As early as 1630, English colonists had pro-
claimed over and again that “the Indians are not able to make use of the one
fourth part of the Land, neither have they any settled places, as Townes to
dwell in, nor any ground as they challenge for their owne possession.”* It
was exactly that view of “use” that Europeans wielded as a weapon to dele-
gitimize the culture of racial others across “the Habitable Globe.”#

For Native Americans who came to the city in the summer of 1749, how-
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ever, their land was far from “Idle,” “uncultivated,” and unsettled; it was
actively and extensively in use. For Native peoples, all parts of the land-
scape served essential purposes for farming, hunting, fishing, and living.
Their land was broken up into seasonal hunting grounds, fowling locations,
fishing camps, and farms. There were also cultivated woodlands that sup-
plied fuel and construction materials, as well as the potash to make lye to
process maize (corn) as a storable carbohydrate to sustain communities
through the long winter months. Not only did Native peoples go through
immense amounts of timber but the Haudenosaunee, for example, regu-
larly cleared land each spring to make way for new farms, practicing swid-
den, a slash-and-burn horticulture, or shifting cultivation done to maintain
soil productivity. Settled villages and hamlets too required extensive land
because they moved every ten to twenty years, allowing nature to reclaim
the land for future use. Where colonists saw uncultivated, abandoned, or
wasted land, Native Americans saw purpose.*

If colonists needed visible evidence that jibed with a semblance of their
idea of use, they could have looked no farther than the thousands of acres
of farmland where Native Americans up and down North America used an
efficient and effective agricultural method of companion planting where
corn, beans, and squash (what the Haudenosaunee and many other Native
peoples called the “three sisters”) grew together, providing natural fertil-
ization, weed control, and shade. This method extended not only the life

of the soil but also the growing season. Even hunting required conscious
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cultivation. Selective burnings and planned reclamations produced the
natural food supply that attracted the small and big game animals Native
Americans depended on for subsistence and trade.¥

None of that mattered to encroaching colonial settlers buoyed by their
own ethnocentric ideologies. That reality fundamentally threatened Native
American subsistence, which increasingly challenged their independence
and power. The land and its bounty mattered, especially since by the eigh-
teenth century many Native peoples depended on their lands for European
trade and connections.

Europeans’ consistent and early demand for furs and land in North
America opened up a vast trade network among Native Americans, colo-
nists, and consumers across the Atlantic Ocean, which brought new Eu-
ropean manufactured goods into Indigenous lives, altering the alliances,
power structures, and modes of life that had defined Native communities
for generations. By the time the Haudenosaunee and their tributaries made
their way to the city in 1749 to complain about squatters west of the Susque-
hanna River, almost all aspects of their material life depended on economic
ties with Europe. They used European tools for farming and building, Eu-
ropean weapons for hunting and war, while also cooking and eating with
European kettles, pots, and spoons, and making clothing with European
textiles using imported needles, thread, and scissors. As one British official
stated simply, “A modern Indian cannot subsist without Europeans.” Sim-
ilarly, a Cherokee chief complained in 1750 that “every necessary Thing in
Life we must have from the White People.”*

Control of that important trade also brought authority to those Native
nations who could monopolize it. In Britain’s North American empire, Phil-
adelphia became a central entrep6t in that matrix, and since the early 1730s
the Haudenosaunee controlled the road to that city, and through it the
power it conveyed. Dependency on the Atlantic economy, however, was a
double-edged sword. It may have given power to those Native nations who
could control it, but it also produced fierce competition for resources that
all too often had deleterious effects on Native Americans’ quality of life and
their relationships with each other.

The commodification of animal pelts through the fur trade coupled

with the ever-rising cost of and reliance on European goods often led to
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overhunting, requiring the accumulation of more hunting land and the de-
fense of land that already existed. Such goals competed with the simple fact
that the sale of land on generous terms to Europeans also, and more gener-
ally, granted the Native peoples who sold it access to critical trade relations.
As a result, large Native polities like the Haudenosaunee sought to extend
their sovereign authority over territories and peoples in ways that would
protect their lands, gain new hunting grounds, and provide ample amounts
of land they could sell to Europeans. Such a reality generated wars within
and between Native nations over the land Europeans wanted but that also
supplied the game that made trade with Europeans possible.* The quest for
power and sovereignty among new and old rivals and enemies colored the
surface of those contests, but the precarious nature of survival undergirded
them all. Really, the two were interconnected.

That symbiotic relationship is evident in the Haudenosaunee’s active
expansion of sovereign authority across northeastern North America. Ini-
tially occupying what is now upstate New York, the Haudenosaunee faced
significant demographic and political setbacks due to European contact,
which brought diseases and conflicts. Nevertheless, they asserted control
over vast areas and peoples, stretching from Canada south to the Cherokee
River (now the Tennessee River). Their power did not solely stem from war-
fare but also from negotiation and the strategic inclusion of various Native
nations. They integrated these nations as adopted captives or allied trib-
utaries, establishing satellite towns governed by Haudenosaunee viceroys
or headmen, expanding what they termed the “Covenant Chain.” While
some, like the Tuscarora, an Iroquoian-speaking people initially from the
Carolinas, became full league members, the Haudenosaunee extended this
status sparingly. Primarily, they coerced or enticed peoples from different
regions to join as tributaries, relocating them to new satellite towns where
they became integral components of “the Longhouse.” This term symbol-
ized the Haudenosaunee’s expanding sovereign authority through the
Covenant Chain. In exchange for protection and the preservation of their
tribal structures, cultures, and languages, these tributaries relinquished
their autonomy.*°

Take, for example, the Haudenosaunee incorporation of the Yesay, a

Siouan-speaking people from the Virginia Piedmont, Blue Ridge Mountains,
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and so-called Valley provinces near present-day Lynchburg, who would
later be known as the Tutelo and Saponi. The Haudenosaunee had been
waging war against them since the 1670s. The Yesay were, Haudenosaunee
leaders said, their inveterate “enemies” who the Haudenosaunee would
either “exterminate” or force “into the Covenant Chain as direct Tribu-
taries.” By 1722, the Haudenosaunee succeeded in conquering the Yesay,
securing them as “props” and relocating them to the Juniata River and
further north to Shamokin at the forks of the Susquehanna River, where
they joined or would be joined by peoples with similar experiences such
as the Nanticoke, Conoy, Delaware, Munsee, Mohican, and Shawnee, all
under the authority of an Oneida headman, Shikellamy, charged by Onon-
daga to protect and project Haudenosaunee power over conquered lands
and peoples in the Susquehanna River Valley.>

There were plenty of other Haudenosaunee satellite towns, and the crea-
tion of each one represented the incorporation of more and more lands and
peoples into the Haudenosaunee’s orbit “in order to,” an observant British
official noted, “make them [the Six Nations] more formidable.” The incor-
poration of the Yesay not only brought more peoples within the “Covenant
Chain,” at least three hundred warriors, but gave the Haudenosaunee lever-
age to create new diplomatic and trade relations with colonial Virginians
and authority over the land the Yesay had occupied and Virginians wanted.
Once strengthened, the Haudenosaunee could also demand “larger pres-
ents from the English.”>

By the 1740s, that expansive authority had been stretched to its limit.
Haudenosaunee tributaries, treated no better than “slaves” according
to Conrad Weiser (who grew up with and was adopted by the Mohawk),
became more numerous than the Six Nations proper and rightfully ques-
tioned their status and the ability of the Haudenosaunee to make good
on their promises of protection. As early as the 1720s, some of the trib-
utaries in the Susquehanna River Valley confederated, forming their own
separate and independent “Four Nations,” but this group was ultimately
overwhelmed by the Haudenosaunee and their British allies. Thoughts of
independence, though, remained, and the constant undeterred encroach-
ment of white squatters, like those west of the Susquehanna River, threat-

ened to renew those calls for independence and upend Haudenosaunee
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power, exacerbating accumulating problems and making the struggle for
sovereignty and survival all too real and perhaps more visceral. Early Amer-
ica from this vantage point was a world in motion, constant contention,
and fluctuating power, not just for Europeans.

In the summer of 1749, not only were Native nations regularly mov-
ing, contending with each other and land-hungry colonial officials they
needed to placate for trade, but also battling against never-ending waves
of rogue colonial settlers who actively coveted and changed the land Native
Americans required for survival and fought wars to control. Frustratingly,
colonial squatters did not abide by the boundaries of Native sovereignty
nor the strictures of treaties, negotiations, or official proclamations because
they disagreed with the basic assumptions that Native Americans and co-
lonial leaders used to justify them in the first place. Squatters were, one of-
ficial said, “troublesome settlers to the government and hard neighbors to
the Indians.”*

The threat posed to the Haudenosaunee and their tributaries in 1749 was
far greater than poor colonists hacking out small homesteads at the base
of a river and arguing with everyone about the definition of ownership;
it was what those squatters guaranteed for the future. As one aging Del-
aware chief saw it, the squatters in and of themselves were not the prob-
lem. They could be “very good people and as Hospitable as we Indians.” But
once they came, “we lost our hunting Ground: for where one of those Peo-
ple settled, like pigeons, a thousand more would Settle.”s It is no wonder
that four Shawnee chiefs “said plainly” that squatters made it seem as if
“the English would soon be too great a people in this Country.”® And that
greatness “Distroyed a Great quantity of game.” Squatters not only made
“a vast and shameless havock of the Timber erecting only poor Cabbins”
but they brought cattle and pigs to Indigenous land that roamed freely,
trampling existing undergrowth, eating the foodstuffs that sustained wild
herbivores, and destroying Native farmlands and food storages.*® Colonial
livestock, whose existence and management colonists viewed as central to
“civilization” and “use,” also compacted the soil by their sheer number and
girth in ways that extended the time it took to melt accumulating snow
during the winter months, which then resulted in devastating floods as the

hot days of spring and summer took hold. There was a sort of compounding
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interest accruing from squatters that gobbled up and intimately changed
the thoughtfully constructed Indigenous landscape.?

Tutelo, Saponi, Nanticoke, Conoy, Shawnee, and Delaware hunters, who
had been displaced from their ancestral homes over the previous few de-
cades and were now living in the Susquehanna River Valley, detested the
cascading problems squatters brought, arguing that these invaders “drove
away the Game and Spoiled the Indians Hunting” territory. Over forty
members “of ye Six Nations,” speaking on their tributaries’ behalf, similarly
complained that “your Settling heer In ye hart of our Cuntry has made our
Game scurse” and farmlands less productive. Such circumstances were det-
rimental. If anything “prevented us from hunting” they would not be able
to ensure the “Suport of our femelys much less providing any Skins to pur-
chess any Cloathing fer our Wifes & Children.” Many of their people, “now
very pour,” resorted to “beging for Some Reliufe,” requesting clothes “to
Cover thire Nackedness” and “powder & Lead” for hunting and “to prose-
cute ye Warr against our Enemys” for the very land and sovereign authority
that established their power and guaranteed access to European markets.®

Since sovereignty and survival intermixed, encroaching squatters made
“all ye Indian Nations Round you very Jelous that you have Some bad De-
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signs against them.”®* Native Americans also understood the complicated
origins of that “bad design.” According to one prominent Delaware, Teedy-
uscung, who had dealt with squatters before and had been displaced from
three homes in less than thirty years, it wasn’t just the squatters’ fault;
rather, it was “the proprietors, who have purchased their Lands from us
cheap,” turned around and “sold them too dear to poor People, and the In-
dians have suffered for it.” Without access to affordable land, colonists reg-
ularly encroached on what remained of Native American lands, altering the
landscape in ways that hindered “us from Hunting, the only Means left us
of getting our Livelihood.” He, like many others, knew it was all connected,
and that connection, he argued, was “the Foundation of our Uneasiness.”®

During the summer of 1749, when the Haudenosaunee, their tribu-
taries, and Pennsylvania government officials convened in Philadelphia,
they grappled with this systemic and intricate issue. The squatters west
of the Susquehanna River were merely a symptom. For the Haudenosaunee,

aware of their precarious position, the remedy seemed evident: Governor
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James Hamilton should forcibly remove the squatters and acknowledge
Haudenosaunee sovereignty over the land and people to the river’s west.
Additionally, the governor ought to ensure measures preventing the
squatters’ return, perhaps by making land east of the river more accessible
or easier to purchase for colonists. These actions would safeguard Haude-
nosaunee land temporarily and, if necessary, provide land they could sell
in the future. However, for the Haudenosaunee’s tributaries, any solution
posed significant challenges. Displaced from their ancestral homes due to
encroaching colonists and wars fought over land and sovereignty, their fu-
ture, not just the immediate one, rested on the decisions of their Haude-
nosaunee protectors and the Pennsylvania government, whose interests
rarely aligned with their own. Those conflicting interests challenged the
negotiations that summer for Hamilton, the Haudenosaunee, and their
proclaimed tributaries.®

Hamilton tried to use those interests to his advantage. Instead of di-
rectly addressing the Haudenosaunee requests and the concerns of their
tributaries, he attempted to leverage the squatter settlements to purchase
the disputed land to the west of the Susquehanna River. Simultaneously, he
pledged to issue a proclamation demanding that squatters leave the area.
This tactic could potentially benefit the province by obtaining desired land
for the proprietors and their land-speculating partners, who would profit
from the already developed land. Hamilton also hoped that the proclama-
tion, without immediate enforcement, would temporarily ease tensions
among the Native peoples and squatters living there. Some squatters might
even choose to purchase the improved land. Moreover, Hamilton’s plan
artfully recognized the Haudenosaunee’s control west of the Susquehanna
River, assuming their authority over their tributaries, maintaining the alli-
ance formed years ago—a relationship that Hamilton needed to preserve.®

For the Haudenosaunee delegates, such a purchase was out of the ques-
tion and the proclamation was not enough. They faced the same reality as
Governor Hamilton. Their hold over their tributaries, like Hamilton’s tenu-
ous grip over frontier squatters and speculators, was strained by war, spe-
cial interests, politics, and trade, and because of that the Haudenosaunee’s
position as the predominant powerbroker in North America was under

question. If the Haudenosaunee accepted Hamilton’s solution and sold that
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land it would instantly threaten their claim over tributaries there, paving
the way for the French and their Native allies to dominate the region. The
French and their Indigenous allies, after all, also offered the Haudeno-
saunee’s proclaimed tributaries protection, which, if successful, could
eclipse the power wielded by the Six Nations. In short, Hamilton’s solution
was fraught with difficulties.

Nevertheless, the Haudenosaunee also wanted to maintain their rela-
tionship with the Pennsylvanians. The Six Nations could not simply deny
Hamilton’s request, turn a blind eye to violence when his proclamation
failed, and abandon a fruitful alliance. Too much depended on a peaceful
relationship with the colony. It was a diplomatic tightrope that those few
Haudenosaunee delegates who came to the city in late June did not want
to walk. On July 4, 1749, after nearly a week of negotiation, they left Phil-
adelphia loaded with the gifts the proprietary government handed out but
without clearly resolving anything. Hamilton and the council, however,
thought they had carried the negotiation in the province’s favor, imagining
that gifts along with time and circumspection would bring the Haudeno-
saunee around to accepting their solution. The land west of the Susque-
hanna River seemed within their grasp.®

Time, however, was not on the colony’s side. The Haudenosaunee del-
egation that entered the city in late June only accounted for a small por-
tion of the representatives Onondaga sent to Philadelphia that summer.
In fact, as the delegation left the city, a much larger one was slowly making
its way to the city. This larger group was supposed to have traveled with the
other that spring, but delays and miscommunication (and a little factional-
ism) created some confusion. Nevertheless, in mid-July at Shamokin, both
delegations crossed paths and had the ability to prepare a thoughtful yet
forceful response to Governor Hamilton. By the time the second delegation
reached Philadelphia that August they were in no mood to hear about weak
proclamations and proprietary desires to purchase “the good Lands on
the West side of Sasquehanna.”®

Unlike the previous delegation, news of this one did create a stir in the
city. At first, both the governor and many of his advisors did not want to
welcome them, and they prepared to send messengers asking the delega-

tion to turn back. That rebuff might spell disaster, or so Hamilton was told
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by those more knowledgeable about Haudenosaunee diplomacy. It was all
a flurry and confusion in the city. Letters crisscrossed the colony and the
Atlantic Ocean, runners pervaded the city’s streets identifying larger ac-
commodations and acquiring another round of gifts. Soon newspapers and
magazines picked up the story, and they all described over “260 persons”
representing “eleven different nations,” specifically the “Senecas, Mohawks,
Cayugas, Oneidas, Tuscaroras, Shawonese, Nanticokes, Delawares, Mohi-
gans, and Tutelos” traveling to the city.”

This new delegation, Richard Peters whined, was far different than the
one that just preceded it. Not only was it larger but it included some of
the more prominent Haudenosaunee chiefs and speakers, such as Canassat-
ego, who colonists described as “tall, well-made,” “masculine,” and exceed-
ingly “strong” and “very active.”*® Peters was especially irritated because this
larger and more prominent delegation behaved “very rudely,” entering the
city and instantly demanding to “speak only to the Governor & Council” to
remind them that “by Treaties all white People were to have been hinder'd
from settling the Lands not purchased of Us.” Therefore, this new delega-
tion asserted that if settlers continued to encroach on Haudenosaunee land
west of the Susquehanna River, it either meant the colonists were no longer
“obedient to you,” which rendered Pennsylvania’s government useless, or
that colonists were doing so by “Instructions from the King or Proprietors,”
which threw into question the Haudenosaunee’s alliance with the entire
British Empire.®

Even the governor’s proclamation to remove squatters was suspect since
he must know that it would have “no better Effects . . . than former Ones of
the same nature.” To demonstrate a “better Regard” for the “Chain of Friend-
ship,” Canassatego demanded that Hamilton “use more vigorous measures &
forcibly remove” the squatters so that that “Country may be entirely Left va-
cant.” If he did not, Canassatego warned, the Six Nations could not “prevent
the sad Consequences which will otherwise ensue,” which the governor knew
meant “much Bloodshed.” Such a request required colonial authorities to rec-
ognize Haudenosaunee sovereignty and purposefully work, as “Brethren,” to
maintain the geographic boundaries demarcating sovereign powers.”

Despite this hardline approach, Canassatego was prepared to demon-

strate the Haudenosaunee’s continued friendship with the proprietary
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colony. Thoughtful diplomacy coupled with threats often had the desired
effect. In return for recognizing Haudenosaunee authority west of the
Susquehanna River, he proffered Hamilton a land deal east of the river.
The governor’s political and practical predicament was no secret to Canas-
satego, and he offered to sell the proprietors nearly 2 million acres of land
from the east side of the Susquehanna River all the way to the Delaware
River for a meager £500, or less than a shilling per acre. Canassatego knew
that his land deal was more than accommodating. “The Proprietors,” he ar-
gued, “receive immense Sums for the Lands we have sold to them.””

The governor, as Canassatego suspected, agreed to the land sale. Ham-
ilton also dropped but did not entirely abandon his effort to purchase the
land west of the Susquehanna River. Importantly, this sale reaffirmed
Haudenosaunee sovereignty over much of the Susquehanna River Valley.
The governor, happy with the sale, even agreed to send officials west of the
Susquehanna River to physically evict squatters.”

However, Canassatego’s land sale and the governor’s commitments came
with inherent issues. What of the Native peoples who still lived on the land
Canassatego had just sold? Although the Haudenosaunee deemed them
mere tributaries, they still had homes there, many of them ancient ones.
What would they do and where would they go? What about ordinary col-
onists now squatting west of the Susquehanna River? How would they
respond to physical removal? Would they fight back? More importantly,
would either colonial squatters or proclaimed Indigenous tributaries join
the growing chorus of voices questioning Haudenosaunee and proprietary
leadership? Could they, either of them, smarting from the agreements
made, start a new war? Such potential problems were exacerbated by the
fact that the Haudenosaunee were fighting similar battles from New York
to Virginia. It was, as Canassatego argued, an “extensive frontier,” and the
way everyone tried to solve the problems there did not fix but rather ex-
acerbated what Teedyuscung called the “Foundation of our Uneasiness,”
shaping the future of the many peoples who lived and fought for indepen-
dence, sovereignty, and survival along that frontier. In hindsight, 1749 was

a critical year.
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“Very Uneasy and Displeas’d”

DISPLACEMENT AND ALIENATION ON THE
HAUDENOSAUNEE FRONTIER, 1750-1754

HE AUGUST 1749 MEETING between the governor and over 260
Haudenosaunee and their diverse tributaries ended amicably
enough. To demonstrate “a substantial proof of your being welcome
to the People of this Province,” the proprietary government offered much
needed gifts including 140 shirts; 10 barrels each of gunpowder, lead, and
shot; over a dozen new guns; 36 hatchets; and a host of other goods such
as lace, scissors, beads, cloth, and ribbon. The Six Nations’ delegation also
offered Pennsylvania a gift by selling 2 million acres of land for far less than
they knew it was worth. Through those reciprocal gifts, the Haudenosaunee
and Pennsylvania officials left the council fire that summer thinking they
had established a better foundation for a lasting friendship and peace.
Foundations, while necessary, are not always strong. The one created in
the summer of 1749 was certainly not. As far as foundations go, this one
was hastily constructed atop an old one riddled with cracks that continued
to widen with stress, threatening to topple everything built on it. As a re-
sult, the meetings in the city that summer solved little. Squatters kept com-
ing, the proprietary government still clamored for more land, and many
of the Haudenosaunee’s tributaries were displaced moving both north and
west. Within five short years, the foundation was in shambles. New Native
confederations with new leaders rose to significance in both the Northern
Susquehanna River Valley and the Ohio River Valley alienated by Haudeno-
saunee authority and British power, and looking to pursue their own paths

to security through independence.

{43}
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The problems began almost immediately after the meetings in the summer
of 1749. Governor James Hamilton and his advisors waffled about removing
squatters west of the Susquehanna River. Although they had promised
Canassatego, they feared using force could spark internecine conflict or
at the very least give political ammunition to the proprietors’ opponents.
Meanwhile, squatters proliferated, and the Grand Council of Chiefs at
Onondaga grew tired of Hamilton’s inaction. Finally, after months of
prodding by the Onondaga Council and messages from Shamokin, the
governor and his council pieced together a removal effort.

Naturally, the Haudenosaunee and their tributaries were still wary
that whatever the governor and his advisors planned would “prove
like many former Attempts; the People will be put off now, and next Year
come again.” To ensure the Pennsylvanians made good on their prom-
ises, the Onondaga Council sent its own representatives to oversee the
removal. These were a relatively young yet significant group, including
the sons of the Oneida headman Shikellamy from Shamokin, as well as
Saiuchtowano, a “man of note” among the Six Nations, and Sattelihu, more
commonly known as Andrew Montour, a rising negotiator and go-between
who spoke Mohawk, Oneida, Wyandot, Delaware, Miami, and Shawnee, as
well as French and English. He was also the son of an Oneida war captain
charged with managing the Six Nations’ relationship with the Shawnee,
and more importantly, he was raised by his mother, Isabelle or Elizabeth
Couc, more popularly known as “Madam Montour,” who was of mixed
Indigenous (Algonquian) and French ancestry. Adopted by the Haudeno-
saunee at a young age, Madam Montour rose to significance as a multilin-
gual go-between, interpreter, and leader, favored by colonial governors,
European missionaries, and diplomats. After a successful stint as the “in-
trepretress” for New York’s governor Robert Hunter, she migrated to the
Northern Susquehanna River Valley in the late 1720s, and by the 1740s con-
trolled a large, multiethnic town on the West Branch of the Susquehanna
River called Otstonwakin. Not only did she garner significant respect from
both European and Indigenous nations, but her daughters, nieces, and
granddaughters became important leaders all across the Northern Susque-
hanna River Valley. The Montour name and legacy still endure from Penn-

sylvania to Canada through her descendants as well as the appropriated
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placenames of towns, rivers, businesses, and schools along the West and
North branches of the Susquehanna River.3

When these young yet important delegates made their way to the head-
waters of the Juniata, meeting Pennsylvania’s reticent government officials
on the road, they had demands. Not only did they want the squatters re-
moved but they “insisted on our burning the Cabbinl[s],” leaving a visible
warning to future squatters. Richard Peters, heading the removal effort,
noted that the Six Nations’ representatives “repeatedly” complained “that
their Hunting-ground was every Day more and more taken from them
and that there must infallibly arise Quarrels between their Warriors and
these Settlers, which would in the End break the Chain of Friendship.” Shi-
kellamy’s sons were the most direct, making it clear “that if all the Cabbins
were left standing” they “would conceive such a contemptible Opinion of
the Government” and “come themselves in the Winter, murder the people
and set the Houses on Fire.”

As the council chiefs, Haudenosaunee delegates, governor, and his ad-
visors all suspected, the removal effort was a disaster. At Juniata some co-
lonial settlers threatened to kill Peters and were only subdued when they
saw the Shikellamy brothers watching from a short distance away. Once
removed, those squatters added to a growing chorus of irritated colonial
voices disillusioned with a government that, they argued, kowtowed to
Native Americans and only worked to benefit elite speculators and those
involved in the lucrative Indian trade. That was a grievance that would con-
tinue to bedevil colonial politicians, the greater interests of the British Em-
pire, and any peaceful relationship with Native peoples for years to come.
One of the colonists removed from the area, the then eight-year-old Simon
Girty, perhaps remembering this moment, became part of American folk-
lore as a vengeful bogeyman terrorizing the backcountry.s

More significant was that the removal effort failed. It had barely begun
before Richard Peters tired of the business. The season was wet, rainy, and
cold, and then he got sick. It seems that whenever Peters left the city he
needed to find a doctor to be bled or to give him strong purgatives called
“Vomits” and other herbal remedies. In short, it was slow going, Peters was
irritable, he detested frontier accommodations, and he did not want to be

there in the first place. After he removed settlers and burned cabins on the
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Juniata he was ready to give up. When again confronted by angry colonists
as he trekked south of that river, some of whom the proprietary govern-
ment had actually encouraged to settle there because of a land dispute with
Maryland, he was done. Peters told those settlers that he would “decline
their removal & consult the Governors further pleasure,” and then made his
way home to the comforts of Philadelphia.®

Unsurprisingly, squatters returned to the Juniata in just a few months
and more arrived thereafter. In October, Peters complained that “the Peo-
ple over the Hills are combin’'d against the Government, are putting in
new Cropps & bid us Defiance.” Although irritated, government officials
like Peters did little but grumble, and the multiethnic Native peoples
who lived there suffered. Soon deeply disenchanted, they left the Juniata
for other quarters.

Native American discontent is understandable, given their repeated dis-
placement. For instance, the Conoy, who had long lived near the Potomac
River, became Haudenosaunee tributaries in the early eighteenth century,
relocating to the lower Susquehanna River Valley on land supposedly re-
served for them by the proprietors. However, “the settling of the white
People all round them had made Deer scarce, and that therefore they chose
to remove to Juniata for the benefit of hunting.” Yet again, they were “ill
used by the white People,” forcing another relocation. This history of uncer-
tainty made their future seem bleak. Unfortunately, individuals like Peters,
mirroring many colonial officials, showed little concern. It appeared that
after reaffirming friendship with the Six Nations, Native peoples such as
the Conoy were disregarded. Peters viewed those Indigenous people west
of the Susquehanna as the “Scum of the Earth,” describing them as a “mixed
dirty sort of People.”®

While squatters continued to pour across the Susquehanna River, Canas-
satego’s sale of land east of it also created havoc. When he sold to the pro-
prietors 2 million acres for a meager recompense he was gambling on the
future. He thought parting with that land could maintain Haudenosaunee
authority over the many and various Native tributaries living in what Ca-
nassatego saw as the Haudenosaunee’s “frontier Country,” especially north
and west of the Susquehanna River. Therefore, he stipulated to the gov-

ernor that he sold land to the east so “the People” who squatted west of
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the Susquehanna River would “go and settle” in this new purchase. Settlers
would be removed, have a motivation not to return, and Haudenosaunee
sovereignty would remain intact. Or so Canassatego hoped.?

Such a hope required not only a more successful removal effort than
what actually occurred but also changing entrenched proprietary land pol-
icies benefiting speculators so squatters could “go and settle” in the new
purchase. That would never happen. Once Canassatego sold that land,
the proprietors and their officials thought they could do with it what they
pleased. From the governor and his council’s perspective, the end of the
lengthy negotiations with Canassatego resulted in a legal transfer of land
that did not really require getting caught up in the rigmarole of how every-
one got there.*

Plus, the governor never exactly agreed to much during the proceedings.
He may have assented to forcibly evicting squatters and even sat, listened,
and went through the motions of the proceedings, but he had no intention
of incorporating any of what Canassatego said into the legal instrument
that would define the sale of land. That reality, coupled with the tenuous-
ness of Haudenosaunee sovereignty on either side of the Susquehanna
River, made Canassatego’s diplomatic maneuvers deeply problematic. Ev-
eryone involved should have seen the problems for the future. Most likely
they did and chose to ignore them. Easy fictions are more digestible than
hard truths.»

The Ohio Nations, a diverse group of Native peoples displaced due to
treaties, warfare, and diseases, were one of those hard truths, and they
were desperately looking for an opportunity to strengthen themselves and
their diplomatic position away from Onondaga. Like other Native nations
along the early American frontier, the Ohio Nations grappled with threats
to their land and survival. France vied for control of the Ohio Valley, while
in the summer of 1749, as the Haudenosaunee reaffirmed their ties with
land-hungry Pennsylvanians in Philadelphia, Virginia speculators began
surveying the frontier, including the Ohio Valley. These speculators claimed
that the Haudenosaunee had relinquished the valley to them on behalf
of their tributaries in 1744 and they now sought to validate that claim.”

Needless to say, the Ohio Nations had to do something to protect their

future because the Haudenosaunee showed little interest or ability to do
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FIGURE 5. Land purchases from Native Americans in Pennsylvania

so. Less than a month after Peters’s botched removal of squatters, the Ohio
Nations seized the moment and sent envoys to the Juniata Valley offering
the Native peoples who lived there land and protection if they joined the
Ohio Nations, thus increasing their strength. Many of the Ohio Nations,
especially the Delaware and Shawnee, envisioned the Ohio Nations’ terri-
tory as encompassing much of the Susquehanna River Valley including the
West Branch of the Susquehanna River, which they used for trade, travel,
and hunting. Moreover, the Ohio Nations claimed they would actually pro-
tect Native American interests and maintain control over a large and grow-
ing country. That argument was more than mere bluster. As a Cayuga chief
meeting with the governor of New France warned in May 1750, the Ohio
Valley was the home of “a Republic composed of all sorts of Nations.” Un-
surprisingly, some but certainly not all of the Haudenosaunee’s tributaries
living in the Juniata Valley found the Ohio Nations’ entreaties to join them
enticing and moved west. The others either stayed or trekked north to the
West and East Branches of the Susquehanna River, many of whom would
see the Ohio Nations as allies soon enough.™

The Ohio Nations used their growing numbers as leverage to assert their

authority and even independence from Onondaga. As the Ohio Nations



“VERY UNEASY AND DISPLEAS’'D” 49

explained in a message to Governor Hamilton, since they “have got many
to join us, and are become a great Body,” they should “be taken notice of as
such.” Frustrated with Haudenosaunee land sales, they demanded Pennsyl-
vania officials include them in any negotiations in the future. They espe-
cially wanted, they said, “Part of the Value” and a say over “any lands [that]
shall be sold.” The Pennsylvanians seriously considered it. Realizing the
strength of the Ohio Nations and fearful of the Virginians as much as
the French, some Pennsylvania officials thought recognizing the Ohio Na-
tions as an independent people and thus gaining them as allies could create
a sort of counterweight west of the Appalachian Mountains to rival other
colonies and empires looking to take hold of the land.*

This was not the first time Pennsylvania officials dealt with the Ohio Na-
tions, but they often skirted around the edges of any public recognition
of that peoples’ independence from the Six Nations, which was relatively
easy to do early on. A number of Seneca and Cayuga had moved to the Ohio
Valley years earlier. Some of them the Onondaga Council recognized as
viceroys or “Half-Kings,” but over time those viceroys began to associate
more with the displaced people in the Ohio Valley and less with the Six
Nations at Onondaga. Yet, the existence of these Haudenosaunee viceroys
allowed Pennsylvania officials to refer to the Ohio peoples as “Brethren of
the Six Nations,” artfully blurring the distinction between Haudenosaunee
leaders who lived and spoke for the people in Ohio with those who spoke
on behalf of Onondaga.*®

By midcentury, that distinction was much harder to keep up and pos-
ing diplomatic problems that the savviest of colonial officials had difficulty
navigating. The Ohio Nations had become “a people of Note, & are grown
very numerous,” one official explained, which, he thought, required recog-
nizing their difference from the Six Nations.” Regardless of how necessary
such a change seemed, it was a difficult position to take as it would surely
irritate the Six Nations, who “did not like” it when any colony made “trea-
ties with these Indians, whom they called Hunters, and young and giddy
Men and Children.” The Six Nations “were their Fathers, and if the English
wanted anything from these childish People they must first speak to their
Fathers.”® Whatever the Pennsylvanians chose to do diplomatically with

the Ohio Nations, then, could alienate one or the other peoples.
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The Ohio Nations were only part of the problem for the Onondaga
Council and the colony of Pennsylvania. Canassatego’s 1749 land sale also
alienated the Native nations east of the Susquehanna River. That was espe-
cially risky since there were a host of people who called that land home.
Delaware, Munsee, Shawnee, Nanticoke, Tutelo, Mohican, and a num-
ber of other Native peoples had moved, been displaced to, or had ancient
claims there. When Canassatego sold that land, the people who lived there,
like the Native peoples living along the Juniata, had few options but to fight
or remove north and west, potentially adding to a growing and resentful
populations. That problem became evident when the colonial government
tried to physically establish its claim to the land it purchased from Canas-
satego, letting loose deep-seated animosities in the process.

Unlike Hamilton’s dillydallying over the removal of squatters, it took him
less than a month to commission a deputy to survey the new purchase “for
the Proprietaries Use.” That surveyor, Edward Scull, accompanied by a jus-
tice of the peace and three others, barely made it “within the late Purchase”
before they were “overtook” by, Scull guessed, two Munsee, Mohican, or
Esopus Indians “sent by their King Tattenhick.” Scull should have known
this would happen. Surveyors with their chains, logbooks, and compasses
were long a source of contention in Indian country. Many Native peoples
called a surveyor’s compass a “Land Stealer.”* Yet, Scull was still somehow
stunned that he had been challenged, demanding a meeting with the king,
who, he was informed, “could speak English.”>

The next day, gaining an audience with Tattenhick, Scull, far from re-
spectful, instantly berated the king for stopping him from “surveying the
Land.” Scull also “informed him” that the Haudenosaunee had sold this land
to the proprietors, waving the “Draught of the Purchase” and the “Deed” in
front of the leader’s face. Mustering all the specters of authority he could,
Scull imperiously asked “Tattenhick to give him a positive answer whether
he was determined to oppose him in the Execution of the Governor’s Or-
ders” based on a “Deed” from the Six Nations.>

Scull may have believed in the governor’s power and Haudenosaunee
sovereignty, but Tattenhick did not. According to the king, this land “be-
longed to him and his People.” If the Six Nations “had disposed of it they
had done what they had no Right to do.” Two days later, Tattenhick and
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“six Indians with their Guns” surrounded the surveyor and his party, “in-
sisting on our leaving the Parts, which we did the same day.” While Scull
could not positively communicate who he encountered, modern scholars
have identified King Tattenhick as a Delaware leader who would soon be
known as Teedyuscung and rise to significance in the Northern Susque-
hanna River Valley, seriously challenging both the Six Nations and the
proprietary colony.?

His resistance reflected nearly fifty years of experience that not only
shaped his response to Scull but also defined the rest of his life. Born around
1700 near modern-day Trenton, New Jersey, this Delaware leader, who early
on was known to colonists as “Honest John,” spent his formative years with
his father, a Captain Harris, fighting against colonial encroachment in West
Jersey and trying to eke out a living selling homemade brooms and baskets.
By 1730, Captain Harris and his family, including Honest John, irritated by
colonial settlers and unable to achieve a dependable subsistence, resettled
his family west of the Delaware River in the Lehigh Valley.”

Although the Delaware River served and still serves as a boundary be-
tween Pennsylvania and New Jersey, it did not hold the same jurisdictional
significance for the Delaware. Moreover, their move elevated the status of
Honest John’s family. His father became the chief or sachem of a growing
multiethnic village at Pocopoco near modern-day Jim Thorpe, Pennsylva-
nia. Honest John’s older half-brother, called Captain John, also became a
leading figure in the neighboring town of Welagameka.*

Such positions mattered. Although the Pennsylvania government and
Onondaga Council often tried to interfere with Delaware governance by
elevating one “king” to negotiate on the Delaware’s behalf, local sachems
and village elders continued to hold most of the power. To be sure, some
of those village sachems and elders rose to significance beyond their local
communities, receiving the respect of multiple villages, but that status was
acquired organically rather than by the fiat of a colonial governor or repre-
sentatives from Onondaga. Even then, the power chiefs wielded was never
absolute but had to reflect the needs, wants, and interests of the larger
community. “A chief,” one Moravian missionary noted, “may not presume
to rule over the people as in that case he would immediately be forsaken by
the whole tribe.”»
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The towns led by Honest John’s family at Pocopoco and Welagameka
quickly became the center of a large and prosperous community of Dela-
ware, Munsee, and refugee Shawnee, Tutelo, and Mohican people. It was
here that Honest John created a new life, forging alliances and communal
ties with other Native peoples. It was also there that he created connec-
tions with other prominent Delaware leaders such as his uncle, Nutimus,
who had migrated from West Jersey many years earlier. Not only was Nuti-
mus the sachem of a large village in the Lehigh River Valley, but because of
his outspoken dedication to the Delaware people, rather than what either
the Pennsylvanians or Onondaga wanted, he garnered significant influence
with many of the Delaware and other refugee communities living in the
valley. Honest John respected Nutimus, and he, and eventually his sons,
looked to Nutimus for guidance throughout their lives. It was around this
time that Nutimus also began grooming Honest John to become a signifi-
cant leader in his own right.*

Despite the prosperity of those first few years in the Lehigh Valley, it
did not take long before Honest John and his family experienced the same
problems they faced in West Jersey. By 1734, just four years after their ar-
rival, colonial settlers began to invade the Lehigh Valley. One year later sur-
veyors clandestinely made their way to that valley, and then Pennsylvania’s
land agent, James Logan, started selling off the surveyed land to specula-
tors. Some speculators like William Allen, who claimed thousands of acres
in the area, had begun their acquisitions nearly a decade earlier.”

Logan also had interests there. He had purchased a dubious deed to a
potentially lucrative iron deposit on Nutimus’s land from a local Delaware
who had no right to sell that land in the first place. That was often how
colonists like Logan operated, treating individual Native people from a par-
ticular nation as if they had the authority to sell all or most of their people’s
lands. When those purchases didn’t work out, which they rarely did, co-
lonial officials used those sales to take whole nations to task for failing to
uphold “original” agreements. Often colonial officials did all of this in the
hopes of initiating a new and larger land sale to confirm the legitimacy of
the “original” dubious purchase. It was a vicious cycle that most aggressive
speculators knew was a long con that could alienate Native peoples, but

they did it anyway.*®
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Regardless of Logan’s chicanery, he had excited the proprietors, who
began making plans to establish thousands of acres in the Lehigh Valley as
their own manors populated by rent-paying tenants. It was a land baron’s
dream. Soon the indebted sons of William Penn began imagining windfall
profits. Nudged by Logan, the prospects became so alluring that the propri-
etors claimed legal title to all of the Lehigh Valley by using a questionable
“deed” that had no signatures, signs, or seals supposedly negotiated with
the Delaware by William Penn in 1686, which culminated in the now infa-
mous “Walking Purchase” of 1737.*

News of this purported deed rocked the Native American communities
in the Lehigh Valley, though everyone knew it was a sham. That “deed,” or at
least what we now know was the basis of it, had been clarified during a well-
documented meeting among William Penn, James Logan, and Delaware
leaders way back in 1700. Since that year, numerous private transactions
had confirmed its settled status. Yet the Penns, through Logan, brandished
the same “deed” again in the 1730s to extend Pennsylvania’s jurisdiction
over the Lehigh Valley. Honest John’s new home was in danger.>®

The pressure to resist Pennsylvania’s designs was immense. In con-
ference after conference, Delaware leaders such as Nutimus and Captain
Harris questioned the legitimacy of the deed and tried to reason with pro-
prietary officials. Finally, after much back and forth and a lot of tension,
they came to an agreement. The Delaware acquiesced to ceding the Penn
brothers some land but not all of what the proprietors wanted or claimed.
Instead of a boundary north of the Kittatinny Mountains (the northern
boundary of the Lehigh Valley), the Delaware agreed to a more southerly
one around Tohiccon Creek, which was basically the same boundary agreed
to in 1700. The exact line, however, according to the new agreement, would
still need to be charted by a day and a half’s walk.>*

For their part, the Delaware thought the walk a mere formality. Not only
were “walks” standard units of measurement in early land sales, but Penn-
sylvania’s walkers, Delaware leaders believed, would “follow the Course of
the [Delaware] River till they came to Tohiccon Creek & then” would “fol-
low the Course of said Creek till they finish'd their Journey.” At the con-
ference establishing the necessity of the walk, Logan even produced a map

that made it seem as if the walkers would follow Tohiccon Creek. That
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map, however, did not include clear geographical markers. What Delaware
leaders thought was Tohiccon Creek was actually a northern section of
the Lehigh River. With that map and the agreement made, the Penns and
their land agents commissioned some of the fastest runners in the prov-
ince, some of whom were known to be men of “ill fame,” to “walk” the new
boundary along paths speculators hired people to clear and chart. By the
end of that day-and-a-half “walk,” Pennsylvania laid claim to over 1 million
acres encompassing most of the Lehigh Valley.>*

Honest John, with his father, brothers, and probably two sons, partici-
pated in several meetings between the Delaware and Pennsylvania officials
opposing the “Walking Purchase.” Despite the Delaware’s claims that they
hadn’t sold the land and that the “walk” was unfair, Pennsylvania remained
obstinate. Throughout these meetings, Honest John witnessed Pennsylva-
nia officials disparaging Nutimus, Captain Harris, and the Delaware com-
munity in general. In one such instance, James Logan openly criticized
Nutimus, branding him “weak” and “knavish,” belittling the significance of
the Delaware people. In another meeting, Logan depicted Nutimus as no
bigger than his pinkie finger while asserting himself as “a great, big man”
by stretching his arms wide. Logan also implied that failure to agree to the
land sale could lead to Delawares’ isolation from trade or worse. This manip-
ulative tactic was Logan’s well-honed strategy. A decade earlier, he had used
similar deceitful and forceful tactics to dispossess Delaware, Shawnee, and
some Conoy along the Schuylkill River and Brandywine Creek. Although
those nations had initially resisted, speculators and squatters inundated
the land, and the Native peoples left their homes for both the Ohio and
Northern Susquehanna River Valleys.®

Refusing to share a similar fate, Nutimus and other Delaware leaders
appealed to the Six Nations for help. Not only did the Delaware regularly
invite other Native nations to witness treaties and land sales, even granting
them a share of the proceeds, but the Delaware often referred to the Six
Nations as their “Uncles,” a kinship term that represented the Haudeno-
saunee’s power but also signified a connection and alliance. Native peoples
used kinship terms to describe a host of positions and relationships in and
among Native communities and with Europeans. Native peoples often
called the British “brother” or the French “father.” The Shawnee, Nanticoke,
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and Conoy referred to the Delaware as “grandfathers.” But the status con-
veyed by these various kinship terms did not mean the subjugation of those
who used them. Instead, those terms were meant to represent mutual re-
spect and responsibilities expected of kin. Despite the Delaware’s relation-
ship with the Haudenosaunee, they were sadly disappointed in how their
uncles responded.*

Just a year before the “Walking Purchase,” the Six Nations had engaged
in a conference with the Pennsylvanians convened by Logan to strengthen
their ties with the proprietary government. This timing was deliberate.
Frustrated by resistance from local Native Americans like Nutimus, James
Logan courted the Six Nations, who were more open to the Penns’ land as-
pirations. Leveraging his rapport with Shikellamy, a Haudenosaunee vice-
roy overseeing the Susquehanna River Valley, Logan, along with proprietors
Thomas Penn, then visiting the colonies, and his older brother John (who
made a surprise trip to avoid his creditors), organized “a great Treaty,” a
“League and Chain of Friendship and Brotherhood.” This agreement not
only created a grand alliance but also asserted the Haudenosaunee’s sover-
eignty over the “Delawares, Canayes, & the other Indians living on Sasque-
hanna.” According to the Onondaga Council, the proprietors, and officials,
this treaty solidified the Six Nations’ control over land “within” Pennsylva-
nia but “not purchased of the Indians.” During the same meeting, Logan
persuaded the Six Nations to relinquish their claim to the Lehigh Valley,
setting the stage for the “Walking Purchase.”

Ecstatic with what Logan had accomplished, Thomas Penn decided he
would do everything in his power “to strengthen the hands of the Six Na-
tions, and enable them to be the better answerable for their Tributaries.”®
For good reason, that relationship and the land deals it instigated turned
the Penns’ total profits from land sales from a meager £12,610 between 1701
and 1736 to a staggering £214,709 thereafter, equivalent in today’s Ameri-
can dollars to $27,095,766, which at that time would have required a skilled
tradesman to work more than 2 million days to earn. The funding to but-
tress the Penns’ aristocratic pretensions had been achieved through and
by the “Great Treaty” with the Six Nations in 1736.3

When the Delaware went to the Haudenosaunee for help with the Walk-
ing Purchase after that treaty, then, Logan and the proprietors held most of
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the cards. The Haudenosaunee could not disclaim their earlier agreement to
cede the Lehigh Valley. If they did, they would undermine their diplomatic
position by throwing into question the extent of their sovereign authority
on either side of the Susquehanna River. As a result, during a meeting at
Philadelphia in 1742 between the Six Nations, the Delaware, and the Penn-
sylvanians to settle the legitimacy of the Walking Purchase, Onondaga’s
representatives, Shikellamy and Canassatego, but particularly the latter,
formally backed that purchase, confirming the dispossession of Nutimus,
Honest John, his family, and the many other refugee peoples living in the
Lehigh Valley.®®

Perhaps all the more galling for Honest John and the many others af-
fected by this meeting was that the Haudenosaunee speakers not only
supported Pennsylvania but upbraided the Delaware leaders who resisted.
Canassatego, speaking on behalf of the Six Nations, addressed “our Cous-
ins the Delawares” as “a very unruly People.” He wanted to take them all
“by the Hair of the Head” and shake them “severely till you recover your
Senses and become Sober.” The Delaware’s land, Canassatego argued, “is
gone”; it went through their “guts” when they signed it away on Logan’s
deed. Therefore he “charge[d] them to remove instantly” to the Northern
Susquehanna River Valley at “Wyomin or Shamokin” where “we shall have
you more under our Eye.” His demand, he argued, was final: “We don’t
give you the liberty to think about it.” Nor, Canassatego claimed, could
they or “any who shall descend from you” ever “meddle in Land Affairs”
again. They were a “conquer’d” people, “made Women” and “Children” of
the Haudenosaunee.®

That conquest never actually occurred. It was a fiction rooted in the
“Great Treaty” with Pennsylvania. Moreover, Canassatego’s use of terms
like “Women” and “Children” to describe the Delaware was ambiguous
considering the matrilineal culture and the importance of kinship for both
the Delaware and Haudenosaunee. Yet, the terms Canassatego used were
also situational, based on audience. In this scenario, in front of patriarchal
Pennsylvanians, Canassatego clearly meant the Delaware were a subjugated
people. As one important colonial interpreter thought, such kinship terms

signify “a Subject or one that is under Command.”* Thus began Honest



“VERY UNEASY AND DISPLEAS’'D” 57

John’s long experience with the combined power of the Pennsylvania gov-
ernment and Onondaga.

After the “Walking Purchase,” Honest John and many but not all of
the Native peoples living in the Lehigh Valley dispersed. While his older
half-brother, Captain John, refused to move, hoping to purchase his land
outright from the Pennsylvanians, some, like his uncle Nutimus, followed
Canassatego’s directive and moved to the Northern Susquehanna River
Valley. Others, like his brother Captain Peter (also known as Young Cap-
tain Harris), moved to the Ohio Valley, and still others, including Honest
John himself, moved northeast, remaining on what was left of Delaware
land just beyond the new boundary. This new home is where Honest John
was when Canassatego sold that land in the summer of 1749. Given Honest
John’s longer history, it is no surprise that he fought back, questioned the
legitimacy of Haudenosaunee claims, and forced Pennsylvania’s surveyor to
abandon the area.*

Although initially successful in driving off Scull and his retinue, Hon-
est John’s resistance was short-lived. Like many others who encountered
colonial land hunger and Haudenosaunee land sales, he was quickly over-
whelmed by squatters and surveyors. Later that same year, or in early
spring 1750, he left the home he had defended, making his way to a Chris-
tian Moravian mission town in the Lehigh Valley erected on land stolen
from his people and purchased from speculators, in this case William Allen,
where he was baptized, adopting the Christian name Gideon, a name with
a militant origin in the Christian Bible’s Book of Judges, and surely no
coincidence.

The multiple names used by Honest John thus far might seem confus-
ing, but an individual with several names was relatively normal for Native
peoples. Names rarely signified an internal personal identity granted at
birth and kept forever but rather changed to reflect the particular social
role and even power of that individual for the larger community and in the
outside world. Even personal pronouns like “I” or “me” meant more in Na-
tive languages than the individual using it. “I am” in Lenape, for example,
meant “I am the body of a man” or “my body is a Lenape.” Delaware men

also had at least two names in their lifetimes. The first, accorded by their
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parents around the age of six or seven, designated kinship connections as
well as their possibilities for the future. The second was conferred by the
larger community at a ceremony when they reached adulthood. Native
peoples could also obtain new names as their social positions changed.
Names were both fluid and powerful .4

Native peoples also used and accepted names given them by Europeans,
such as Honest John. But therein lies a significant problem for any mod-
ern researcher trying to unearth the history and stories of individual Na-
tive peoples from sources written, curated, and edited by Europeans who
often favored Christianized Native American names over Indigenous ones.
Perhaps Honest John was known in Native communities as Tattenhick/
Tatteneskund (as some spelled it) since his coming of age.** He could have
also been known as something entirely lost to history, but we will never
know for sure.

Honest John/Tattenhick turned Gideon, hoping his new name signify-
ing his Christian conversion would provide security for the future, settled
at Gnadenhutten, forging more connections with colonists as well as mul-
tiethnic Algonquin- and Siouan-speaking peoples. Like everything else in
his life to that point, that too proved temporary. According to the Moravian
minister who baptized him, Gideon did not conform to the strictures of
the Christian mission. He was “a great sinner.”# Just four years later, 1754,
he left the mission town dissatisfied and moved northwest to Wyoming
where he was identified by the name or at least the spelling of it most
known to history, Teedyuscung, a name that some colonists translated as
“one who makes the earth tremble,” a significant transition for someone
who once sold brooms called Honest John.#

Just because Teedyuscung eventually moved to Wyoming as Canassat-
ego demanded years earlier does not mean he acquiesced to the author-
ity of Onondaga. After all, the Six Nations were one of reasons he had to
keep moving. As he explained much later, the Haudenosaunee, or “Min-
quas” as he called them, meaning “treacherous” in Delaware, “took us by the
Hair of the Head, and removed Us off the Land: upon which, many of our
People went to Allegheny, and others high up Susquehanna, very uneasy
and displeas’d.” Once “high up Susquehanna” in Wyoming, Teedyuscung
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consistently fought with Haudenosaunee overseers about the land he
now lived on as well as the past deals that had dispossessed him and
his family.+

Tensions were so great that most Haudenosaunee representatives re-
fused to even speak to him. When Teedyuscung did get a chance to meet
with Six Nations’ leaders they rebuked him for his recalcitrance. Just a
year after his arrival at Wyoming, Teedyuscung obviously stirred the pot.
Canyase, a Mohawk chief and “principal councilor” of the Six Nations, irri-
tated with Teedyuscung, upbraided him. “We, the Mohocks, are Men; we
are made so from above,” he scolded Teedyuscung, “but the Delawares are
Women and under our Protection, and of too low a kind to be Men.” There-
fore, Canyase wanted Teedyuscung to remember his people’s place and “sit
down and enjoy peaceably the Lands” the Six Nations “permitted them.”
Teedyuscung would not “sit down.”#® The tables were turning on the Six
Nations. By the time Teedyuscung moved to the Northern Susquehanna
River Valley, it seemed as if displaced and displeased Native Americans were
“daily flocking there from all parts.” Teedyuscung would use those growing
numbers to his and his people’s advantage.+

Despite all the benefits and sweeping claims of the proceedings between
the Pennsylvanians and the Haudenosaunee that dispossessed Teedyus-
cung and many others, old animosities remained and threatened to upend
the power of Onondaga over their tributaries and the future of the pro-
prietary colony. This was especially true as more and more tributaries
were systematically displaced. While some of the peoples who relocated to
the Northern Susquehanna River Valley or to the Ohio Valley recognized
Onondaga’s authority when it was mutually beneficial, they also resisted
when Onondaga did not make good on its promises of protection. That pro-
tection, though, waned as the Haudenosaunee came to rely on their Euro-
pean allies for trade, authority, and survival, which ultimately required the
use of land sales, and each new deed dispossessed and displaced more
and more people.>®

Haudenosaunee land sales proved tricky for everyone involved. Not only
did they dispossess numerous Indigenous people but they exacerbated the

pressures white settlers placed on the land the Haudenosaunee and their
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tributaries still claimed. Despite their alliance with Pennsylvania, the
Grand Council of Chiefs at Onondaga could not change proprietary land
policies that benefited speculators, which only resulted in more squatters
inundating Native American land on the periphery of each new purchase,
causing massive disturbances across the extensive Haudenosaunee fron-
tier.s* Squatters were like rippling waves erupting in the aftermath of a
stone thrown in a pond. By the time Teedyuscung ventured to Wyoming
not only was the Juniata occupied by squatters regardless of the Pennsylva-
nia government’s promises but the Ohio Valley was crawling with Virginia
surveyors, Pennsylvania traders, and French officers, and Shamokin and
the rest of the Northern Susquehanna River Valley at the edge of the 1749
purchase was under threat.>

Feeling besieged and disillusioned, some unknown members of the Six
Nations, perhaps pro-French sympathizers irritated by Canassatego’s ac-
quiescence to British land hunger, assassinated the prominent Onondaga
speaker.?3 Just as significant, Pennsylvania’s old ally, Shikellamy, had also
passed away from natural causes. Both deaths resulted in the elevation of
new leaders, such as Canassatego’s successor, Tohaswuchdioony, an Onon-
daga chief also known as The Belt, who had converted to Catholicism and
had close ties with the French. Even Shikellamy’s successor, his own son,
John Shikellamy, looked uneasily at Pennsylvania.>

The younger Shikellamy increasingly indicated that the Northern
Susquehanna River Valley was off limits. That land was not only “some
of their best hunting Ground” but the home of the displaced people the
Haudenosaunee claimed as tributaries. “No White Men,” he told Pennsylva-
nia officials, “should come and settle there.” Really, he had to resist further
white encroachment. John Shikellamy was not the only person of authority
in the valley. Teedyuscung, “uneasy and displeas’d,” was also rising to sig-
nificance. Within two short years of his arrival in Wyoming, Teedyuscung
would again be a “king,” but this time representing a much larger coalition
of alienated Native nations, rivaling Shikellamy’s authority and with it the

suzerainty of Onondaga over the Northern Susquehanna River Valley.
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“Bird on a Bow”

THE RISE OF THE SUSQUEHANNA NATIONS AND
A WAR FOR INDEPENDENCE IN THE NORTHERN
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER VALLEY, 1754—-1758

ESPITE THE RISE OF Teedyuscung as well as the changing outlook

from Onondaga and its regional satellite town, Shamokin, Penn-

sylvania’s proprietors and their land-speculating allies refused to
abandon their aspirations to acquire the Northern Susquehanna River Val-
ley. In fact, their desires only grew when they found the land sold by Canas-
satego east of the Susquehanna River too rocky and insufficient and then
learned of squatters trekking north toward more desirable land. Some of
those squatter claims supposedly included rich iron and silver deposits, one
of which Teedyuscung lived near at Wyoming. Moreover, there were con-
stant murmurs that land companies from Virginia and Connecticut sought
to extend their claims north and west of the Susquehanna River. There were
even rumors that the French wanted to build a fort at Shamokin. If any of
these projects were to succeed, the vast land granted to the Penns by King
Charles IT would be limited to the east side of the Susquehanna River and
south of that river’s East Branch. The proprietors’ boom years could be com-
ing to an end.*

Thomas Penn tried to safeguard his and his colony’s future with another
large land purchase from the Six Nations at a congress held at Albany,
New York, in the summer of 1754. The Albany Congress, although popu-
larly known to history as an intercolonial meeting at which the famous
Benjamin Franklin proposed a grand colonial union, exhorting colonists,

faced with a new war with France, to either “Join or Die,” was also, and

{61}
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more importantly at the time, a meeting between colonial officials and the
Haudenosaunee. As had been the case during King George’s War, colonial
officials sought Haudenosaunee help to counterbalance the imperial am-
bitions of France. They also wanted if possible to purchase more land. For
Pennsylvania’s proprietors the latter more than the former was the purpose
of it all.?

Penn, who was obviously worried about the French, was just if not more
concerned about the ambitions of his British colonial neighbors, especially
Virginia and Connecticut. The Albany Congress, he thought, provided
a kind of theatrical stage where he could publicly shore up his claims to a
vast and profitable colony before an intercolonial audience. In his instruc-
tions to his agents attending the Albany Congress, especially his nephew
John Penn and his secretary, Richard Peters, he urged them “to try, by all
the means in their power to make a Purchase, and the Larger the better.”
Maybe they could even broker a deal with the Six Nations to buy “either
the whole Province, or so much as to take in the Western Branch of the
Susquehannah, called in their Language Senaxse.” Most important of all,
he wanted whatever purchase his agents accomplished to be included in
the public record of the entire congress, thus deterring the aspirations of
Virginia and Connecticut in one fell swoop.3

To Thomas Penn’s and his agents’ dismay, the Mohawk dominated the
proceedings at Albany on behalf of the Six Nations. This was not a scenario
the proprietors expected. In the previous few months, the proprietors’
agents had cajoled Shikellamy’s sons to attend the meeting and help nego-
tiate the land deal the proprietors wanted. It seemed a sure thing. Yet, now
the Mohawk rather than the Haudenosaunee leaders aligned with Penn-
sylvania controlled the meeting. In the short history of the relationship
between the Haudenosaunee and Pennsylvania, the Mohawk had often de-
rided the duplicity of the “Pens,” preferring to deal with their neighbors in
New York. When the Haudenosaunee and Pennsylvanians created Philadel-
phia’s council fire in the 1730s, for example, the Mohawk were noticeably
absent, and even after that rarely made their way to the city to negotiate,
trade, or even speak to the Pennsylvanians. Although proprietary repre-
sentatives tried to work around the Mohawk at Albany by negotiating, or

bribing, some of their old Haudenosaunee acquaintances and allies, it had
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little effect. Some Haudenosaunee representatives may have been disposed
to the sale Penn wanted, but the Oneida absolutely refused to make a “final
Determination” on any land sale “till the Arrival of the Mohocks.” In sum,
if Penn and his agents wanted to broker a deal, they had to go through
the Mohawk.s

Fortunately for the Pennsylvanians, strained relations with New York
pushed the Mohawk to pursue new alliances, especially the trade and bene-
fits such connections offered. This made them more than willing to sell land
situated in what Thomas Penn regarded as the northern and western re-
gions of Pennsylvania. However, Hendrick, a significant leader among the
Canajoharie Mohawk and a key Haudenosaunee spokesperson at the Al-
bany Congress, initially resisted the Pennsylvanians’ land requests. During
discussions, Hendrick advised against selling “as much as they [the Penns]
intended” and insisted on retaining the West Branch of the Susquehanna.
That land was where “our Bones are scattered” and where they could “settle
such of our Nations” who “shall come to us from the Ohio, or any others
who shall deserve to be in our Alliance.” Nevertheless, through prolonged
negotiations and outright bribery, Hendrick eventually agreed. He sold the
Penns much of “Senaxse” and a stretch of land west of the Susquehanna to
the Ohio for four hundred pounds, plus five hundred pounds in gifts. They
also made an agreement for additional compensation on colonists’ settle-
ment in the region north and west of the Alleghany Mountains. Overall, the
original Albany agreement covered about 23,500 square miles, comprising
over 50 percent of present-day Pennsylvania.®

As had happened in the past, neither the proprietary agents nor the
Haudenosaunee delegates took into consideration the various peoples who
actually inhabited thatland. Complicating matters further, less than a week
after the new land sale to the Pennsylvanians, Hendrick and other Six Na-
tions headmen sold to John Lydius, an experienced land-jobber acting on
behalf of Connecticut speculators, land in the Northern Susquehanna River
Valley that overlapped with Pennsylvania’s purchase and claims—the same
land, moreover, that the Six Nations provided for the Delaware, Shawnee,
Mobhican, Nanticoke, and Conoy most recently displaced from the Schuylkill
River, Brandywine Creek, and Lehigh Valley. Although the Grand Council at

Onondaga would later disclaim both sales, and Pennsylvania’s proprietors
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would have to give much of this purchase back a few years later, especially
Senaxse and the land west of the Alleghany Mountains, the damage had
been done. Wars for independence in both the Ohio and Northern Susque-

hanna River Valleys loomed on the horizon.

Within a few months of the Albany Congress, Pennsylvania speculators
gobbled up what land they could in the new purchase. The prospects were
so alluring that some speculators did not even wait for the sale to become
official before they started maneuvering. William Allen, for instance,
bragged to a friend about how he knew beforehand that the proprietors
would obtain “a new Indian Purchase” at Albany and how he was able to
use that knowledge to dupe an unsuspecting family in England into selling
him “all the good Land” in the upcoming purchase for next to nothing.
Apparently, that family owned a claim to about eight thousand acres of land
west of the Susquehanna River procured years earlier from the proprietary
family in need of quick cash. Such claims to Native American lands were
ubiquitous in Pennsylvania. Yet, in all such circumstances, such holdings
were basically useless until the land was actually purchased from Native
Americans.?

Allen offered the unsuspecting family eight hundred pounds for their
eight thousand acres, which he told them was an excellent deal because
“they never will make more it.” He, after all, would assume the potential
risk, and besides, they had been holding onto it for so long without any rec-
ompense. They agreed, and with that early deal completed, Allen practically
salivated over the profits to be made. It was not long before Allen went to
the proprietary land office to make his purchase official and acquire more,
but once he got there he must have quickly realized that he was not alone.
Richard Peters was also maneuvering at the land office to make some prof-
itable investments. Working with the sons of Pennsylvania’s Indian agent,
Conrad Weiser, Peters laid claim to thousands of acres of land west of the
Susquehanna River, some of the same land he had traversed a few years
earlier evicting squatters and burning cabins.*

Speculators like Allen and Peters were not the only colonists looking to

benefit from the Albany Congress purchase. Squatters had been moving
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to that land for years, but as news and gossip about the prospects of a new
purchase gripped the colony, squatters swarmed. For example, Jacob Bey-
erly and about forty other German families working with him tried to as-
sert their right to “all Shamokin,” going so far as to carve their names on
the clapboards of a house to “forwarn everybody from this place.” Irritated
by ubiquitous “freebooters,” William Allen complained that squatters had
taken most of the “good lands” available, calculating that he owned roughly
“thirty thousand acres . . . which is mostly occupied by these villains.” Like
Allen, Peters was also complaining about squatters on the lands he wanted
or owned. When the Weiser brothers made their way to the Susquehanna
River Valley on Peters’s behalf, they found squatter families everywhere.
Even the “trees” were “marked with 3 or 4 peoples names,” the usual process
by which squatters indicated the boundaries of their illegal claims. While
speculators like Allen or Peters found squatters frustrating, it must have
been infuriating for Native peoples as they watched white colonists build
cabins and hack their initials into trees while surveyors with chains, com-
passes, and logbooks poured over Native land sold away to the Pennsylva-
nians by their supposed Haudenosaunee uncles.*

What happened next should come as no surprise. In October 1755, just
over a year after the Albany Congress, many of the displaced Native peoples
now living in the Ohio Valley (a large swath of which Penn also purchased
at Albany from the Haudenosaunee) ignored Onondaga’s calls for peace, as-
serted their independence, and went to war. The Ohio Nations were angry,
one British official frantically reported, and would “act for themselves att
this time without Consulting ye Onondago Council.”*

The Ohio Nations’ first military foray was no coincidence. Coordinated by
Shingas, the prominent war chief of the Ohio Delaware, who colonists called
“Shingas the Terrible,” warriors from the Ohio Nations descended on the
colonial settlements immediately west of the Susquehanna River near
the Juniata River and Penn’s Creek. As the Shikellamy brothers had warned
Richard Peters years earlier, they “killed, scalped, and carried away all the
men, women, and children” and “burned up” the homes where the inhabi-
tants sought refuge. One Pennsylvanian was found “on his back barbarously
burnt and two Tomhawks sticking in his forehead” next to the smoldering

ashes of his home. Like those squatters who claimed their land rights by
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marking trees, “one of the Tomhawks” wedged in the man’s head was “marked
newly W. D.” Thus began, in earnest, the Seven Years’ War in Pennsylvania.®

The Seven Years’ War, or the French and Indian War as Americans typ-
ically call it, started as a dispute among Virginia, the Ohio Nations, and
the French over control of the forks of the Ohio River (modern-day Pitts-
burgh), but it rapidly became a global war between France and Britain over
the extent of their empires. For Native peoples who got caught up in the
whirlwind, it was a struggle for their land, sovereignty, and survival. As one
Delaware elder asked British officials badgering him about why the Ohio
Nations went to war, “Does not the Law of Nations permit, or rather com-
mand us all, to stand upon our Guard in order to Preserve our Lives, the
Lives of our Wives and Children, our Property and Liberty?” “Let me tell
you,” he continued, answering his own question, “that was our case.”

The Ohio Nations, many of them at least, had no love for the French
or their imperial ambitions, but neither did they love the British. “Your
Nation,” that same Delaware elder explained to a British official, “always
shewed an Eagerness to settle our Lands, cunning as they were, they
always encouraged a number of Poor People to settle upon our Lands:
We protested against it several Times, but without any redress, or help.”
Other Delaware leaders were just as emphatic when the war broke out.
“Why do you come to fight on our land?” they asked both French and Brit-
ish officials. “This makes everybody believe you want only to take & settle
the Land.” During this war, like the ones that preceded it and came after,
Native peoples fought for their own causes, their own sovereignty, and
their own security, not European ones, and they chose the alliances they
made accordingly.*

From the Ohio Nations’ perspective, then, the escalating war between
avaricious empires would impact their future, not just at the forks but
everywhere else. In this scenario, the Northern Susquehanna Valley was
just as important as the lands to the west of it. For the Ohio Nations,
particularly the Delaware and Shawnee, some of whom took up seasonal
residence in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley, constantly traveled
along the paths skirting the West Branch, and had kinship connections
with the people who lived there, that valley, like the Ohio Valley, was a space
worth defending.*®
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Who they should defend it from during the escalating conflict, though,
was uncertain. In the early years of the war, many of the Native nations
in the Ohio and Susquehanna River Valleys had struck a neutral stance,
demanding their land and sovereignty be respected as they established
relationships with both European empires. That started to change as war
enveloped their country and the French, seeking Native allies, made their
imperial ambitions seem less intrusive than British ones. The French even
promised to protect Indigenous rights against avaricious British colonists.
For their part, the British were not as diplomatically savvy as the French.
Really, they never were. To be sure, the British tried, often using the same
claims in their negotiations as the French, but those claims increasingly
rang hollow in Native American ears.”

The challenge for Native Americans dealing with the British came
from the conflicting messages they heard. Different British representatives
had opposing views, creating confusion. While some pledged to honor In-
digenous rights, others, like Edward Braddock, the commander-in-chief
of the thirteen colonies, stated that once the French were dealt with, the
British would claim the land because “no Savage should.” And then there
was discord among the British colonies themselves. Pennsylvania clashed
with Virginia, Maryland, and Connecticut over borders and competed for
relationships with the Six Nations, even speaking ill of Massachusetts
and other New England colonies to Native groups. Despite attempts like
the Albany Congress to resolve such intercolonial rivalries, disagreements
persisted. For Native peoples navigating British diplomacy, these inconsis-
tencies were more than frustrating.®

There were also practical issues at play for Native peoples. British col-
onists were far more numerous than French ones in North America. The
British seemed akin to “Musketoes and Nitts in the Woods,” who “if they
get once a fast hold, it will not be” in anyone’s “power to drive them away
again.” Obviously, Britain and its colonists were the enemy, or, at least for
many Native peoples wary of both European empires, the greater of two
evils. It did not help matters that Britain and its colonies, despite the fact
that the French were “much inferior to them in Strength and Numbers,”
seemed militarily inept during the first few years of the war. Not only were

the different colonies fighting between and among themselves but some
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colonies, like Pennsylvania, could barely pass laws to muster troops or even
fund a war. The British, some Native peoples argued, “appeared to them like
fools” who “could neither guard against surprise, run or fight.”* Obviously,
it would do no good to back a losing horse when so much was at stake.

French promises and the October 1755 raids by Ohio warriors in the
Juniata Valley and at Penn’s Creek, though, did not instantly motivate
the multiethnic people living in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley to
“take up the Hatchet” against the British. The Susquehanna nations may
have shared similar grievances and had clan and kinship connections with
many of the Ohio Nations who went to war, but they were in a difficult
situation. Like the colonists, they too were often divided, a product of the
constant migration of new peoples to the area and the way the Haudeno-
saunee settled and governed their tributaries as distinct yet subordinate
nations. Some of them like the Mohican and the Delaware had even been
enemies in the past. Moreover, with the Six Nations to their north, Penn-
sylvania to their south, and the Ohio Nations and their French allies to
their west, the Native peoples in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley
needed to act cautiously.*

Constantly viewed as client peoples, children, or women by the Haude-
nosaunee and British officials who elevated the status of the Six Nations,
the various peoples in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley experienced
a grueling dependence. As they were often told by British officials, “you,
who are only Cousins and Dependents on the Six united Nations,” had no
power to question Haudenosaunee-backed British policy.® Moreover, the
British controlled the easiest trade routes that those nations desperately
needed. Two hard spring frosts had devastated the year’s crop yield, which
a summer drought only accentuated. While accustomed to seasons of want
and plenty, the Native peoples in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley
were also dangerously low on powder and shot, which threatened the hunt-
ing season. Combined with a poor harvest, that could mean starvation. Ac-
cess to trade was utterly necessary.”

For at least eight months, from April to November 1755, the Native
peoples living in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley pleaded with
Pennsylvania officials for arms, ammunition, and access to trade. Some

of them were even willing to go to war against the French if they could
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get needed supplies. In a meeting in Philadelphia that August, Scarouady,
an Oneida leader from Logstown and “a man of Authority among the Six
Nations, and of great Experience and Eloquence” allied with the British
and trying to maintain Haudenosaunee control over both the Ohio and
Northern Susquehanna River Valleys, argued that “one word of Yours will
bring the Delawares to join You.” The same could be said of the Nanticoke
and other Northern Susquehanna Nations.”? In meeting after meeting,
the Susquehanna peoples, or rather the representatives of the Six Nations
speaking on their behalf, beseeched “Brother Onas & the People of Pennsyl-
vania not to leave us in the lurch, but to supply us with necessaries.” Even
Teedyuscung proclaimed his continued friendship with Pennsylvania if he
and his people could get supplies they required. In all, they eagerly waited
for “Brother Onas” to meet “the earnest request of us the Warriors, the
Councellors, and our Wives and Children.”**

Pennsylvania’s new governor, Robert Hunter Morris, found himself
under “particular Difficulties about making a proper Answer” to these re-
quests. Disputes between the governor and the assembly had reached a
peak over support for the war and how to pay for it. The assembly pro-
posed funding it by taxing “proprietary and other unlocated lands” and
demanded control over the dispensation of any public expenditures. The
governor couldn’t acquiesce to either demand. As a representative of
the proprietors and the crown, he had to abide by both proprietary and
royal wishes. The proprietors would not allow a law that taxed “their es-
tates,” and royal officials would resist a colonial law that challenged the
king’s authority, as exercised by the colonial governor, over public funds.
Morris lamented that “he was not able to afford the Delawares assistance.”
All he could do was express “our hearty thanks to the Delawares and Nanti-
cokes” and tell them to “wait.” He hoped that would buy him enough time
to broker a deal with the assembly.*

Time was something he did not have. In early November 1755, Charles
Brodhead, a young frontier trader from the Lehigh Valley and the benefi-
ciary of a six-hundred-acre estate granted to his father by the proprietors
and legitimized by the “Walking Purchase,” met with “the Indians settled
at Wyomink,” including Teedyuscung. Brodhead found that town in sham-

bles and the people their near starvation. He sent a message to Governor
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Morris that the “Delawares, Shawonee, & Minisinks [Munsee]” and a grow-
ing number of Chickasaw from the southeast at Wyoming desperately
needed “proper encouragements from us” with “proper Provisions” to carry
them through the winter. They seemed “very true to the English Interest
at this time,” but, he cautioned, “how long they may so continue without
receiving” help “from us is hard to determine.” If that was not bad enough,
the various Native peoples living there interpreted the constant requests to
“wait” as meaning that they were “sunk so low among the White People as
to be forgot by them.”

As the two branches of the government fought between themselves,
representatives of the French and their Native American allies in the Ohio
Valley offered the peoples living in the Northern Susquehanna River Val-
ley access to presents, trade goods, and “assurances of re-instating them
in the Possession of the Lands they have sold to the English.”> Shingas
started sending envoys in October. All along the West Branch from Great
Island (just east of present-day Lock Haven, Pennsylvania) to the town
Wenschpochkechung (present-day Williamsport, Pennsylvania) and up
the North Branch at Nescopeck (Nutimus’s new home in present-day Lu-
zerne County) and Wyoming (where Teedyuscung lived), Delaware and
Shawnee warriors carrying British scalps encouraged the several different
Susquehanna Nations to take up “the Hatchet from the French to destroy the
English” for as long as “there remain’d one alive.””® While the Susquehanna
peoples initially demurred, hoping for supplies from “Brother Onas,” such
overtures became increasingly hard to rebuff.? According to Silver Heels,
also known as Aroas, a Seneca representative, it was not long before a “great
many” of the Susquehanna peoples, in need of supplies, “greedily” took
up the “hatchet.”®

The need for trade and the vacillation of the Pennsylvania government
were not the only reasons an alliance with the French and their Native allies
appealed to the refugee peoples in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley.
Britain’s superintendent of Indian affairs in the north, William Johnson,
understood there were longer-term grievances involved. When “those Del-
aware & Shawanese Indians who live nearest to the Ohio being seduced
by the French, went amongst their Brethren who dwelt on the Susque-
hanna,” they had little difficulty propagating “those prejudices against the
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good Intentions of the English.” Indeed, he explained to British officials in
London, “the Great Patents of Land which had been purchased & taken up
in those parts & our extended scattered Settlements beginning to crowd
upon the Indians, had been a long Eye sore to them, infected them with
Jealousy & disgust towards the English & they prepared them to be more
easily influenced.”

That jealousy and disgust was exacerbated by the war itself and “the ill
success” of British “arms.” In July 1755, General Edward Braddock, heading
one of the largest and longest overland campaigns in history to that point,
was soundly defeated and then killed on the banks of the Monongahela
River by an outnumbered French force and their Native American allies. It
was, Governor Morris thought, “the most shameful blow that ever English
Troops received.” For many Native peoples on the fence, it seemed as if the
French would soon be the “masters of all that part of the country.”

That “shameful blow,” followed by what happened in the Juniata River
Valley, also sharpened racial tension and divisions in the British colonies
often erupting in violence. When the Native people living in the North-
ern Susquehanna River Valley learned of Braddock’s “Defeat & Death” and
then the raids by Ohio warriors, they feared that British colonists would
vent their rage on them. That fear was confirmed by Charles Brodhead.
When he visited Wyoming in early November, he outright claimed he knew
“it was certainly you that did the mischief,” going so far as to threaten
that “the English will set out from all points against you” and “take severe
Revenge.”s

Considering the history of duplicity by Pennsylvania officials and esca-
lating racial violence, it did not take much for Native peoples in the North-
ern Susquehanna River Valley to believe the boasting of colonists like
Brodhead. As Delaware leaders told Haudenosaunee representatives during
a meeting at Shamokin, “the white People will certainly kill us” they “will
kill all the Indians.” The British, they explained, have always “behaved very
ill to us,” and “we don’t doubt if we would let things go on as they have done
but they would subdue us and make Slaves of us.”

Even representatives of the Six Nations allied to the British feared travel-
ing in Pennsylvania. They complained to the governor that “your People . . .

think every Indian is against them; they blame us all without Distinction.”
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The threat was so great that traveling Haudenosaunee from Shamokin,
Ohio, and Onondaga had to wear clearly identifiable symbols of their loy-
alty and carry British flags and passes for their own safety. They even asked
Governor Morris for an armed guard when they passed through the colony,
new forts for their protection, and a place of refuge for their wives and chil-
dren. Morris, receiving regular reports of the murder and violence commit-
ted by colonists on Native peoples, grumbled that the “unthinking people
amongst us” did not make “a proper Distinction between our Friends and
Enemy Indians.” That reality would push the few Native allies his colony
still had away and toward the French, but in the end he did not do anything
about it. In fact, he soon made matters worse.3

By late November, many of the peoples living in the Northern Susque-
hanna River Valley harboring long-held grievances and facing the prospect
of racially charged attacks without clear assertions for their safety from
the colonial government, or even the necessary provisions to defend them-
selves, went to war against the British. Such an action was long in the mak-
ing and involved much more than just fighting the British; it also required
defying the council chiefs at Onondaga who still demanded that their
“children” in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley support their British
“Brethren.” Despite Onondaga’s stance, the different Susquehanna nations
started meeting together, forming their own council to proclaim their in-
dependence for their safety. “We will,” they declared, “do what we please.”

According to Pennsylvania colonist Charles Thomson, who often served
as a clerk for Teedyuscung, “the Indians on Susquehannah” began to realize
that there “divided State,” where “every Tribe” formed a “distinct and inde-
pendent government,” could “one by one be easily crushed.” To alter that
future, they “resolved to new-model their Government, and out of the sev-
eral Tribes to form one Nation.” Even those “who had been Sachems before,
now willingly, for the Sake of the public Good, resigned their Dignity, con-
tenting themselves with a Place in the Council.” While they didn’t exactly
become “one Nation”—the several nations kept their governing structures,
languages, and cultures—they did confederate, becoming the Susquehanna
Nations, a “very considerable Body” of peoples who “chose rather to attack
than be attacked.”s®
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The train of events explained above may have triggered the Susquehanna
Nations’ choice to go to war, but, as William Johnson explained to impe-
rial officials, longtime grievances made those triggers possible. When asked
why they went to war, representatives of the new Susquehanna Council
rightly pointed out that “the English, from their first settling Pennsylvania,
had murdered above one hundred of their people,” had “cheated them out
of a great deal of Land, and cheated them in Commerce continually.” Such a
“Memory” of “Maltreatment” only “armed them with double Fury.”®

Teedyuscung was even more emphatic. During a meeting with Pennsyl-
vanians at Easton, only a short distance away from his old home in the Le-
high Valley, the fifty-six year old Teedyuscung, described by contemporaries
as an imposingly tall and heavy man, stomped on the floor, stating force-
fully that “this very ground that is under me was my Land and Inheritance,
and is taken from me by fraud,” a reference to the “Walking Purchase” and a
clear rebuke of the Pennsylvania proprietors and the power claimed by On-
ondaga. Infuriated, Richard Peters, the clerk of the meeting, dramatically
threw down his pen and declared he would not take any more notes, hoping
to remove Teedyuscung’s complaint from the official record. Much to Peters’s
mortification, the past, as it often does, reverberated through time.*

That reverberation shaped the intensity of the war. “The Indians on
Susquehannah,” joining together, “ravaged and destroyed” their old homes
on the “Frontiers of Pennsylvania, New-York, and New-Jerseys.” They “lay
waste every thing before them,” Morris complained to Thomas Penn. “Even
without” the French, “the [Susquehanna] Indians themselves may do more
Mischief this Winter than twenty years will repair.” One of the first settle-
ments they hit was the home of that “imprudent” trader Charles Brodhead.
Teedyuscung was among the leaders of the Susquehanna Nations who at-
tacked Brodhead’s home and other settlements around Pocopoco where his
father had once been sachem, including the Moravian mission at Gnaden-
hutten where Teedyuscung lived after his baptism, earning him yet another
nickname, “the War Trumpet.”+

In this moment, Teedyuscung vehemently denied his tributary sta-
tus, vocally and symbolically shedding the “petticoat” or underskirt the

Haudenosaunee made for him as a woman for the “Breech Clout” typically
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worn by Native American men. Claiming to be a significant leader in his
own right, he began referring to himself as a “king” in the messages he
sent to neighboring leaders requesting they join him in the war.+*

Although Thomas Penn and other proprietary officials would later try
to denigrate his claim to power, it is clear that “Teedyuscung was the Per-
son chosen King” by the Susquehanna Nations’ new council.# Therefore, by
going to war and throwing away the “petticoat,” Teedyuscung proclaimed
not only his independence but the independence of the Susquehanna Na-
tions as well. That reality was not lost on William Johnson. Meeting with
some representatives of the Six Nations, Johnson explained that the crea-
tion of the Susquehanna Council and the elevation of Teedyuscung threat-
ened the Six Nations’ “superiority over the Indians.” If “you the Six Nations”
will not “exert yourselves,” Johnson warned, “you will not only lose that
authority, but will have them your enemies.”*

While the Haudenosaunee responded by sending deputies to the
Susquehanna Nations reiterating old claims that “you are our women” and
therefore should “do as we bid,” it did not have the desired effect.®s Cir-
cumstances had changed because of the war, and the Susquehanna Nations
wanted to hear “no more” said “to us on that Head.” They were now “men,
and are determined not to be ruled any longer by you as Women.” They
would “cut off all the English” regardless of what Onondaga wanted. If the
Haudenosaunee were not careful, the Susquehanna Nations would “make
Women of you as you have done of us.”* Even when Scarouady, who had
the respect of many of the nations in the Northern Susquehanna River Val-
ley, offered the Susquehanna Nations a belt of wampum to dissuade them
from war, they refused to accept it or even touch it. They used a stick to
push it away in a “contemptuous manner,” throwing their peace pipes in
a pile with the discarded wampum, all the while barraging Scarouady with
“ill language.” Similarly, when Paxinosa, a Shawnee leader in the North-
ern Susquehanna River Valley still loyal to the Haudenosaunee, requested
the Susquehanna Nations, particularly the Delaware, hear out Onondaga’s
requests, they threatened to “knock” him “on the head.”+

The Haudenosaunee faced limited options in responding to such threats
and mistreatment. The Susquehanna Nations could mobilize a significant

number of warriors, and retaliating against such challenges would only



“BIRD ON A BOW” 75

strengthen their ties with the Ohio Nations, particularly the Mingo (dis-
contented members of the Six Nations in the Ohio and Susquehanna River
Valleys). This posed a particular problem for Onondaga because the Mingo
enjoyed the support of most northern Seneca, who outnumbered all other
Six Nations combined.

The Susquehanna Nations also still referred to the northern Seneca
as their “Uncles” while resisting Onondaga’s suzerainty. During conflicts
with the British, many Susquehanna Nations temporarily sought refuge in
Seneca towns north of Tioga to protect their women and children. Despite
no longer acknowledging “the Six nations in general as their Uncles, they
would listen to what the Senecas said.” This division created a dilemma for
the other Six Nations. Their strength relied on perceived unity as the “Six
united Nations,” and alienating the Seneca risked lasting divisions among
themselves.#

Needless to say, Onondaga may have wanted peace but the war contin-
ued, and before long it seemed as if the entire countryside was ablaze. The
“country [was] so full of Smoke that we can scarce breathe,” one settler wrote
before fleeing his home in the Lehigh Valley. Even William Allen, safely en-
sconced in Philadelphia, expressed increasing fear: “We are now in the most
deplorable situation imaginable in this province, every Day bringing fresh
accounts of the murders committed by the Indians, and the panick is so
great that it affects the people within twenty miles of this town.” He, like
the people who bought, leased, or squatted on the land he owned, feared
for the future. By the end of 1756, over seven hundred colonial inhabitants
had been killed and many more were in captivity. Despite colonial reports
and gossip mongering about “murders” committed by “our Savage neigh-
bours,” Native peoples were far more likely to capture and adopt than to
commit outright slaughter. The Shawnee took three times as many captives
as they killed. But their tactics did have the desired psychological effect.
The “Pennsylvanians,” one colonial Virginian thought, “are more scared
than hurt.”s®

Any lingering doubts some Susquehanna Nations may have had about
going to war were dispelled after Governor Morris declared war on the
Delaware that spring. He issued a bounty offering $130 “for the Scalp of

every male Indian of above Twelve Years old,” $50 for women, and $120 for



76 DECLARATIONS OF INDEPENDENCE

the capture of any child under the age of twelve. Without a clear way to
distinguish friends from enemies, all Native Americans, even the recently
interred, seemed fair game to roving groups of scalp hunters, many mak-
ing more money from one scalp than several months of wages could pro-
vide. If the governor truly wanted to address the indiscriminate killing of
“our Friends and Enemy Indians” by “unthinking people,” this was not the
solution. To worsen matters, the British enlisted the help of the Cherokee,
old enemies of many people in the Susquehanna and Ohio River Valleys,
especially the Shawnee. The number of Native peoples willing to go to war
against the British grew, and for those few Susquehanna Nations still re-
fusing, like “our Old Friend, Packsinosa, and his Family and Friends,” they
had no choice but to abandon their homes. They moved north seeking the
protection of the Six Nations. Within a few years, Paxinosa, with eyes
“running with Tears because of the Melancholy Sight; seeing our Country
covered with Blood,” relocated to the Ohio Valley.*

The partnership between the Susquehanna Nations and the French,
alongside the Ohio Nations, didn’t fare any better than their previous alli-
ance with the British and the Haudenosaunee. The French and Ohio Nations
often couldn’t fulfill their promises of supplies and protection. The war had
spread across North America and beyond, straining the Ohio Nations’ re-
sources while sparking conflicts worldwide involving Britain, France, Spain,
Russia, Austria, and the Mughal Empire. By 1756, the French, preoccupied
with the global conflict, essentially abandoned their North American offi-
cers at Fort Niagara. Moreover, hindered by the British Royal Navy’s disrup-
tion of French trade routes, these officers could offer little beyond goodwill
and meager supplies to their Native allies, including the Susquehanna Na-
tions. Teedyuscung personally witnessed France’s struggles. In June 1756,
he led a Susquehanna Nations delegation to Fort Niagara seeking supplies
and encouragement but discovered the French could barely sustain them-
selves. Similar to the British years earlier, French officers advised Teedyus-
cung and his people to wait. Despite this, they did honor Teedyuscung by
offering him a new French officer’s coat and hat.>

Within a month of that trip, the Susquehanna Nations, running out of
ammunition and near starvation, were ready to negotiate with the British

for peace. They may have been successful in their war effort thus far, but
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without any real help from the French, not to mention a respite to plant and
hunt, it was hard to sustain. To feel out the British, the Susquehanna Na-
tions again looked to Teedyuscung, who, donning his French coat and hat,
claimed “that he was made King by Ten Nations,” specifically “the United
Six nations; Mohocks, Onondagoes, Oneidas, Senecas, Cayugas, and Tus-
caroras, and Four others, Delawares, Shawnees, Mohickons and Munsies,
who would all ratify what he should do.”

He might have cut an imposing figure, but he had no authority from the
Six Nations, or at least the council chiefs at Onondaga, though he certainly
had connections with the Seneca. Moreover, Teedyuscung was no more
than a prominent leader of the Susquehanna Nations’ council, easily disre-
garded if he did not express the will of the multiethnic people over whom
he claimed to be king. The creation of the Susquehanna Council did not
eradicate the desires of the nations who came together. They had instead
confederated to form a diplomatic voice detached from Onondaga. In this
sense, Teedyuscung was less a king and more an ambassador for a multina-
tional people sharing some of the same enemies but not necessarily all of
the same goals.>

Despite a bad turn in the war for his French allies and the pinch of hun-
ger, Teedyuscung still sought the Susquehanna Nations’ independence. Yet,
he also had far too many interests to express and uphold to achieve it. Over
the course of four conferences with the British held at Easton between 1756
and 1758, Teedyscung found his position more than difficult. For some of
the Susquehanna Nations, he was there to achieve a lasting peace, a secure
home, and access to trade and much needed gifts. For others, peace hinged
on addressing long-held grievances, especially the Walking Purchase, the
security of their land for the future, and forcefully securing their indepen-
dence from both the British and the Haudenosaunee.>

And then there were the Six Nations, many of whom held Teedyuscung
in contempt and deemed him a mere child who needed to recognize the
continued authority of their council chiefs. The Six Nations caused Teedy-
uscung the most grief, especially by the last two Easton conferences at
which many of the Six Nations were in attendance, particularly the Seneca.
Disillusioned with the French war effort, the Seneca started to come back to

the British fold, or were at least willing to stand neutral. Seneca neutrality
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in and of itself was a godsend for the British war effort. When the British
captured Fort Niagara in 1759, for example, it was accomplished in large
part because the Seneca gave no resistance. Fort Niagara had been built on
Seneca land with Seneca permission.

Teedyuscung’s messages at those conferences mirrored tensions among
the groups he represented and the Seneca’s changing alliances. In July 1756,
he sought peace, criticized the proprietary government for land and trade
abuses, and aimed for independence from Onondaga. However, with limited
Haudenosaunee representation, progress was minimal. In a later meeting,
he moderated his stance, maintaining past grievances and emphasizing the
need for a secure home and new trade with Pennsylvanians. Yet, challenges
arose as Six Nations delegates disputed his quest for independence, while
Pennsylvania officials eagerly aligned with any shifts in Six Nations diplo-
macy. With his people weary from war, lacking supplies, and no French aid,
Teedyuscung had little choice but to accept Haudenosaunee authority for
peace, access to British trade, and protection for his people in the Northern
Susquehanna River Valley. Teedyuscung’s varied interests also revealed that
whatever peace was established could not endure indefinitely.>

The tenuousness of it all was readily apparent at the last Easton confer-
ence. Although Teedyuscung eventually agreed to peace, he also got “very
drunk” and was overheard ranting “that he was King of all the nations and
of all the world, and the Six Nations were fools.” The only way to deal with
the British was “to make war upon them and cut their throats.”® Teedyus-
cung was prone to such outbursts when drunk, which was often enough in
those days, but this display was less drunken bombast and more reflective
of his frustration with the proceedings. Not only did the Haudenosaunee
reprimand him during the conferences but despite his compromises, co-
lonial officials undermined the legitimacy of his position, his claims, and
his motives. Even some of the Susquehanna Nations started questioning his
leadership.>®

It was a slap in the face, especially since during the earlier proceeding
at Easton the Pennsylvanians had easily referred to him as “King” with
“subjects” of his own, even providing him with a “very large White Belt [of
wampum], with the figures of Three Men in it,” representing King George,

the Six Nations, and “Teedyuscung the Delaware King,” which importantly
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signified Teedyuscung’s coequal and independent status.® By the last two
Easton conferences that respect had given way to open and embarrassing
ridicule and revile. With many Haudenosaunee in attendance, the Pennsyl-
vanians dismissed Teedyuscung, calling him the creature of the proprietors’
adversaries, particularly the assembly and the Quaker’s Friendly Associa-
tion (created to find their own lasting diplomatic path to peace). The Penn-
sylvanians also castigated him as a self-interested drunk using the situation
to satisfy his own wants and desires for power. Pennsylvania officials even
mocked him as a pretended revolutionary colluding with the proprietors’
and the Six Nations’ enemies to conjure up “imaginary” or “pretended
causes” about land fraud for the war.**

Teedyuscung was none of those things. To be sure, he often met with
leading members of the Friendly Association, claimed powers far beyond
his position, and all too often self-medicated with alcohol, but he also force-
fully expressed the underlying feelings of many of the Susquehanna Na-
tions over whom he claimed to be king. During the Easton conferences,
he could and would vacillate about the power of Onondaga and the griev-
ances against proprietary land fraud, but in the end he consistently upheld
that the best way to restore peace was to give the Susquehanna Nations
land they could call their own forever. An independent and secure future is
what he wanted, regardless of how he got there.®

If we step back and look at all of Teedyuscung’s requests at the confer-
ences, that goal is readily visible. For instance, during the conferences he
tried to work through his own interpreters and clerks to establish a written
record from the Susquehanna Nations’ point of view. In addition, during
the negotiations he requested tutors not only to teach his people En-
glish but how to write it. What he wanted was to harness the authority of
pen-and-ink diplomacy that his British “brethren” all too often wielded as a
weapon of dispossession—a weapon he experienced firsthand. It should be
no surprise that both imperial and proprietary officials branded his efforts
as somehow “insolent.”®

Some proprietary officials even claimed Teedyuscung made these re-
quests so that their political adversaries could manipulate their own min-
utes of the proceedings and, worse yet, Teedyuscung’s speeches, which they

often thought were too good for him to come up with on his own. During
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the many meetings with Teedyuscung at Easton and even after, both impe-
rial and proprietary officials did everything in their power to dissuade him
from using his own clerks and walking away with his own written account
of what went on. Irritatingly for those officials, “Teedyuscung persisted
some time to have a Clerk, on Account of his Grandchildren, who ought to
have something to shew in writing as well as the English.” Such a written
record, if it existed in 1686 or 1737, Teedyuscung thought, might have made
a difference. As he explained about the Walking Purchase, “Somebody must
have wrote wrong, and that makes the Land all bloody.”*

His requests at Easton, then, were not exactly revolutionary or self-
interested. He was willing to vocally recognize the Haudenosaunee as “Un-
cles” and the British as “brethren”; he was even willing to drop the dispute
over the Walking Purchase as long as it meant clear and untrammeled se-
curity for his people in the future. Drawing on his history of displacement,
Teedyuscung equated his and his people’s current situation to that of a
“Bird on a Bow,” or “Bough,” which, looking “about,” did “not know where
to go.” He wanted to descend from the bough and “come down upon the
Ground, and make that my own by a good Deed, and I shall then have a
Home for Ever.”®

In all, whether drunk and angry or sober and in a self-pitying mood (he
often vacillated), he consistently requested permanency for his people. He
wanted a clear written record, and what was worse to some Pennsylvania
and Haudenosaunee officials, “a certain Tract of Land fixed” for “our own
Use, and the Use of our Children” that would “not be lawful for us or our
Children ever to sell.” The written deed he wanted was for about 2 million
acres encompassing not only his settlement at Wyoming but the forks of
the Susquehanna River and nearly half of the West Branch, securing the fu-
ture of the Susquehanna Nations. Such a deed, he argued, was necessary. As
he explained to the Six Nations, “If you, my Uncles, or I die, our Brethren,
the English, will say they have bought it from you, & so wrong my Posterity
out of it.” For all of the Susquehanna Nations’ disagreements, they agreed
on that underlying point: they wanted “certain” security for the future.®

Two prominent Delaware who often interpreted for Teedyscung, Jo-
seph Tittamy and John Pumpshire, tried to explain this reality to Conrad

Weiser. During a journey home from one of the earlier Easton conferences,
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Tittamy and Pumpshire told Weiser that what “drawed the Delaware Indi-
ans’ Heart from the English and their Indian Allies” had its roots not just
in the fraudulent Walking Purchase but what came after. At Philadelphia in
1742, they complained, “Canassatego” both confirmed the legitimacy of
that purchase and treated “the Delaware and Minisink Indians [Munsee]”
as if they “were their Dogs” and “ordered them away from their own Land.”
However, “the Delaware and Minisink Indians, made no Reply” because Ca-
nassatego promised “he would give them Lands on Sasquehannah River,
and instantly ordered them to Settle there, which the Delaware and Some
of the Minisink Indians did.”*’

Although Canassatego was dead by the time of Seven Years’ War, both
Tittammy and Pumpshire complained that the spirit of his agreements lived
on. At Albany, they pointed out, Hendrick had sold away the Susquehanna
Nations’ land to “the New England People” as well as “the Proprietaries of
Pennsylvania,” and those colonists treated them like “dogs” making them
“terrible angry,” thus they joined the French to “maintain their Lands.”
Therefore, if Pennsylvania truly wanted peace, its leaders needed “to lay out
a large Tract of Land on Sasquehannah, and secure it so to their Posterity
that none of them could sell and nobody buy it.” These sentiments were
not just those of Tittamy, Pumpshire, and Teedyuscung, or even just the
Delaware, but, they explained, those of an “Indian Counsel” of the Susque-
hanna Nations.*®

Weiser supported the plan but it posed significant challenges. Granting
the Susquehanna Nations perpetual land ownership clashed with the pro-
prietors’ intentions and could challenge the sovereignty of the Six Nations
on either side of the Susquehanna River. This could complicate past and fu-
ture land deals, potentially favoring Virginia’s and Connecticut’s claims and
necessitating compensation for the residing Native nations. To sidestep
this issue, Pennsylvania upheld the terms of the “Great Treaty” of 1736 and
subsequent agreements, recognizing the Six Nations, not their declared
tributaries, as sovereign. This adherence meant Pennsylvania couldn’t grant
away Haudenosaunee land. Moreover, this approach aligned with the inter-
ests of various imperial officials reliant on “our Indians,” the Six Nations.*

Initially, Thomas Penn was willing to “reserve” some lands for the

Susquehanna Nations because he thought an established Native American
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presence might deter Connecticut settlers who had been looking to capital-
ize on John Lydius’s purchase at Albany and create settlements on the land
Penn desired along the North and West Branches of the Susquehanna River.
But Penn also wanted the Susquehanna Nations “confined to the Forks”
near Shamokin and outright refused land in perpetuity. He was especially
reticent to give up those “Rich Lands of Wyomen.””

By the last Easton conference, Pennsylvania officials even abandoned
that idea. When Teedyuscung again pressed for a deed to much of the
Northern Susquehanna River Valley, the Haudenosaunee delegates refused
and “went away angry.” The Pennsylvania delegates, trying not to further
enrage the Haudenosaunee, outright disclaimed any ability to help reserve
land in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley for the Susquehanna Na-
tions, even near Shamokin. Backed by the Pennsylvanians, the Six Nations
made it clear that they would not go any farther than allowing the Susque-
hanna Nations the ability “to make use of those Lands in Conjunction with
our People, and all the rest of our Relations,” a far cry from the deed the
Susquehanna Nations wanted.”* In the end, with few choices left and his
status diminished, Teedyuscung agreed, but he was not pleased and had not
abandoned his plans. British and proprietary officials, however, were jubi-
lant, believing that the arrangements made established a peace that buried
“all Disputes about Land under Ground, so deep, that neither We, nor our
Children, shall ever hear of them again.””

They didn’t bury them deep enough. Wary of both the British and the
Haudenosaunee, what happened at Easton proved to be an extremely ten-
uous peace for Teedyuscung and the Susquehanna Nations he represented,
reflective of the tensions and animosities still brewing in the area. To be
sure, the Susquehanna Nations walked away from those treaties with assur-
ances that the Six Nations and the Pennsylvania government would allow
them to live in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley. The Pennsylvania
government even agreed to build homes for Teedyuscung and his people at
Wyoming with a fair and easily accessible trade. The Haudenosaunee and
Pennsylvanians also promised protection and assistance for the future, but
those promises meant nothing without a deed. Both had offered the refu-

gee peoples who lived in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley similar
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assurances in the past, and those assurances ultimately resulted in dispos-
session and displacement. For the Susquehanna Nations, peace at Easton
solved little and they were again, at least according to Haudenosaunee and
British officials, a subjugated people. It was, in the end, independence lost
but not exactly forgotten.



4

Hearts and Mouths
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AN UNEASY PEACE, 1758-1763

LTHOUGH TEEDYUSCUNG HAD SOME very real reservations about

the sincerity of the British and the Haudenosaunee at Easton, he

took seriously the meetings and the agreements made there. Work-
ing hard to demonstrate his dedication to his renewed friendship with the
British, Teedyuscung helped spread the message of peace west to the Ohio
Valley. Using his sons Captain Bull and Captain Amos as representatives, he
“gave the Halloo and published” what “passed between us to all the Indian
Nations in this Part of the World, even the most distant have heard me.”
It worked. By early spring 1758, representatives of the Ohio Nations sent
Teedyuscung a peace belt and an ancient calumet (a ceremonial pipe) to
help him initiate talks with the British to broker a lasting peace.*

Using that authority to his advantage, Teedyuscung, whose name
some started translating as “The Healer,” traveled to Philadelphia to
demonstrate his significance and further his quest for the security and
independence of his people. Once in the city and in front of the governor,
Teedyuscung proclaimed his “Great Work” accomplished. He brought “Eigh-
teen Nations,” representing people from “Sun Rising and the Sun Sett,” to-
gether “as One,” ready to end the war. He also went to Philadelphia to “put”
the governor “in mind of what passed at Easton.” From Teedyuscung’s per-
spective, he had helped break French alliances in the Ohio Valley, and now
the governor needed to “press on with all” his “might” to continue “what
you have begun.” For Teedyuscung, Easton was only a setback.?

Pennsylvania’s governor, William Denny, who replaced Robert Mor-

ris after the first Easton conference, had little choice but to acknowledge

{84}
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Teedyuscung’s significance in this moment. The standard policy of medi-
ating diplomatic matters through the Haudenosaunee had been shattered
by the war. Despite what happened at the last Easton conference, both the
Susquehanna and Ohio Nations still had vocal leaders who were “deter-
mined not to be ruled any longer by” the Six Nations “as Women.” When
Teedyuscung offered peace on behalf of “Eighteen Nations,” then, Denny,
facing public pressure to end the war, had few choices but to declare that
this “news” gave him “the greatest Pleasure,” proving that Teedyuscung was
a “faithful Agent and Friend of Pennsylvania.” The governor would not, he
assured, forget that friendship. If “you continue to do your part,” he told
Teedyuscung, “nothing shall be wanting on mine.”

Despite the goodwill demonstrated and proclaimed, it did not take long
for Teedyuscung and the Susquehanna Nations he represented to question
the honesty as well as the memory of colonial officials. Just three years after
his meeting with Governor Denny, Teedyuscung complained that although
he had “been constantly employed in promoting the good work of Peace,” it
did not seem that everyone acted in kind. “Somethings,” he warned, “look
darkish.” Ultimately, that darkness ended his life.# By the spring of 1763,
Teedyuscung was dead, assassinated by land-hungry colonists looking to set-
tle Wyoming, ushering in a new war for independence that shaped the North-

ern Susquehanna River Valley and much of early America for years to come.

That momentous “darkish” cloud Teedyuscung envisioned materialized
almost instantly after the last Easton meetings. At nearly the same time
Teedyuscung, his sons, and other British messengers and negotiators were
spreading the news of peace, guaranteeing to anyone who would listen that
“all Nations of Indians shou'd enjoy a Free Trade with their Brethren the
English, and be protected in the Peaceable Possession of their Hunting
Country,” General Jefferey Ambherst, the British commander-in-chief in
North America, acted contrary to what was offered.> Unwilling to fathom
Native sovereignty and worried about a dwindling treasury because of a
long global war, he doled out parcels of Indigenous land to loyal officers
and cut expenses by circumscribing gift giving and access to trade goods,

particularly arms, ammunition, and gunpowder.®
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Deeply steeped in the prejudices of the time, Amherst saw Native peoples
as nothing more than “lazy rum drinking scoundrels” who should have ac-
cess to “a little” powder and shot, but “the less” they can get “the better,
for so long as they are deprived of it, they will do no mischief, for they
cannot now get ammunition elsewhere.” He wanted Native Americans de-
pendent, which, he thought, would make them acquiescent. Amherst also
contemplated lacing what little gifts the British gave to Native Americans
with smallpox “to extirpate this execrable race,” which a few British officers
actually tried”

Unsurprisingly, especially for Amherst’s subordinates and colonial of-
ficials long versed in Indigenous diplomacy and trade, Native Americans
complained that “traders are not suffered to go amongst them, Powder and
Lead is prohibited being sold to them, and the General is giving away their
Country to be Settled.” Such “steps they say appears to them as if the En-
glish had a mind to Cut them off the face of the Earth.” The situation and
experiences of Native peoples in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley
made such fears palpable and the need for independence ever more desir-
able, if not necessary.

One of the most visible manifestations of Native American fears between
1758 and 1763 was Pennsylvania’s Fort Augusta, erected at the Forks of the
Susquehanna River near the important multiethnic town of Shamokin.
Within just a few years of its construction, Native Americans, whether in
the Ohio Valley; along the West, East, and North Branches of the Susque-
hanna River; or even in Onondaga increasingly pointed to “Fort Augusta as
the greatest Eye sore to all the Indians.™

It had not always been that way. In fact, Haudenosaunee representatives
from Ohio heartily approved the construction of the fort during the early
years of the Seven Years’ War. Kaghswaghtaniunt, also known as Belt of
Wampum or Old Belt, a Mingo chief living on the upper Ohio River, ad-
vised Pennsylvania officials in early 1756 “to build a Fort at Shamokin” as
a place for “such Indians as continue true to you . . . to come to, and to live
in Security against your and their Enemies.” He asserted such a fort would

» «

“strengthen your Interest very much.” “Indeed, you lose Ground every day
till this be done. Pray hasten the work.” Similarly, Scarouady, the Oneida

leader, called the intended fort “not a thing of little Consequence,” as “it is
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FIGURE 6. “Plan of
Fort Augusta in the
Province of Pansilvania,”

_ R e # ( ca. 1760. (British Library
S e Maps K.Top. 122.10)

of the greatest Importance to us as well as you.”* Kaghswaghtaniunt and
Scarouady also saw the fort as a potential place for trade and economic se-
curity for the various people who lived and hunted in the Northern Susque-
hanna River Valley. Heeding that advice, Pennsylvania’s governor pushed
the construction of the fort as a measure that would be a “means of secur-
ing the Sasquahana Indians to our Interest.”*

Constructing a fort at Shamokin was not only about achieving harmony. It
was, after all, a military installation at an important juncture. Situated at the
forks of the Susquehanna River, the fort would command most traffic north
and south. The central and well-trodden paths up and down the river would
flow through and by the fort. As such, “the Susquehanna Indians” would be
“obliged first to come” there “when they arrive on Our Frontiers,” giving the
settlements downriver protection. In effect, Fort Augusta could function as a
gateway to police the activities of the Susquehanna Nations.”

Such a gateway with a police force was not what Kaghswaghtaniunt or
Scarouady wanted or imagined. Nor was it what the Susquehanna Nations
wanted as they had not been consulted. According to Governor Morris,

who oversaw the initial planning of the fort, as soon as his men began
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constructing the fort he received “intelligence” that “ye Susquehannah In-
dians are much alarm’d at our Scheme of building a Fort at Shamokin & are
jealous yt we intend to secure ye possession of their unpurchased Lands
there.”s

The Susquehanna Nations had good reason to be suspicious. For most of
the eighteenth century they had been consistently belittled, ignored, and
displaced, and now Pennsylvania had begun construction of a fortification
on their land that by 1758 would become the largest provincial fort in Penn-
sylvania, even larger than Fort Duquesne (later the site of Fort Pitt). Built
of upright logs facing the river with a surrounding moat and an outer stock-
ade, Fort Augusta boasted four triangular bastions and sixteen mounted
cannon that could produce a crossfire to cover any angle of entry. Inside,
there was a forge, well, magazine, and quarters to house at least four hun-
dred men. There was also a covered access to the river for easy supply and
reinforcement.™

It was, to say the least, a formidable military structure made to over-
awe anyone who crossed its path, and to many Native Americans who lived
near it, a constant annoyance that was ever expanding. As with most forts,
colonial settlements materialized around it. While the war continued to
keep squatters at bay, the fort itself invited their migration to the area it
commanded. It was not long before the fort occupied nearly four thousand
acres, much of it protected farmland producing wheat, corn, and a number
of vegetables cultivated in a large garden (turnips alone took up ten acres)
to provide for the troops and the growing “inhabitants” in the fort’s orbit.*

Despite Indigenous misgivings, the fort quickly became a hub for trade,
drawing numerous Native peoples seeking essential goods. Joseph Ship-
pen, a prominent figure in Lancaster County and a newly promoted captain,
meticulously recorded Native peoples’ comings and goings at the fort. In
January 1758, Shippen noted nearly one hundred arrivals, with fifty more
in the following week. Some stayed, setting up temporary camps nearby. By
February 13, faced with an overwhelming number of people, Shippen dis-
patched “a Party of 40 or 50” of his own men downstream to Fort Hunter.
This action aimed to reduce “the number of Mouths here,” as their exist-

ing food supply of “9,428 pds Flour” was barely “sufficient for the Garrison
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FIGURE 7. ‘A Drawn Plan of Fort Augusta in the Susquehanna Riv.,” ca. 1756.
(British Library Maps K.Top. 122.10)

and Indians (of whom we have now 52 prest),” estimating it would last
only twenty-seven days.*

To his dismay, within the next few days nearly a dozen Delaware from
the North Branch of the Susquehanna River came to the fort “to speak with
me,” and half a dozen more from the West Branch came to trade, which
only added to the supply problem. “We have now 62 Indians” staying “here
including Women & Children,” Shippen wrote in his journal on February 15.
At the same time, he dispatched an urgent letter to his commander and in-
law, James Burd, that he now had “but 6,916 [pounds of] Flour.” The limited
provisions displeased Shippen so much that he requisitioned some battues
sent for Native American trade goods to bring his soldiers’ provisions in-
stead. He would not “suffer any thing belonging to the Storekeepers or Sut-

tlers to be brought up” until he had his supplies, which was sure to alienate
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Native hunters making their way to the fort for the trade guaranteed at
Easton. Needless to say, after Easton, Fort Augusta and the area it served
teemed with “Business of Importance.””

It is not hard to imagine why. Within a few years of Fort Augusta’s con-
struction, according to several colonial officers in the fort, it seemed as if
more and more Native peoples were making the Northern Susquehanna
River Valley their home and Fort Augusta their place of trade. On July 20,
1761, one officer noted the arrival of “a small Tribe of strange Indians
called Sappony’s.” That same officer reported the arrival of more Nanti-
coke, Conoy, Tuscarora, and other southern groups joining their kin in the
valley.® Even the Philadelphia newspapers churned out reports inform-
ing the public “that a Number of Indians were at that Place, in order to
trade with our People.” Soon, it was reported, Indigenous “families from
Allegheny” and “several of the Mingo Indians” would be settling within
the vicinity of the fort.* William Johnson, trying to get a handle on the
extent of settlements and the military strength of Native Americans in
the Northern Susquehanna River Valley and elsewhere, compiled a ru-
dimentary census documenting at least two hundred Nanticoke, Conoy,
Tutelo, and Saponi warriors; the same number of Delaware; and over
three hundred Cayuga, Oneida, and Tuscarora warriors in the Northern
Susquehanna River Valley.>®

Beyond their “Fighting Number,” Johnson gave little account of the ac-
tual population of Native peoples living in the river valley, and that un-
dercounting could be significant. Scholars have estimated that every one
hundred warriors meant a population of roughly one thousand people,
meaning, according to Johnson’s rudimentary accounting, at least seven
thousand people could have called the area their home or at least a tem-
porary refuge. Even that number does not quite get at the population
there because Johnson did not account for the seasonal “huntg Cabins”
along and between the river’s eastern, northern, and western branches.
Those hunting settlements could add a significant number of people to the
valley. Hunting was a community effort requiring large and small seasonal
settlements that housed clan and kinship groups together—men, women,

and children—from October to May, half of any given year.»
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Needless to say, Native peoples in the Northern Susquehanna River
Valley were numerous enough that both imperial and colonial authorities
worried about them. Officers at Fort Augusta constantly fretted over “In-
dian tracks” found outside the fort and “whether the Indians [coming to
the fort] were Friends or Enemies.” For the young Captain Shippen, a lot
went into such a determination. In his journal, he often justified his opin-
ion of individual Native Americans by documenting a host of attributes,
especially their ability to speak English and their willingness to share with
him the strength and loyalty of local Native peoples. Obviously, Shippen
reserved such a “good Opinion” to a select few. But that was the point of
the fort. It was made to police people, gather intelligence, and protect the
colony, not just facilitate trade and harmony.*

Shippen, fearful of his situation among so many Native Americans he
did not trust, regardless of the peace established at Easton, tried to demon-
strate to his Native visitors the true purpose of the fort. When Native
Americans visiting the fort grew too numerous for his liking, he “ordered a
false alarm to be created” and was heartened that his men turned out and
took their posts “with the greatest alacrity and good Order.” That was a
general pattern. Shippen’s commanding officer also ordered such displays
in the hope they would prove to the growing Susquehanna Nations that
“I am Prepar’d for War, [ and my people are Warriors we live by fighting.”
Meanwhile, the fortification’s officers kept a watchful eye on the Native
peoples and their habits. If any Indigenous person traded peltry for pow-
der and shot, these officers could not help but document it and think it
“a little suspicious.”*

Despite all of the traffic, Native Americans also eyed the fort and the
colonists around it with misgiving. Native peoples were eager to trade,
but they questioned the purpose of the fort’s existence after the peace at
Easton. In February 1760, for example, Commander Burd sent a note to
“all the Chiefs of the [Susquehanna] Indians that I had a message to deliver
them,” and “desired” they would meet at “my house” inside the fort. The
next day, Burd “received a message from the Indians that they would not
come into the Fort to my House least I should cut them all off.” Burd had to

resort to meeting the delegation outside the fort’s walls at an “Indian store”
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operated by a Quaker attached to the Friendly Association.” Regardless of
where Burd and the representatives of the Susquehanna Nations met, it
was clear that the fort itself was a source of fear for the various peoples who
lived, hunted, and traded in the valley.

Native American suspicion was compounded by an inadequate trade
at the fort and the attitude of the colonial traders and military officers to-
ward the Native peoples who ventured to the fort. Official trade was lim-
ited, and illegal traders operating outside the fort’s walls ran rampant.
The various illegal traders could raise prices and lower the value of skins
at will. They also preferred to deal in liquor, a constant source of conten-
tion that created far more animosity than otherwise. Moreover, General
Ambherst’s directives to limit access to powder and shot with official traders
only served to drive up prices in the illegal trade. It wasn’t just the price of
ammunition that skyrocketed. The combination of demand, official trade
restrictions, provincial fears of another war, and the attendant limitations
on supply drove up the prices of all goods while at the same time lowering
the value of skins and furs.®

The provincial commissioners, Friendly Association, and military offi-
cers in charge of overseeing trade at Fort Augusta tried to counteract these
ill effects, but they could do little more than complain of their inability to
do “any thing Effectually towards suppressing the illegal Traders at or near
this place.” Officials attempted to regulate the sale of liquor and rates of
exchange, for example, but all to no avail. As James Irvine, the official store
clerk, complained, he could not do anything as “Indian Evidence will not
Convict them.” The racial bias inherent in the legal system barred effectual
action.”” What was supposed to be a place for trade that could provide a
semblance of independence and protection for the multiethnic people
living in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley was quickly becoming a
monument to their dependence.

In response, some Native peoples trying to trade either went away angry
or threatened the traders with violence. It seemed, Native peoples pro-
tested, as if the traders were “depriving them of the Means of Subsisting.”*
Even Native Americans who wanted to “hold fast the same Friendship”
established at Easton, which, they thought, put them on an equal footing
with their British neighbors, took “it hard they should be denied Powder at
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this Place, that without it they are Poor and cannot support themselves.”»
One man was so upset that he became “very abusive, offering several times
to strike” a trader “for not buying a wet Skin, Boasting at the same time of
what he had done during the War & Could yet do.” The Easton treaty may
have brokered a peace, but its solution in the Northern Susquehanna River
Valley, Fort Augusta, did not live up to expectations, and boasting became a
prevalent feature of interaction on the northern frontier, with both Native
peoples and British colonists mustering threats to intimidate each other.®

Official reaction to Native American boasting further alienated the In-
digenous peoples making their way to the fort. After the young Indigenous
man threatened to assault a trader for not buying his skins, a fort officer,
fearing “mischief,” overreacted and sent out a body of troops who “tied
him & carried him into the Fort,” which only brought the prisoner’s family
into the fray. “Much enraged,” the enchained man’s mother asked “what
right the White People had to tie her Son.”s* She and her son, after all, were
an independent people. Besides, she argued, one of the illegal traders got
her son drunk to steal his peltry. To make matters worse, officers in the fort
soon took the extreme position of outlawing “any Dealings with Indians
on any pretense whatever,” and even demanded Native Americans “not to
Hunt nigh this Place,” further disaffecting the numerous Native peoples
living in the area.

In sum, high prices, limited supplies, and colonial attitudes created se-
vere tensions within and outside the fort’s walls. In this scenario, even the
trader associated with the Friendly Association, Nathaniel Holland, became
suspect in the eyes of many Native peoples. James Burd noted in his diary
that “an Indian attempted to kill” Holland, complaining of high prices.®
Seneca, Cayuga, and Delaware chiefs and warriors similarly complained
that Holland “provoked” them so “often” with his “ill usage and bad lan-
guage” that they wanted “to do him Violence.”

By 1762, even the Six Nations detested Fort Augusta, especially because it
threatened an uneasy peace in the valley. The Seven Years’ War had exacer-
bated the tenuousness of Haudenosaunee authority over the Susquehanna
Nations, and although the Easton treaty had reasserted Haudenosaunee
power, the Susquehanna Nations’ quest for independence had no pros-

pect of ending if Onondaga did not at least use its proclaimed authority to
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represent those nations’ interests. Removing the “eye sore” that was Fort
Augusta and establishing a fair and equal trade were two items they had to
address. Fort Augusta also represented very real threats to Haudenosaunee
land far closer to home, which had rapidly been shrinking and more and
more coming under threat. They too were now “penned up like Hoggs. There
are Forts all around us, and therefore we are apprehensive that Death is
coming upon us.”®

In all, there was a general softening of the relationship between the
Haudenosaunee and the Susquehanna Nations. Onondaga’s representa-
tives even began treating Teedyuscung with some respect. Perhaps they
saw in him their future. As one important Haudenosaunee leader put it, it
seemed as if the British would “serve me as you have done our cousins, the
Delawares; you have got all their Land from them; all the Land hereabouts
belonged to them once, and you have got it all.” It was a terrifying reality
given the present circumstances.®

At a treaty in August 1762 at Lancaster the Haudenosaunee sought to
derail that future by demanding the evacuation of Fort Augusta. Thomas
King, an Oneida chief from Oquaga on the North Branch of the Susque-
hanna River and an important Haudenosaunee overseer in both the North-
ern Susquehanna River Valley and the Ohio region, flatly told the governor,
the now aged but experienced James Hamilton, the same James Hamil-
ton who oversaw negotiations way back in the summer of 1749, “We the Six
Nations have all consulted, and concluded” that “you will call your Soldiers
away from Shamokin, for we have concluded a Peace.” “For you to keep Sol-
diers there,” he warned, “is not the way to live peaceable” because “your
Soldiers are very often unruly.” With the peace negotiated at Easton estab-
lished, “there is no occasion for Soldiers to live there any longer.”>

It was not just the soldiers that irritated King and the people he tried
to represent. Fort Augusta and the settlements around it, he argued, un-
dermined the initial agreement Hamilton’s predecessors had made with
the Haudenosaunee for the fort’s construction. When “you [meaning the
previous governors representing Pennsylvania] asked me [meaning all
the Haudenosaunee] whether I was willing you should build a Fort at
Shamokin,” King stated, “you told me that you did not desire any greater
quantity of my Land than what the Fort took up,” and that when the war
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was concluded “you would go away.” But since that time “you have planted
Corn there.” Not only had squatter settlements sprung up around the fort,
but in 1760 some of the fort’s officers, many of whom were members of
leading families who got rich by speculating in land, surveyed “a Tract
of Land . . . on the West Branch of Susquehanna above Shamokin,” which
caused “uneasiness to the Indians.” It seemed as if the colonial government
was trying “to take this Land by Force.”s®

If that was not reason enough to disparage the mere existence of the
fort, King also argued that it did not meet their expectations for trade:
“Our Hunters who have been down there, complain that when Indians
come there and want provisions and Goods, they find the Store sometimes
shut up, and they cannot be supplied with what they want.” Even when the
store was open, the supplies were limited and prices too high. Maybe, as
colonial officials constantly argued, “the War has occasioned a rise in the
price of Goods,” but if that were the case, representatives of the Seneca and
Cayuga argued, they should “be paid a higher price for their Skins and Furs
in proportion”—a fair request.®

King did not want the fort completely abandoned; rather, he wanted the
soldiers removed and the fort repurposed as a trading post. When “you take
away your Soldiers, we desire you would keep your Trading House there” as
well as a blacksmith and gunsmith to mend their “Guns & Hatchets, or do
anything they may want.” The current storekeepers and traders, though,
had to go, and “honest Men placed in their Room.” They particularly wanted
Holland gone and “a more quiet man [put] in his place.” Once established,
this fort cum trading post would be the only one the Haudenosaunee would
countenance in the region. “We desire you may have no trading Houses
higher up the Susquehanna than Shamokin,” King concluded.*

King and all the other Haudenosaunee speakers at Lancaster made it
perfectly clear that they did not want any kind of colonial settlement,
even trade posts, anywhere near the Northern Susquehanna River Val-
ley besides Shamokin, especially along the West Branch. That branch was
quickly becoming the last free bastion in the long history of the valley to
that point, and it was seriously under threat. Nevertheless, despite the
clear statements and fears articulated by King, other Haudenosaunee dele-

gates, and members of the Susquehanna Nations, Hamilton ignored them
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and repeatedly asked to “let us go with our Canoes up the West Branch of
Susquehannah as far as we can, & build a few Store Houses on the Banks
of that river” to lower carrying costs and therefore prices. Hamilton had
been trying to purchase that land for the proprietors since 1749 and knew
all too well that these trading posts would give him a foothold in the region
and could lead to a future sale.*

Thomas King answered the governor’s repeated request with a resound-
ing no. Wary, King spied in Hamilton’s repeated proposal a pretext to take
away their country. “You are always longing after my Land,” King repri-
manded Hamilton. He wanted it to stop. “You keep pressing me,” and soon
“you will push me out; for I shall have no place to live on nor hunt in, nei-
ther for me nor my Grandchildren; so I desire you will press no further.” He
did not want to experience the same reality “as our cousins, the Delawares.”
Hamilton, again ignoring him, kept asking, so much so that Kinderuntie,
the “Head Warrior of the Seneca Nation, suddenly rose up” and chastised
Hamilton. When “You” built Fort Augusta, “you told me you wanted none
of our Lands,” and “you promised to go away as soon as you drove the
French away, yet you stay there & build Houses, and make it stronger and
stronger every day, for this reason we entirely deny your request.” King
and Kinderuntie had good reason to be angry. Fort Augusta and Hamilton’s
repeated requests to build trading posts along the West Branch were only
part of the problem they faced. As Pennsylvanians moved their way up the
Susquehanna River, occupying settlements around the fort, Connecticut
settlers were pushing west, threatening Wyoming and the land all along the
West Branch.*

Connecticut land companies, tacitly backed by Connecticut’s gover-
nor and legislature, asserted their right to most of modern-day northern
Pennsylvania based on Connecticut’s 1662 charter from Charles II granting
that colony land all the way to the “Southern Sea.” Seventeenth-century
royal charters were often lax about geography, especially since many of the
imperial officials who edited and approved those charters had only a ru-
dimentary understanding of where one colony’s land ended and another
began. Even the maps they had available were unreliable. Pennsylvania’s
charter, granted twenty years after Connecticut’s, is a case in point. Not

only did those two charters clash, but the land the crown designated as
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Pennsylvania also overlapped with what the crown had previously granted
to New York, Maryland, and Virginia.®

Royal charters were only part of the equation when it came to the po-
tential jurisdiction of any given colony. More often than not, charters pre-
cipitated a mad scramble to purchase the Indigenous lands those charters
royally conveyed. Connecticut’s land companies, notably the Susquehannah
Company, leveraged Connecticut’s charter to facilitate John Lydius’s con-
troversial land acquisition in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley from
the Haudenosaunee in 1754. This move aimed to undermine Pennsylvania’s
land purchase at Albany, which similarly relied on charter rights.* Obtain-
ing the land, therefore, would be decided on the ground, initiating another
race between the two colonies to settle and secure their claims. Such an
overarching description of this jurisdictional dispute does not capture the
human component of it all that upended the lives of the Native peoples
who actually lived there and the colonial settlers who took part in the game.

The effects, however, were not immediate after Lydius’s purchase. The
Seven Years’ War stalled both Pennsylvania’s and Connecticut’s efforts to
physically claim that land, but after peace had been established with the
Susquehanna Nations at Easton, Connecticut land companies and their
settlers began to stir. In September 1760, about forty Connecticut colo-
nists settled at Cushietunk just west of the Delaware River near the Minis-
ink with one hundred more settlers expected that spring. Less than two
years later, in 1762, Connecticut settlers with 119 armed men as their guard
began constructing a wagon road from Cushietunk over the mountains to
Wyoming, which they completed in the middle of September while many
of the local Susquehanna Nations, including Teedyuscung, were attending
the conference at Lancaster. Just a month later over 150 settlers erected a
settlement and sawmill about a mile north of Teedyuscung’s village, and
then some of those same settlers stole his horse. The Susquehanna Nations
were again, as they complained earlier, treated like “dogs.”*

Teedyuscung and the Susquehanna Nations detested this encroachment.
For Teedyuscung, it must have felt like 1742 and 1749 all over again. Irri-
tated, he amassed 150 warriors, threatening both the Connecticut settlers
and Pennsylvania’s governor that if something were not done, he and his

people would “do themselves Justice,” which might provoke another war.
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Trying to stave off violence and another war that could reinvigorate the
Susquehanna Nations’ efforts to achieve independence, the Haudeno-
saunee also got involved. Haudenosaunee viceroy Thomas King, along with
Robert White, a Nanticoke chief living on the West Branch, made their way
to the Connecticut settlements “to warn them off.”#

It had little effect. Despite the constant warnings that Connecticut’s
encroachment would “certainly bring on another Indian war,” the Susque-
hannah Company ordered the “speedy beginning a Settlement of our
Susquehannah purchase,” and the settlers were determined to follow that
directive. As the leaders of the Connecticut settlers told King and White,
the settlers had rights to “the Wyomink Land, and if the Indians who
lived there should hinder their Settlement they would fight it out with
them, and the strongest should hold the Land.” To make matters worse,
rumors swirled through Indigenous communities that at least four thou-
sand Connecticut settlers would descend on Wyoming and the West Branch
within the year.+

In the face of Connecticut settlers pouring into the Northern Susque-
hanna River Valley, some of the Native inhabitants fled, and Teedyuscung,
failing to receive a deed for the Susquehanna Nations and believing the
Haudenosaunee had sold “those Lands” out from under him yet again, se-
riously contemplated moving to the Ohio region. In fact, the Ohio Nations
had invited him to do so. Tamaqua, more popularly known as King Bea-
ver, sent Teedyuscung a belt of wampum signifying their friendship and
“desired that I and the Delawares, the Wapings [Wappinger] & Mohickons
settled at Wyomink, would remove thence, and come and live at Allegheny.”
Alarmed, both the Six Nations and the Pennsylvania government scram-
bled, pleading with Teedyuscung to stay. They would, Governor Hamilton
whined, be “very sorry if you remove from Wyoming.” Teedyuscung and his
people were the frontline of defense protecting the Northern Susquehanna
River Valley from Connecticut settlers’ westward march, and both the Six
Nations and the Pennsylvania government knew it.*®

To keep Teedyuscung in Wyoming, Thomas King, speaking on behalf of
the Haudenosaunee, made a council “Fire for Teedyuscung at Wyoming.”
He wanted Teedyuscung “to sit there by the Fire side, and watch that Fire”
because “our English Brethren cast an Eye upon that Land.” If “any White
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people come there,” he asked Teedyuscung to “tell them to go away for that
Land belongs to your Uncles, the Six Nations.” Official council fires were
important spaces for the Haudenosaunee. They were powerful extensions
of the council fire at Onondaga, and so very few existed. While creating a
new council fire was a far cry from recognizing the independence of Teedy-
uscung and the Susquehanna Nations, it nonetheless represented that they
were a people of some significance within the diplomatic hierarchy of the
Six Nations. Hamilton too furthered the Susquehanna Nations’ legitimacy
as a significant people, making promises to Teedyuscung, assuring him that
Pennsylvania would help protect Wyoming from Connecticut. Suddenly,
Teedyuscung was again what the Haudenosaunee and the Pennsylvania
government never really wanted him to be in the past, “a great man.”® But,
in the end, they needed him.

Teedyuscung agreed to stay. He had well-built homes in Wyoming, access
to trade, and a steady supply of alcohol, something Pennsylvania traders
continued to provide. Apparently, Teedyuscung could drink gallons of rum
a day and remain sober, or so he boasted and others observed. But that
was not all. He and his people were finally treated with respect. Without
him and them, both the Six Nations and the Pennsylvanians could lose the
Wyoming Valley to interlopers from Connecticut. He was the person who
held the Susquehanna Nations together, and to keep him happy he was
féted as a king, provided with a near constant stream of presents, alcohol,
and companions, so much so that his wife, a Christian Mohawk named Eliz-
abeth, sought separation, which she had requested since at least 1756 for his
“debauched way of living.” She was especially upset that he had “took all the
children but one from her” and tried to mold them in his image.>°

Nothing, however, seemed to deter Connecticut’s Susquehannah Com-
pany or its settlers. Not only did Teedyuscung and the Susquehanna Na-
tions forewarn violence, but Hamilton issued proclamations threatening
prosecution; General Jeffery Amherst wrote to Connecticut’s governor,
Thomas Fitch, to put a stop to settler encroachment; and even the crown’s
ministers got involved. In late March 1763, Britain’s superintendent of In-
dian affairs, William Johnson, and some visiting Mohawk at Johnson Hall
in upstate New York also entered into the fray, attempting to reason with

Susquehannah Company officials.>
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In March 1763, Colonel Eliphalet Dyer and Reverend Timothy Wood-
bridge, representatives of the Connecticut land company, traveled to John-
son’s home seeking his and the Six Nations’ support for their claims. With
several Mohawk leaders in attendance, Johnson forthrightly explained
the sheer scale of official resistance to the Susquehannah Company’s designs
and that its actions would start another general war. The visiting Mohawk
were not so diplomatic. Visibly angry, they declared that the Haudeno-
saunee would “not part with the Lands in Question (thro’ which is their
great War path & where they have very good hunting).” If the Connecti-
cut settlers persisted, they warned, it “would certainly occasion the whole
6 Nations & their Confederates to commence hostilities.”s?

None of that mattered. Unfazed, Dyer and Woodbridge “replyed that
as the Company had the House of Representatives permission & right given
them by virtue of the Claim of Connecticut to the Westward,” as well as
Lydius’s “Deed [from the Haudenosaunee at Albany] & Expended much
money thereon,” they would “persist in their undertaking & shortly settle
there [Wyoming] to a Considerable number, sufficient to maintain them-
selves in the possession thereof.” Dyer and Woodbridge left the meeting in
a huff, but they also made good on their militant promise.

Less than a month after Dyer and Woodbridge’s meeting with Johnson
and the Mohawk, Teedyuscung, the now sixty-three-year old “great man”
made “King by Ten Nations,” was dead. On April 19, 1763, unknown assail-
ants, most likely Connecticut settlers (though they later denied it), set fire
to the outside of Teedyuscung’s house built for him by Pennsylvanians as
he lay asleep next to the council fire granted by the Haudenosaunee. Similar
fires erupted across the village and by morning there were few buildings
left. The loss of Teedyuscung was a heavy blow to the Susquehanna Nations.
In many ways, he held that loose confederation of peoples and nations to-
gether, elevated their status in the eyes of both Onondaga and Pennsyl-
vania, and was close to obtaining the independence he and his people so
ardently sought.>

Despite his significance, there is no existing record of a condolence
ceremony, not even a bead of wampum being exchanged on his behalf. It
is unclear if or where he was even buried. British and colonial officials cer-

tainly did not comment. The historical record is quite literally silent when
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it comes to Teedyuscung’s death. Some of those officials probably even wel-
comed it. He had been, for most of his later adult life, a thorn in their sides.
William Johnson, the governor of Pennsylvania, nor even the members of
the Quakers’ Friendly Association documented anything about his death
other than it occurred, and then only in passing as “the late Teedyuscung.”

But that silence did not reflect the indifference of his people; rather, it
reflected that they did not have the time to mourn. Their home had been
destroyed and Connecticut settlers were on the march. Within two weeks of
Teedyuscung’s death, nearly a dozen Connecticut families had settled Wyo-
ming. By the end of April, 150 settlers arrived with cattle and the materials
to construct cabins, mills, and blockhouses near the smoldering ashes of
a once vibrant Susquehanna Nation town situated to stop the invasion
of the Northern Susquehanna River Valley. As a result, the Susquehanna
Nations living in Wyoming fled, many of them to towns in and around Great
Island on the West Branch of the Susquehanna River, nearly one hundred
miles west.*

While Teedyuscung may have been dead, the impact of his long history of
dispossession, displacement, and struggle for independence lived on, espe-
cially through his sons. Still, as they would soon find, that was a hard row
to hoe without their father’s leadership. For all of his faults, and there were
many, Teedyuscung knew how and when to strategically use threats, vio-
lence, and diplomacy for the security of his people, and now he was gone.>

After the assassination of Teedyuscung and the destruction of Wyoming,
Native communities in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley divided over
next steps. It seems the final Easton Treaty, coupled with Teedyuscung’s
death and the migration of new peoples to the valley, seriously tested much
of what was left of the Susquehanna Council, though the Susquehanna Na-
tions tried to maintain it. Some, such as Teedyuscung’s son Captain Bull and
Teedyuscung’s son-in-law Mekawawlechon, who fled Wyoming for Great Is-
land, demanded revenge against the Connecticut settlers. Others, such as
Teedyuscung’s old councilor Tepascowan and his uncle Nutimus, the aging
Delaware chief and now nominal head of the Susquehanna Nations who
also fled to Great Island, sought peaceful remedies. Considering Nutimus’s
experiences with violence and dispossession, he was a study in patience. He

still thought the Easton agreements mattered and that he and his people
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had an ally in Pennsylvania and its proprietors. Therefore, Nutimus urged
peace, hoping Pennsylvania’s colonial government would act against these
daring disturbers from New England.*®

Nutimus’s peaceful position won out. On June 2, Governor Hamilton,
responding to “fresh Complaints from the Indians at Wyoming,” particu-
larly those of Captain Bull, issued another proclamation “requiring those
Intruders” from Connecticut “forthwith to remove from the said Lands.”
He also commissioned James Burd and Thomas McKee, a seasoned fron-
tier agent and trader, as justices of the peace and ordered them to go to
Wyoming, read the proclamation, and persuade the Connecticut settlers
to leave using “Expostulations & Arguments” but not violence.®

Initially, Hamilton’s actions calmed tensions in the Northern Susque-
hanna River Valley. A few weeks after the proclamation, Job Chillaway, a
Delaware interpreter from Wyalusing, a town just north of Wyoming,
and Telenimut, a representative of the Six Nations “living a little way up
the West Branch,” went to Fort Augusta and expressed their approval
of the proclamation and the governor’s orders to Burd and McKee. They
also let Burd know that Nutimus and the Susquehanna Nations along the
West Branch felt “the same.” Chillaway and Telenimut even promised Burd
that they would let him know if these peaceful sentiments changed. “If
anything happens” they told Burd, “we will let you know as two Brothers
ought to do.”®

To prove the goodwill of the Susquehanna Nations, representatives of
the Susquehanna Council now living along the West Branch traveled to Fort
Augusta a few days later. It was a veritable who’s who of leaders. Represent-
ing the Delaware, Nutimus, Tepascowan, Teedyuscung’s son Captain Bull,
and his son-in-law Mekawawlechon attended along with Coshaughaways,
representing the Munsee; Neguttewesta, the Shawnee; John Orby, the
Nanticoke; and “Sam,” the Conoy, with about “20 more Indians” most likely
speaking for nations or factions that Pennsylvania officials found too insig-
nificant or hostile to fully write down. As Chillaway and Telenimut related,
these leaders came to Fort Augusta to express their continued friendship
with Pennsylvania.®

Despite the professed mission of their meeting, Commander Burd still

worried about the Susquehanna Nations’ “sentiments.” He even went so far
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as to order “all the Garrison under arms at their Posts, during” the meeting.
For those leaders of the Susquehanna Nations on the fence, like Captain
Bull and Mekawawlechon, it must have been difficult to listen to Burd and
Nutimus’s professions of peace under the watchful eye of armed colonial
soldiers positioned on the walls and bastions of a controversial fort.®

For his part, Burd did have some reason to be fearful. Earlier that same
month, “Indian Runners” from “the Westward” made their way to the Great
Island carrying “English Scalps” and news of another war “with the En-
glish” erupting in the Illinois Country and Ohio River Valley. Ottawa war
chief Pontiac was laying siege to Fort Detroit (some rumors suggested Pon-
tiac had taken the fort), while Forts Miami, Michilimackinac, Venango, Le
Boeuf, and Presque Isle fell to a combination of Delaware, Shawnee, Miami,
Ojibwa, Wyandot, and Seneca warriors who challenged the peaceful stance
of Onondaga. Native Americans in the Ohio Valley were also threatening
Fort Pitt, and Shamokin Daniel, a former Moravian convert who moved
back and forth between the Ohio and Northern Susquehanna River Valleys,
was preparing to raid the Juniata Valley.®* A new war for independence was
in the offing.

This new war erupted because of the Seven Years’ War, especially the fall-
out in Native communities after they learned about the terms the French
had agreed to for peace in 1763. The formal peace agreement between the
British and the French that ended the war in North America, the Treaty of
Paris, seriously undermined the peace established with both the Susque-
hanna and Ohio Nations at Easton and Lancaster. Neither the French nor
the British took into consideration their Native American allies when ham-
mering out terms. Instead, through that agreement, the British gained
French possessions in Canada as well as most of France’s territory east of
the Mississippi River, including the much sought-after Ohio region.*

Native peoples everywhere were obviously “under great Concern at
ye Advantage ye English has Gain'd by the peace.” They wanted to know
how and “by what right” the “French had given up their Country.” They
were, after all, sovereign nations, which the treaties at Easton and Lan-
caster basically recognized. British-employed interpreters, middlemen,
go-betweens, and officials up and down North America could not readily

answer their questions in any satisfactory way. George Croghan, who had
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risen through the ranks to deputy superintendent of Indian affairs under
William Johnson and was an avid land speculator himself, haphazardly told
representatives of the Ohio Nations that the British would settle “only such
parts of America as had been in Possession of the French & conquered by
us during the War.” That statement discounted the lands of Britain’s Na-
tive allies within the territory the French claimed, and was so general in
relation to Indigenous land that his statement only “seem’d to increase
their Jealousy.”® Jealousy was a bit of an understatement. Angst, anger,
and even rage are far better nouns to represent Native American feelings.
More important still, the Treaty of Paris, rather than instantly disrupting a
peaceful coexistence, only confirmed for many Native peoples that previous
treaties with the British were a sham.

Back in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley, Commander Burd and
the officers at Fort Augusta were “much Alarm’d for the safety of the Garri-
son” when the Susquehanna Nations visited in June. This feeling was but-
tressed by the fact that colonists were daily “flying to the Interior parts of
the province with the utmost precipitation.” It was, some thought, “more
easy to imagine than describe the distress of the back Inhabitants.” Really,
the fears that permeated Fort Augusta were unfounded. The Susquehanna
Nations had “not yet Committed any Hostilities,” and moreover had come
to the fort to proclaim their peaceful intentions. Despite these facts, many
colonists as well as some officials could not shake their belief that all Native
Americans, including the Susquehanna Nations, were somehow involved.
That imagination, if allowed to shape men and measures unchecked by
facts, could and would result in what white colonists feared most, “a general
war with the Indians.”®

Facts, sadly, meant little. Although the Susquehanna Nations professed
peace during their meeting at Fort Augusta in June, Burd and the other
officers refused to believe them. Instead, they barraged the nations’ repre-
sentatives with queries to gauge their knowledge about the new war and,
through that, confirm an already presupposed belief about their violent
intentions. Burd, for example, followed up his lengthy speech about the
peaceful goals of the Pennsylvania government under the shadow of an
armed guard by anxiously demanding “to know what Indians had struck

us, or whether they or any other Nation had Just Cause to Complain
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of us.” Looking around at the manned fort walls, the representatives of the
Susquehanna Nations simply said, “They know nothing & therefore could
say nothing.” For a conference, their answer was noticeably curt. Yet that
curtness was most likely a product of their surroundings rather than indic-
ative of duplicity.”

Really, the Susquehanna Nations could offer little to change popular be-
liefs. They could either confirm or deny that they interacted with hostile
nations, but both answers would only serve to reinforce colonial percep-
tions. Not only did the fort’s officers know that Indigenous representatives
from Ohio recently had made their way to the Susquehanna Nations carry-
ing news of the war, but over the previous two years those officers had heard
terrifying rumors that Tahaiadoris, a Chenussio Seneca from Genesee in
western New York, and Kiashuta, an Ohio Valley Mingo living at Logstown,
had promoted a grand alliance of Native peoples to violently remove the
British from Native lands.®® So, when the Susquehanna Nations denied any
knowledge of the war, the fort’s officers quickly deemed “their answer” as
“evasive weak & Frivolous.”® In sum, the colonial garrison was suspicious,
and the Susquehanna Nations, caught in the middle and obviously knowing
more than they let on, simply wanted to move beyond rumors of a general
war to remain at peace. Distrust lingered in the air.

Despite the clear suspicion and the intimidating posturing of the colo-
nial officers and common soldiers at Fort Augusta, Nutimus and others of
the Susquehanna Nations’ leaders hoped that they had reconfirmed peace-
ful coexistence during their conference with Burd. That hope did not last
long. Mere days after the Susquehanna Council left the fort, Burd and his
officers started receiving a steady stream of reports from trusted Indige-
nous go-betweens, especially Andrew Montour, that the Native Americans
living on “the West Branch of this River” were preparing for war. Some
reports suggested that the officers should instantly distrust any Native
American from the Northern Susquehanna River Valley who came to
the fort because the British could “not Expect to see any more here in a
Friendly Manner.””

The rumors swirling through official circles reached such a height that
important officers such as Colonel Henry Bouquet, who had risen to prom-

inence in both Pennsylvania and the British military through his service in



106 DECLARATIONS OF INDEPENDENCE

the Seven Years’ War, demanded a moratorium on trading ammunition with
any Native American, regardless of their professed allegiance. Although
“the Indians on this River have not yet Committed any Hostilities against
his Majesty’s Subjects,” James Irvine, the store clerk at Fort Augusta, pro-
tested, “the Coll. is pleas’d to look on all that shall supply them with Am-
munition as Traitors to their King & Country.” Irvine was “at a loss” about
what to do. Caught between fact and fiction, he complained, “For should I
Supply the Indians with ever so trifling a Quantity of Powder it may be said
that I Enabled his Majesty’s Enemies to carry on a War against him. On the
Contrary should I refuse to let them have any, the Indians may say we forc’'d
them to take part against us by depriving them of the Means of Subsist-
ing among us.” In the end, he opted to act in “a manner as to Occasion no
Just Reflections on my Conduct” and therefore would “not let them have
anymore Powder.” Besides, he thought, “from the best information I can
procure a general War with the Indians seems inevitable.” The Susquehanna
Nations’ pronouncement of peace meant little. They should either acqui-
esce to a presumed dependency or become enemies. For British officers like
Bouquet or Irvine, there was no in between.”

Dependence was a nonstarter and peace even harder to maintain. Pon-
tiac’s War, as this new war has come to be called, resulted in the militariza-
tion of Pennsylvania with several counties creating voluntary associations,
ranger companies, and garrison troops to support the war effort. Even
Governor Hamilton, who professed peace, appropriated enough money to
support seven hundred men to fight “against the Incursions of our cruel
and barbarous Enemies the Indians.” As that general vision of enemies as
“the Indians” inferred—he would never have said “war against Europeans”
when he meant “war against the French”—these troops could not, nor hon-
estly would not, distinguish friends from enemies when it came to Native
peoples. Like Bouquet’s orders about trade, the officers and soldiers on the
ground believed all of “the Indians” harbored malevolent designs.”

Soon, the fears of Pennsylvanians, and what they would do because of
them, were all too often expressed by common soldiers, traders, and settlers
as well as military officers and fort commanders. These colonists did not

have the magical power to hide what they thought. Their fears and their
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prejudices, often intermixing, influenced their interactions with any and all
Native peoples who came near Fort Augusta or elsewhere. Every mundane
contact reflected what was going on. When Captain Bull and many like him
came to trade or even negotiate at the fort after they professed peace in
June, they lived and witnessed the colonists’ perceived reality infused with
paranoia, and quite correctly worried about their fate. They were in danger
of becoming “the Slaves of the White people” if they remained “humble
as Dogs.””

In July, Nutimus again traveled to Fort Augusta to explain how these
daily interactions diminished his position and factionalized the Susque-
hanna Nations, endangering what he thought they had accomplished that
June. He was “now Old,” and although he “desires that as our Forefathers
were in Antient Friendship” and that they should all work hard to “brighten
that Friendship,” he also believed “the World in a bad condition” and “does
not know what to say.” The “times are so bad we don’t know how long we
may see the Light,” he thought. Recognizing his weakened voice, Nutimus
could now only promise to request “all whom he has any Influence over”
to “hold fast the same Friendship” agreed to a month earlier. That was a
statement that reflected the end of the Susquehanna Nations as a confeder-
ated body with a concerted voice. All “old Nutimus” could do now was hope
“that when your Young Men and us meet one another that we should not
be Foolish.”

Pennsylvania’s “Young Men” were “Foolish” that summer, destroying
what was left of Nutimus’s influence. Many of the colonial officers leading
the new county volunteers had long wished for the destruction of peace-
ful or allied Native communities. Pontiac’s War seemed to unleash their
fury. At Fort Allen along the Lehigh River about seventy miles east of Fort
Augusta, Captain Nicholaus Wetterholt, commanding the Northampton
County militia, boasted that August that if he found any Native Ameri-
can “in the Woods far or near” he would “kill him.” Wetterholt made good
on that promise when, that same month, he drunkenly ordered the murder
of Captain Bull’s cousin, a Moravian convert named Zacharias, along with
Zacharias’s wife and small child, who were making their way home to Great
Island on the West Branch. This family had nothing to do with the war, yet
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they were “in the Woods” and Native American so, according to the stark
racial distinctions of far too many colonists, they must be “bad Indians.””s
Faced with such odds, Zacharias tried to defend his family with “his knif,”
but that only enraged the militiamen. One of the soldiers shot Zacharias,
and then Wetterholt and two of his men “kildt the Indian Woman and her
boy” as the mother “begged for their lives upon her knees.” This was just
one of many “insults and robberies for which” Native peoples living along
the West Branch of the Susquehanna River “could obtain no redress.””®

Around the same time that Wetterholt and his men murdered a small
family, two militia captains commanding about one hundred men made
their way “up the West Branch” to eradicate what they assumed was a nest
of “snakes” at “Great Island.” They never got that far. Less than thirty miles
from Fort Augusta, they encountered heavy fire from an enemy who they
“could not see,” resulting in the separation of their “party.” Feeling “Disap-
pointed,” twenty-six men commanded by a frontier trader, George Allen,
tried to make their way back to Fort Augusta. Along the way they crossed
paths with three Delaware and Nanticoke hunters going home to Great Is-
land, one of whom they knew rather well, so well in fact that this Delaware
hunter often went by the name “George Allen, after the George Allen that
was with us.””

Using that friendship as a ruse, the militiamen “took them prisoners,”
and then just before they reached Fort Augusta, some of Captain Allen’s
men “thought proper to kill & scalp” the hunters and steal “their peltry.”
Although the three Native men begged their “brothers” not to “shoot,” and
even Captain Allen urged restraint, one of the militiamen, determined to
exact “revenge on the first Indian that I saw,” convinced five of his friends
to form an execution squad, “two men to each prisoner.” Sending the pris-
oners in a line thirty yards in front of them, the soldiers fired and then
scalped their “bloodied” corpses. George Allen’s namesake fortunately
survived. He was shot through the arm and managed to play dead during
his scalping, a terrible ordeal. Once the militiamen finished he “started up
and ran.” His executioners, “surprised at his raising from the dead,” did not
give chase. He eventually made it all the way to Great Island, telling the

people there of his experience and swearing “revenge.””
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The mourning, loss, and misery of the Susquehanna Nations at Great Is-
land did not end there. Just a few weeks after Zacharias and his family were
killed and Delaware George Allen stumbled into the settlement holding up
the “skin on his” face with a legging and protecting his “brains” with “cold
moss,” Colonel John Armstrong led a militia unit from Cumberland County
“on the Susquehannah campaign, against the Indians.” They marched to
Great Island where they “burnt the Delaware and Monsey towns, on the
West Branch of the Susquehannah, and destroyed all their corn.” Many
of the men from Great Island and the surrounding towns were away hunt-
ing that day, and the women, children, and elderly (including Nutimus) had
fled when they learned of the march against them, but they nonetheless
returned to find the smoldering ashes of their homes and the loss of the
corn they expected to live on during the winter. All of this was done by their
professed “friends” and “brothers,” the Pennsylvanians.”

From Captain Bull’s perspective, the actions of the British colonists must
have been infuriating. Despite listening to Nutimus’s and Burd’s speeches
at Fort Augusta in June and appealing to Governor Hamilton, he found no
solace in their relationship. Of all of Teedyuscung’s sons, Captain Bull fol-
lowed most closely the path his father had trod in life, although they had a
tumultuous relationship at times. From all accounts, he, like his father, cut
an imposing and memorable figure. According to one colonist who encoun-
tered him, Captain Bull was “the best looking Indian I ever saw. He is quite
the fine Gentleman.” Yet, he had a difficult past. Like his father, he too was
dispossessed by Pennsylvania’s land deals with the Haudenosaunee east
of the Susquehanna River in the late 1730s and throughout the 1740s. After
that childhood trauma (he was about sixteen during the Walking Purchase),
he, like his father, relocated to a Moravian mission where he was baptized,
taking the Christian name Johann Jacob. Not long thereafter, he married
a fellow Christian Delaware, had a family, and stayed close to his father,
making a home at Meniolagomekah, a multiethnic Native American town
and Moravian mission less than ten miles east of Bethlehem, which was
also near his uncle Captain John. Just like his father, the Seven Years’ War
changed his life. At around the same time his father left Gnadenhutten for
Wyoming in 1754, Johann Jacob packed up his belongings to live with some
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of his relatives, particularly Nutimus, at Nescopeck, a village just south-
west of Wyoming. Such a move was not coincidental; it helped establish his
father’s connections and, through that, his influence.®

At Nescopeck, reflective of his father’s growing leadership and his new
status, Johann abandoned his adopted Christian name for the more prom-
inent, if militaristic, Captain Bull. The name fit the new life he and his fa-
ther had created. Within a year of his arrival at Nescopeck, Captain Bull
joined with his father and many of the other Susquehanna Nations in a
war against the British, leading men in Northampton County. Yet, when
they sought peace, he was there too. He attended the Easton conferences
and demonstrated the same ambivalence toward Six Nations suzerainty and
colonial interests as his father, all the while hoping the conferences could
achieve security for the future.®*

Once peace was established at Easton he followed the path of his
father again, attempting to demonstrate his “friendship” with the British
colonies and, through that, obtain a status that could protect him and his
people. Representing his father and using kinship connections, he helped
spread the message of peace to the Ohio region. While there, he even acted
as a spy for the British, gathering intelligence at Venango where his uncle
Captain Peter (or Young Captain Harris) was chief of a group of pro-French
Delaware. Captain Bull's experiences, like those of many other Native
peoples, highlights how past moments, both large and small, shaped gener-
ations, echoing through time.®

Despite his efforts to demonstrate his loyalty to the British, Captain
Bull’s father and cousins were murdered, and he did not have a home. The
Pennsylvanians, who had professed their friendship, appeared indifferent if
not outright hostile. After Teedyuscung’s death, the governor took almost
two months to issue a proclamation against Connecticut settlers encroach-
ing on Native American land, disregarding the assassination and failing
to offer condolences. Although Pennsylvania officials had acknowledged
Teedyuscung’s importance and occasionally referred to him as a king, they
made minimal effort to honor his passing. Hamilton also did not investi-
gate the murder of Zacharias and his family, nor did he take action when
Great Island was destroyed, although he expressed some sadness because

he assumed Nutimus must be dead. Despite Pennsylvania officials’ verbal
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commitment to maintaining friendly relations, their actions seemed hollow
and insincere. As one Cayuga chief cautioned at Easton in 1758, the Pennsyl-
vanians “only speak from their Mouth and not from their Heart.” Captain
Bull attended that meeting and perhaps reflected on those words or even
that sentiment in this moment. There is no reason to think otherwise.®

Reeling from the attacks on their people and their homes, few Native
Americans made their way to Fort Augusta in August and September 1763,
and those who came to trade were turned away. That stillness worried
the fort’s officers, who removed the official trade house as well as many
of the colonial inhabitants inside the fort’s walls. Preparing for the fort’s
evacuation, James Irvine shipped most of the trade goods in his posses-
sion down to Paxton township in Lancaster County, hoping for wagons to
move it all safely to Philadelphia.®* The officers even started punishing sol-
diers for “misbehavior on Guard” and “Neglect of Duty,” a rarity before, and
ordered a military tattoo “Beat Every Night at eight o’clock.” After a long
few months, their fears were confirmed when the fort’s lieutenant, Sam-
uel Hunter, learned on October 5 that “the Indians are Universally Joined
against us.”® This time, the rumors were mostly correct.

About the same time Hunter heard the ominous news, Captain Bull
and a faction of the Susquehanna Nations marched from the smolder-
ing ashes of Great Island off to war, asserting their independence and
attempting to exact revenge. They were not, though, in league with Pon-
tiac, nor really anyone else. They were fighting for their own cause and
their own goals. Pontiac’s War merely served a purpose, not unlike the
motivations for the many other Native nations and peoples who chose to
take up arms.5¢

On the morning of October 8, Bull surprised his cousin Zacharias’ killers,
Captain Wetterholt and his company, at a tavern near Hokendauqua Creek
in Allen township, Northampton County, killing the captain, most of the
men under his command, and the tavernkeeper. Surprised and frightened,
Wetterholt’s lieutenant, Jonathan Dodge, a man who often boasted about
his ability to kill Indigenous people, and who many Native Americans and
some colonists deemed “a most precious scoundrel,” sent an urgent message
to local notable, Timothy Horsfield. “Pray send me help,” Dodge scrawled,

“for all my men are killed But one, and Captn. Wetterhold is amost Dead.”
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In a series of urgent pleas thereafter, Dodge wrote, “Send me help or I am a
Dead man,” and “Pray send up the Doctor for God sake.”®’

Although Dodge managed to escape, most of his men did not, and Bull’s
warriors set fire to the tavern. From there, Bull and his men raided some
of the neighboring communities of Allen and Whitehall townships, setting
homes on fire and killing or taking captive some inhabitants. According to
reports received at Fort Augusta, Captain Bull and his men “killed 54 Per-
sons in Northampton County, and Continued Killing and scalping” there-
after.®® Bull later boasted that he personally killed twenty-six colonists.®

Within days, the Pennsylvania Gazette, one of the most popular news-
papers in the mid-Atlantic colonies, published the “melancholy account” of
the attack on the tavern and the subsequent events in the area. The Gazette
and other city newspapers had been reporting on Pontiac’s War for months,
but Bull’s raids struck a nerve. As a result, the Gazette recast Wetterholt’s
death as heroic, depicting the wounded captain, shot through the gut and
“growing very weak,” as crawling “to a Window” to shoot “an Indian dead”
who “was setting Fire to the House with a Match.” In the several columns
that followed, the Gazette published letters from Northampton County col-
onists describing the gruesome deaths of women and children, “Houses on
Fire,” and in general “the deplorable Condition of this Poor Country.” Un-
promisingly, the report ended, colonists “feared there were many Houses &
c. burnt, and Lives lost, that were not then known.”?°

These melodramatic scenes were provided to readers entirely bereft of
context. Over the previous several months the Gazette had never reported
on the fire that killed Teedyuscung and consumed Wyoming in April or of
the Susquehanna Nations’ subsequent efforts to remain at peace despite
it. The Gazette also did not report on Wetterholt’s murder of Zacharias
and his family in August, the execution of Delaware and Nanticoke hunt-
ers outside of Fort Augusta, nor the other outrages that precipitated the
“melancholy account” of that October in the first place. For a newspaper
that seemed to revel in the description of houses on fire and the grue-
some deaths of women, children, and other noncombatants, the absence
of these stories is telling. Yet, the Gazette’s reporting about Bull’s raids in
Northampton did help push a reluctant colonial legislature to pass a law

funding an additional eight hundred men for war.>*
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While the Gazette busily constructed what one scholar has described as
an “anti-Indian sublime” for its readers, Captain Bull shifted his attention
to Wyoming. On October 15, he entered the Connecticut settlement near
Wyoming with at least 135 warriors seeking revenge for the death of his
father and their “king,” and to reclaim what was theirs, but found only a
smattering of settlers. After Bull’'s early October raids, most Connecticut
settlers had hastily packed up their belongings and fled east for safety.
Forty people, however, remained. Of those forty, Bull and his men killed
ten, and besides a few who managed to escape, took the rest captive, burn-
ing the settlement to the ground before they headed north to Wyalusing.
This new bid for independence and revenge was short-lived. British officers
with the help of a Haudenosaunee viceroy, Thomas King, sought to tamp
out the Susquehanna Nations’ independence, capturing and imprisoning
Captain Bull. When they asked Bull why he went to war, though, he refused
to give his captors any satisfaction, offering only a smile.”

Just like Bull’s earlier actions in Northampton County, the destruction of
Wyoming shocked and enraged colonists. A few days after Bull attacked Wy-
oming and headed north to Wyalusing, a company of Pennsylvania militia
from Lancaster County, the Paxtang Rangers, arrived at Wyoming to wit-
ness the aftermath. They were sent to Wyoming by Reverend John Elder, an
influential Presbyterian minister in Paxton township charged by the colonial
government to oversee the rangers, to harass the Connecticut settlers, and
to “scout a little way into the Enemy’s Country.” When his rangers arrived at
Wyoming they had nothing to do but bury Connecticut’s dead. It was not
long before these soldiers relayed home what they had witnessed.

On hearing the news of the “melancholy Scene” at Wyoming from his
rangers, Elder, who had a fairly short temper to begin with, exploded into
a fit of rage. Writing to the governor, Elder castigated “the Savages” and
demanded Hamilton act. “Until that Branch [of the Susquehanna River]
is cleared of the Enemy,” Elder stated, “the frontier Settlements will be
in no safety.” Elder might have written “Enemy,” but who he or the colo-
nists he commanded actually saw as enemies was rather murky. There were
many peaceful and neutral Native peoples who still lived on “that Branch.”*

The editors of the Pennsylvania Gazette also ran wild with the story the

Paxtang Rangers brought home, depicting a grizzly image for their readers.
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Pennsylvania troops, readers learned, had entered Wyoming to find “nine
men and a woman, who had been most cruelly butchered, the woman was
roasted, and had two Hinges in her Hands, supposed to be put in red hot,
and several of the men had Awls thrust into their Eyes, and Spears, arrows,
Pitchforks, & c sticking in their Bodies.”?

Although these Connecticut settlers had been Pennsylvania’s enemies
just a few months before, envisioned as unseemly invaders and trouble-
makers who would assuredly instigate another war, they were now, in the
Gazette’s hands, the unwitting victims of a “Savage” massacre. Perceptions
shifted fast as the war and the stories told about what happened at Wyo-
ming hardened racial attitudes in the colony, creating a climate of anger,
suspicion, and fear that could and would be turned on any Native commu-
nity in or near the province. After Wyoming, lines were quickly being drawn
in the sand as both white colonists and many Native peoples constructed
a vision of the future bereft of, or at the very least significantly removed

from, each other.
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A “Diversity of Interests”

ATTEMPTS TO SEPARATE PEOPLE AND DIVIDE LAND, 1763-1767

ONTIAC’S WAR AND CAPTAIN Bull’s destruction of Wyoming, espe-

cially the reporting and gossip about them, led to the evacuation of

many of Pennsylvania’s frontier colonial settlements. They also in-
flamed the minds of ordinary white colonists against their government and
any and all Native peoples. Reeling from the experiences of war or learning
secondhand about them, many Pennsylvanians demanded their govern-
ment take the offensive against their Indigenous enemies, often errone-
ously blaming Quakers, whom many Pennsylvanians imagined controlled
the government (which they did not), for the colony’s delayed and meager
response to the war. Doing away with all circumspection, enraged colonists
also turned their attention toward the many communities of Indigenous
Christians, some of whom had peacefully coexisted with their white neigh-
bors for decades and had nothing to do with the war.

This is not to say that such suspicions of all Native Americans did not
exist before; they most assuredly did. But by 1763, ordinary colonists, espe-
cially on the frontier, more eagerly and publicly lumped all Native Amer-
icans together as part of the same “Nation” sharing racial characteristics
that separated them from white British colonists. In that year, a group
of frontiersmen from Paxton (many of whom had ridden to Wyoming as
the Paxtang Rangers), upset that Pennsylvania’s government refused to
countenance the violent extermination of all Indigenous peoples in retri-
bution for the war, angrily asserted their right to do so on their own as
“British subjects” facing a single menacing Native American threat. In one

petition they sent to the government, which was also widely publicized,

{115}
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they justified violence against Indigenous peoples by asking their fellow
subjects to consider “in what nation under the Sun was it ever the custom
that when a neighboring Nation took up Arms, not an individual should be
touched but only the Persons that offered Hostilities?” Such a rhetorical
question, criticism of the government, and justification for violence only
worked if both colonists and Native Americans could be viewed as members
of two distinct nations. By conflating national and racial difference, these
colonists projected a potent vision of separation that pit seemingly unified
“British subjects” against a coherent and “savage” enemy nation.*

This idea of a clear separation between British Americans and Native
Americans was not harbored by frontier colonists alone. Elite land spec-
ulators, military officers, colonial officials, imperial managers, and even
the king and his advisors saw separation between two supposedly distinct
peoples as necessary, even desirable, and, some thought, definitely prof-
itable. Native peoples too, experiencing the trauma of war, the murder of
family, and the destruction of their homes, sought separation from “white
people.” By the mid-1760s, it seemed as if everyone was talking about or
making plans for separation. For many British and colonial officials this
separation could only be achieved by establishing one clear dividing line
on a map separating British from Native American land and people, a per-
fect cure-all.

There were obvious problems with this binary geopolitical division of
peoples demarcated by specific latitudes and longitudes. While the vision
of two distinct peoples was useful when promoting and arguing for the ne-
cessity of a line of separation in the abstract, it never reflected a semblance
of reality. Despite the heated rhetoric, two separate peoples didn’t actually
exist. Early America was a heterogeneous place composed of a diverse col-
lection of ethnically, culturally, racially, and religiously different peoples.
The shear diversity of early America could and would challenge any plan
for separation.

Prominent colonial politicians who supported creating some sort of di-
viding line between two distinct peoples understood this problem. Joseph
Galloway, who argued for the necessity of a dividing line, also knew that
colonists’ “different Religions—tempers and private Interest—their Prej-

udices against, and Jealousies of, each other—all have, and ever will, from
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the Nature and Reason of things, conspire to create such a Diversity of In-
terests, Inclinations, and Decisions, that they never can unite together.”
Like Galloway, another contemporary observed in 1760 that the diversity
of colonists, their “different nations, different manners, different religions,
and different languages,” mixed like “Fire and Water,” mutually destructive.
That logic could have been applied across early America, reflecting both
British subjects and Native Americans, who were also divided among them-
selves and jockeying for power.

These were all fair assessments of the North American landscape. Even
colonists from Paxton, who described themselves as “British subjects,”
members of the same nation, simultaneously clung to their particular re-
gional, ethnic, religious, and social differences, which separated them from
and put them at odds with other “British subjects.” And they articulated
these distinctions simultaneously. Their now famous “Declaration and Re-
monstrance of the Distressed and Bleeding Frontier Inhabitants of the Prov-
ince of Pennsylvania,” which pronounced their rights as “British subjects,”
was far from a statement of British solidarity and identity. They were, they
argued, nothing like those other colonists “in the east.” Similarly, colonial
politicians, speculators, and imperial officials often used the language of
racial difference and the need for national unity to achieve their own ends
but were also quick to separate themselves from unruly “white savages” on
the frontier who were, a young George Washington thought, “as Ignorant a
Set of People as the Indians.” Even the separate British colonies were often
at odds with one another, which only worsened as the decade progressed.?

Native peoples too saw important distinctions among themselves. Dela-
ware, Shawnee, and Haudenosaunee peoples, for instance, may have spoken
of themselves as “Indians,” but they also described themselves as mem-
bers of distinct nations with their own interests, their own land, and their
own sovereignty, much of which conflicted. Even those distinct national
identities could pale in comparison to more intimate clan and kinship ones.
The same people who described themselves as “Indians” as well as Delaware,
Shawnee, or one of the separate Six Nations also identified as members
of the Bear, Turkey, Wolf, Turtle, and other clan divisions, with particular
kinship networks and autonomy. From childhood, they learned and inter-

nalized their clan belongings and lineages. Stark racial distinctions, then,
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may have been powerful rhetorical devices pervading public discourse in
the latter half of the eighteenth century that could galvanize solidarity and
justify violence in moments of perceived danger, but that solidarity was
often fleeting and impossible to sustain. A “Diversity of Interests,” as Gallo-
way had so astutely observed, was always at play.*

Given this reality, actually establishing a policy of separation between
two peoples with a clear line on a map was way more difficult to achieve
than any one person, nation, or faction of people argued it could be. No-
body involved, whether British colonists or Native Americans, would ever
agree between and among themselves over the exact limits of any bound-
ary, nor who had the authority to negotiate it, who would pay for and
manage it, and, most importantly, who would benefit.

These were real cleavages that Native nations and peoples, colonial
governors, colonial legislators, military officers, frontier agents, specula-
tors, settlers, squatters, and even the king, his ministers, and Parliament
contended with as they imagined separation and how to achieve it in the
mid-1760s. As they all too often found, any one solution only exacerbated
existing tensions and divisions within and between colonial Americans, Na-
tive peoples, and the British Empire that could and would erupt in interne-
cine conflict. By the late 1760s, efforts to divide people and land using the
logic of two separate peoples let loose a “Diversity of Interests” and set

the stage for rebellion and, ultimately, the American Revolution.

In the immediate aftermath of Captain Bull’s October 1763 raids, many of
Northampton County’s colonial residents blamed not Bull but the local
Indigenous Christians living in the Moravian mission town of Bethlehem,
particularly a Christian Mohican, Renatus. Charging the whole group
with conspiring with the enemy, a vocal contingent of colonists demanded
action. They wanted Renatus arrested and the rest of the community
removed. There was, however, no evidence that Renatus or any of the
Native people at Bethlehem were involved. The evidence available, from
white witnesses no less, suggested that Renatus was nowhere near the area at
the time. Nevertheless, the local sheriff, under intense pressure, arrested

Renatus on October 29 and conveyed him to jail to await trial.5
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Although Renatus was eventually acquitted by an all-white jury, colo-
nists along the frontier, hearing rumors at taverns or reading the accounts
of the trial in newspapers and pamphlets, refused to accept the verdict,
believing in a grand conspiracy involving prominent government officials,
especially Quakers, who, they argued, were in league with Native American
“murderers.” In the colonists’ minds, the colonial government, Renatus,
and really all Indigenous Christians, whether at Bethlehem or elsewhere,
were responsible for the destruction of the war or were, at the very
least, complicit. Belief in such conspiracies reflected pent up animosities,
lingering grievances, and racial attitudes that, when combined, defined the
Pennsylvania frontier for years to come.®

In December 1763, colonists in Lancaster County, known to history as
the “Paxton Boys,” used a similar conspiratorial logic to justify the violent
extermination of the local Christian Conestoga. The Paxton Boys even ref-
erenced Renatus when explaining their actions and, in eerily similar lan-
guage, claimed that that small peaceful community at Conestoga harbored
a “murderer,” Will Sock, based on equally flimsy evidence.” On two sepa-
rate occasions in December, anywhere from fifty to one hundred mounted
men, “equipped for murder,” butchered the Conestoga, leaving behind
them “men, women and children” who were “shot, scalped, hacked and cut
to pieces.”® Among the few possessions found scattered amid the carnage
and debris were wampum belts and a piece of parchment dated April 23,
1701, charting the treaty of peace and friendship between William Penn and
the Conestoga that laid the foundation for the Conestoga’s town and the
future safety of their people.®

The Paxton Boys were not done there. Because of the animosity of
the colonial inhabitants against Indigenous Christians, especially those
in Northampton County, Pennsylvania’s governor, now Thomas Penn’s
nephew John Penn, ordered the removal of those Indigenous people to the
city of Philadelphia for protection. It wasn’t general humanitarianism that
motivated Penn. He knew that if anything happened to the Native peoples
most closely associated with his colony, it would ultimately enrage Native
communities throughout the Northeast, if not beyond. More problematic
still, the Six Nations claimed most of those Christian communities as allied

tributaries.*®
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Governor Penn was in the midst of a diplomatic nightmare and facing
an insurrection. Fearing for the safety of his city rather than the Native
Americans he sought to protect, Penn tried to ship the Indigenous Chris-
tians off to New York to live under the safety of the Six Nations, but that
colony’s governor, Cadwallader Colden, refused to let them pass. Calling
Indigenous Christians “rogues and thieves, runaways from the other Na-
tions” that were “not to be trusted,” Colden made it clear that they were
unwelcome. He was “rather disposed to attack & punish [them], than to
support and protect them.”* The young Penn, once committed to their
protection and without New York’s approval, had no choice but to provide
asylum near the city of Philadelphia. As he feared, though, anger over the
idea that the Pennsylvania government protected “known murderers” in-
creased the number of frontier colonists supporting the Paxton Boys. Em-
boldened by those numbers, over five hundred frontiersmen marched on
the city to eradicate the supposed murderers. Some thought this march
was the beginning of “a Civil War.”»

The Paxton Boys, claiming to represent all the frontier counties and the
real meaning of being “British subjects,” also sought to use their numbers as
leverage to force an overhaul of the provincial government to make it more
inclusive for white male inhabitants, and therefore more representative
of their wants and desires.” Racially charged beliefs and grievances against
the exclusive nature of the colonial government and its policies—which
brought into question the province’s unequal land distribution and eco-
nomic inequality—converged in this moment, making it seem as if the
entire government was fundamentally broken, or at least in need of sig-
nificant repair. The Paxton Boys and those colonists who supported them
desired a future where they had a significant say in the colonial govern-
ment and its policies, as equal British subjects, living within a colony en-
tirely devoid of and outright hostile against what they viewed as a singular
enemy Native “Nation.” As it would turn out, many of those Paxton Boys
and their supporters would see the Northern Susquehanna River Valley and
the American Revolution as the answer to their dreams.™

Those dreams of the future were fundamentally wrapped up in religion.
Many of the Presbyterian ministers on the frontier, including Reverend

John Elder, the leader of the Paxtang Rangers, who comprised the core
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leadership of the Paxton Boys, had long preached a message that casti-
gated the provincial government and eastern elites for failing to support
the “Liberty” of the people. They even countenanced extralegal action
when that government failed to meet expectations. In one sermon, Elder
told his congregants that “liberty does not consist in an Absolute Indiffer-
ence.” All people had to assure liberty’s existence by any means necessary,
which sometimes meant challenging lawful authority. According to many
Presbyterian ministers like Elder, popular action was acceptable and justi-
fied. “When man joins himself in civil society with others,” one Presbyte-
rian minister argued, “he, as well as every one with him, gives up his rights
which he has naturally, to be regulated by the laws made by the society, and
to which he consents; at least so far as his own safety, and that of the rest
of society, shall require.”s Obedience to government had limits. Elder also
struck a martial air during his sermons. The “fighting parson” often kept his
rifle beside him at the pulpit as he preached about the plight of liberty and
the need to fight “manfully under the Banner of ye Captain of our Salvation
having put on ye whole Armour of God.”*

Many of the Paxton Boys, particularly their leaders, were Scots-Irish
members of Elder’s Presbyterian church, and according to contemporaries
who met them, a religious lot. They were, as one person called them, “chil-
dren of Promise or Saints Militant.” After the massacre of the Conestoga,
one man had a chance encounter with the group. “Suspecting what they
had been about,” he told them, point blank, that “you have done a very base
action” because the Conestoga “were under the protection of government.”
The Paxton Boys engaged with the man, telling him that “no government”
had “a right to protect heathen.” Besides, they acted on the authority of a
higher power. They followed scripture, particularly God’s orders to “Joshua”
to “drive the heathen out of the land.” Since their accuser did not “believe
in scripture,” at least their rendition of it, they had nothing more “to say.”
From this outsider’s perspective, the Paxton Boys “were engaged” in a “holy
war,” determined “to fulfil the command given to Joshua with the most
scrupulous exactness.”

The animosity leveled against the Native Americans at Bethlehem, the
Conestoga massacre, and the Paxton Boys’ professed religious mission

highlight how many frontier colonists saw a clear separation between
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themselves and all Native peoples, challenging official directives. Many
of the colonial governors, frontier agents, and imperial officials across
the Atlantic disapproved of and tried to distance themselves from these
popular actions, which only further alienated white frontiersmen. During
meetings with Native peoples and in public pronouncements, these offi-
cials often stated their abhorrence of racially motivated violence, promising
Indigenous kin swift action that never actually materialized and blaming
everything on “imprudent” poor people who were all too often “foolish.”
Officials well knew that the murder of Native Americans, Christian or not,
only increased tensions on the frontier. As one colonial governor explained
to imperial officials across the Atlantic, “The whole nation suffers in the
opinion of the Indians by a crime committed by a worthless individual.”®
Regardless of elite prognostications but likely exacerbated by their biases, it
is readily apparent that a belief in a grand conspiracy of an inadequate gov-
ernment coupled with the necessity of a clear separation between “white
people” and “bloody Savages” influenced the violent actions of settlers on
the frontier.”

White frontier colonists were not alone in seeing the necessity of sep-
aration. Native peoples too, experiencing the daily loss of life and land at
the hands of enraged colonists, also articulated a desirable future removed
from “white people,” and like white colonists, religion provided a language
to express their feelings. The most famous is the revival inspired by a Dela-
ware prophet, Neolin, who, living in the Ohio region in the 1760s, harnessed
the long history of his people’s displacement in his religious messages to in-
spire his followers “to drive the white people out of their country.”*

After a period of fasting in 1761, Neolin dreamed that he went on a
spiritual journey to find the Master of Life, the source of Native Ameri-
can happiness and prosperity. During this important dream, Neolin faced
“three roads,” two of which ended in “great fire.” The easiest road, though,
was barred, “now in the possession of the white people,” and therefore get-
ting to the master required a spiritual cleansing and climbing a mountain.
Once Neolin ascended the mountain, he met the Master of Life, who told
Neolin that he was angry with Native Americans for their “addiction to
the White man’s” ways of living, especially alcohol, and their giving away

land. If Neolin and his people wanted to keep their land and its bounty,
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particularly wild game, and even think of reaching paradise in the after-
life, they must renounce European ways and return to the traditional lives
of their ancestors.”

Less than a year later the Master of Life gave Neolin a prayer to recite
every morning and night that he should spread among his people. Copies
of Neolin’s “Great Book of Writing,” depicted on pieces of deer hide chart-
ing his spiritual journey, circulated well beyond the Ohio region and the
Delaware people. His message seemed to “spread from village to village,”
reaching people such as Pontiac in the Illinois Country, as well as those to
the east along the Susquehanna River. Pontiac, for example, used Neolin’s
message to inspire his men during the siege of Fort Detroit, telling them
that the Master of Life commanded, “As to those who come to trouble your
lands,—drive them out, make war upon them. I do not love them at all.”>

Neolin’s message also justified the forcible removal of white colonists.
The Master of Life told Neolin that he made “this Land where ye dwell”
for “you and not for others” and demanded to know “whence comes
it that ye permit the Whites upon your lands?” The Master of Life had made
the white people homes across the ocean, therefore his people in Amer-
ica should “send them back to the lands which I have created for them
and let them stay there.” This was the “prayer which I give thee in writing
to learn by heart and to teach to the Indians and their children.”? While
extremely influential, Neolin was not the only Native American promoting
two separate creations that demarcated Indigenous from white land and
existence. At Lancaster in 1762, for example, Oneida representative Thomas
King wanted Governor Hamilton to “remember that God gave us this Land,
and you some other.”

The vision of separating peoples erupting across the frontier in the mid-
1760s was difficult to achieve and nearly impossible to sustain. The core of
the problem, as it had been in the past, was about land—who had access
to it, who had sovereign authority over it, and who could reap the rewards
from it. The continuing fight over land and sovereignty, then, could shatter
visions of two separate peoples in an instant, revealing the “Diversity of
Interests” that tore people apart.

The explosiveness of this diversity of interests was readily apparent even

as Neolin’s message spread and the Paxton Boys marched. The end of the
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FIGURE 8. Neolin’s

“Great Book of Writing,”

as reproduced by John
M’Cullough after his captivity
during Pontiac’s War, in
Archibald Loudon, A Selection
of Some of the Most Interesting
Narratives of Outrages
Committed by the Indians in

Their Wars with the White
People (Carlisle, PA, 1808),

*Mah-tan’-tooh, or the Devil, standing in a flame of fire, with
1:274 open arms to receive the wicked.

Seven Years’ War and the territory the British gained through the Treaty of
Paris engendered a great deal of maneuvering in North America. Native na-
tions, rebellious squatters, and avaricious land speculators sought multiple
avenues to achieve their interests and enhance their futures. Sometimes
those interests aligned, but often they did not, and as a result the various
peoples involved fought between and among themselves.

For British colonists, the end of the Seven Years’ War precipitated a mad
scramble for land. The ink was barely dry on the Treaty of Paris before co-
lonial settlers began staking claims to Indigenous lands with small home-
steads and coming to blows with both Native inhabitants and other British
subjects to secure those claims. Squatter settlements seemed to materialize
across the Northern Susquehanna River Valley as white settlers permeated
the land, carving out small farms around Wyoming and north and west of

Fort Augusta.»
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Much like the squatters, colonial elites vigorously competed for exten-
sive sections of the same land. Leveraging their wealth and influence, they
collaborated in forming both old and new land companies, strategizing
how to partition Britain’s recent acquisitions. Among these were the In-
diana Company, the Mississippi Company, the Illinois-Wabash Company,
the Ohio Company, the Walpole Company, and the Grand Ohio Company.
Additionally, military veterans and a group of traders called the “Suffering
Traders,” who had taken significant losses during the war, devised plans for
establishing either new colonies or vast landholdings in the Illinois Coun-
try, the Ohio River Valley, and the northern stretches of the Susquehanna
River. The Suffering Traders alone aimed to acquire 200,000 acres, a request
that paled in comparison to the Mississippi Company’s colossal demand
for 2.5 million acres. The roster of interested parties in these ventures in-
cluded governors, legislators, superintendents, politically affiliated trading
houses, and even imperial officials across the Atlantic Ocean. Any given list
of members also involved a pantheon of what modern Americans consider
“founding fathers” such as George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, Pat-
rick Henry, and Benjamin Franklin, and they were the least powerful and
connected of the bunch.*

While many of these speculators shied away from the racialized rheto-
ric of common frontiersmen, they too sought clear lines demarcating Na-
tive American and British colonial settlement.” Couching the justification
of their aspirations in the language of beneficent paternalism, speculators
made it seem as if new colonies and a new western boundary would protect
Native Americans, easing tensions all along the frontier. George Croghan,
the deputy superintendent of Indian affairs for the northern district, who
speculated in Native American lands in the Illinois Country as well as the
Ohio and Susquehanna River Valleys, for instance, tried to convince offi-
cials in London that “a natural boundary should be made between them
and us,” warning that “a general Indian War” would “be a consequence of
neglect on our side.”

The problem was the exact position of such a boundary. Croghan, like
many others speculating in land, thought it should run a westerly course

from the headwaters of the Delaware River to the west of the Appalachian
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Mountains and the “mouth of the Ohio where it empties into the Missis-
sippi.” Privately, Croghan conceded that such a westerly line was absolutely
necessary for the land ventures in which he had interests. He even pro-
moted a new colony in the Illinois Country as a means to maintain peace
with the Native peoples there. He made it seem as if Native Americans in
Illinois, the home of Pontiac, “had not the least objection” to “our forming
a Settlement and cultivating Lands.” In fact, he argued, the Native people
invited “us” to do s0.?

With a financial stake in many of the speculative companies and facing
mounting debts that he could not repay, Croghan urged expediency, writ-
ing to anyone with even a modicum of interest that “Indians are of a fickle,
uncertain Temper, Wherefore their Offers ought always to be accepted,
as soon as possible.”® The consequences of such a policy be damned—he
needed this. Just ten years earlier, some of his own creditors had petitioned
the Pennsylvania legislature to pass a special law to extend Croghan’s credit
and grant him temporary immunity from prosecution for repayment be-
cause he was living in “melancholy and deplorable Circumstances” on the
frontier to escape arrest. By the early 1760s, that extension was about to
expire and his circumstances had only worsened.>*

Croghan wasn’t the sole player attempting to cloak land speculation
under a facade of virtuous public service. Joseph Galloway, Croghan’s at-
torney and a Pennsylvania legislator who emphasized the “Diversity of
Interests,” also acquired shares in the Indiana and Ohio Companies while
aligning with the Suffering Traders. Later, he played a role in merging the
Indiana and Ohio Company with the Walpole Company, forming the Grand
Ohio Company that sought millions of acres of Native American land.*

[t is unsurprising that Galloway leveraged his political influence to advo-
cate for policies establishing a division line between two distinct peoples.
According to “Mr. Croghan’s Examination,” Galloway asserted that achiev-
ing “nothing less than the final Confirmation of this Boundary” was crucial
for laying the foundation of solid and lasting peace. He further shepherded
legislation aimed at displacing squatters, whom he deemed “wicked” in-
dividuals encroaching on Native American land—the very land coveted

by the various companies in which he had invested. Despite their mutual
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animosity, speculators, colonial officials, and squatters were all pursuing
the same goal: the acquisition of vast Native American lands.?

As squatters persisted and speculators like Croghan and Galloway
pushed for a new boundary for “lasting Peace,” Native Americans from the
Hudson to the Tennessee River found themselves surrounded by white
settlers seeking to seize their land. Displeased with the westerly bound-
ary line and the new colonies promoted by land companies, groups like the
Nanticoke pledged to safeguard their land “as long as Death would let them
live.” Additionally, they harbored resentment toward other Native nations,
including the Haudenosaunee and Cherokee, whom they believed had aided
colonial expansion.3

In sum, speculators vied against squatters, squatters and speculators
instigated disputes with Native peoples, Native nations fought back while
also arguing among themselves, and even the elites battled each other as
land companies and colonial governments tried to undermine each other.
These divisions only scratch the surface of what was going on after the
Treaty of Paris.

Such a “Diversity of Interests” did not bode well for the young twenty-
five-year-old British king, George III, who had ascended the throne in
1760 after the death of his grandfather. Inheriting a huge, messy empire,
George III faced a dwindling treasury, a fractured people, and another war
with Native Americans that had no prospect of ending while Indigenous
grievances continued to accumulate. Like many others, he too began think-
ing of separation as the cure-all. Within three years of his reign he tried to
administer that cure.

On October 7, 1763, George III delivered a royal proclamation slamming
the door on all his “loving subjects” from settling in regions “not ceded to
or purchased by Us” from Native Americans. The proclamation drew a line
not to the west but along the Appalachian Mountains, casting a shadow
over the ambitious plans of virtually all land companies. The young king
emphatically declared it was “Our Royal Will and pleasure, for the pres-
ent” that the lands of the “several Nations or Tribes of Indians with whom
We are connected should not be molested or disturbed.” The proclamation

also curtailed colonial governments’ authority to grant land and privately
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negotiate for more land, even land east of the line. The proclamation ex-
pressed a resolute intent to regulate squatter settlements and trade with
Native Americans, anchored by the numerous forts punctuating Britain’s
extensive frontier. It was a grand, almost romantic notion—albeit a tre-
mendously expensive one.®

Yet, it was infectious. Embracing the spirit of that proclamation, the
Board of Trade, long responsible for colonial administration and over-
sight of colonial lawmaking, began considering strategies to centralize all
commercial and diplomatic authority under their two superintendents of
Indian affairs—Sir William Johnson in the north and John Stuart in the
south. The proclamation and restructuring plan together signaled a signifi-
cant shift from the decentralized and ad-hoc administration of Indigenous
relations that had characterized much of the British Empire’s history. If
colonists were truly part of one nation as “British subjects,” this plan
treated them as such.®

The royal proclamation and the Board of Trade’s plan appeared promis-
ing at first glance. News of the proclamation, traveling from the Northern
Susquehanna River Valley to west of the Appalachian Mountains, brought
several Native nations to the negotiation table in pursuit of peace. Facing
dwindling supplies and war fatigue, these nations were receptive to peace
terms that safeguarded their land and sovereignty while also facilitating fair
trade. However, they remained cautious about British intentions and the
asserted authority of Onondaga. The apparent unity of Native Americans
during Pontiac’s War and the foundation of Neolin’s vision of a singular Na-
tive people did not eliminate these concerns. Many Native nations, there-
fore, sought to negotiate a separate peace, aiming to achieve a long-sought
independence publicly and diplomatically. The royal proclamation and
its promise of separation appeared to offer a path toward attaining this in-
dependent status. By prohibiting the sale of Indigenous land “not ceded to
or purchased by Us,” the king’s proclamation directly challenged one of the
few resources the Haudenosaunee used to assert diplomatic dominance.”

Truth be told, the Six Nations’ meticulously crafted position as the cen-
ter of British Native American diplomacy was already diminishing in the
eyes of crucial imperial officials in North America. General Jeffery Am-

herst’s strategy of severing costly alliances with Native Americans initiated
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this decline, a trend that continued under his successor, Thomas Gage, be-
cause of Pontiac’s War. Gage, the forty-three-year-old son of a viscount,
sought retribution against the Mingo and northern Seneca, diverging from
the established tradition of overlooking divisions among the Six Nations
to bolster the impression of the Grand Council’s extensive authority at
Onondaga.

Shortly after George III's proclamation and just before the British min-
istry considered reorganizing diplomacy, Gage instructed Sir William John-
son to secure separate peace agreements with Britain’s Native American
adversaries. This approach contradicted the established practice of conven-
ing all the northern nations in one conference, where the Six Nations would
play a significant role. Gage aimed to pit the Six Nations against other na-
tions, intending to “raise up Jealousies of each other and kindle those Sus-
picions So natural to every Indian.” The authority of Onondaga teetered
on the brink.3*

The 1764 plan to grant near-autonomous power over the northern
frontier to Johnson, though, did provide a glimmer of hope for the Six Na-
tions. This jurisdiction covered all British possessions north of the Ohio.
For nearly thirty years, Johnson, an Irish immigrant who arrived in the
colonies a year after the Walking Purchase, had fostered a close relationship
with the Six Nations, particularly the Mohawk. He had children with Kon-
watsitsiaienni (Molly Brant), an influential Canajoharie Mohawk residing at
Johnson Hall. Although they never officially married by British standards,
the Six Nations recognized their union as such. Unlike Europeans, marriage
wasn’t a legal arrangement for the Haudenosaunee. Instead, it was a matter
of agreement representing the union of not just two individuals but kin
groups, forging economic and political alliances and responsibilities. This
aspect was crucial, especially since the Haudenosaunee followed a matri-
lineal descent system that elevated the status and power of women beyond
the patrilineal and patriarchal norms of British culture.®

And Konwatsitsiaienni’s lineage was significant. Her mother and grand-
mother were important power brokers in the Turtle Clan, whose leading
women chose the council chief for the entire Canajoharie Mohawk, who
by midcentury led the council fire at Onondaga. Needless to say, Johnson’s

marriage to Konwatsitsiaienni only raised his status. Johnson’s ambition,
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combined with these kinship connections and Britain’s long history of ele-
vating the place of the Six Nations in diplomacy, made Johnson’s career. In
effect, Johnson’s power and his status were fundamentally linked to the
authority of the Six Nations in the British Empire, and he worked hard to
maintain that position.+

In the face of Gage’s call for retribution against the Mingo and northern
Seneca, as well as his demands for separate peace treaties, Johnson pro-
fessed his agreement but nonetheless worked to shift blame for the new
war away from the Haudenosaunee to Pontiac as well as the Delaware and
Shawnee. He also made moves to reassert the supremacy of Onondaga over
the Ohio and Northern Susquehanna River Valleys. When he heard that the
Board of Trade was seriously considering granting more authority to his
department, a plan he had been pushing since at least 1759, he became more
forward in his designs, conjoining the approval of that plan with an official
recognition of Onondaga’s power as the only option to achieve peaceful co-
existence along the British Empire’s northern frontier. The Six Nations too
vocally supported the plan.*

The royal proclamation and plans for the reorganization of the empire’s
Indian Department turned out to be of little practical significance, merely
serving as words on paper. While the proclamation hindered the aspira-
tions of adventurous speculators, it failed to alter their priorities or plans.
The language used, particularly the phrase “Our Royal Will and pleasure,
for the present,” suggested that the proclaimed boundary was only tem-
porary. This led to a power struggle within the colonies and England, with
various factions seeking to abolish or extend the new boundary. Specula-
tors strategically secured seats in colonial legislatures, luring other estab-
lished legislators and royal governors to join their cause. They also reached
out internationally, leveraging connections in London to expand their in-
fluence. While their efforts occasionally showed promise, the unpredictabil-
ity of transatlantic politics kept speculative plans in a state of perpetual
uncertainty. The correspondence of individuals associated with land com-
panies is replete with years of optimistic declarations regarding imminent
approval, which were seldom realized. Despite the lack of tangible progress,
the anticipation of approval remained a potent force shaping Native Amer-

ican diplomacy for the foreseeable future.*
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On the ground, the proclamation line was even more ineffectual. It may
have deterred speculators from achieving their plans for the time being but
it in no way put an end to squatting. All across the frontier, colonial settlers
created squatter communities beyond the king’s line that irritated Native
peoples and speculators alike. Squatter settlements sprung up around Fort
Augusta and were creeping up the West Branch. Connecticut settlers also
continued to trickle into the lands along the North and East Branches.
Speculators, though, were particularly angry at Pennsylvania’s colonial gov-
ernment, declaring that it did little to restrict its colonists from squatting
on lands beyond “the Limitts prescribed by his Majesty.” Despite all the
other exaggerations and lies perpetuated by prominent shareholders in
land companies, this one was true. The existence of squatters undeterred by
the colonial governments flew in the face of the peace agreements that were
putting an end to Pontiac’s War, thus undermining any ability to establish
a new, more westerly boundary as part of the negotiations for peace, which
some speculators and officials thought more than possible.#

That fault cannot be solely attributed to Pennsylvania or any specific
colony. The home government in Britain never allocated sufficient re-
sources to enforce George III's proclamation, and some key imperial offi-
cials resisted taking any action. One important official dismissed the king’s
proclamation as “a very silly” thing. Lord Barrington, responsible for Amer-
ican affairs in the mid-1760s, stated that if the proclamation “be right,”
then “the maintenance of forts to the westward of that line must be wrong.”
This lack of commitment aligned with the broader nonpolicy approach of
Lord Rockingham during his tenure as prime minister. He was more than
reluctant to allocate additional funds for the proclamation’s enforcement.
Similarly, when William Pitt (Lord Chatham) served as prime minister from
1766 to 1768, his secretary in charge of American affairs, Lord Shelburne,
actively worked against the line, advocating for new colonies beyond it.*

The Board of Trade’s plan to reorganize Native American diplomacy
that Johnson and the Haudenosaunee were excited about suffered a simi-
lar fate. Initially expected to be implemented, the plan never material-
ized. Imperial administrators balked at the estimated cost of £20,000 per
year. Complaints from Thomas Gage about Johnson’s extravagant spend-

ing, along with ridicule from colonial governors, further undermined it.
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Consequently, Barrington and Shelburne reduced the power and budgets
for the superintendents, placing more and more responsibility for Indig-
enous affairs in the hands of the individual colonial governments. It was
not long before Johnson found himself heading an understaffed diplo-
matic corps within the British military. There were even rumors of elimi-
nating his office entirely. The once-ambitious superintendent, and the Six
Nations with him, seemed increasingly inconsequential. The future from
Onondaga and Johnson Hall appeared bleak.*

All was not lost. The royal proclamation line, both its meager successes
and many failures, created an opportunity for Johnson and the Six Na-
tions to reassert their importance within the British Empire. Johnson had
much to work with. The western nations detested squatter encroachments
and speculative plans, sparking near-constant frontier violence, creating
the real possibility of another war before even Pontiac’s War had officially
ended. Using that prospect to his advantage, Johnson urged imperial ad-
ministrators to let him negotiate a reconsideration of the king’s boundary
line with the Haudenosaunee.

According to Johnson, it wasn’t the logic of separation that was the prob-
lem but the extent of the line that mattered. A new boundary, he argued
to the Board of Trade, Thomas Gage, and anyone else who would listen, was
the surest means of achieving tranquility. Johnson also knew, if he played it
just right, that negotiating a new boundary would endear him to prominent
officials with an interest in Indigenous land while at the same time reas-
sert the significance of the Six Nations over the lands and peoples of the
northern district and beyond. To be sure, such a plan in no way spoke to
the interests of the Susquehanna or Ohio Nations, but it would make John-
son and the Six Nations seem indispensable to the future of the British
Empire. It was all smoke and mirrors.+

In spring 1765, with General Gage’s approval, Johnson convened discus-
sions at Johnson Hall involving the Six Nations, as well as some Ohio and
Susquehanna Nations. While the initial purpose was to establish peace
and urge the Delaware and Seneca to release British captives, the confer-
ence quickly evolved into a platform for the Six Nations to reclaim suzer-
ainty over the Ohio and Northern Susquehanna River Valleys. Johnson

also initiated the process of securing a new boundary. Addressing the Six
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Nations as “Uncles,” the few Delaware present acknowledged their change
of stance, recognizing the Haudenosaunee’s influence and expressing read-
iness to embrace the Covenant Chain. The Six Nations, particularly the
Mohawk, Oneida, and Onondaga, then took the lead, reprimanding their
“Nephews” for warring with their brothers and delaying the delivery of “the
Flesh and Blood of the English.” With this achieved, the focus shifted to
“the last but most important affair,” the “settling a boundary between you
and the English.”¥

Johnson had already prepared some of the principal Haudenosaunee
chiefs for this part of the conference. He “sent a message to some of your
Nations some time ago to acquaint you that I should confer with you at this
Meeting upon it,” and now desired “to know in what manner you would
choose to extend” the boundary. He also promised that this new “Division
Line” would be final and “no White man shall dare to invade” it. This, he
argued, was “the best and surest method of ending” their “disputes” and
securing “your property to you beyond a possibility of disturbance.” But, he
cautioned, the line should be drawn “for the advantage of both White Men
and Indians” and should “best agree with the Extent and Encrease of each
Province.” The population of those colonies nearly doubled every twenty
years, therefore such a stipulation laid bare the “Extent” of his desires.**

Haudenosaunee representatives were more than happy to oblige, “pro-
vided the White People will abide by it.” More to the point, they understood
the larger imperial audience and hoped that by showing “our good Disposi-
tion by our Actions,” “it will render us more regarded by the English.” After
a few days of debate, the Six Nations “agreed together for Ourselves, our
Wives and Children to make a Cession to the King,” which they thought
“shall now please you better.” The line would run down the east side of the
North and East Branches of the Susquehanna River from Owego (about ten
miles from New York’s current southern border) to Fort Augusta, and then
follow the south side of the West Branch to the Ohio River. From there,
the line extended south to the Tennessee River. In effect, the Haudeno-
saunee ceded much of the Shawnee’s territory in the Ohio Valley and even
some Cherokee land south of that, while at the same time preserving most
of the lands belonging to both the western and eastern Haudenosaunee

and their multiethnic “Nephews” living in the Northern Susquehanna River
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Valley. To be sure, the new agreement gave the British some of the land
around Fort Augusta, which had been a sticking point a few years earlier,
but as the Haudenosaunee had made clear many times before, the majority
of the Northern Susquehanna River Valley was still off-limits.+

The Six Nations’ delegates, though, staunchly rejected the notion of a
boundary through their territory north of Owego. Johnson, however, had
an interest in that land. Just a few years earlier the Canajoharie Mohawk
had “gifted” him about 25,000 acres in the area, but the royal proclama-
tion barred such private grants. That could all change with a new line. At
the time of this meeting, though, the Haudenosaunee representatives
said there were too many difficulties and interested parties involved to
strike a line north of Owego. Establishing a boundary there would require a
much more delicate negotiation, which in the not too distant future would
actually endanger the Northern Susquehanna Valley and the peoples who
lived there. In this moment, though, Haudenosaunee delegates hoped this
massive land cession to their south would shift attention away from their
own territory to that of the western nations, particularly the Shawnee,
those “silly people,” as Johnson called them, who demanded their own in-
dependence and did not attend the conference.>®

The new boundary agreed to at Johnson Hall in the spring of 1765 was
far from final. Johnson may have obtained a piece of “Parchment” affixed
with “the Marks” of the Six Nations, but he would also need to get colonial
governors, imperial officials, and other interested parties on board to final-
ize it all. There was, in essence, a lot of politicking left, egos to massage, and
interests to address before this new boundary would become official. For
some, especially proprietor Thomas Penn and his enemy, the Susquehannah
Company, that line would not be official until the Six Nations ceded the
lands of the Susquehanna Nations north of the West Branch of the Susque-
hanna River.s*

Johnson wasted little time in garnering support after the conference.
Soon after, he dispatched letters to Thomas Gage, governors, and the Board
of Trade, extolling his successes and urging their agreement to the new bound-
ary. He painted a dire picture, asserting that without approval, maintain-
ing harmony with “the Indians” would be impossible. In his words, he was

“confident” that neglecting the approval would lead to a “Rupture more



A “DIVERSITY OF INTERESTS” 135

general & infinitely more calamitous than the former.” His deputies, espe-
cially George Croghan, echoed these sentiments, rallying support from
elite men with the capital to shoulder the burden. This formed an extensive
network of influential speculators lobbying for the new boundary. Despite
these efforts, some important imperial officials remained skeptical. John-
son’s boundary negotiation, after all, was not officially sanctioned and chal-
lenged the king’s proclamation.

Official hesitancy was eventually overwhelmed by violent resistance
and rebellion erupting across the British Empire in the mid-1760s, not
least of which occurred on the North American frontier. Unsurprisingly,
the various interested parties seeking Indigenous land, knowingly and un-
knowingly, created many of those problems in the first place. Croghan, for
instance, buoyed by Johnson’s and other speculators’ vision for the future
of the northern frontier and besieged by debt, sought to open and monop-
olize trade with the Illinois Country, even though peace, which seemed im-
minent, was not technically established with all of Britain’s Native enemies.
Such a trade, according to George III's proclamation, was therefore illegal.
But Croghan pressed ahead and contracted with a firm owned by key mem-
bers of the Suffering Traders, John Baynton, Samuel Wharton, and George
Morgan, who were desperate. Trying to exploit a lucrative opportunity,
Croghan and the firm ignored the trade’s illegality and sent “a number of
wagons loaded with Indians goods, and warlike stores” to Fort Pitt en route
to the Illinois Country.?

News of the trade goods quickly spread throughout the colonial settle-
ments on the frontier, sparking another round of frontier rage. On March 6,
1765, white colonists in Cumberland County who did not see the necessity
of establishing goodwill with Native American “enemies,” blackened their
faces and descended on Croghan’s pack trains, confiscating the goods and
blowing up several tons of gunpowder. According to some estimates, angry
frontiersmen destroyed or confiscated nearly £30,000 worth of goods. In
the weeks and months ahead, those “Black Boys,” as they would come to
be known, set up their own inspection regime, rifling through official mail,
harassing traders, and even laying siege to a British fort and kidnapping a
British officer. At the same time, white settlers using their own visions of

separation continued to murder Native peoples across the frontier. Soon
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rumors surfaced that the Ohio, Illinois, and Great Lakes Nations were orga-
nizing an alliance to attack the British in retribution. Croghan, Wharton’s
firm, the Black Boys, and other murderous frontiersmen may have worked
against and even hated one another, but they all together created a combus-
tible situation on the frontier.5

The Susquehanna Nations also faced ongoing challenges: rogue traders,
primarily dealing in alcohol, disrupted fair trade. Moreover, despite the royal
proclamation and subsequent negotiations, settlers and poachers persisted.
In spring 1765, around fifty individuals from Cumberland County, likely mi-
litia members from Colonel John Armstrong’s “Susquehanna Campaign”
two years earlier, passed by Fort Augusta and expressed a keen interest in
Great Island beyond the proclamation and Johnson’s negotiated line with
the Haudenosaunee. These settlers, described as “very inquisitive about
Indians,” raised concerns, especially since “a Muncey Man” reported that a
host of Indigenous families, including Newalike, the Susquehanna Nations’
new leader, were also on their way to settle Great Island. Alarmed, an officer
at Fort Augusta dispatched a rider to Governor Penn, urging action against
potential intruders northwest of the fort. Conflict seemed imminent.ss

In the end, there was little official effort or ability to stop the colonists or
the conflict over land that they would most assuredly instigate. When those
inquisitive colonists came to the fort, it was significantly understaffed. The
colonial government, faced with dwindling resources and engaged in a pro-
tracted factional dispute over military spending and the taxes to fund it,
let the pay for militia to staff the provincial forts dry up, leaving a skeleton
crew at Fort Augusta. That reality was symptomatic of what was happening
throughout British North America. Receiving an endless stream of reports
about the lack of funds, racial violence, and squatter settlements, Thomas
Gage basically washed his hands of the matter. Pressed by the home gov-
ernment to cut expenses, Gage informed Johnson on Christmas Day 1765
that many of the forts along Britain’s expansive frontier would need to
be evacuated.>

While the forts had been a constant source of tension between the
British and almost all the Native communities near them, the royal proc-
lamation made them the only real deterrence to squatters and rogue ille-

gal traders. According to Johnson, “There is no doing without them.” As he
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well knew, without those forts, Indigenous affairs and policing the frontier
would further fall to the whims and meager infrastructure of the colonial
governments. Riddled by factional politics and controlled by the interests
of speculators, both in trade and land, those governments could and would
do little. Although the colonial governors made grand pronouncements and
promises, colonial weakness and ineptitude was instantly felt. Frequent
trespasses, murders, and vigilante actions became the norm on the frontier
beyond and around a contested line.>

In the Northern Susquehanna River Valley, squatters proved one of the
most serious problems. Not only were Connecticut settlers on the move
but Pennsylvanians were hacking their initials into trees and building set-
tlements just northwest of Fort Augusta and also near Great Island, be-
yond “the late purchase.” Those settlements elicited such animosity from
both the Haudenosaunee and Susquehanna Nations that Johnson had to
convene a meeting at Johnson Hall and Pennsylvania’s governor had
to issue another proclamation against the intruders. Penn also ordered a
justice of the peace, Colonel Turbutt Francis, to forcibly evict some of those
squatters, especially “Frederick Stump, a German settled beyond the In-
dian Purchase near to Fort Augusta,” who would forever be known to his-
tory for his vicious murder of Native peoples a few years later. Governor
Penn reported to his uncle Thomas Penn that the “Indians thereabouts
had complained” that Stump “settled there, without their leave.” What
was more, Stump tried to make “the Indians believe that” Penn “had taken
money of him for the land.” Apparently, Stump claimed that he purchased
the land northwest of Fort Augusta from Governor Penn, who gave Stump
his “Warrant or Authority for making such settlements.” Penn, then, was
pleased when Colonel Francis reported that he, “accompanied by some
Indians,” went to Stump’s home, “burnt the house and destroyed all the
corn that was growing so that this fellow is entirely routed.”®

Nevertheless, writing to the Board of Trade, Johnson rightfully argued
that such squatters and illegal traders and the violence of white settlers se-
riously threatened peace along the northern frontier. Nonetheless, he also
claimed that the only way to fix the situation was to grant him more power
and confirm his new boundary. Even Croghan, who instigated some of that

trouble, used settler resistance and violence as evidence for the need for
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that new boundary, more colonies, and more autonomous power for the
superintendents. Prominent speculators too maneuvered to capitalize on
the chaos to achieve their own ends.®

All of these justifications and interests were intimately connected. Rep-
resentative of the intrigue behind the scenes, Johnson told the Suffering
Traders, particularly Baynton, Wharton, and Morgan, that he had “their
Interests & Sufferings much at heart” and would, if the king and his minis-
ters approved his new boundary, assure the acquisition of “a Tract of land
as Restitution for the Traders Losses.” It would be, he promised, “an Advan-
tagious Grant as a Reimbursement.” Interestingly, he also hinted that such
an advantage required a different boundary than even the one he had just
negotiated with the Haudenosaunee. Although Johnson made that bound-
ary agreement seem somewhat finalized to many imperial officials, he was
already maneuvering to alter it.*

Since much was left to be settled after the 1765 boundary conference
with the Haudenosaunee, especially the line north of Owego, Johnson
thought he would most likely be the person to negotiate a final settlement,
which would give him the power to alter the entirety of the line. The 1765
negotiation, then, had only been the beginning, and if he had authority
from London to finalize it all, he would also have the “power,” he told
Baynton, Wharton, and Morgan, “to deal with my Friends.” In just a few
sentences, Johnson solidified his relationship with important backers of
the new boundary who, like many others, used their utmost to buttress
Johnson’s authority. They saw in him a tool to achieve their self-interested
dreams, and Johnson knew it and used it.**

The home government, facing a depleted treasury, the prospects of yet
another war it could not afford, and influential men supporting Johnson’s
new boundary, started to listen. While they proved more willing to hear out
Johnson and his supporters, they also sought avenues to fix the treasury
in a way that would allow the home government to follow through with
some of the promises made by George III's proclamation. If those initiatives
failed, Johnson at least gave them other options to consider.

To fix the treasury, several British prime ministers, starting with George
Grenville, wanted to tax the colonies. After all, the colonies gained the most

because of the recent wars fought in North America, and according to the
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information received from British military officers, the colonies had be-
come rich and were overflowing with cash. It was really the only option.
Increasing taxes in England, Grenville knew, would not work; British sub-
jects there were already taxed beyond what they had the ability to pay.®

The tales of wealth in the colonies, however alluring, were false. Although
there may have been prosperous years during the early stages of the Seven
Years’ War, by 1765 this prosperity had largely disappeared for the majority
of colonists. When Parliament passed the Stamp Act in March of that year,
taxing printed materials like newspapers, legal documents, dice, and play-
ing cards, colonists from Boston to Savannah resisted. Furious colonists
not only rejected the tax but also tore down homes, threatened government
officials, closed courts, and asserted that Parliament had no authority over
Britain’s North American colonies. Because of colonial resistance, the new
tax produced little revenue, just over £3,000 for the treasury, mostly from
the West Indies, which was a far cry from the anticipated £60,000 envi-
sioned by Grenville and other imperial officials. This outcome highlighted a
clear issue: the home government’s inability to manage the extensive Brit-
ish Empire after the Seven Years’ War. This was further emphasized by a
subsequent round of taxation in 1767.

Like Grenville, Britain’s secretary of the treasury, Charles Townshend,
saw taxing the colonies as the only viable way to fill the empire’s depleted
coffers. In 1767, he ushered through a slew of taxes on everything from glass
and lead to paint and tea. Moreover, part of Townshend’s tax scheme would
pay for the forts and troops needed to police the king’s proclamation line.
In the end, though, these taxes resulted in the same kind of colonial resis-
tance as happened with the Stamp Act, and therefore the same outcome
for the treasury.*

The situation was troubling. The colonies were nearing a state of rebel-
lion, relations with Native Americans were at a low ebb, and nothing, it
seemed, worked in imperial officials’ favor or the larger interests of the
British Empire. It did not take long before some important imperial offi-
cials simply wanted to remove themselves entirely from fixing the situa-
tion, and many others looked for the cheapest and most shortsighted of
remedies (or, as they put it, “the most frugal and reasonable method”) to

stop the financial bleeding and heal tensions in the empire.®
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This was the scenario that gave Johnson’s “Division Line” life. All of the
grandiloquence about a “lasting peace” through a new boundary, and
the doggedness with which Johnson and others pursued it, struck a chord
with imperial officials scrambling to figure out a way to come out of the
1760s with an empire intact and financially unscathed. In December 1767,
about six months after the implementation of Townshend’s new taxes,
the Board of Trade wrote a report to the king extolling the benefits of a
new boundary with new treaties administered by their two colonial super-
intendents in the north and south, William Johnson and John Stuart. Both
superintendents and their deputies, the report argued, should hold separate
conferences establishing a western line beyond the one established by the
Royal Proclamation of 1763. Separating colonists from Native Americans
while at the same time giving angry British subjects more land, imperial
administrators hoped, would be the tonic to cure the empire’s growing ills.®

Britain’s financial woes, the interests of speculators, settlers, diplomatic
agents, and even “the Indians” came together in the imperial imagination,
setting the stage for the largest land grab in American history to that point.
But it was just that, imagination. As it turned out, there was no real coming
together, a “Diversity of Interests” that pit all of those groups against each
other remained, and the future of the Northern Susquehanna River Valley

and Britain’s North American empire hung with it in the balance.
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“A Great Run for the Lands on Susquehanna”

THE TREATY OF FORT STANWIX, 1768

S LETTERS AND INSTRUCTIONS crisscrossed the Atlantic Ocean in
the early months of 1768, Sir William Johnson was seriously ill and
traveling to New England for fresh air. His illness was the first in-
kling of something more serious; he would be dead in just six years. Yet,
Johnson could not enjoy the healing powers of his convalescence. Lord
Shelburne and the Board of Trade finally gave Johnson the authority to
establish a new boundary, and therefore he had to go back to Johnson
Hall to prepare. Seizing the opportunity, Johnson jettisoned his personal
health to plan for a new conference to take place that fall at Fort Stanwix,
a British fortress situated on Haudenosaunee land commonly called the
Oneida Carry (present-day Rome, New York). And the conference would
be large. According to information Johnson and his deputies received, no
fewer than three thousand Indigenous people planned to make their way to
the fort to finalize a boundary. If this information was to be believed, the
conference at Fort Stanwix would be the largest Johnson had ever man-
aged, and accommodating all of these people at this place would be, to say
the least, difficult and expensive. Not only would residences need to be built
and many apartments in the fort repaired but one week alone would require
nearly 150 barrels of pork and flour, not to mention the alcohol and gifts
Johnson wanted to use to grease the wheels of negotiation.
He would leave nothing to chance, engineering plans for a constant
stream of provisions and gifts to cover what he knew would be a lengthy
proceeding. As he told an Albany merchant, he needed to do everything in

his power to obtain these goods, “otherwise it must overset the design of

{141}
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this Congress, as it cannot be Supposed that Hungry Indians can be kept
here, or in any temper without a Bellyfull.” Such preparations were the
least of Johnson’s problems. He would soon find his planned congress at
Fort Stanwix a lightning rod for the “Diversity of Interests” pervading the
early American landscape. What was intended as a meeting to help fix

the empire further tore it apart.

Alot had changed and still needed to be done since Johnson’s negotiation
with the Six Nations for a new boundary in 1765, or so he argued. The
boundary agreed to then was, in some cases, incomplete. The exact “line
to be drawn from the West Branch of Susquehanna” to the Ohio River was
unclear, and Johnson and his deputies argued that the line agreed to north
of the West Branch to Owego lacked particulars and therefore needed to
be identified at the new conference.? Really, the particulars on that score
were clear. At Johnson Hall in 1765, the Six Nations drew a line using the
natural boundary that the northern, eastern, and western branches of
the Susquehanna River provided, carving the Northern Susquehanna River
Valley out from the land deal. There was, then, never any talk of granting
the British land between those branches with some sort of northern line
jutting off from somewhere on the West Branch. Nevertheless, by 1768
Pennsylvania and Connecticut were racing to claim that northern land.
A finalized boundary, if either of those colonies had any say, especially
Thomas Penn who had far more influence across the Atlantic than the
Susquehannah Company, would need to deviate from the line drawn in
1765. There was also the matter of the boundary north of Owego to Canada.
That had not been established yet, and Johnson hoped this new conference
at Fort Stanwix would finally settle it.*

Johnson’s maneuverings were not lost on the Indigenous people who
actually lived in the areas that suddenly seemed up for grabs. Hearing ru-
mors that the upcoming conference would change the boundary yet again,
some of them made their way to Johnson Hall “complaining about Lands.”
By May 1768, it was clear that there would be “much opposition made to
it by some of the Nations, on Acct of their Tribes living within them Limits.”

Irritated, the Delaware and Shawnee threatened to boycott the conference
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at Fort Stanwix.® What was more, news reached Johnson’s deputies that the
Spanish as well as those “Crafty Agents of the French” had sent messengers
to the southern and western nations, particularly the Delaware and Shaw-
nee, telling them that the upcoming conference was a ruse to gather their
people together and murder them all’

Johnson, trying to triage, sent out deputies to Fort Pitt to “get the Tem-
per of the Indians” and prepare the minds of the “Shawnese & Delawares”
to agree to a Haudenosaunee cession of lands that “actually belonged to
them.” Those nations, although he deemed them mere “dependents” of the
Six Nations, should, he now conceded, be “considered.”® As it turns out,
those minds were not the only ones Johnson needed to prepare or con-
vince. As he dispatched deputies to Fort Pitt and planned for provisions
and gifts to be sent to Fort Stanwix, he received an inauspicious letter from
London that had the potential to derail everything.

In February of that year, King George III created a new cabinet-level po-
sition to oversee his vast North American empire, secretary of state for the
colonies. The founding minister for that position, Wills Hills, Lord Hillsbor-
ough, viewed most colonial initiatives and complaints with suspicion, if not
outright hostility. The king created the office to combat colonial truculence
and resistance to imperial measures, or so at least Hillsborough believed.
British officials in the colonies, whether Johnson or members of the co-
lonial legislatures, Hillsborough thought, should be brought to heel. Their
independence had done nothing but bring turmoil to the empire and cre-
ated the “enourmous expence She at present groans under.”® He even con-
templated “abolishing the Superintendencies” altogether, a sentiment he
also held for some of the colonial legislatures, especially in Massachusetts.*

Hillsborough saw the upcoming conference at Fort Stanwix as no differ-
ent. Perhaps, as Benjamin Franklin thought, Hillsborough also feared it.
Most of the new secretary’s income came from rents on his Irish estates,
which, with more land opening in America, made him “terribly afraid of
dispeopling Ireland.”** Whatever the motive, Hillsborough wanted to cir-
cumscribe the geographic limits of the new boundary and therefore desired
Johnson to follow “precise Instructions.” The lack of such instructions in
the past, Hillsborough mused in a letter to Johnson, all too “frequently em-

barrass you” and “impedes the exertion of your abilities to that advantage
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for his Majestys Service.” In just one sentence, Hillsborough passively re-
buked Johnson for his past conduct, making it seem as if Johnson had con-
sistently failed in his duty to the king because he was left to his own devices
without proper management, a sentiment that irritated the ever-ambitious
superintendent. Johnson was, to say the least, “not at all pleased.”*

When it came to the upcoming conference at Fort Stanwix, Hillsbor-
ough gave Johnson no leeway to conduct affairs. The boundary, Hills-
borough argued, was set by the Haudenosaunee in 1765, and therefore the
new conference was a mere formality. Just in case Hillsborough’s words did
not clearly elucidate his position, he also had “the honour to inclose to you
a Map, whereon is delineated the Boundary line proposed by the Board of
Trade to be Settled with the Six Nations in conformity to what was agreed
upon at the Congress in 1765.” Such instructions were important: if John-
son deviated from that boundary at Fort Stanwix, he would still need Hill-
sborough’s approval to make it official. If this letter was any indication of
Hillsborough’s thoughts, Johnson would need a good excuse to ignore the
secretary’s “precise Instructions.”

Johnson did have a few things going for him. Adhering to Hillsborough’s
instructions and the Board of Trade’s map would never work. The colonial
commissioners attending the upcoming conference, especially the Penn-
sylvanians, would never agree to that boundary, potentially derailing the
negotiations and wasting valuable time and money. As Johnson’s nephew
and deputy agent Guy Johnson explained to Thomas Gage, “The Proprietar-
ies of Pennsylvania are desirous of Extending the boundary beyond that
prescribed, so as to Comprehend the Land between the Forks of Susque-
hanna by a direct Line from the head of the West Branch towards Owegy
[Owego].” Moreover, “the White people” already made “encroachments”
near that land, and neither they nor the proprietors would be willing to
give up “so Valuable a piece of Ground.”* Those desires could be worked
to William Johnson’s advantage.

Moreover, Johnson had been prodding the Mohawk and Oneida about
establishing the boundary north of Owego for the last three years, and
it just so happens they were ready to clarify a boundary now. Since their
meeting with Johnson in 1765, squatters had inundated their lands, and

New York speculators were drudging up purported purchases made many
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years earlier to lay claim to vast sections of those same lands. A bound-
ary north of Owego now seemed necessary to deter these encroachments.”
Using that necessity to his advantage, Johnson argued to Thomas Gage that
without the northern line from Owego to Canada, “the Indians will not be
secure, & the affair of the Boundary will be defeated.” Hillsborough and the
Board of Trade, therefore, made “a Mistake” on their map.*® Johnson could
and would use the need to correct that mistake as leverage to renegotiate
the boundary everywhere and justify his actions to Hillsborough. Prepara-
tions on his end were mostly complete.

Johnson was not the only person preparing for Fort Stanwix. Upon
hearing rumors of the upcoming conference, Connecticut’s Susquehan-
nah Company, though not invited to Fort Stanwix (Johnson actively ex-
cluded the company), planned to capitalize on the purported extension
of the boundary to undercut Pennsylvania by physically inhabiting any
newly purchased land. Inspiring settlers to make their way to the North-
ern Susquehanna River Valley, Connecticut newspapers churned out ar-
ticles by authors attached to the company attacking Pennsylvania’s land
policies, which, they argued, benefited the proprietors and speculators,
creating a country of “land-lords” and “vassals.” Connecticut’s land policy,
in contrast, allowed everyone “some share in the soil, and therefore” they
could never be “slave vassals or beggars.” Connecticut settlers had a duty
to “settle these immense forests” to bring their vision of “liberty” to “those
regions.”” At the same time, the Susquehannah Company dispatched new
agents to London to lobby on its behalf. The company also doled out shares
“in the Susquehanna Purchase” to prominent Pennsylvania politicians and
land speculators such as Joseph Galloway, “in Testimony of the Greatefull
Sense This Company have of their kind Services for said Company.”® Ob-
viously, something was stirring behind the scenes in Pennsylvania to help
Connecticut undermine the proprietors. Suffice it to say, the Susquehannah
Company and its shareholders “were determined to take possession of” the
valley “as soon as the Treaty is over” and that land was “purchased of
the Indians.”

Never one to be outdone, Thomas Penn was also making moves. Since a
significant portion of any new boundary would run through what he saw as

theland “within” Pennsylvania but “not purchased,” Penn wanted to use the
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Fort Stanwix meeting to secure his claim to the land north of the forks and
the West Branch of the Susquehanna River to deter Connecticut’s Susque-
hannah Company. In letter after letter, Penn pressed Johnson “to get as
much Land for us (between the West branch of Susquehannah & Delaware)
as the Indians will consent and prevent any further dealings, between the
Six Nations and the people of Connecticut.”® Penn was especially eager to
obtain several promising silver mines in the Northern Susquehanna River
Valley, particularly a rather large one he had heard rumors about near Wyo-
ming. Moreover, he had “great faith” that the upcoming boundary negotia-
tion would go his way, and therefore desired his land agents to start laying
out “thirty or forty thousand acres of land” encompassing “the good Land at
Wyoming and the Mine, for our use.”* Obtaining that land by purchase was
one thing but actually gaining access to it and holding it was quite another.

In that arena Penn had to race the Susquehannah Company, and there-
fore he too began making plans to populate the Northern Susquehanna
River Valley. The negotiations at Fort Stanwix had not even started before
Penn instructed his nephew John Penn, then governor of Pennsylvania,
to make plans to distribute land in the valley so it would be immediately
settled by people “on whom we can depend.”* Nor would it be hard to find
such people. Back in 1765, the day after Johnson started negotiations with
the Haudenosaunee for a new boundary, a group of military veterans led by
Colonel Turbutt Francis, a veteran of both the Seven Years’ War and Pon-
tiac’s War and the son of a prominent proprietary official, petitioned Penn
for land between the East and West Branches of the Susquehanna River
above Fort Augusta, the same area he also traversed evicting squatters like
Frederick Stump. Speaking to the proprietor’s interests, Francis proposed
to “embody” his men “in a compact settlement of some good land at some
distance from the inhabited part of the Province, where . . . by their arms,
union and increase” they would “become a powerful barrier to the Prov-
ince.”s Dusting off that old petition, Penn instructed his nephew, “We have
nothing now to desire, but that Coll. Francis may be settled with his people,
and that they keep off the people of Connecticut.”

Such planning might seem premature, but Thomas Penn had good rea-
son to believe the conference at Fort Stanwix would go his way. In the same

letters urging Johnson to extend the boundary north of Fort Augusta or
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“the forks,” Penn promised to return the favor. “I can truly assure [you] that
I have been an importunate Solicitor both on account of your own grant,
and that of the Indian Boundary,” Penn had written to Johnson earlier that
winter. Penn knew that Johnson had been trying to get the British govern-
ment to approve the grant he had received from the Canajoharie Mohawk
for years, and Penn promised to use his influence in London to achieve it,
especially if, he reminded Johnson, “you will use your best endeavours with
the Indians, to grant us Land, as high as they can be brought to agree to, be-
tween the West branch of Sasquehannah & the River Delaware.” Although
Penn and Johnson had a rocky relationship to this point—they were both
headstrong, ambitious, and jealous of each other’s power—the superinten-
dent was more than happy to accept this quid pro quo. “It was always my
Intention to endeavor to obtain that Tract between the Forks of Susque-
hannah Northward,” Johnson wrote to Penn a few months later.?®

While Penn enticed Johnson to obtain a larger section of the Northern
Susquehanna River Valley than the Haudenosaunee had agreed to in 1765,
Pennsylvania speculators were also abuzz. Thomas Wharton, near bank-
ruptcy, planned to attend the conference to negotiate a private purchase
with the Haudenosaunee on behalf of the Suffering Traders. In addition,
according to rumor, Joseph Galloway and his ally John Hughes, who Gren-
ville had appointed as Pennsylvania’s stamp distributer, aligned themselves
with the governor of New Jersey, William Franklin (Benjamin Franklin’s
son), to obtain the “Silver Mine at Wyoming, and a lead mine on the West
Branch of the Susquehannah.” They had already prepared a warrant based
on an old deed “near three weeks before” the treaty, and planted agents at
Fort Stanwix as well as at Wyoming to “give notice to their Associates that
they might” quickly survey the land and submit their official paperwork to
legally undercut the proprietors.”

Important families like the Shippens and the Allens were similarly get-
ting their ducks in a row. It was, one onlooker noted, a “great Run for the
Lands on Susquehannah.”?® In May 1768, Joseph Shippen, onetime officer
at Fort Augusta and now Governor Penn’s secretary, petitioned the gover-
nor on behalf of himself and his friends to “obtain a Grant of Lands in the
next purchase” along the West Branch of the Susquehanna River. Although

he received a “favourable Answer”—John Penn told him he “could not see
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the least objection to his granting the Lands we petitioned for”—Shippen
also realized that a lot could happen to derail that promise. Just to be sure
it all worked out, he also met with Secretary of the Land Office James
Tilghman, a recent arrival from Maryland who had married Turbutt Fran-
cis’s sister. Shippen told Tilghman that he wanted to secure “first Choice”
for himself and his partners and that he was worried about the prospect of
squatter rights and the existence of previous claims like those of Galloway
and Hughes. Shippen was more than delighted when Tilghman responded
that those squatters and anyone else with a prior interest would be disre-
garded. Jubilant, Shippen wrote to his partners, “We shall no doubt have
the Preference in the Choice of our Lands.”

Nor did Shippen’s partners have to worry about Lord Hillsborough’s
instructions to William Johnson. Thomas Penn tapped Tilghman to go to
Fort Stanwix, and Shippen was also lobbying to be “one of the Commission-
ers from this Government” to “settle the Boundary Line between the Indi-
ans and the Colonies.” Therefore, while Hillsborough’s instructions, which
everyone knew and gossiped about, made it seem as if “all the Lands in the
Forks of the Susquehanna are to be reserved by the Indians for their hunt-
ing and planting grounds,” which threw into question “whether the Lands
we have in view can be granted to us or not,” Shippen assured his friends
that either he or Tilghman would use their positions as commissioners to
“get this Matter settled at the ensuing Congress in a different Manner, and
more to the advantage of the Proprietaries.”® For Shippen, like many other
speculators, the proprietors’ interests were the same as his selfish ones.

The aged yet still powerful William Allen also planned on attending the
conference as an advisor to Governor Penn, but due to his constant battles
with gout, he sent his son John instead, who “has some inclinations” to
take “up some lands in the new purchase.” To assure his particular inter-
est in that purchase, William Allen wrote to Thomas Penn to remind the
proprietor of his obligations to his old friend. Since Allen had been con-
sistently “active and zealous” for the proprietary family, he thought it was
only fair that he and his son should get their share and that his political
allies should be able to “to take up in the next Purchase upon the common
terms 5 or 6,000 acres of land,” especially those lands between “the two

branches of the Susquehannah.”* Penn, ever ready to oblige a staunch ally
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with octopus-like tentacles of interest, assured Allen he would get what he
wanted, and Allen sent back his “hearty thanks for your kind offer about
taking up some lands in the new purchase.” Yet, like Shippen, Allen was not
totally happy with mere promises. Penn’s offer meant little if the proprietor
and his land agents did not confirm the land deeds fast. Allen feared that
before he and those in his interest got their portion, “the best lands will be
settled by the scum of America, as an hundred familys have lately moved
up there on the rumor of a new purchase.” Soon, there would be more than
“one thousand familys.”s

Those poorer families who Allen deemed “scum” had little choice but
to act illegally to hopefully obtain land in the upcoming purchase in the
face of such powerful opponents. William Allen was the chief justice of
the province and simultaneously held a seat in the colonial legislature.
Allen, like many others vying for legal rights to land in the Susquehanna
River Valley, was a member of the colonial elite, a “small Knot” of “Inter-
ested favorites” who wanted to create “Monopolies” to secure the land for
themselves.3* Such opprobrium was not mere hyperbole. If we take the
plans of Penn for Wyoming and the silver mines, and combine them with
the maneuverings of and promises made to Shippen, Allen, and Francis,
then most of the good farmable lands that could possibly be legally obtained
in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley were already accounted for, and
that does not even consider the numerous other speculators making plans
for the valley. As one of Thomas Penn’s closest political allies in Pennsylva-
nia put it, it seemed as if the mere idea of the land to be gained created a
scenario where “officers as well as others who are intrusted by you, [were]
attempting to make an Advantage of their Offices and Securing the best
[lands] for themselves.” The conference had not even begun and speculators
were already poised to realize what Shippen called “our scheme.” America’s
“scum” needed to move, and fast.?

Facing serious threats to their land, Indigenous people were also pre-
paring. The destruction of the Seven Years’ War and Pontiac’s War had seri-
ously diminished the Susquehanna Nations and undermined their ability to
claim independence from Onondaga, seemingly paving the way for colonial
settlement. By the end of those wars, Teedyuscung had been assassinated,

Wyoming had been burned to the ground twice, Nescopeck had also been
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set ablaze, Wyalusing was barely populated, the Montour strongholds on
the West Branch were mostly abandoned, and Great Island was in sham-
bles. Many of the people who lived in those places were either dead or had
fled to the northern towns of Tioga, Owego, Assinisink, Oquaga, Otsen-
ingo, or the Ohio River Valley. According to a rudimentary census taken by
George Croghan in 1765, there were no more than 550 Nanticoke, Mohican,
Conoy, Munsee, Saponi, and Delaware warriors in the Northern Susque-
hanna River Valley, and most of them had taken refuge on the northern-
most reaches of the North Branch in Haudenosaunee-controlled towns.*

Old and established leaders in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley
were also gone. Nutimus had died during Pontiac’s War, Paxinosa left for
the Ohio Valley, and so had Captain Bull. According to popular memory,
after his imprisonment during Pontiac’s War, Bull left the valley with some
Delaware and Shawnee for modern Braxton County, West Virginia. In 1772,
so the story goes, angry colonists burned down his town there but Bull sur-
vived and fled, living out the last days of his life in Missouri along the Mis-
sissippi River and dying of natural causes sometime in the 1790s. Other,
perhaps more credible stories indicate that he resettled somewhere just
west of the Alleghany Mountains, fought against the Americans during the
Revolution, and died in battle in 1781. Neither, however, can be definitively
confirmed. Just like that, the historical record can run cold. Regardless of
Bull’s ultimate fate, his absence, like the absence of many others, meant
that the Northern Susquehanna River Valley was a far different place after
more than a decade of war.¥

The southern part of that valley was not entirely depopulated though.
With the conclusion of Pontiac’s War in 1766, the Susquehanna Nations
started trickling back to the East and West Branches. In addition, in that
same year, a little over 130 Tuscarora from North Carolina made their way
to the valley. New leaders also emerged, such as Kanigut, a Tuscarora chief;
Jemmy Nanticoke; Kanak’t, a Conoy chief known as Last Night; as well
as Delaware, Mohican, and Munsee sachems, Papunhank, Nanhun, and
Newalike, respectively. Nevertheless, settlements would need to be rebuilt,
fields cleared and planted, and trading patterns and connections recre-
ated. Moreover, history still echoed and past grievances remained, perhaps

even more so now.3®
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Because of the demographic situation in the Northern Susquehanna
River Valley and the land lust of British colonists, the Haudenosaunee also
made moves to further repopulate the valley. Attempting to create a bul-
wark to preserve their lands and sovereignty, the Grand Council at Onon-
daga looked to an aging Seneca elder, Osternados, who the British called
Seneca George, living on the North Branch of the Susquehanna River at
the town of Otseningo (near present-day Binghamton, New York). Since
at least 1750, the Grand Council had charged Osternados with looking after
the interests of and managing the Haudenosaunee’s relationship with the
Susquehanna Nations, particularly the Nanticoke and Conoy. Like many
others, Osternados attended the conferences at Easton and Lancaster. He
was also aregular presence in Philadelphia during the many meetings there.
Although Osternados seldom spoke at those meetings, his silence in the
public record in no way represented his actual status. During those years
he developed a close relationship with one of Pennsylvania’s most impor-
tant diplomatic agents, Conrad Weiser. When Weiser died in 1760, it was
Osternados who led the condolence ceremony, symbolically drying colo-
nists’ eyes, expressing his feeling of “great loss.” In all, he was an important
diplomat that mostly worked outside of rather than in the colonial public’s
eye. By the late 1760s, he was one of the few experienced Haudenosaunee
elders left to oversee affairs in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley.®

As the upcoming conference at Fort Stanwix approached, Osternados
worked hard to repopulate the valley. There were still Nanticoke and Conoy
in Maryland, and many Delaware also remained in New Jersey “among
the White People.” All of them were in the midst of disputes with colo-
nists over land. The Delaware were being pushed out of New Jersey and
white Marylanders had completely surrounded the Nanticoke and Conoy,
claiming ownership over all of their lands. Like everywhere else in the Brit-
ish Empire, New Jersey and Maryland speculators and settlers produced
old and questionable deeds, treaties, and agreements to justify their claims,
and squatters were a perennial problem. Speaking to shared grievances,
Osternados commiserated with the Indigenous nations there, noting that
once colonists “got all their lands” they “become” not only “rich” but “very
cross” and “forget their former Obligations.” In order to “be out of trouble,

and danger from the White People,” he suggested that they all move to the
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Northern Susquehanna River Valley. “Their people,” whether extended clan
or kin, Osternados argued, had for at least the last thirty years made their
homes there. Therefore, they should “settle together” in that valley on, he
was quick to point out, “Six Nation Lands.”* Heeding that advice, Delaware,
Nanticoke, and Conoy made their way to the valley.

By the early months of 1768, the Northern Susquehanna River Valley,
from Owego to Great Island, seemed to be getting back to normal. Even the
few official traders at Fort Augusta began to see and service more people.
Goods flowed from Philadelphia, Harris Ferry, and other terminals, making
their way to the fort and then back again loaded with peltry. Yet, as be-
fore, the Native peoples who lived in the valley worried about their future.
The new norm, after all, had a violent underbelly. Indeed, it seemed as if
frontier inhabitants “think it meritorious to murder the Heathen as they
call them.”#

Such racialized violence defined the lives of people on the frontier in the
1760s, and as Indigenous people repopulated the Northern Susquehanna
River Valley, that violence continued to rear its ugly head. In January 1768,
Newalike, a Munsee sachem who was also “the Chief of the Delawares, and
other Indians at Great Island,” sent his advisor, Bill Champion, to Phila-
delphia to complain that “five white men had lately been marking Trees
and Surveying land in the Forks of the Susquehanna” northwest of Fort
Augusta. If Newalike inherited the mantle of Teedyuscung and Nutimus,
which seems likely, the forks were also part of his people’s lands. When
Newalike tried to stop those intruders, arguing that the land was “as yet
not purchased from the Indians,” the squatters threatened to kill him. After
Champion retold this experience to the governor, John Penn sent Cham-
pion home with a message and a wampum belt to present to Newalike
professing that Pennsylvania would stop these invasions.*

Penn also sent Champion back to Newalike with sorrowful news. Penn-
sylvania colonists Frederick Stump and his indentured servant John Iron-
cutter had recently murdered four Native men and two of their wives
at the mouth of Middle Creek, south of Great Island, and then traveled up
that creek where they butchered their victim’s surviving wives and children,
including a female infant. In all, ten Mohican, Shawnee, Delaware, Seneca,

and Mingo men and women were killed, and at least one of them Stump
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scalped, which some Native peoples declared “is worse than murdering.”
Stump and Ironcutter also burned down the small settlement and hid the
bodies of the slain in the creek under the ice. In the governor’s message to
Newalike, Penn expressed sorrow for the loss and promised to take “Steps”
to “apprehend the offenders.”#

This tragic massacre symbolized the precarious nature of life for Indig-
enous people on the northern frontier. It also strained relationships be-
tween Pennsylvania and many Native Americans before the meeting at
Fort Stanwix. One of the men Stump had murdered was Kanaghragait, also
known as White Mingo or John Cook, an important leader from Tioga, a
multiethnic town on the North Branch of the Susquehanna River. White
Mingo and the others slain had kin and connections that spanned well be-
yond Middle Creek and Tioga. White Mingo, for instance, had clan and kin
spread throughout the Ohio and Susquehanna River Valleys as well as Sen-
eca country. The Mohican, Delaware, and Shawnee family of John and Cor-
nelius Campbell murdered by Stump had just as far-reaching connections.
They had relations at Great Island, Logstown, and Venango and relatives
living near the Seneca town of Chemung. Another of the slain, Jonas Griffy,
was a Munsee with connections in Stockbridge, Massachusetts, as well as
West Jersey. The murders seemed to touch people everywhere.*

At Great Island, Newalike and the Susquehanna people there were
understandably upset. As one of the Shawnee leaders at Great Island,
Shawana Ben, declared, “There are four of my Relations Murdered by Stump,
and all I desire is that he may suffer for his wicked Action.” If Stump did not
suffer, Shawana Ben cautioned, he would take it as a sign that “my Broth-
ers, the English, have let” go of the “Chain of Friendship” and therefore he
would “let go, too.”

This was a feeling that swept across the Northern Susquehanna River
Valley. When a local Indian agent, Thomas McKee, heard of the murders
he instantly “went up to Fort Augusta to Spake to ye. Indians on Susque-
hannah” where he “found them much agitated and Thretening” to “imme-
diately” take their revenge “on the frontier inhabitants.” To make matters
worse, before McKee could offer any kind of condolence, “four Indians” were
“sent from the great Island in Sasquehanna to inform the Western Nations

of that unlucky affair.”® They “reached Ohio” on January 27, and by early
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February Thomas McKee’s son Alexander, stationed at Fort Pitt, found that
the news the Great Island messengers brought had enraged “the Warriors
of the different nations” there, who, like the Susquehanna Nations, “say
the English are certainly determined to make war on us, or otherwise they
would not scalp our people.”#

The skeleton crew back at Fort Augusta, fearful for the future, tried to
keep any more news about Stump’s murders from leaking out from the
Northern Susquehanna River Valley. Not long after McKee’s visit, for ex-
ample, a Tuscarora hunting party made their way to the fort for trade and
respite before they headed further north. Most likely, they sat, drank, ate,
and spoke with the members of the Susquehanna Nations who were also
there and lived around the fort. Anxious that the hunting party would re-
turn home and spread news of the massacre to the other Six Nations before
William Johnson or John Penn could triage, the officers decided to forcibly
detain them.*® Not only was that a poor decision sure to alienate more than
it helped but the news of the murders traveled regardless. Soon Haudeno-
saunee messengers made their way to Johnson Hall and Philadelphia. With
what information Governor Penn could gather from those meetings, “an
Indian War seems inevitable, and it is drawn upon us by the villanny &
wickedness of our own people.” As he pointed out, “The Indians have for
some time past been very uneasy at the white people settling upon their
lands,” and that uneasiness had turned to bitterness because of Stump,
Ironcutter, and many others like them.*

It should be no surprise that when Johnson’s deputy George Croghan
held a conference at Fort Pitt that spring to “get the temper” of the Ohio
Nations before the conference at Fort Stanwix, some members of the
Susquehanna Nations made it a point to attend, which did not bode well.
“Munsies and Mohickons,” residing “on the Heads of the West Branch of
Susquehanna,” likely including kin to some of those slain by Stump, packed
themselves into “Fourteen Canoes” to take part in the proceedings and to
complain. Trade, they argued, was unequal, prices for their peltry too low,
and, worse still, white “Encroachments being made on their Lands” circum-
scribed their hunting territory and resulted in all too frequent murders.
They “do not like it.” While Croghan tried to assure those in attendance

of British goodwill, and the Pennsylvanians sent by Governor Penn—John
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Allen and Joseph Shippen—tried to cover Indigenous grief with gifts and
over £1,000 in currency, little had actually been settled at the conference.
Suffice it to say, the meeting at Fort Pitt, while useful as an arena to air
grievances, did not pave an easy path to Fort Stanwix.>®

Penn thought the situation so bad that the upcoming conference at
Fort Stanwix should be “delayed some time till our affairs are a little bet-
ter settled with the Indians.”* Johnson, however, would not postpone
the planned fall conference. Too much had already been prearranged, and
Johnson thought the gifts from Pennsylvania and continued promises to
punish the murderers pacified some of the most important Haudenosaunee
leaders who would take part in the proceedings. What the Susquehanna
Nations thought, it seemed, didn’t matter. Moreover, about twenty boats
loaded with perishables and other goods “intended for the Presents to be
made by the Cession of Lands to the King” had already arrived at the fort
on September 19.5

Nevertheless, as Penn feared, the all-too-frequent murders on the fron-
tier and the maneuverings of the French and Spanish delayed many of the
Ohio and some of the Susquehanna Nations from attending the congress.
As those nations carried their thoughts about the murders as well as the
messages from the Spanish and French north into Seneca country on
their way to the fort, more nations halted to deliberate. Then the death of
a Seneca chief created another delay. Many of the Haudenosaunee, Ohio,
and Susquehanna delegates converged “in the Senecas Country” to con-
duct a condolence ceremony to cover their grief before they moved on to
Fort Stanwix, which would take “some days more.”

Those “some days” turned into weeks. Apoplectic, Johnson sent out
messengers to Seneca country urging expediency. He even offered to ded-
icate the opening days of the conference to a full condolence ceremony to
speed things along. Not only was he worried about the potential impact of
the meetings among Ohio Nations, Susquehanna Nations, and Six Nations
discussing frontier violence and the messages from the Spanish and French,
but nearly a thousand Indigenous people had filtered into Fort Stanwix
since Johnson arrived. It did not take long before the “provisions which I
had for the Congress is already consumed by the Number of Indians who

have been here above three Weeks waiting ye Arrival of the Rest.” Johnson
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did not “know what to do,” and he was “distressed.”s* While Johnson could
easily procure more supplies, he would still have to justify that added ex-
pense to his superiors, especially Lord Hillsborough, who he needed to keep
happy. Moreover, Johnson could not know “the temper” of the peoples who
would be traveling to Fort Stanwix from Seneca country.s

Finally, on October 24, after over a month of waiting and handwring-
ing, everyone arrived. In all, there were just over 3,100 Indigenous people
in attendance, mostly Haudenosaunee but also representatives of the
Susquehanna and Ohio Nations. Additionally, the Six Nations invited Na-
tive Americans from Stockbridge in western Massachusetts who had been
living with the Oneida, though they “have but little business here,” aside
from the loss of at least one relation to Stump. To save money, Johnson
wanted to “get rid of them if possible.”® Commissioners from Virginia and
Pennsylvania were also in attendance, as was the governor of New Jersey,
William Franklin. Pennsylvania’s governor, John Penn, who had arrived
three weeks prior, did not stay for the conference. He left just days before
the treaty negotiations finally began. There did not seem to be much reason
for him to stay. As the governor’s legal advisor told Thomas Penn, William
Johnson “seemed heartily disposed to do everything in his Power to serve
you,” therefore “the governor and I took our leave.””

There were also representatives of the Suffering Traders and a few New
England clergymen who lived with the Oneida in attendance.”® Much to
Johnson’s chagrin, the conference had not even started before the Suffer-
ing Traders barraged Haudenosaunee delegates with inquiries about land,
and the New England clergymen handed Johnson a memorial stating their
opposition to any land cession that deviated from the 1765 agreement. The
clergy were also busy trying to influence the Oneida “to refuse to make
an advantageous Cession.” While the missionaries proclaimed that they
resisted a further cession to save the land for the creation of Christian
missions and schools, Johnson thought they were working on behalf of
Connecticut speculators to undermine Pennsylvania.>®

To ensure a harmonious start, Johnson dedicated the conference’s ini-
tial days to a condolence ceremony honoring the recently deceased Seneca
chief and others lost during and after the wars. Starting a conference this

way wasn’'t new. Typically, the first day of any conference saw variations
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of this ceremony, where each side presented gifts and strings of wampum.
Strings and belts of wampum, made from shell beads that were individually
crafted in a cylindrical shape and drilled, had represented both the spoken
word and a sacred power for Indigenous people for well over a century. Such
items captured and conveyed the history of past negotiations, promises,
and alliances, and lent legitimacy to messages and speeches that formed
relationships. With each string of wampum, the assembled peoples sym-
bolically cleared each other’s eyes, ears, and throats so that everyone might
see, hear, and speak clearly again. For the Haudenosaunee, this symbolic
cleansing represented the origins of the Six Nations and formed the basis of
their diplomatic protocol, establishing the unity undergirding the meetings
of the Grand Council Fire at Onondaga and most of the treaties and con-
ferences they attended with Europeans. Such unity was important. Confer-
ences with Europeans were often a contest of wills played out in speeches,
the airing of grievances, and ceremonies that could take days if not weeks.
Sitting across from each other in the council chamber, both sides needed to
project unity and strength. The failure to attend to these diplomatic proto-
cols had the potential to derail any treaty.®

Conducting a condolence ceremony, while fairly normal, was perhaps
more important than ever now, especially for Johnson. The ceremony of-
fered him an opportunity to reaffirm British unity and goodwill to hope-
fully mitigate the ill will generated by the murders committed by Stump
and Ironcutter, the messages of the Spanish and French, and the arguments
of the New England clergy. Adept at navigating Haudenosaunee diplomatic
culture, Johnson, “on behalf of His Majesty & all His subjects,” wiped “away
the Tears from your eyes which you are constantly shedding for your late
deceased Chiefs,” thereby clearing “your sight so,” he importantly added,
“you may look cheerfully at your Brethren, who are come from Several Prov-
inces to attend this General Congress ordered by His Majesty to be held by
me in order to settle some necessary points between him & you.” He made
similar statements conjoining condolence with “necessary points” when
he symbolically cleared Indigenous ears and throats. At the same time,
Johnson offered gifts to help cover their grief. In all, Johnson wanted to
project British benevolence while capitalizing on the power and symbolic

importance of the ceremony to make the Haudenosaunee “unanimous
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amongst yourselves” when they considered the necessity of the boundary.
For their part, the Haudenosaunee responded with the typical “Yo-hah at
the proper places,” vocally asserting their assent, ending that day’s session.*

The next day the Haudenosaunee continued the condolence ceremony
to establish unity. First, they bestowed a new name on William Franklin
because “the several American Governors had Indian Names, by which
they were known to the Indians, the Governor of New Jersey excepted.”®
That naming process was also part of the condolence ceremony, rendering
strangers into friends and kin. Names and naming reflected not just a sym-
bolic gesture but incorporated people into a much more important matrix
of kinship alliances and obligations.®* Once accomplished, the Haudeno-
saunee also cleared the eyes, ears, and throats of the British with words and
wampum, and expressed their “thanks to you for the remembrance of our
antient ceremonies,” which served as the “cement of our union.” With this,
unity and goodwill were established so that “they may be able to attend
the important affairs which were to be transacted,” at least within the coun-
cil chamber.®

On October 26, the third day of the conference, Johnson got down to
business. Nevertheless, he still faced difficulties. The Haudenosaunee may
have projected an image of unity among themselves, their “dependents,”
and colonial representatives with the opening ceremony but that in no way
reflected what was going on outside of the council chamber. Many Haudeno-
saunee warriors and hunters in attendance harbored long-held grievances,
knew what colonists wanted, and outright refused to give up any more land
than what was agreed to in 1765. The same could be said of the Susquehanna
and the few Ohio Nations’ representatives in attendance.

Johnson, hoping to draw on the authority and professed unity of Haudeno-
saunee elders in the council chamber to appease their discontented mem-
bers and dependents, urged those elders to consult with their warriors
outside of the council chamber after each proposal. He hoped that those
warriors would “pay a due regard to your Sachems and Councillors whose
sage advice will seldom or never be amiss.” To ensure this calculated defer-
ence worked in his favor, Johnson doled out gifts to the elders throughout
the proceedings and held private conferences with them each night to con-

vince them of the necessity of the new boundary he imagined.



“A GREAT RUN FOR THE LANDS ON SUSQUEHANNA” 159

Negotiating the northern boundary around the West Branch of the
Susquehanna River and north of Owego was the toughest challenge during
the conference. The Oneida strongly opposed any westerly boundary in this
area. Meanwhile, Seneca and Cayuga leaders were hesitant, if not outright
against it, given their close ties and presence in the valley. The Susquehanna
Nations, though present at the treaty conference, were entirely silent on
the matter according to the official record. But, then, Johnson treated them
as mere dependents and the record reflects that. Despite their silence and
the bias of the record, it is doubtful, given their past complaints, that the
Susquehanna Nations did not resist any new northern boundary. More
than likely they worked outside of the chamber to influence their pro-
fessed “Uncles.”

Regardless of this opposition, on October 28, the fifth day of the gather-
ing, Johnson was ready to offer up his version of the boundary line for the
northern frontier, but he would not do it in the council chamber. Instead,
he invited the Haudenosaunee elders, particularly the Oneida, to his pri-
vate quarters. With a map stretched out on the table in front of him, John-
son packaged together his new vision for the boundary north of the West
Branch and that from Owego to Canada. Tracing a line starting at the end
of the West Branch until it met the edge of the Alleghany Mountains, he
followed the crest of the mountains to Owego and then proceeded to chart
a westerly course from that town about one hundred miles north, “so as to
close it” near Canada Creek. Since the Oneida occupied the territory John-
son wanted around Owego and offered the fiercest resistance, he focused on
gaining their approval. If the Oneida agreed to this new northern bound-
ary, Johnson told them, “Mr. Penn” would offer “a large & handsome con-
sideration over and besides his Majesty’s Royal Bounty.” Gifts and promises
of more dominated Johnson’s handling of the conference, in and out of
council. Moreover, by packaging the two northern boundaries together
in the negotiation, Johnson could use Penn’s “handsome consideration” for
the Northern Susquehanna River Valley to entice the Oneida to agree to a
boundary north of Owego.®

As was typical with most proceedings of this kind, Haudenosaunee rep-
resentatives did not instantly agree. Instead, because “this is a great Ces-

sion of Land which will require much thought and attention,” they went
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back to their lodgings to “consider the affair in private.” But, they also
warned, “we cannot be expected to part with what lies at our Doors, be-
sides your people are come already too close to us” and would move ever
closer once the boundary line was redrawn, especially after speculators got
their share.”

That private conversation took the better part of a week. Haudeno-
saunee warriors and hunters, when they heard of Johnson’s proposal,
were instantly upset. The crest of the Alleghany Mountains as it extended
from the West Branch would create a new northern boundary that would
give the British Great Island and most of the other communities, towns,
and hunting grounds in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley. No doubt
frustrated by Johnson’s proposal, they declared “they would not part with
any Lands to the Westward,” especially those “towards Wioming or Great
Island, as they reserved that part of the Country for their Dependents.”
Perhaps the Susquehanna Nations did have some leverage outside of the
council chamber. The Oneida were also unwilling to give away so much land
north of Owego.*®

Taking both arguments against Johnson’s boundary into consideration,
Haudenosaunee delegates countered with a northern line that basically
replicated the 1765 boundary south of Owego. As for north of that town
to Canada, which they were willing to negotiate, they proposed a line that
moved northeast rather than northwest, protecting many existing Oneida
and Mohawk towns and hunting grounds, jeopardizing Johnson’s 25,000-
acre grant from the Canajoharie as well as a recent purchase of about
127,000 acres near Oriskany from some Oneida. According to their new
proposal, even Fort Stanwix would remain on Haudenosaunee land.®

Johnson was visibly irritated after he heard this proposal and outright
refused to accept it. In a “long and warm speech to the Chiefs,” he argued
that they must accept his proposed northern boundary or reap the con-
sequences. “If they rejected this opportunity now offered them and drew
the Line so as to interfere with Grants” he or other interested British
colonists attending the conference held, “or approach almost our settle-
ments, he could not see any thing more effectual could thereafter be pro-
posed for preventing encroachments, and the Crown after being already at

a very heavy expence on this occasion must find its good intentions and
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reasonable proposals totally defeated.” Moreover, because he packaged the
two northern boundaries together, he made it seem as if the failure to agree
to one would derail negotiations for both. All the goods, presents, and cash
offered for the new boundary, which Johnson strategically placed in plain
view during the negotiations, would be off the table. He also sweetened the
pot to get what he wanted, promising an additional “five hundred Dollars
& a handsome present for each of the chiefs” if they came back with a more
“favorable Answer.””°

Even that didn’t work. The Haudenosaunee were “much divided in opin-
ion.” Oneida elders told Johnson “that their people positively refused to
agree to any other line than they proposed the last night.” Game, they ar-
gued, was “scarce in their neighbourhood,” and therefore they “had come
to a Resolution” to keep as much of that northern land as possible to “sup-
port their families.” Without the Oneida, there would be no deal. Achieving
unity in council could cut both ways. Worried that his dreams for the deal
would be dashed by what he called “extraordinary” claims, Johnson offered
six hundred dollars to each chief desiring they “would so act as to shew
their love and respect for the King & friendship for his Subjects.” He also
promised that with this boundary, “no province should on any pretense in-
vade the line,” thus securing their future.” This was a promise he had to
know he could not keep.

After several days of private meetings, promises, and gift-giving, the
Haudenosaunee came up with a northern boundary that Johnson could
agree with. Instead of starting the line where the western ridge of the Al-
leghany Mountains reached the West Branch of the Susquehanna River,
they pushed it east to “Tiadaghta Creek” and up that creek until it reached
a series of hills called Burnett’s Hills. The line would then follow those hills
to the North Branch and up that branch to Owego. From there, following a
northwesterly course, though not as westerly as Johnson wanted, the line
would finally terminate at Canada Creek. This boundary, “although Less
than I could wish,” was still, as Johnson told Thomas Penn, “a very advan-
tagious Cession.” It did after all more than halve the Susquehanna Nations’
land in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley.”

While Johnson combined the line north of the West Branch with that

north of Owego for negotiation with the Haudenosaunee, he separated
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FIGURE 9. John E. Gavit, “Map of the Frontiers of the Northern Colonies,”
1850. (New York Public Library Digital Collections)

them out in official documents to the advantage of Thomas Penn. Such a
move also challenged Hillsborough’s instructions. The boundary negotia-
tion at Fort Stanwix was supposed to be between the Haudenosaunee and
the British king (represented by Johnson). The disputes between Pennsyl-
vania and Virginia over land near Fort Pitt, or between Pennsylvania and
Connecticut over the Northern Susquehanna River Valley, Hillsborough
instructed, should have no place in this conference. Regardless, Johnson
carved out the portion of the line that fell within the limits of Thomas
Penn’s vision of Pennsylvania as a separate deal, with separate documents,
which Penn would separately pay for, thus giving Penn ample evidence to
establish his land rights. Johnson also exacted an important statement
from the Haudenosaunee to contest Connecticut’s “Susquehanna Pur-
chase” When the Haudenosaunee agreed to the northern boundary, they
went on the written record, stating that although “Lydius of Albany did
in the name of” Connecticut “lay claim to Lands in Pennsylvania,” those
claims were “unjust” and “invalid.” Therefore, “We expect that no regard will

be paid to them or any such claims now or hereafter, as we have fairly sold
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them to the proprietors of Pennsylvania to whom alone we shall sell Lands
within that Province.” Penn, Johnson knew, would be pleased.”

In all, the Haudenosaunee ceded to the British millions of acres from the
headwaters of the Tennessee River to Canada. Pennsylvania alone gained
much from that new boundary, independently paying 10,000 Spanish dol-
lars for land stretching north from the Ohio River and encompassing a sig-
nificant portion of land in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley. The Fort
Stanwix cession included land in all or part of twenty-six of the sixty-seven
present-day counties in the state. No land deal to that point even came
close to what the proprietors gained at this conference.”

Even then, Johnson did not get everything Thomas Penn wanted in the
Northern Susquehanna River Valley, but Johnson thought it was more than
enough to demonstrate his goodwill. He was right. When Penn learned of
the deal and what Johnson did to accomplish it, he was ecstatic. Johnson
may not have gotten “the boundary we wished,” but Penn commended him
for his labors and “the trouble you have taken in this affair.” Penn and his
“family are obliged to you for your endeavours.” He especially liked that
Johnson struck a deal “separate from the general deed made to the King,”
which would “free us” from negotiating the boundary with other British
officials and colonies. The Haudenosaunee’s vocal recognition of Penn’s vast
claims against Connecticut was also pleasing.”s Surely, Penn thought, the
Susquehannah Company would not dare to continue their claims, and even
if they did, the treaty itself would make any legal argument the company
could muster difficult to sustain. Making good on his promises to Johnson,
and just two months after he received the news about the cession, Penn
“had the pleasure to inform” Johnson that he went to the “Council office to
press the finishing of your Grant” for 25,000 acres and that it would now
receive the “Great Seal.””® Happy, both Johnson and Penn upheld their ends
of the bargain to acquire Indigenous land.

All was not exactly well, though. The Delaware and Shawnee living in
the Ohio Valley refused to acknowledge the legitimacy of the Fort Stanwix
cession. While Johnson “considered” them, he did not give them an oppor-
tunity to negotiate. Irritated, they “complained much of the Conduct of the
Six Nations giving up so much of the Country to the English without asking

their Consent.”” This statement reflected their continued independence.
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They also renewed their overtures to the Susquehanna Nations to move
west so the nations could use their combined power to resist this deal and
the new encroachments it would initiate. The “Worrars Say they May as well
Dey Like Men as be Kicked about Like Doggs.””®

The Ohio Nations were not the only Indigenous people upset by the
treaty. The Cherokee, who lived on and claimed sovereignty over much
of the southwestern land near the Tennessee River negotiated away by the
Haudenosaunee at Fort Stanwix, were also aghast. The Haudenosaunee’s
cession of their land ran contrary to a similar treaty held in mid-October
between the Cherokee and Britain’s superintendent for the southern dis-
trict, John Stuart, as stipulated by the Board of Trade and its map. Even
the Haudenosaunee were still divided, as some Seneca and Cayuga ridi-
culed the sheer scale of land ceded to the British.”” It seemed, Croghan
wrote to Johnson, that there would be “a Warr with us Sonner than” any-
one expected.®

Lord Hillsborough was likewise displeased. The Fort Stanwix treaty
not only exceeded Johnson’s instructions but contradicted Stuart’s nego-
tiations with the southern Native nations. Hillsborough was angry that
Johnson had disregarded “His Majesty’s commands you was instructed to
adhere,” especially since the new boundary would only “produce jealousy
and dissatisfaction” and sow more “confusion.”® Equally miffed, the Board
of Trade, under Hillsborough’s control, issued a report to King George III
condemning the treaty at Fort Stanwix and the “indiscretion of Sir William
Johnson.” From the board’s perspective it seemed as if “the claims and in-
terests of private persons, not stated to, or approved by your Majesty, have
been allowed to mix themselves in this Negotiation,” creating a boundary
“materially different from that directed by your Majesty’s Instructions” to
Johnson. Therefore, the board thought, the treaty at Fort Stanwix “ought
to be rejected.” Irritated, Hillsborough sent Johnson a letter demand-
ing he go back to the Six Nations and “settle the Line according to your
Instructions.”®

Despite the bluster of Hillsborough and the Board of Trade, they were in
no position to deny the validity of the treaty. Johnson argued that a renego-
tiation would never work. It would only alienate the Haudenosaunee, and

he refused to comply, hoping to wait out this new round of Hillsborough’s
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anger with strident but deferential arguments. He also sent the bill for the
treaty, which cost the crown just over £20,000.%

His play worked. Just four months later, Hillsborough told Johnson that
if the superintendent thought such a renegotiation too difficult to achieve
or detrimental to an alliance with the Haudenosaunee, “His Majesty, rather
than risk the defeating the important object of establishing a final Bound-
ary Line, will upon your report of this matter, give the necessary directions
for the confirmation of it as agreed upon at Fort Stanwix.” Hillsborough
still held out hope that Johnson would be able to renegotiate, but it was no
longer a command. The time and money expended at Fort Stanwix alone
was probably enough to dissuade Hillsborough and other crown officials
from disowning the treaty and starting again, but they also feared that by
not approving the land deed generated by the treaty, Britain would officially
undermine the sovereignty and honor of the Haudenosaunee, which was on
full display at Fort Stanwix.%

Haudenosaunee elders, not Johnson, initiated the cession of Chero-
kee land near the Tennessee River to demonstrate “our Rights.” It was
one of the first stipulations of the treaty, and failure to include that land
“to the Southward” in the cession would, the Haudenosaunee argued, do
“wrong to our Posterity” and therefore be “unworthy those Warriors who
fought & conquered it.”® The Haudenosaunee had been at war with the
Cherokee for years, and they wanted the British to recognize that fight,
their assumed victory, and their supreme status over any and all Native
peoples within their presumed jurisdiction. Johnson had little inclina-
tion to deny their request, especially if he wanted continued goodwill to
establish the northern boundary. Hillsborough and the Board of Trade
were also caught between the same proverbial rock and a hard place. They
had little choice but to support the boundary established at Fort Stan-
wix, fully aware that it had the very real potential to bring future turmoil
to the empire.®

While Hillsborough and the Board of Trade fretted over the southern
border, the northern boundary was similarly controversial. Leaders of Dela-
ware and Mohican communities in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley,
Papunhank and Nanhun, disparaged the cession. During a meeting with the

Cayuga and Mohawk, they critically asked, “You know that you sold to your
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white brothers the Wyalusing land, upon which you placed us seven years
ago?”® Their use of “your white brothers” rather than “our white brothers”
highlighted a clear fracture between the Susquehanna Nations and both
the Haudenosaunee and the British. Others in the valley were a bit more
forceful in their denunciation. Thomas McKee reported that those “Indians
he met upon Susquahannah” at and near Fort Augusta “spoke of the Six
Nations with great disrespect and resentment and calls them the Slaves of
the White people.” As a result, some Delaware, Munsee, and Shawnee living
in the valley packed up and left for the Ohio region, intending to combine
forces to resist British encroachment and secure their future. The Susque-
hanna Nations’ land, again, had been taken, as Teedyuscung railed many
years previously, “by fraud” and “deception.”®

There were still more problems with that northern border beyond
just the sheer scope of what the Six Nations had ceded to the British. The
boundary established for the Northern Susquehanna River Valley, seem-
ingly so clear-cut in the treaty, and the land deed it created were, in the end,
unclear. The exact creek establishing the northern trajectory of the boundary
from the West Branch of the Susquehanna River to Owego, the “Tiadaghta”
or “Tiadaghton,” was not actually well known to the British. Few British
maps to that point used the name “Tiadaghta” for any creek in the region,
and those that did depicted it as one of only three creaks east of Great Is-
land on the West Branch, especially Lewis Evans’s map of the middle colo-
nies published in 1755, which was the base map used during negotiations
at Fort Stanwix. The problem, however, was that there are seven creeks,
large and small, east of Great Island. Therefore, the Tiadaghta could have

been any one of them. It was not until 1770, when William Scull published

FIGURE 10. Detail of Lewis Evans, “A General
Map of the Middle British Colonies, in America,”
1755. (Library of Congress)
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FIGURE 11. Detail of William Scull, “A Map of Pennsylvania,” 1775. (Library
of Congress)

a new map of Pennsylvania, that all of those creeks were included and
their positions widely disseminated and learned, but none of them was la-
beled “Tiadaghta.”

Out of the many creeks east of Great Island, two stood out at the time
as having the potential to be “Tiadaghta”—Pine Creek closest to Great Is-
land, and Lycoming Creek further to the east. That distinction mattered.
Those two creeks were separated by over twenty miles. More than likely, the
Haudenosaunee called Lycoming Creek the Tiadaghta at Fort Stanwix. Of
the two creeks, Lycoming was the closest to Burnett’s Hills, which was the
natural line used in the treaty to connect to Owego. Lycoming Creek ran
through those hills and Pine Creek was too far west to make any sense.
Moreover, when Conrad Weiser traveled to Onondaga with Haudenosaunee
guides in 1736, he followed Lycoming Creek, which the Haudenosaunee called
and Weiser documented in his mixed German and English writing as
“Dia-daclitu.” This not only shares a phonetic similarity with “Tiadaghta”

but, as Weiser described, geographic similarities as well.®
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FIGURE 12. Detail of “Draught of

the West Branch of the Susquehanna
Taken by Captain Patterson,” April 1,
1769. (Shippen Family Papers, American

Philosophical Society)

The real proof, however, rests with the fact that when Penn’s agents went
out to survey and draw the new line after Fort Stanwix, the Indigenous
people who accompanied them pointed to Lycoming Creek as beginning
the natural line north from the West Branch. Even some colonial militia
officers, intimate with the geography of the West Branch, noted on their
private maps that Lycoming Creek was also the Tiadaghta. In 1769, for ex-
ample, a Captain Patterson, stationed at Fort Augusta, made that distinc-
tion, identifying “Lacowmick” as “Tiadaghton.” Yet, despite such historical
usage and contemporary clarifications and evidence, speculators and po-
tential settlers fervently contested the idea that what they called Lycoming
Creek was the Tiadaghta, preferring instead the more western Pine Creek.
That dispute in and of itself would embroil the Northern Susquehanna
River Valley in turmoil for the next two decades, significantly influencing
the choices both Native peoples and colonists made as they contemplated
independence and their place in the American Revolution. There was, then,

an important consequence to the Treaty of Fort Stanwix.
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An Empire Divided

THE CONSEQUENCES OF FORT STANWIX, 17681773

HE TREATY OF FORT STANWIX, the confusion it bred, and the scram-

ble for land it initiated happened during a period of extreme turmoil

in the British Empire. In many ways, the struggle within and among
colonies as well as Native polities over the newly acquired land at Fort Stan-
wix widened already deep cleavages in colonial society threatening to tear
the empire apart. The years after 1768 were not good ones for the British
Empire. Colonists up and down North America violently resisted impe-
rial policies, taxes, and the maintenance and ever-increasing existence of
British soldiers in their colonies. Even within legislative chambers, rather
conservative bodies, colonial politicians made clear and cogent declarations
against the right of Parliament to tax the colonies or to fundamentally
interfere with their internal affairs. The colonial legislatures, as unrepre-
sentative as most of them were in reality, were nonetheless, legislators
argued, supreme.

That vision of colonial sovereignty touched off a constitutional crisis
in the empire and an increasing call for colonial unity. Just a year before
Fort Stanwix, the legislature in New York gave this constitutional dispute
new meaning when it refused to comply with Parliament’s Quartering Act,
which demanded that each colony provision and house British soldiers in
either barracks or public houses. Although these soldiers were supposed
to make their way to the frontier as per the Townshend Acts of 1767, many
of the soldiers remained in the cities on ministerial orders. Irritated, New
York’s legislators refused to comply or do anything to accommodate near

1,500 British soldiers because they, not Parliament, controlled the province.

{169}
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Parliament responded by suspending that colony’s legislature in late 1767
and again in 1769.*

It did not take long before a powerful and vocal opposition to parliamen-
tary power and imperial overreach took to the streets and legislative cham-
bers throughout the colonies to formalize a colonial-wide resistance. What
happened in New York could happen anywhere, especially considering Par-
liament’s efforts to tax the colonies, all of which made British colonists,
Boston’s Samuel Adams argued, “slaves.” Therefore, unity and solidarity
among and within the colonies was necessary. In February 1768, the Mas-
sachusetts legislature issued its now famous Circular Letter to all the other
colonial legislatures to achieve that unity. Requesting that colonial legisla-
tures declare Parliament’s actions unconstitutional, the Circular Letter laid
down a constitutional gauntlet, one the colonial legislatures could either
confirm or deny. Not every colony was initially on board, though. Pennsyl-
vania’s assembly waffled on the issue. The factions in that government, ever
at odds, acknowledged the merits of the circular but little more.

Lord Hillsborough, as he often did, propelled resistance and colonial
unity forward far better than the circular from Massachusetts ever could.
When the Massachusetts Circular Letter reached London in April 1768,
Hillsborough was incensed, denouncing it as “a most dangerous and fac-
tious” document “calculated to inflame the minds” of the king’s “good sub-
jects in the colonies, to promote an unwarrantable combination, and to
excite and encourage an open opposition to and denial of the authority of
Parliament, and to subvert the true principles of the constitution.” Issuing
his own circular to the colonial governors, Hillsborough demanded that if
colonial legislatures considered the “seditious paper” from Massachusetts,
the governors should immediately prorogue or dissolve them.? When Penn-
sylvania’s legislature learned of Hillsborough’s circular, its timidity and
factiousness abated. According to William Allen, “Our party matters
and internal contentions are in a manner subsided.” The “cause of the pres-
ent Harmony,” Allen explained, “is that it is agreed by all partys that this is
by no means a proper time to differ among ourselves when our all is at stake
from another quarter.” Pennsylvania’s legislature would take up the cause

in spite of Hillsborough’s threats.*
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All was not exactly harmonious. The factions in the assembly may have
dropped their disputes as unseasonable, but that did not reflect the temper
of the times. Throughout the colonies there were still those who thought
resistance not only foolhardy but borderline treasonous, and when they
refused to act harmoniously they were targeted by riotous self-styled patri-
ots. Some faced tarring and feathering, a brutal form of ostracization and
public shaming. Others found their homes plastered with feces, or, as it was
more commonly called, “Hillsborough paint.”

There were still deeper schisms among and within the colonies rooted
in much older struggles over land and power. Virginians still fought with
Pennsylvanians and Native peoples over the Ohio River Valley. Similarly,
Connecticut and Pennsylvania were still at odds over land in the Northern
Susquehanna River Valley. More important still, systemic economic and
social disparities within those colonies remained. Divisions still existed be-
tween those with power and those without, those who could legally acquire
land and those who could not, and those animosities could not simply be
painted over with tar or excrement. More problematic, such chasms only
widened because of the Treaty of Fort Stanwix and how everyone involved

tried to reap its rewards.

Like his response to the Massachusetts Circular Letter, Hillsborough created
a lot but not all of this tension over the land acquired at Fort Stanwix.
Still angered by that acquisition and irritated with colonial resistance to
parliamentary power, Hillsborough tried to stop the settlement of land
in the new boundary, complaining that “every day discovers more and more
the fatal policy of departing from the line prescribed by the Proclamation of
1763.”° Anew war with Native Americans, he thought, was imminent, adding
to the empire’s woes. To avert that war, Hillsborough directed Virginia’s
governor to void any surveys and refuse any applications for land in the
newly acquired territories, especially those in the Ohio River Valley and out
near the Tennessee River. Such a directive potentially denied the aspirations
of Virginia speculators in the Ohio Company whose shareholders included

such revolutionary luminaries as George Washington, Patrick Henry, and
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Thomas Jefferson. It also officially cut off the speculative ventures of
Benjamin Franklin, Joseph Galloway, and the Suffering Traders.”

It was not just Hillsborough’s directives that exacerbated tensions
among and within the colonies. Because Johnson carved out Pennsylva-
nia’s purchase from the overall land acquisition at Fort Stanwix, Hillsbor-
ough had no real authority to circumvent Thomas Penn or speculators in
Pennsylvania from capitalizing on the land gained by the treaty. In reality,
without police power, Hillsborough’s directives to any governor were mere
words, easily disregarded. Virginia’s governor simply ignored Hillsborough.
Jurisdictional disputes between colonies, then, would continue unabated.
Nor did Hillsborough have the political clout or patience to make his words
the official policy of the empire, giving speculators the upper hand.®

To challenge Hillsborough, Virginia’s Ohio Company aligned itself with
speculators in Pennsylvania, New York, New Jersey, and London, establish-
ing the Grand Ohio Company. Pooling their interests together, that new
conglomeration applied for 20 million acres for a mere £10,604 to create
a new colony west of the Ohio River called Vandalia. Hillsborough had a
lot to do with the sheer scale of what the company requested. Pretending
he was cowed, Hillsborough encouraged the company to make such a large
land request, secretly hoping to use the size of the request as justification
to reject the proposal. And that is exactly what he did. When the Grand
Ohio Company submitted its proposal, Hillsborough used the Board of
Trade to deny it, arguing the proposal took too much away from the Na-
tive nations who lived there. “Let the savages enjoy their deserts in quiet,”
he argued. Besides, “Were they driven from their forests the peltry trade
would decrease.”

Hillsborough, though, was dealing with influential opponents. The
Americans holding shares in the company included Virginia and Pennsylva-
nia speculators as well as Governor William Franklin, Sir William Johnson,
George Croghan, and, unsurprisingly, the leaders of the Suffering Traders,
Samuel and Thomas Wharton. The Grand Ohio Company also included in-
fluential shareholders in London such as Thomas and Richard Walpole, the
wealthy and politically connected nephews of Robert Walpole, the Earl of
Orford and late prime minister. Harnessing that influence, the company ap-

pealed to the king’s Privy Council, which overrode Hillsborough'’s rejection
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and approved the land grant. Irritated and embarrassed, Hillsborough re-
signed. In the end, the speculators won, and that victory included far more
than just the approval of the Grand Ohio Company’s schemes. That com-
pany’s success was symptomatic of what was happening everywhere, driv-
ing a wedge in the colonies over land, power, and political interest.*

In Pennsylvania, a small circle of influential men controlled access to the
land gained at Fort Stanwix, which they called the “New Purchase.” It was
a striking irony. At a time when the colonial government counseled unity
against Parliament, it also created and supported policies that exacerbated
very real and lasting divisions in the colony that, if they continued un-
checked, could throw the province and the empire into further turmoil. In
sum, when legislators like William Allen or Joseph Galloway harmoniously
asserted their stance to guard “Our Rights” against Parliament or Hillsbor-
ough, that “our” was narrowly defined and harkened back to a time when
the desires of elite colonists could shape public policy with little popular
or imperial oversight and direction, especially when it came to land.** As
events soon proved, that was not a position or a reality that spoke to or al-
leviated the grievances of the bulk of the colonial population. In fact, it was
entirely at odds with what a majority of colonists wanted.

What happened in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley after the
treaty at Fort Stanwix encapsulates the problems threatening the future
of the British Empire. Almost immediately after that treaty, Pennsylvania
officials, not exactly acting “harmoniously,” hurried out to the Northern
Susquehanna River Valley to survey proprietary manor lands and investi-
gate potentially lucrative mines in the New Purchase. While Thomas Penn
appreciated the assiduity of his officials in quickly annexing that land
for his use, he also fixated on stopping the advancement of Connecticut
settlers in the Wyoming territory and beyond. If they further occupied the
valley before Pennsylvania gained a foothold, Penn could never capitalize
on what he gained at Fort Stanwix. Since at least January of the previous
year, Penn had made it clear to officials that if a treaty at Fort Stanwix ex-
tended Pennsylvania’s jurisdiction north and west, he wanted to quickly
settle the land with a group of Pennsylvania militia officers led by Turbutt
Francis to “keep off the people of Connecticut.”**> Nor did he care how his

officials achieved it. “Grant them large Tracts,” he wrote his nephew, the
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governor, John Penn; it didn’t matter if he granted those soldiers “tracts of
five thousand Acres each” as long as it was done quickly “to oppose these
intruders, so as to drive them off.”s

Thomas Penn’s fixation on Connecticut settlers created confusion and
his officials’ haste to “drive them off” intertwined with their personal con-
nections and promises made to friends and family, opening the door to
rampant corruption. The other problem was that Penn did not send clear
instructions to his officials about when or how to sell land in the New Pur-
chase, which put the members of his Board of Property, legally tasked with
selling land, at odds, especially with Secretary of the Land Office James
Tilghman and Receiver-General Edmund Physick.

Secretary Tilghman, tacitly backed by the proprietor, had already prom-
ised large sections to prominent speculators, especially his brother-in-law
Turbutt Francis. Physick, on the other hand, charged with maintaining
proprietary account books, rent rolls, and quitrents, resisted opening the
land to “jobbers” and “monopolies” who brought little to the proprietary
treasury. Speculators were often exempt from paying quitrents and rarely,
if ever, paid full price for the land they acquired. Tilghman and Physick,
because of their divergent goals, fought over when to open the office to
the public, how to process applications, if down payments should be de-
manded, and how many acres any individual could purchase.*

Physick, trying to strike before Tilghman established a policy for the
land office’s opening, proposed a strategy to the Board of Property to assure
a semblance of equal access to the New Purchase. His plan would also bring
instant cash and future quitrents, reviving a depleting proprietary treasury.
Physick wanted to appoint new government surveyors to establish several
clearly demarcated districts from which any potential buyer would have to
choose. Such a move would delay opening the land office for several months
since it would require the selection and appointment of surveyors and for
them to survey the districts. Meanwhile, the Board of Property would pub-
lish advertisements in the newspapers, which would then give inhabitants
time to liquidate assets for ready money for a mandatory down payment
and to prepare for a journey to the land office in Philadelphia. Once the
land office opened after that delay, Physick proposed to limit applicants
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from obtaining more than three hundred acres of land in any district and
pushed for a lottery system where applicants would write their names on
strips of paper and place them in a large trunk. After a few days, a member
of the land office would commission a young man to shake the trunk and
pull out names to establish the order of applications, hopefully mitigating
one speculator from purchasing several three-hundred-acre lots by submit-
ting numerous applications or using proxies. Physick also demanded down
payments for any purchase so that even if the trunk system failed and one
speculator received a bunch of tracts, they would still have to pay a signifi-
cant sum down, which, he thought, would deter their efforts to game the
system, assuring that, as he explained to others, “the Appliers were real
Purchasers & not Jobbers.” Crude as it may seem, it was the only way Phys-
ick could envision fairness.”

Relating his thoughts to Thomas Penn, Physick justified his proposal for
selling land in the New Purchase by focusing on the benefits of catering to
farmers. In a long letter to Penn, Physick argued that “many hundred of
people in this Province were ready to receive grants from you, and being
farmers, would undoubtedly settle the Lands in a very short time on any
sudden emergency.”*® From Physick’s point of view, farmers would actually
inhabit the land, ward off Connecticut settlers, and pay their quitrents.
Physick also warned Penn that those farmers would never have a chance
to acquire land, and the proprietor would never be able to reap the rewards
of their settlements, if the land office didn’t change its regular procedures,
which all too often favored those with connections.”

He was right. In the past, the land office had opened in Philadelphia, and
people lined up to register their names, the dates of their appearances,
and the location of the land they desired (often issuing several applications
at once). The secretary of the land office sent these applications in order
of appearance to the surveyor general, who then instructed a district sur-
veyor to prepare a survey. Many of these local surveyors farmed the work
out to someone else or, in some cases, accepted the work of surveyors hired
by the applicants. Once surveyed and approved by the district surveyor, the
surveyor general warranted the land, and then an applicant had six months

to pay the receiver-general for the official land patent. In short, the system
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favored those with inside information about when exactly the land office
would open because the order of appearance to start the process mat-
tered most.*®

Moreover, speculative acquisitions came with near zero financial risk.
Purchasers rarely, if ever, paid money down, and when they did it was never
more than a few shillings. Therefore, if they could not sell their acquisition
before the money for the patent came due, they could simply default on
their speculation and hand the land back to the proprietor. According to
one disgruntled official writing to Thomas Penn, such a policy “really en-
couraged men, who were neither able nor had any Design to pay for Lands to
take up as many three hundred Acres as they could find Seven Shillings
to enter them with; in hopes of selling them again to others.” If their specu-
lation didn’t work out, they could “desert them at last with the Loss only of
Seven Shillings, or perhaps Surveying Fees, & thus the Land fall back into
your Hands to be granted again.” In the process, the proprietors would lose
“all the intermediate Interest & Quit Rent.”*

Such arguments in favor of changing procedures did not persuade Sec-
retary Tilghman. Only having Penn’s urgent letters about quickly settling
Colonel Francis and his associates to go by and beholden to speculators
vying to acquire the best lands in the New Purchase, Tilghman argued for
an immediate opening of the land office without down payment or, criti-
cally, public advertisement. According to Surveyor General John Lukens,
Tilghman countered Physick’s proposal with the old “application Scheme
without the payment of any Money Down, and urged the Necessity of going
into it immediately that the land might be granted to persons who would
settle the same (without paying any money down) & thereby prevent the
Settlement of a number of New Englanders who it was said was on their
way to Settle at Wioming & the forks of Susquehanna.” In effect, Tilghman
argued necessity trumped Physick’s vision of equal access. The majority of
members of the Board of Property, which included the old governor James
Hamilton and others connected or related to prominent speculators, used
the same “reason of necessity” and sided with Tilghman.=

With the Board of Property’s approval, Tilghman quickly got to work. He
opened the land office “late in the Evening” on Sunday, February 3, 1769,

without any public advertisement. Obviously, news of the date and time of
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the opening had already spread “from the Mouth of one Man to another”
in the city, especially among speculators. More corrupt still, Physick learned
that “some particular persons in this City” had prearranged their purchases
with other members of the Board of Property and would “receive large
Grants of large Quantities of the best Lands, and that some have already
desired the Surveyors to hold themselves in readiness to survey for them.”
It was clear “who it will suit best and who worst to have the office suddenly
opened.” Without a delay or publishing a general advertisement, “the de-
sign of getting the Country settled vanished, and we soon found the Office
open to none but Favourites.”*

The process of doling out land to “Favourites” was swift. A number of
“Gentlemen” went to the land office that late Sunday night, “entered their
Applications,” and “hurried the Surveyors from Town to make their Sur-
veys, taking the Precaution of imploying Persons to go with them to see
their surveys made to the best Advantage” and “to discover more good
lands.”® Irritated, Surveyor General Lukens railed that the land office was
“immediately opened” and “a Number of Applications was Entered and
have been so from time to time & Sent up for Large Tracts of Land without
any Intention I believe of making many Settlers thereon.”** Equally miffed,
William Smith, an Anglican minister and proprietary ally, complained that
it seemed as if “when favors are to be bestowed they are all shared among a
small knot of particular Connexions.”»

Such descriptions of what happened reflected reality. Near midnight on
Eebruary 3, twenty-four officers, or at least a few of them led by Francis,
made their way to the land office controlled by Francis’s brother-in-law
and applied for and received nearly twenty thousand acres in the Northern
Susquehanna River Valley. Moreover, despite those soldiers’ initial proposal
of settling together in a “compact settlement,” those same officers received
lands scattered throughout the valley, particularly along the West Branch.
The officers, it seems, wanted all of the good lands along that river and
its tributary creeks and had little interest in becoming “a powerful bar-
rier to the Province.”*® According to land office records and a map the of-
ficers made of the West Branch highlighting their acquisition, Francis and
his associates took up most of the rich alluvial land available east of Ly-

coming Creek. Nor did many of those officers actually settle on that land,
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FIGURE 13. “Draught of the West Branch of the Susquehanna Taken by Cap-
tain Patterson,” April 1, 1769. (Shippen Family Papers, American Philosophical
Society)

preferring to sell parcels immediately to speculators or to hold on to the
land and sell it to colonists at several times the initial purchase price.”
Most of the good land left in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley
east of Lycoming Creek was either already set aside as proprietary manor
lands or gobbled up by eleven “Gentlemen” who started applying for “Spe-
cial Grants” directly after the officers took their portion. Unsurprisingly,
Tilghman did not close the office after Francis’s men applied but kept it
open to prominent speculators, and he did this for nearly two months. Be-
tween February 4 and April 1, those speculators received forty thousand
acres in the New Purchase. Francis, Tilghman’s brother-in-law, received an
additional 2,500 acres “on the West Branch of the River Susquehanna.” Be-
sides Francis, several prominent merchants and proprietary officeholders,
including the secretary of the land office himself, joined in the speculative

bonanza. Tilghman actually submitted and approved his own applications
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for 5,500 acres of land “on the West branch of Susquehanna next after the
Officers of the Pennsylvania Regiment.”*® Once he approved his own grants,
he started processing and approving the applications of his friends. The
first ones he approved were for William Allen’s sons, Andrew and John, who
received ten thousand acres spread strategically along portions of the East
and West Branches. Illustrative of the “monopolies” created after Fort Stan-
wix, not long after Tilghman approved their applications, the Allen broth-
ers sold them to another merchant land speculator, Samuel Purviance,
who was most likely next in line at the land office on February 4. It seems
that deal occurred while they were all lounging in the land office itself. A
similar deal was struck between Francis and Presbyterian minister and
proprietary ally Francis Alison for 1,500 acres on the West Branch, near
present-day Lock Haven. Alison applied for the land and quickly signed it
over to Turbutt Francis. Some of that land is now part of the current town
of Turbotville, a fitting nomenclature.®

Out of all of the speculators vying for land, Samuel Purviance was easily
the biggest winner. According to one witness, “The grant to Mr. Purviance
has surprised many.”* Rightly so. Purviance, though politically connected
in proprietary circles and on the proprietors’ payroll, was not the most
socially significant Philadelphian. Yet he was ambitious. Using word-of-
mouth information as well as a crucial friendship with Tilghman and the
Allen brothers, Purviance rushed to the land office and walked away with
16,000 of the 40,000 acres of “Special Grants” issued between February 4
and April 1, a cool 40 percent. His acquisitions covered the land north and
west of Muncy Creek past Loyalsock Creek on the West Branch, as well as
the lands surrounding Wyoming on the East Branch. By the end of the de-
cade, he and his brother held claims to over 300,000 acres throughout Brit-
ish North America.®

And yet there were still other prominent officials trying to monopolize
lands in Pennsylvania’s New Purchase. George Croghan capitalized on the
private opening of the land office, receiving 5,000 acres of “Special Grants.”
Some didn’t even need to worry themselves about the land office opening.
The Shippens, for instance, ignored the opening in February because they
already had the governor’s approval for land north of Fort Augusta and dis-
parate lots along the West Branch. Joseph Shippen Jr. collaborated with
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Pennsylvania officers who had served in the previous two wars, such as his
old commander at Fort Augusta and brother-in-law James Burd, to petition
the governor for 100,000 acres of “such good Land as we should chuse.”®
Suffice it to say, between February 3 and April 1, Physick complained, “not
even a Foot” of land “was granted to a Farmer.”®

To assure this “small knot” of “Favourites” obtained clear title to the
land they desired, Tilghman significantly delayed opening the land office to
the general public. Surveying and granting warrants for “Gentlemen” took
time. To guard against overlapping claims, on February 23, twenty days
after opening the office to “Favourites,” Tilghman finally published an
advertisement notifying the public that the land office would “officially”
open on April 3. Although Tilghman justified the delay by arguing it would
provide the back inhabitants time to prepare, others, especially Physick,
understood it as a postponement to establish the claims started in early
February. Moreover, unlike the gentlemen speculators, the general pub-
lic had to pay five pounds per hundred acres, one penny per acre quitrent
per annum, with the stipulation that “no person will be allowed to take up
more than three hundred Acres without special Licence of the proprietaries
or the Governor.”

Frontier inhabitants who heard about what happened in the New Pur-
chase were, unsurprisingly, angry. After traveling about Pennsylvania’s
frontier, William Smith informed Thomas Penn that Tilghman’s policies
created “Monopolies” which “have run in so narrow a Channel among a few
Interested Favorites, that they have raised great Clamor.” Similarly, Ed-
mund Physick, who traveled to Lancaster County and Cumberland County
to collect quitrents, “was greatly affected with the Complaints of the people.”
According to him, inhabitants “remembered an Advertisement published
a few Years” before “wherein the Proprietaries expressed their great Ab-
horrence of Monopolies.” Due to these seemingly official sentiments and
Tilghman’s advertisement on February 23, those frontier inhabitants could
not understand why “Military Officers and other private Gentlemen” were
able to purchase much more than the three hundred acres allowed to every-
one else.®

In a petition to the governor on March 27, sixty-three “Back-Inhabitants”

articulated that feeling. “Having long labored under the great difficulty of



AN EMPIRE DIVIDED 181

a long tedious Indian War, being Frontiers and straitly bounded, enjoying
but small Tracts of land & mostly Barrening Ground,” they thought that
“providence hath opened a Door for the relief of the poor people by a late
purchase made from the Indian Tribes.” That purchase at Fort Stanwix
“Iimparted to us great Joy to think, we had relief so nigh at hand.” The joy
vanished, however, after they learned that “the whole of the best of the said
purchase betwixt Military Officers and other private Gentlemen is wholly
taken up.” To make matters worse, those “Gentlemen” were already adver-
tising lands for sale “that we are not of ability to buy” due to “the rate they
will sell the land.” They hoped the governor would “take our deplorable con-
dition under your most wise consideration” as “none of us is endeavoring
for more than one tract in said Purchase and is ready and willing to make
the Honourable Proprietors restitution for said Lands.”?”

When Thomas Penn learned of this petition, he was aghast, but he did
not respond as the petitioners hoped. To Physick, who related the feelings
of the back inhabitants and their petition to the proprietor, Penn curtly
replied, “I think with Mr. Tilghman.”* Besides, “the people have no cause to
complain” because there was no “Rule of not giving a patent for more than
300 Acres.” He could not “see any foundation” for their petition. Penn ob-
viously forgot his earlier public proclamations against monopolies. Never-
theless, after he relieved himself of his astonishment, he softened a bit
and instructed Physick to “let Mr. Tilghman know I would now have grants
made only to settlers.”?? Given that Penn sent this letter in late summer
1769, such a directive was a bit too late.

Meanwhile, the application process Tilghman implemented to sell land
to the general public in April lent itself to abuse as well as fraud, again
giving advantage to speculators. When Tilghman opened the office, he be-
grudgingly took Physick’s advice and adopted the lottery/trunk system and
limited applications to three hundred acres. While that might have worked
if Tilghman had limited one piece of paper per applicant and demanded a
significant down payment, he did not, and therefore speculators got around
the limitation by hiring proxies or writing down the names of friends and
associates who would assign the land over later. It was the established norm
to use proxies. Just a month before the office opened to the public, Ed-
ward Shippen Sr. pointed out to his son that Richard Peters commonly took
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“up Lands in my Name and afterwards got me to make them over to him.”
Therefore, he implied, the same scheme could work again.+

The elder Shippen knew the system well. When the office opened on
April 3 to “the public,” he and his son acquired 6,900 acres from at least
twenty-four applicants, all but 600 of those acres located in the North-
ern Susquehanna River Valley.#* The Shippens were not alone. John Cox,
for instance, a prominent merchant in Philadelphia, used fifteen proxies,
including his brother and young son, to obtain 4,500 acres of land along
the West Branch, particularly around Lycoming Creek, Great Island, and
Fishing Creek, much of which was beyond the boundary established at Fort
Stanwix.* Frustrated, Physick complained to Thomas Penn that speculators
acquired numerous three-hundred-acre tracts using this method.®

Some speculators used even more underhanded ways to get land in
the New Purchase after the office opened to the public. Take, for instance, the
shadowy dealings of Samuel Wallis, a land agent for prosperous merchants
Abel James and Henry Drinker, who were also working with Joseph Gal-
loway (though Galloway would later deny having any involvement). After
the land office opened to the public in April, Wallis had seemingly legal
claims to over ten thousand acres stretching along the West Branch from
Muncy to Pine Creek, much of which conflicted with the officers’ tracts,
“Special Grants,” and Penn’s manor lands, not to mention the actual bound-
ary agreed to with the Haudenosaunee at Fort Stanwix, clogging up the
legal system for well over a decade.*

Over the previous ten years or so, Wallis had perfected a scheme whereby
he would fill out an application for land in one area, submit a survey with-
out topographical features to lazy or indolent deputy surveyors, then use
their approval to patent land in a completely different area, often for more
acres. He applied the same method for lands in the New Purchase. For ex-
ample, Wallis used a vague survey to transform an application for 700 acres
of land near the town of Bedford into a patent of 3,200 acres of land about
seventy miles away in the New Purchase. More important still, Wallis used
questionable patents like this one to sell or lease thousands of acres along
the West Branch of the Susquehanna River to unsuspecting settlers, insti-
gating a series of ejectment suits brought by proprietary officials and other

speculators that bounced around the court system between 1770 and 1785.
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In the end, Wallis lost most, but not all, of these court cases, and therefore
so too did the people who purchased or leased land from him. As James
Tilghman tried to warn potential purchasers of the Wallis tracts, “Those
patents are fraudulent & good for nothing.”#

If the “Back-Inhabitants” who petitioned Governor John Penn in March
1769 were irritated, they must have been furious by this point. Out of fifty-
eight known signatories, thirty-four applied for land in the New Purchase
when it opened to the public in April. Only seven of these applicants were
granted land, receiving a total of 2,521 acres, far less than they had re-
quested. For perspective, these thirty-one applicants sought just over half
the land Samuel Purviance received in February but only obtained 15 per-
cent of his grant. Additionally, despite the lottery/trunk system’s intent
to distribute remaining land fairly, it did not work as expected—Joseph
Shippen and his father secured over twice the land acquired by these thirty-
one applicants.#

The ramifications of such a reality were clear. Some of the dejected pe-
titioners, as well as others who felt similarly, called it quits and supported
Connecticut’s claim to the Northern Susquehanna River Valley. For ex-
ample, one petitioner, Lazarus Stewart, a ringleader of the infamous
Paxton Boys, applied for three hundred acres on the East Branch of the
Susquehanna River when Tilghman’s office opened in April. His application,
however, clashed with two other speculators who received “special grants.”
Disaffected, Stewart aligned himself with Connecticut’s Susquehannah
Company, staking claim to land on the East Branch under its auspices and
wreaking havoc in the valley for the next several years on the company’s
behalf. He was like many other petitioners whose land applications were
disregarded because they were either never pulled from the trunk or con-
flicted with those of powerful claimants.¥

Not every dejected petitioner cum land applicant joined the Susquehan-
nah Company. Some simply settled for smaller parcels of land purchased at
inflated prices from speculators, especially Wallis. Still others abandoned
the colonial government entirely and settled illegally beyond Tiadaghta or
Lycoming Creek, creating communities and eventually their own govern-
ment that attracted still other colonists, especially those who purchased

small parcels of hardscrabble land from speculators, thus setting the stage
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for a dispute among settlers, the proprietary government, and a host of
Native American polities still reeling from the outcome of the Treaty
of Fort Stanwix. Out of the fifty-eight known signers to the March 1769 pe-
tition, at least thirteen of them or their immediate family members ended
up squatting on land beyond Lycoming Creek. Of those thirteen, eleven
applied for land in the New Purchase when the office opened in April.#® As
Physick warned Thomas Penn, the advantage given to speculators “with the
intent to defraud honest men of the chance” of obtaining land had “cer-
tainly brought very unhappy Effects on your Affairs.”+

Penn, finally realizing he had a problem on his hands two years later,
tried to counteract these issues by selling or leasing parcels on his manor
lands along the West Branch for a fraction of their value and decreasing
quitrents. Nevertheless, the damage had been done. Pennsylvania’s frontier
settlers who joined Connecticut proved a serious threat. “If we had only the
people of Connecticut to deal with,” John Penn thought, it would “be very
easy.” But, instead, “the greatest danger is from the Pennsylvanians them-
selves who have through this whole affair given them [the Susquehannah
Company] every possible encouragement.” By the early 1770s, the North-
ern Susquehanna River Valley had become a warzone between Connecticut
and Pennsylvania, as both sides mustered posses, constructed rudimentary
forts, and killed or jailed officials and ordinary farmers. In the spring of
1770, Penn sent news to his father Richard Penn that “our people have at
last been obliged entirely to abandon their possessions & give up the whole
country to these lawless invaders, who are carrying on Settlements on the
West Branch of the Susquehanna.”™*

Pennsylvania’s settlers had valid reasons to flee. Lazarus Stewart, who
protested the land office in March and was denied land in the New Pur-
chase, joined forces with a prominent Connecticut settler, Zebulon Butler.
Both wore “white Cockades” symbolizing their allegiance to Connecticut
and attacked Pennsylvania settlements in the Susquehanna River Valley.
They captured people, subjecting them to torture for psychological effect.
On one occasion, Stewart and other ex-Pennsylvania frontiersmen back-
ing Connecticut took nine Pennsylvania land claimants as prisoners. Con-

fined in Fort Wyoming, the prisoners faced starvation unless they left the
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territory. To display their resolve, Stewart and his posse “killed one poor
fellow by ill treatment & then stript his body & threw it into a small room
among the rest of the prisoners where they left it to rot.”s

Those settlers siding with Pennsylvania, then, found even legitimate land
claims difficult to hold, and some asserted that they would not pay for them
or their quitrents until the Pennsylvania government assured “quiet and
certain possession” of the land. Moreover, the inability of Pennsylvania’s
officials to assert the law of the province against Connecticut led those loyal
Pennsylvania colonists to castigate the proprietary government’s inadequa-
cies “as scarce to be paralleled in the History of any Civilized Country.”>

At the same time that Pennsylvania officials scrambled to figure out a
way to remove Connecticut claimants backed by many ordinary Pennsyl-
vanians, Virginia made matters worse and laid claim to land near Fort Pitt
by right of conquest. Virginia’s governor, Lord Dunmore, acting “ungentle-
manlike,” refused to deal amicably with Pennsylvania officials. Similar to
circumstances with Connecticut, contested land with Virginia in the New
Purchase became a warzone, or, as one contemporary called it, an “asylum
of the lawless.” Both Virginia and Pennsylvania established overlapping
counties in the area, sold land to settlers, appointed county officials, and
then violently harassed one another. The dispute between Pennsylvania
and Virginia, and the actions of their respective people on the ground,
also threatened and ultimately resulted in “a general War” with some of
the Ohio Nations, who, because of Connecticut settlers and Pennsylvania
squatters, were growing in number with the inclusion of irritated members
of the Susquehanna Nations. In addition, Pennsylvania’s southern border
with Maryland was in dispute again, and much to the Penns’ dismay, they
were fighting legal actions against Hurst & Company, a firm laying claim to
large sections of Philadelphia’s Northern Liberties as well as proprietary
manor lands in York County.

Large portions of land occupied and legally owned by Pennsylvanians
now seemed insecure, and the Pennsylvania government could do little
about it. That does not mean Thomas Penn did not try. The proprietor, ex-
pending large sums of money for lawyers and defensive operations on the

ground, much of which he could not recoup without the quitrents from
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inhabitants occupying the lands under dispute, believed only King George
I1I could end his troubles with other colonies, thus strengthening the bond
between the proprietary colony and the British government.5® The timing
of that reliance could not have been worse considering the growing imperial
dispute over the authority of Parliament.

Nor were these the only problems Pennsylvania’s government faced on
the frontier. While Governor John Penn complained that “we have been
attacked on three sides of the Province already,” and claimed it was the New
Englanders settling the “West Branch of the Susquehanna,” his own colo-
nists also pushed beyond the boundary of the New Purchase, potentially
damaging a tenuous peace with the Haudenosaunee and Susquehanna Na-
tions. Pennsylvania speculators had sent surveyors beyond the purchase
line on the West Branch, and Pennsylvania settlers, unassociated with Con-
necticut, occupied that same territory. This was a terrible and costly reper-
cussion of poor policy.”’

It should be remembered that at Fort Stanwix, “a chief & Warrior from
each Nation” communicated “the final resolves of all the Nations.” With a
map in front of them and pushed to create a new boundary by Sir William
Johnson, the Six Nation delegates had traced a line from “the mouth of
the Cherokee River [Tennessee River], then along to the South East side
of the Ohio to Kittanning” along to “the Head of the West Branch of Susque-
hanna,” limiting the northwest boundary of Pennsylvania to the east side
of “Tiadaghta Creek.” With this, the Haudenosaunee made clear “that no
further attempts shall be made on our Lands, but that this Line be consid-
ered as final” In 1769, proprietary surveyors went out to demarcate that
boundary and a dispute arose over which creek, Lycoming or Pine, was, as
stipulated in the treaty, the Tiadaghta.*®

Thomas Penn, hoping to continue the goodwill of the Haudenosaunee,
officially declared Lycoming Creek the northern boundary. It was impor-
tant to Penn that he had the Haudenosaunee and their proclaimed depen-
dencies on his side.®® Penn and his officials relied on the Haudenosaunee
to continue firm in their argument that Connecticut’s claim to the North-
ern Susquehanna River Valley hinged on “a fraudulent Grant obtained by

a private Company in Connecticut from the Six Nation Indians in the year
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1754.” Although proprietary officials had “evidence” that the Haudeno-
saunee “condemned” this “deed,” especially the treaty minutes from Fort
Stanwix, they needed the Haudenosaunee to maintain that position to win
the argument.®

Such a goal was easier said than done. In August 1769, just a few miles
below Fort Augusta, Peter Read, a “wicked person,” murdered the son of
Osternados (Seneca George) for no apparent reason other than Osterna-
dos’s son and his friends were fishing on the banks of the Susquehanna
River.® This incident, combined with the murders committed by Frederick
Stump and John Ironcutter several months earlier, as well as the constant
encroachment of squatters on Native American land, seriously undermined
Penn’s relationship with the Haudenosaunee and a host of other Indigenous
nations. As Johnson explained to Governor Penn, “the murder of Seneca
George’s Son on the Susquehanna” would “not be easily or soon forgotten,”
especially since “the disposition I have discovered in the different Nations
who I have lately seen appears very unfavorable at this time.” On Pennsyl-
vania’s frontier, Johnson complained, it seemed as if that colony’s settlers
were “under no Government, as at present they can neither be restrained
from settling or brought to punishment tho’ guilty of many irregularities
towards the Indians.”®* Pennsylvania officials, cognizant that “this is a mat-
ter of the utmost Consequence [for] the Settlement of our New Purchase,”
urged Johnson to “quiet the minds” of the Native Americans by assuring
them “that this Government Possesses the most sincere and steady In-
tentions to redress their Injuries at all times, and to preserve public Faith
with them to the utmost of its Power.”®

Penn’s assurances were pathetic. Frederick Stump and John Ironcut-
ter, for example, aided by about eighty frontier inhabitants, escaped from
jail later that same year, undermining Penn’s guarantee to “bring the
murderer[s] to Exemplary Punishment.”® If the government could not
punish two murderers, how could it stop numerous settlers from encroach-
ing on Native American land? According to George Croghan, the Delaware
and Shawnee “aperehend themselves Insulted” and viewed the frequent
murders and Stump’s rescue as part of a “Desine” for their land. To make

matters worse, Croghan thought, “thire is No prospect of this Government
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being able to give them thet Satisfaction which Might Convince them”
otherwise because “the perbetraters of itt is Not Likely to be brought to
Justus.” The “weakness of government” was apparent to everyone.®

This fact became clearer as Pennsylvanians continued to settle land
beyond Lycoming Creek despite the proprietors’ stated commitment to a
northwest boundary on the eastern edge of that creek. Some of those squat-
ters may have even been members or kin of the mob who rescued Stump
and Ironcutter from jail. Of the nearly eighty or so men who rescued
Stump, colonial officials identified twenty-six. Of those, eight shared sur-
names with the known squatters west of Lycoming Creek, one of whom,
Francis Clark, almost instantly got into a tussle with a Native American
from Great Island. Given the fact that the squatters west of Lycoming mi-
grated with extended families and over fifty of Stump’s rescuers are still
unknown, it is reasonable to assume that the Irwins, Roddys, Fergusons,
Bairds, and Clarks who settled in the disputed territory and shared sur-
names with the rescuers were in some way connected to or even partici-
pated in Stump’s escape, but we will never know for sure.®

Regardless, the settlement of so many people beyond the line infuriated
both the Native peoples who lived there and the Haudenosaunee who bro-
kered the deal in the first place. Angry, the Canajoharie Mohawk “Chiefs
Warriors & c¢.” accused “the Governor of Pensilvania” of ignoring the Fort
Stanwix Treaty’s “Easterly line.” They “hope[d] that Mr. Penn will act the

» o«

Honest Man.” “Otherwise,” they warned, “he will give great umbrage to
the whole Confederacy.”® The Ohio and Susquehanna Nations were also
upset, remarking that while they “are not desirous of making War,” they
would “when the same appears necessary.” That necessity, they argued,
seemed clear enough. “At the Treaty of Fort Stanwix,” an Ohio speaker
named Conoquieson pointed out, “you then told us as you had done be-
fore” that “we should pass our time in peace” and “that care should be taken
to prevent any Person from imposing on us.” Yet “it is now worse than it
was before.”®®

Fed up, Newalike, Shawana Ben, and others “of the several different Na-
tions, namely the Six Nations, Shawanese, Delawares, Mohickons, Nanti-
cokes and Conoys,” traveled “from the West Branch of the Susquehanna”

with a Cayuga messenger to Philadelphia in September 1771. They made
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their way to the city because from their “Home we were looking towards
Wyoming, and observed the people of New-England were come to live
there.” They wanted to know why and, more importantly, “what they meant
by this?” Looking east from their home they must have spied a host of white
people similar to the “New-Englandmen” settling all around them, so much
so that Shawana Ben noted that he and many others of the Susquehanna
Nations wanted to “remove from the Place where we live, the Great Island”
to move west to the Ohio region, which Penn knew was not a good omen,
especially since the Susquehanna Nations at this meeting called the West
Branch of the Susquehanna River “Mingo Country,” suggesting a clear asso-
ciation of the Susquehanna Nations and their lands with the Ohio Nations
instead of the Six Nations at Onondaga.®

Such warnings and requests did little. The governor, for example, fol-
lowed up the speeches by Shawana Ben and other Native peoples from
the West Branch by blaming all of the mischief on Connecticut while also
trying to reaffirm Haudenosaunee supremacy in the region. Ignoring the
statements about moving to the Ohio region or their calling the area Mingo
country, Penn told the Susquehanna Nations to stay and to “consult your
Uncles, the Six Nations, when you find any inclination to remove.” They, he
argued, rather than the Ohio Nations or even their own leaders, “will give
you good advice.” He then handed out some gifts and sent them on their
way, promising little because he could not “do anything in that matter with-
out your uncles, the Six Nations, present in Council.””

Meanwhile, Pennsylvania squatters continued to make their way to the
West Branch beyond Lycoming Creek, pushing west of even Pine Creek to
settle around Great Island with little deterrence from the colonial govern-
ment. By 1773, two years after the meeting in Philadelphia, still nothing had
been done to remove or even deter the squatters there, and Newalike and
Shawana Ben moved to the Ohio region. Frustrated by the movement of so
many of the Susquehanna Nations out of the Northern Susquehanna River
Valley, the Cayuga, speaking for the Six Nations and their “dependents,”
demanded Governor Penn travel to them for a meeting at Shamokin about
the problems with the “boundary line.””*

Replying to the Cayuga and a host of other complaints, John Penn,

claiming he could not travel to Shamokin because of business with the
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“Great King,” finally swore to enforce the boundary at Tiadaghta, or Ly-
coming Creek, promising that “none of my People will ever trouble my
Brothers the Indians” again.” Spurred to action, Penn called together the
provincial council, relating that “he had received information that several
Families had lately seated themselves on Lands on the North side of the
West Branch of Susquehanna, beyond the Boundaries of the last purchase.”
Penn urged swift action because “the making of settlements on the Indians’
Lands would create great uneasinesses among them, and if not immediately
removed and prevented for the future, might be attended with Fatal Con-
sequences.” Several days later, on September 20, 1773, Penn “ordered to be
published in all the public Papers, and also a number of Printed Copies to
be made and dispersed thro’ the back Counties” a proclamation declaring
“that if any Person or Persons” settled “upon any Lands within the Bound-
aries of this Province, not purchased of the Indians,” they “shall forfeit
and pay for every such offence the sum of Five hundred Pounds, and suffer
twelve Month’s Imprisonment, without Bail or Main-Prize.” Therefore, any-
one “settled or Residing on any lands beyond the Boundary Line of the Last
Indian Purchase” should “immediately evacuate their illegal Settlements,
and depart and remove themselves from the said Lands without Delay, on
pain of being prosecuted with the utmost rigour of the Law.””

Governor Penn’s strongly worded proclamation did little. About two
months after the governor’s edict, one proprietary official and local sher-
iff, William Cooke, sent to evict “the peopel then Living” beyond Lycoming
Creek because “there seemed to be an Uneasiness amongst the Indians” on
“account of the white people Living on their Land,” reported that he found
over “fourty Improvements made between Licoming and Great Island.” He
“would have found more Settlers there” if not for a recent “Disturbance that
happened Betwixt the White People and the Indians.” As Cooke found out,
the Susquehanna Nations resisted the squatters’ encroachment and many
of the white families were “flying away from the Indians” when the sher-
iff arrived.”

One of those squatters, John Walker, who claimed about three hundred
acres at the mouth of Pine Creek, fled south of the Susquehanna River, tak-
ing refuge in a “Stockade fort at Henry Antes.” He was not alone. Captain

Thomas Robinson, who made a trip out to the West Branch around the
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same time as Cooke, noted that he “found the inhabitants of that Coun-
try collected & inclosed within stockade forts” on “the Southern shore”
because of their “fear of the Indians.” Still other squatters “went off when
they heard” proprietary officials were making their way to the West Branch
to remove them.’s

Evicting these squatters, however, proved difficult. Sheriff Cooke, for
instance, working with what information he could about the squatters, ac-
tually made a “Return of their Names to Court.” With those few names in
hand, the grand jury of Northumberland County ruled against the squat-
ters, but nothing actually came of it. A defendant, by simply refusing to
attend court, could derail the entire legal process. The government, in effect,
could not deter these encroachments, and many of the squatters returned
to their illegal settlements within a few months.”® Perhaps more worried
about the Susquehannah Company’s settlers at Wyoming, the Pennsylva-
nia government made a half-hearted effort to enforce the new boundary
beyond Lycoming Creek.

What Pennsylvania officials did not know or perhaps failed to see was
that those colonists squatting on the West Branch were a significant threat
to the future of the colony and the larger interests of the British Empire.
While those squatters were not connected to the Susquehannah Company,
they did defy both proprietary and imperial restrictions, not to men-
tion the sovereignty of several Native nations. By 1774 or early 1775, they
had even set themselves up as a people outside of the British Empire, form-
ing their own independent squatter government at odds with the imperial
and colonial governing structures that claimed to rule them. Such a sce-
nario was part and parcel of a revolutionary situation sweeping the colonies
in the mid-1770s that neither the imperial or colonial governments, try as

they did, could contain or resist.
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“A Spirit of Liberty and
Patriotism Pervaded the People”

o

THE CREATION OF A SQUATTER REPUBLIC IN THE
NORTHERN SUSQUEHANNA RIVER VALLEY AND THE
BEGINNING OF THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION, 1773-1776

ITHIN A YEAR OF Sheriff William Cooke’s attempt to evict squat-

ters west of Lycoming Creek in 1773, not only did the squatters

who fled return but at least another one hundred colonists
joined them. By 1775, even more settlers had arrived beyond the line on
the West Branch. That summer, an itinerant Presbyterian minister, Philip
Vickers Fithian, traveled to the Northern Susquehanna River Valley and
was shocked to find his sermons attended by at least 140 families who lived
beyond Lycoming Creek where the “New Purchase ends and the Indian
land begins.” Fithian was not exaggerating. Between 1773 and 1775, over
two hundred squatter families took up residence west of Lycoming Creek,
occupying a swath of land roughly twenty-five miles long and two miles
wide, and still more came thereafter.

The consistent migration of so many colonists to the West Branch, squat-
ting on Native American land beyond the new boundary, was quite simply
an act of defiance. The aftermath of the Treaty of Fort Stanwix triggered
pent-up animosities and lingering grievances that had roiled Pennsylvania
for decades. The New Purchase did not, as many colonists hoped, open “a
Door for the relief of the poor people.” Instead, it opened a door to specu-
lators, slamming it shut for most everybody else. Seriously irritated with
how land, resources, and power were allocated in their colony and the larger

British Empire, and outright dismissive of, if not hostile against, Native

{192}
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American sovereignty and rights, ordinary colonists flocked to the West
Branch where they not only illegally staked their claim to small plots of
land but also collected together to protect their interests, establishing an
independent yet interdependent squatter republic that they tellingly called
“Fair Play.”

It was, for all intents and purposes, a rudimentary republic, without a
constitution, even written laws, but a republic nonetheless. The Fair Play
government, organized as a tribunal, gained its legitimacy by rooting itself
in popular sovereignty, boasting annual elections, a mandatory rotation of
officeholders, and a franchise that included any white male who improved
land in the territory recognized as valid by their neighbors and the tribunal.
Moreover, its elected officials jealously protected their republic from colo-
nial officials, speculators, and even unruly settlers by upholding community
needs over those of individuals, often with a heavy hand. Their squatter
republic was everything average colonists had professed they wanted for
years and flew in the face of the governing powers that had claimed to rule
them for decades.

Nevertheless, their squatter republic was precarious. Despite their ef-
forts to protect their community from the prying eyes and interests of
“outsiders” and “enemies,” Native Americans moved against them. Right-
fully detesting squatter encroachments, the Haudenosaunee as well as the
Susquehanna and Ohio Nations wanted the Fair Play settlers gone. So too
did Pennsylvania speculators, who were actively angling to purchase the
land out from under them. As the prospects of another war in the North-
ern Susquehanna River Valley loomed, both imperial and proprietary offi-
cials sought to remove those squatters, but more often than not, officials
and speculators were one in the same, which was a significant source of Fair
Play discontent and the reason for the republic in the first place. All were
“our enemies,” the Fair Play settlers later argued.®

Although new, small, and contending with powerful opponents, the Fair
Play settlers were not exactly isolated or alone in their defiance. Their re-
public came to fruition during a tumultuous and revolutionary time. The
still larger colonial resistance to imperial policy, which had been steadily
growing since at least 1765 with the Stamp Act, came to a head in the mid-

1770s, ultimately resulting in a bid for American independence and another
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destructive war that would envelop and shape the future of the Northern
Susquehanna River Valley. For their part, the squatter republic settlers
drew important parallels between their resistance and that larger struggle,
“cheerfully” supporting what they began to see as “our Common Cause”
with a common goal to eradicate “our enemies.” Land “jobbers,” a “Moneyed
interest,” and “savage enemies” beware.®

That feeling for many colonists who had no seeming connection to the
Fair Play republic was mutual. The evolving colonial resistance, which was
rapidly turning into a revolution, could fulfill all of their republican dreams,
or so some colonists thought. How a collection of colonial settlers came to
create a small squatter republic that became part and parcel of the Ameri-
can Revolution reveals much about the meaning of that revolution for not
just those Fair Play settlers but for the many other colonists who found
common cause with them as well as the Native peoples and speculators they
thought stood in their way. While in the beginning, the Fair Play settlers
merely followed the growing resistance, using it to their advantage, what
they built there in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley had conse-
quences that directly influenced, even shaped, the common cause as the

Revolution progressed and the memory of it for generations to come.”

After the Treaty of Fort Stanwix, a steady wave of colonial settlers, most of
whom hailed from Pennsylvania’s most western counties, made their way
to the West Branch of the Susquehanna River beyond the boundary line of
Lycoming Creek. While a diverse bunch, composed of English, German, and
Scots-Irish, Anglican, Lutheran, Reformed, and Presbyterian, the majority
of the settlers, nearly 50 percent, were Scots-Irish Presbyterians arriving
mostly from Lancaster, Berks, Cumberland, and York Counties. There were
also a host of settlers arriving from as far away as New Jersey.?

The predominance of Presbyterians on the West Branch was the reason
for Fithian’s journey to the area in 1775. Since at least 1772, “settlers upon
the W. Branch” had been petitioning the Presbytery of Donegal for a min-
ister and, finally, the Presbytery sent Fithian. He would not stay. He was
mostly appalled by what he experienced and could not envision a life be-

yond the line. The living situation of the people left much to be desired, the
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bugs relentless, the terrain difficult to maneuver, and the people crude. He
was also constantly fearful of Native Americans who seemed to be every-
where. There were some aspects of life there that he enjoyed. The settlers,
at least one of them, had a library filled with the most recent pamphlets and
newspapers from Philadelphia, which enlivened Fithian. Moreover, his ser-
mons were well attended. The people came out en masse to hear him preach.
Nevertheless, he still left as quickly as he came. Despite his quick sojourn,
the Presbyterians on the West Branch were not left to themselves. Within
a year another minister, John Kincaid, arrived, establishing a church and
schoolhouse at the base of Pine Creek.?

Given such efforts to establish a Presbyterian church and the demo-
graphic predominance of the Scots-Irish, the Presbyterian religion surely
influenced that community’s development and outlook, especially as the
settlers began constructing their republic. In the eighteenth century,
the Presbyterian religion was more than just a collection of churches, min-
isters, elders, and lay people but a way of life centered on the construction
and protection of community. Churches and ministers played a vital role
in emphasizing the social responsibilities within community life, where
an individual’s rights were intertwined with the public good. Presbyterian
churches particularly highlighted a doctrine rooted in community soli-
darity, prioritizing the collective over individual interests in their teach-
ings and organization. In those churches, the clergy served as role models,
illustrating the significance of law and governance in sustaining a united
community. While focusing on God’s law as a guiding principle for congre-
gants, many Presbyterian ministers extended their teachings to include the
importance of civil society, discussing concepts like the state of nature and
natural law. These discussions, while seemingly beyond religious realms,
reinforced the core values of community, law, and governance inherent in
Presbyterianism.*

Presbyterian ministers also pushed the theme of community and law
to extremes in North America and Pennsylvania in particular, due to
perceived instability and lack of significant social organization. Pennsyl-
vanians’ geographic mobility, settlement patterns, and religious heteroge-
neity proved the need, at least from a clerical perspective, for community

and order. After midcentury, apparent challenges to community, church,
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and, to some extent, the patriarchal family also inspired ministers to reaf-
firm the relationship of individuals to the wider community. “Every man,”
ministers argued, “is bound by the law of nature, not only to preserve
his own life, liberty and property; but also that of others.” The reason for
this reciprocal obligation of individuals in society, according to Presbyterian
clergyman John Goodlet, was simple: “There is a natural relation between
all mankind constituted by our glorious Creator, an universal brotherhood
or fraternity.” Therefore, he argued, “every one by the law of nature is every
one’s neighbor, and every one’s brother, and consequently ought to be his
helper and keeper; that is, he ought to use all lawful means to preserve
his life, property and freedom, as well as his own.” Communities tied people
together, and law assured adherence to mutual social obligations. No
one individual’s needs, in this sense, was greater than the needs of the
larger community—a powerful message that could justify the construction
of an interdependent squatter republic at odds with both the provincial
government and the special interests of prominent individuals that gov-
ernment promoted.™

While the ethnic-religious makeup of the community mattered, where
these squatters on the West Branch came from was equally consequen-
tial. The majority of inhabitants who squatted on land beyond Lycoming
Creek migrated from Pennsylvania’s frontier counties, a concentration
of which came from Lancaster County, particularly from the area around
the townships of Paxton, Derry, and Donegal near modern-day Harris-
burg.** That area had given birth to the Paxton Boys. While the Paxton
Boys were popular in the area, that does not mean every frontier set-
tler joined their “holy war.”s Yet, it is clear by the petitions from that
same area, as well as the other areas squatters on the West Branch came
from such as York and Cumberland Counties, the overarching senti-
ments of the Paxton Boys against “a particular set of men, deeply con-
cerned in the government” and “the singular regards they have always
shown to the savages” had wide currency.* The settlers confirmed their
position on these sentiments by denying the just claims of Native Amer-
icans, the wishes of the proprietors, the proclamations of the governor,
and a grand jury presentment when they continued to occupy territory

beyond Lycoming Creek.
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Their motivations for defying both Native Americans and proprietary
officials can also be extrapolated by comparing the March 1769 petition of
the “back-inhabitants” after the fiasco of the land office opening in Feb-
ruary 1769 to “none but Favourites” with the way settlers occupied land
beyond the boundary of the New Purchase.” In that petition, inhabitants
railed against the preference the land office had given to gentlemen and
land speculators who monopolized the land to the detriment of “the poor.”
Squatters beyond the boundary adhered to the principles expressed in that
petition; fewer than a handful of squatters there claimed more than three
hundred acres, and those few outliers were for five hundred acres.** More-
over, their improvements were modest. Most of the settlers built small cab-
ins and cleared few acres, rarely more than two to four acres each spring.
Some were even more modest. Alexander Irwin, for example, who squatted
on land just west of Lycoming Creek only cleared about a quarter of an acre
where he planted potatoes he got from his neighbor, as well as some “Salad
and Onions.™

For all of these squatters, the land beyond the New Purchase offered a
fresh start, an opportunity to break free from impediments they believed
government officials and prominent gentlemen had placed in their way.
As the squatters pointed out, “Necessity forc’'d” them to “settle on those
Lands” to “support their families,” which they could not do “by Reason of
such Large Tracts of Lands in the Hands of a few.”® Put simply by another
settler, “we ware poor” and therefore “moved to this then back country.”
John Walker, for instance, sold his small farm in Derry, Lancaster County,
to purchase land from a speculator in the New Purchase for several times
that land’s initial value, leaving him in considerable debt. Unfortu-
nately, the land he purchased proved unprofitable and isolating. His family,
also looking for land in the New Purchase, could not acquire land near him.
Within just a year or so he abandoned his small parcel to squat on fewer
than three hundred acres well beyond the Fort Stanwix boundary near the
mouth of Pine Creek. His brother Benjamin went with him, becoming his
neighbor. Symbolizing his aspirations, John Walker dubbed his new illegal
settlement “Good Hope.”>

Others had a longer history of moving to better their circumstances

with dismal results. The Dunn family, for instance, started off in Maryland



198 DECLARATIONS OF INDEPENDENCE

around 1762 on a small plot of land that could not sustain a growing family.
William Dunn and his wife had their first child, James, on March 27 of that
year, and within six months of his birth moved to York County, Pennsylva-
nia, most likely leasing land with William’s father or brother, both named
James. After the lease ended, they left, deciding to squat on land for a few
years along the Juniata River, but that too proved precarious if not dan-
gerous. Cobbling together a little savings, the Dunns made their way to
Philadelphia in April 1769, hoping to purchase three hundred acres of New
Purchase land in the Ohio Valley, which the land office denied. A year later,
William Dunn and his small family headed out to the West Branch of the
Susquehanna River with his two brothers James and John, where William
took odd jobs protecting surveying parties to the south of the West Branch
while he personally staked claim to Native American land to the north of it
around Great Island.

While such evidence could be used to support the popular view of self-
reliant, individualistic frontiersmen akin to Laura Ingalls Wilder’s Little
House on the Prairie, the families who squatted beyond Tiadaghta Creek
constructed an interdependent community of small farm families that
upheld mutual social obligations. As they said in their 1769 petition, they
were looking for land “sufficient [enough] for a number of families to set-
tle together” for “support.” That self-proclaimed “design” influenced the
communities created beyond the “purchase line.”? Pooling their meager
resources, tools, and manpower together, they helped each other clear
small plots of land and build cabins. For instance, George Woods, Wil-
liam McMeen, Thomas Ferguson, and others, all neighbors who squatted
beyond Lycoming Creek, worked together to build their homes as well as
clear, fence, and plant a few acres of corn. Similarly, the McClure brothers
and their neighbors “assisted” each other to “make a Considerable Improve-
ment.” On William McClure’s land, that “Improvement” included planting
“a quantity of Potatoes” and building a small “house” that they “covered
with clapboard.” They also “made better than one Thousand rails and
built part of them in a fence.”s

These were common descriptions of life and settlement beyond the Fort

Stanwix line. John Boyd helped his neighbor William Luckey raise “part
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of a house.” Thomas Mahhaffey “assisted” his neighbor James Chambers
“Build a House” and clear about four acres of land for wheat. Thomas Fergu-
son similarly “assisted Henery Dougharty to raise a House,” and then Wil-
liam Luckey helped Dougherty drive his cattle to a clear spot of land. John
McElvaine “with Others of the Neighbouring Settlers” helped James Alex-
ander construct a “Dwelling House” and clear about three acres of land.*
These moments were so central and memorable that Benjamin Walker, who
moved to Pine Creek with his father and uncle (also named Benjamin) in
1773, remembered much later in life that when he was “young” he often
joined “with divers others of the neighboring inhabitants” to help build
homes and clear fields.”

The squatters beyond the line also busily constructed communal spaces
and practices. John Jackson donated a portion of his squatter claim on Pine
Creek to Presbyterian minister John Kincaid, and the neighbors came to-
gether to build a schoolhouse for their children. James Richardson sowed
timothy seed, a perennial bunchgrass used for hay, for his and his neigh-
bors’ cattle, neighbors helped James Parr build a storehouse, Abraham De-
Witt built and operated a tavern where much of the community gathered,
and William McElhatton constructed a distillery where neighbors brought
their grain to make alcohol.*® Unsurprisingly, ten of the squatters men-
tioned in the paragraphs above applied for and failed to receive land in the
New Purchase. Of those ten, seven applied for land situated close to each
other. If it had all worked out when the land office opened in April 1769, the
McLure brothers, as well as Chambers, McMeen, Parr, Woods, and Alexan-
der, would have been near neighbors with legal claims.”

In essence, it was not just access to land but the construction of commu-
nity that mattered to these squatters. They probably did not separate those
two goals; they were mutually reinforcing. For poorer folk, the land meant
nothing without the help of friends and kin who could volunteer their time,
energy, and tools to reap its rewards. Interested squatters beyond Lycoming
Creek even sought the approval of their potential neighbors to settle there.
When William King wanted land beyond the line in 1775, for example, he
went to his potential neighbors to make sure “they would accept me as a

neighbor.”?® Similarly, when Alexander Irwin squatted on some “Indian
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Land” at the mouth of Lycoming Creek, he made sure that he “was allowed
by all the Neighbors to be the first Improver.”»

As the squatter settlement grew, the community they were constructing
became more precarious. Accordingly, the settlers who lived there entered
into “a mutual compact among themselves” to ensure current and future
squatters upheld community goals and would unite against common “ene-
mies,” forming their own republic that they called Fair Play. Everything they
did was illegal, but they nonetheless tried to give it the veneer of legitimacy
by embracing popular sovereignty. While there are no extant written laws
or minutes of their government, a series of court cases in county district
courts as well as the state supreme court after the Revolutionary War pro-
vide ample evidence of how the Fair Play government operated.*

The Fair Play system was quite simple in its construction. Settlers of the
area gathered annually at a number of places, whether DeWitt’s tavern or
a local home doubling as a crude fort, and elected three men to form a tri-
bunal (on a rotation to assure a revolving polity that reflected the larger
community), which contemporaries called the “Fair-Play men.” Largely
representative of the ethnic composition of the area, the Scots-Irish often
held the majority of the seats on the tribunal but never total control be-
cause the Fair Play system required unanimity. Both German and English
settlers were elected to the tribunal. Perhaps just as representative of their
motivations for creating and serving on the tribunal, of the known Fair-
Play men, at least fourteen applied for land in the New Purchase but only
two of them gained legal title.>*

This squatter tribunal, established by popular consent, spoke for the
community by arbitrating disputes between neighbors, approving land
claims, and settling boundaries. According to one early compiler of Penn-
sylvania’s laws, the Fair-Play men decided “all controversies” and “from
their decision there was no appeal, and there could be no resistance.” There
was “no resistance” because the community “in mass” enforced the tribunal’s
decisions.®

To settle in the area, an individual not only had to get approval from
neighbors but needed to take evidence of that endorsement to the tribunal

and make a “solemn engagement to submit in all respects to the law of this
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land.” Such a process of obtaining “unanimous agreement” of the “Fair-
Play Men and the Neighbors of the Settlement” bound the community to-
gether to uphold community will as expressed by the tribunal.>* In short,
individuals either embraced the rules of the community or were forced out.
It was as much an exclusive experiment as it was an inclusive one.

In 1775, for example, Robert Arthur and his small family made their way
to the Fair Play district and, without asking for their neighbor’s approval
or taking their squatter claim to the tribunal, constructed a cabin. That
proved problematic because the Arthur family settled on land that another
squatter, William Paul, had already claimed and had approved by the tri-
bunal. To protect “his land,” Paul “applied to the Fair-play men,” who or-
dered the Arthur family to immediately abandon their home. Defying the
tribunal, Arthur refused to leave. Irritated that “Arthur still lived on
the land and would not go off, although the Fair-play men had decided
against him,” community members collected together and “proceeded
to Arthur’s cabin.” When they arrived, they found Arthur “with his rifle”
and Arthur’s wife brandishing “a bayonet on a stick,” threatening “death to
the first person who would enter the house.” That did not stop those gath-
ered. Thomas Kemplen, “our captain,” dashed “at the door, burst it open
and instantly seized Arthur by the neck. We [then] pulled down the cabin,
threw it into the river, lashed two canoes together and put Arthur and his
family and his goods into them and sent them down the river.” Casting off
offenders reinforced the importance and strength of the community and
its exclusive welfare s

The known “laws” of the Fair-Play men also reflected that importance.
One “resolution” of the tribunal “which they agreed to enforce as the law of
the place” declared that “if any person was absent from his settlement for
six weeks he should forfeit his right.” If individuals tried to place tenants
on the land in their absence without prior approval, the Fair-Play men di-
vested that right and gave it to the tenants or someone else who wanted
it. For example, James Hughes, who made a small improvement near
Pine Creek in 1773 and whose older brother served on the tribunal, left
the area the next year to visit his father in the township of Donegal, Lan-

caster County, where he died due to an unknown illness. Just two years



202 DECLARATIONS OF INDEPENDENCE

after Hughes’s death, Henry Dougherty appeared before the tribunal and
applied for land and “was advised by the Fair Play Men to settle on the
premises which Hughes had left; this he did, and built a cabin.”®

Not long thereafter, Hughes’s younger brother John made his way to
the area and claimed Dougherty’s property “in right of his brother.” When
Dougherty refused to leave, John Hughes violently “took possession of
the cabin.” Undeterred, Dougherty took his case to the Fair-Play men. The
tribunal and the community, following their own resolution, sided with
Dougherty. With that ruling in hand, Dougherty, supported by his neigh-
bors, marched on the property where “an affray ensued, in which Hughes
was beaten off” and Dougherty was “left in possession.” While dramatic and
violent, the “law of the place” was nonetheless upheld. Dougherty remained
on the property and “continued to improve, built an house and stable,
and cleared about ten acres.” The Fair Play tribunal did make exceptions
to the absentee rule for those individuals acting on behalf of the commu-
nity through military service. As one settler remembered, “If a man went
into the army, the Fair-play men protected his property.”s*

Not only did such rules against absentees reflect settlers’ abhorrence of
landlords, but since land ownership made a settler part of the squatter re-
public with the right to vote and hold office in the tribunal, it only made
sense that anyone who would not permanently join that community and
fight on its behalf should be excluded. To put this principle in perspective,
it was the established norm in Pennsylvania for prominent politicians to
be placed on election tickets or appointed to judicial positions for counties
in which they owned land but did not actually reside. The political careers
of Joseph Galloway and William Allen and his sons, who all mostly lived in
the city of Philadelphia but held offices in Bucks and Northampton Coun-
ties, are an important reminder of that fact. The Fair Play resolve, then,
challenged notions of representation and the relationship between the
government and the governed as practiced by the colonial government and
derided by common people.*

The Fair Play republic, therefore, was thoughtfully created and expres-
sive of popular ideas about government and its purposes. Far from just
three men meeting at a tavern or under a tree, the tribunal set procedures

for witnesses; logged evidence of payment for sold improvements; stored
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“Articles of Writing” between parties; and set rules to regulate land sales,
leases, and even the lending of farm equipment and work animals.* It must
have been difficult and tedious work.

Without legal surveys, individual squatter claims rested on rudimentary
descriptions of the natural landscape and the existence and word of neigh-
bors. For example, Thomas Henry described his claim to two hundred acres
as “on Larrys Creek about a half a mile from the West Branch of Susque-
hannah beginning at a forked Black Oak Tree standing on the west bank
of Larrys Creek thence running westerly to the first hill or rising ground &
adjoining Captain Simpson Coals Improvement then to extend up Shugar
Tree Run.” Another settler simply stated that his claim was bounded to the
north by a rock, “known by the name of the great rock.” To make matters
more difficult, some squatter claims changed hands several times in the
space of a few years. Still others were disputed as two or more parties laid
claim to sections of the same land.*

Arbitrating such disputes required an intimate knowledge of the area,
its settlers, and previous transactions. One dispute, for example, involved
no less than five sales and a lease agreement sanctioned by the tribunal, as
well as two unsanctioned sales by the lessee, all of which took place over
the span of two years. The lessee, William McLlhatton, most likely tried to
take advantage of the illegal nature of the settlement to make some quick
cash. Claiming his lease agreement for three hundred acres as his own im-
provement, McLlhatton sold pieces of it to interested settlers. As he told
the Fair Play tribunal once he was caught, if the purchaser “would be such a
fool as to give him forty or fifty pounds for Nothing He McLlhatton would
be a greater fool for not taking it.” Needless to say, McLlhatton knew he
did not have “any right,” and besides, both the “Neighbors and Fair-Play
Men” knew the exact boundaries of the land under dispute as well as the
history of ownership. They easily decided the case against McLlhatton
and the people who bought land from him.+

The tribunal also adjudicated criminal and moral cases, meting out dra-
conian punishments that at the same time revealed how they understood
the purpose of government. Two cases are illustrative. In one case, the tri-
bunal heard a complaint from a local Native American from Great Island

that a squatter, Francis Clark, stole his dog. Acting swiftly, the tribunal had
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Clark arrested and tried. While seemingly a minor crime, the tribunal took
it seriously, convicting Clark and ordering that he be publicly flogged. The
severity of the punishment most likely related to the potential impact of
the crime on the broader community. Settlers in the area had already fled
once because of a dispute with the Susquehanna Nations and likely did not
want that to happen again.® The punishment, however, did not appease
the local Native American, who, either from pity or disliking Clark’s en-
croachment, perhaps both, asked that the tribunal remit the sentence if
Clark “would abandon the land where he had settled.” The tribunal com-
plied and Clark left the territory, not returning until 1795.44

The tribunal similarly charged and convicted Presbyterian minister
and schoolmaster John Kincaid with domestic abuse. Apparently, Kincaid
liked strong drink and had a penchant for beating his wife and kids. Once
convicted, the Fair-Play men forced him to ride the rail, a ritualistic and
violent form of punishment known as “rough music.” Typically, this punish-
ment commenced with a cacophony of noise made by riotous but organized
community members banging pots and pans, shouting, and blowing trum-
pets or playing other instruments as they marched to an offender’s home.
Once there, they forcibly entered the home and placed the offender on a
fence rail, parading them throughout the community as onlookers shouted
insults and threw garbage, stones, and anything else handy at the offender.
The ritual often ended with violent physical punishment such as tarring
and feathering or a public whipping. Even if the gathered community did
not carry out this final punishment, the threat of violence was always there
and equally as terrifying.*

Such actions of the Fair Play settlers also reflected wider popu-
lar trends in the middle colonies, where colonists used rough music to
control unruly men to maintain community values. These values often
revolved around the accepted boundaries of patriarchal behavior that
defined the very fabric of the community. Moreover, the increased use
of rough music in the eighteenth century coincided with a weakening of
legitimate channels to regulate these boundaries, such as courts and
churches. That weakening was the product of a diversity of religious be-
longing, the logistical inadequacies of the colonial legal system, and the

anglicization of a bench and bar that deviated from popular values by
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protecting the individual aspirations of patriarchal heads of household,
often turning a blind eye to domestic abuse. Obviously, the Fair Play
settlement reflected that trend as there was no “legal” government nor
state-sanctioned church in the area. Therefore, as happened elsewhere,
the use of rough music reflected popular efforts to place the interests
of the wider community and their social values and expectations against
that of John Kincaid, the male head of household.*® More revealing still
is the fact that the Fair Play tribunal, an elected extralegal government
that could not operate without widespread acceptance, convicted a min-
ister and chose such a punishment.

Dealing with troublemakers within the community was one thing but
there were also, Fair Play settlers came to believe, enemies all around them.
While they occupied Indigenous lands and constructed their republic,
there were increasing and near constant rumors that Native Americans
were mobilizing against them. The extant writings of any one settler in the
area often includes statements such as James Carson’s, who “continued in
possession of the Land until drove off by the Indians.” Although Newalike
and Shawana Ben had left for the Ohio region a few years earlier, still
others, such as the leader of the Nanticoke, Jacob Asquash, remained. There
were also Tuscarora, Shawnee, Delaware, Tutelo, and Conoy living in the
area, and the Ohio Nations as well as the Haudenosaunee still laid claim
to the West Branch. Proprietary officials were likewise lurking about to
evict the squatters, and even some proprietary surveyors made their way
to the area with their chains, compasses, and logbooks. Everything the Fair
Play settlers built was under threat, producing a feeling of desperation if
not anger. Some of the official proclamations against their illegal settle-
ment even threatened public execution if they did not leave.”

The mounting threats to the Fair Play republic and its efforts to com-
bat them, however, came at an auspicious time. By the mid-1770s, the
dispute between the colonies and the British government had come to a
fever pitch. The organization of colonial resistance that that dispute in-
spired significantly shaped the future of the squatter republic created on
the West Branch. For many of the people living there, the budding imperial
resistance offered an opportunity to legitimize their claims and their fight

against perceived enemies both within and without.
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In the larger British Atlantic world, colonial opposition to imperial
policy was at a low ebb when the settlers started making their way to the
West Branch. The Townshend duties’ partial repeal in 1770 had eased ten-
sions, but the remaining duty on tea kept some resistance alive. In 1773,
colonists swiftly opposed the Tea Act, granting the East India Company
a monopoly over North American tea trade, leading to widespread pro-
tests along the eastern seaboard, particularly in Boston. The Bostonian
response—dumping tea into the harbor—sparked imperial retaliation
through the Coercive Acts of 1774. These acts, including the Boston Port
Bill, the Administration of Justice Act, and the Massachusetts Government
Act, were met with further resistance. At the same time, Parliament also
passed the Quebec Act, expanding Quebec’s jurisdiction over western terri-
tories gained from the French. This law introduced an executive-style gov-
ernment, depriving colonists of representation in self-elected assemblies,
setting a concerning precedent for the future of British rule. The combina-
tion of the Coercive Acts with the Quebec Act seemed to prove the existence
of a despotic plot “calculated for enslaving these Colonies.”#®

Almost immediately after news of these acts reached America, colonial
North Americans clamored for a new kind of concerted resistance. In the
past, colonial resistance hinged on individual colonies that often acted in-
dependently, and therefore it was sporadically and ineffectually carried out.
In order to assure a continent-wide effort and demonstrate colonial soli-
darity, several colonies called for the formation of a continental congress.
Pennsylvanians, especially outside the legislative chamber of the assembly,
joined the chorus. On June 15, over 1,200 colonists met on Pennsylvania’s
statehouse yard to proclaim their support for a continental congress and a
popular system to elect representatives to it. Just a few days later, nearly
eight thousand people met in the city and made a similar declaration. The
Pennsylvania Assembly, fearing such popular gatherings would set “up a
power to control” what it considered legitimate institutions, condemned
those public meetings as attempting to set “up anarchy above order;
IT IS THE BEGINNING OF REPUBLICANISM.” The legislators needed to “nip
this pernicious weed in the bud, before it has taken too deep root.”#

Joseph Galloway, who had risen to Speaker of the assembly and was the

leader of a legislative majority, feared and detested both Parliament’s new
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policies and this popular clamor. He no more wanted popular forces to dic-
tate Pennsylvania’s public policy than he wanted Parliament to pass laws
affecting the province, and he actively resisted both. Whatever happened,
he would not give ground to Parliament or the “mad people” in his colony
who wanted the province to be “managed by the very Dregs” of society. If
those “Dregs” got their way, it should be noted, he would be on the chop-
ping block quite literally. It was around this time that Galloway awoke one
morning to find a box on his doorstep containing a noose and a message
telling him to “hang yourself or we shall do it for you.”® While that threat
may have “fix[ed] me in my former resolutions,” as Galloway later boasted,
he was in no position to stem the tide. A continental congress would hap-
pen and popular clamor would exist regardless of his prognostications. The
only thing Galloway could do as Speaker was undermine the popular elec-
tion of delegates to the congress from his colony. Ignoring the meetings
on the statehouse yard, Galloway chose delegates to the Continental Con-
gress from members of the assembly, and obviously he was one of those
chosen. What the settlers on the West Branch thought about this moment
remains unknown.s*

Nevertheless, the settlers did agree there needed to be a general con-
gress, and in early September that necessity was realized as fifty-six
delegates hailing from twelve of the thirteen colonies made their way to
Philadelphia, convening a new and now semi-official Continental Congress.
In what was certainly a jab at Galloway, the new congress elected to meet at
Carpenters’ Hall, a focal point of popular resistance in the city, rather than
the Pennsylvania State House, the home of the more conservative Penn-
sylvania legislature. If Galloway was worried by what this move meant,
he had good reason. The Continental Congress forever changed politics in
Pennsylvania and elsewhere. That congress addressed salient issues related
to the resistance effort by declaring colonial rights as British subjects and
providing a concerted plan of opposition to imperial measures. Its most
important accomplishment proved the creation of the Continental Associ-
ation, which propelled resistance forward and undermined the authority of
traditional political leaders like Galloway in one fell swoop. It also elevated
the grievances and status of political outsiders such as those living in the

Fair Play republic.5
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Signed by all members of the Continental Congtress, even Joseph Gallo-
way, who opposed the measure from the beginning, the association bound
all colonists in mainland North America to resist British policies through
economic sanctions. Starting on December 1, 1774, the Continental Con-
gress outlawed the importation of certain goods from Great Britain, and in
September 1775 a full embargo of British trade took place. Congress deemed
such action necessary, not only because of the Coercive Acts but because
the Quebec Act took away the “western Frontiers of these Colonies, estab-
lishing an arbitrary Government therein” that would discourage “the Set-
tlement of British Subjects in that wide-extended Country.” The Quebec Act
proved that the British government was “wicked,” highlighting the impor-
tance of western land in the matrix of colonial grievances as projected by
the new congress.?

To enforce the association, the Continental Congress called for the
creation of new committees “to be chosen in every County, City, and Town”
throughout the colonies. What was more, Congress granted these new com-
mittees the authority to regulate the use of scarce articles such as wool,
set “reasonable prices” for manufactured goods, and enforce the prohibi-
tion on British trade. The committees could also actively “discourage every
Species of Extravagance and Dissipation, especially all Horse-racing, and
all Kinds of Gaming, Cock-fighting, Exhibitions of Shows, Plays, and other
expensive Diversions and Entertainments.” The public and private rights of
people within the colonies, Congress declared, needed to be policed by the
committees. Even mourning the dead needed to be monitored. Congress
dictated that “on the Death of any Relation, or Friend, none of us, or any
of our Families, will go into any farther Mourning Dress than a black Crape
or Riband on the Arm or Hat for Gentleman, and a black Riband and Neck-
lace for Ladies, and we will discontinue the giving of Gloves and Scarfs at
Funerals.” Those funerary accoutrements often visibly reflected the power
of elite colonial notables, which, considering the new authority granted to
ordinary people through the resistance effort, could no longer be counte-
nanced by the Continental Congress. It may have constantly declared itself
“his Majesty’s most dutiful and loyal Subjects,” but Congress nonetheless
actively regulated and diminished displays of monarchical culture in the

colonies using the new committees.>
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The association and the committees it created meant much more than
just abiding by and enforcing trade restrictions and policing monarchical
“Extravagance and Dissipation”; it also required the committees to ensure
that the colonists under their jurisdictions actively tried to “improve them-
selves in the military art.” By asking colonists to support a potential war
with Britain, the chance of which was made real after the outbreak of ac-
tual fighting at Lexington and Concord in April 1775, Congress solidified
a scenario where the committees could delineate friends from foes, thus
providing a semblance of collective identity wrapped up in the resistance
movement. Like enforcing trade regulations, the committees through-
out the colonies canvased their districts, compiling lists of military “As-
sociators” and “Non-Associators.”® Such a move brought many more
people under the watchful eye of the committees, thus increasing their
coercive strength.

Although the Fair Play settlers made no clear declarations against impe-
rial policies like the Coercive Acts, they “Cheerfully” joined the Continen-
tal Congress’s resistance efforts. For them, Congress promised inclusion
in a new kind of government based “on the authority of the people” that
would represent their vision of a properly functioning government and
their squatter claims to Native American land against those of “jobbers”
and “monopolies.”” Congress’s creation of the association, especially the
committees to enforce it, played no small part in that rationale and ulti-
mate decision.

The association’s committees provided a welcoming opportunity for the
Fair Play settlers to bind themselves to a seemingly national cause that lent
legitimacy to their claims, grievances, and ideas about government and its
purposes. In the towns and counties throughout Pennsylvania, inhabitants
instantly set about to establish elections to form committees. To ensure
widespread representation, county committees operated and were elected
at the town level instead of at the county seats—the usual place for colo-
nial elections. York County’s committee, for example, structured represen-
tation to ensure “that there is at least one of that Body in each Township
of the County.”® Northumberland County, which was created in 1772 for
Pennsylvania’s new northern boundary after Fort Stanwix, similarly struc-

tured its county committee, creating local town branches comprising three
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to five representatives each. The Northumberland County committee even
incorporated the territory beyond Lycoming Creek into Bald Eagle town-
ship, granting representation on the committee to the Fair Play repub-
lic. Inclusion in the county committee gave the citizens of that republic a
say in the continental resistance effort while making them privy to news
and information from the city of Philadelphia.®

The rise of the committees’ power and influence during the mid-1770s fur-
thered the process of inclusion of the Fair Play republic into the resistance
effort while giving quasi-legitimacy to the very ideas that defined it. By late
1775, the committees throughout Pennsylvania became the de facto govern-
ment. Acting as the “Guardians” of the “public welfare,” the committees had
“the whole Executive & Legislative authority in their hands.”* In Septem-
ber of that year, Pennsylvania’s county committees published proclamations
stating that they provided “the reality of justice” and therefore could decide
who did and did not act “consistent with the peace and welfare of society.”
Anyone whom the committees judged dangerous to the public welfare had no
right “to the protection of a community or society” and therefore would be
“deemed a foe to the rights of British America and unworthy of those bless-
ings” of government.®* The committees were, one critic said, “Usurping Pow-
ers.”® In short, the committees did far more than enforce the association.
They were central to the transition of a resistance effort into a revolution.

The Fair Play settlers used that expansive authority to their advantage,
transferring power from the tribunal to the town committee. In the re-
cords it is difficult to decipher where the authority of the Fair Play tribunal
ended and the committee’s power began. That confusion mostly has to do
with the fact that the Fair Play settlers elected members of their tribunal
as the three representatives to the town committee, such as William Dunn,
John Walker, Alexander Hamilton, and Thomas Hughes. Like the tribunal
had done, the town committee declared themselves “the most competent
judges of the circumstances of the people of that township,” set about mo-
bilizing men and resources for war, and used the authority of the commit-
tee to regulate the public and at times private lives of “the people.”®

While the Fair Play republic’s town committee spent some of its time
approving the election returns for military officers, it also, like the tribu-

nal, functioned as a court. The town committee issued its own “Special
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Warrants,” granted bail, exacted fines, and imprisoned neighbors. It hauled
people before it for breaking the sabbath in an “unchristian and Scandal-
ous manner” and abusing servants, vowing to “suppress such like practices
to the utmost of their power.” The committee also imprisoned people for
“refusing to associate and Bear arms,” and used the power delegated by
Congress to regulate the economy for the benefit of “the poor.”®

This latter action reveals much about how the Fair Play republic’s com-
mittee members understood the purpose of government and the goals of
the Revolution. During one town committee meeting, the local inhabi-
tants presented a petition complaining that some people, especially colo-
nists living just outside of the Fair Play settlement, refused to sell grain
for a fair market price, going so far as to threaten to hoard the grain or sell
it outside the area unless inhabitants paid what they asked. While these
grain farmers adhered to a laissez-faire vision of the economy, the Fair Play
settlers and committee did not. Since “a great number of the inhabitants
of the township will suffer if such a practice is allowed to go on,” the town
committee resolved that they would “seize” and “take by force” the grain
of anyone who refused a fair price or attempted to sell it out of the area
before “the poor is supplied.”® By regulating profits, the committee made
clear that it understood the economy as a public phenomenon that the gov-
ernment could shape and regulate, a position and power that politicians
and jurists claimed for the state and used to justify regulatory policies well
into the nineteenth century.*

This does not mean frontier settlers in the Fair Play republic disapproved
of profit, far from it. They simply believed profit should not be gained to the
detriment of the broader community. They were, after all, perfectly willing
to pay what they considered a “fair price” for the seized goods. This resolve,
like the earlier rulings of the Fair Play tribunal, brings to light a frontier
value system that relegated the desires of individuals in a community and
demonstrates their understanding of how government, if properly func-
tioning, upheld those community values. That, in and of itself, was the very
essence of a society and government adhering to fair play.

Representation in the revolutionary committees also offered an op-
portunity for this small squatter republic to attach itself to “the general

cause,” further committing its settlers to the Revolution. Not only had they
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resisted the proprietary colony and the empire but they saw commonality
with the revolutionary cause. This especially became true as talk of Ameri-
can independence increased throughout Pennsylvania by the beginning of
1776. For most of the early 1770s, independence existed on the margins
of the resistance movement, rarely capturing the attention of more than a
few people. By the first months of 1776, that had fundamentally changed.
Thomas Paine, a member of Philadelphia’s city committee, which served as
an organizational and messaging hub for the various local committees, is-
sued a clarion call for American independence in January with his popularly
consumed pamphlet Common Sense. Soon, “a terrible wordy war” on “the
subject of Independence” consumed the province as newspaper articles and
pamphlets shot from the presses branding the British king tyrannical
and the colonial government an oligarchy filled with “unworthy persons”
who treated their offices “as their own property, and deemed it an inheri-
tance to their children.” Similarly, Pennsylvania’s charter, which buttressed
both proprietary power and the authority of the colonial legislature, came
under severe criticism. Angry Pennsylvanians derided it as “defective,” an
“imperfect thing,” and a “wretched mangled constitution” that gave “advan-
tage to the profligate and corrupt.”®

By May, Philadelphia’s city committee was fully on board with a com-
plete break with both the colonial government and the British Empire.
Sending runners bearing a message to the counties, the city committee
instructed the county committees to come together to declare their sup-
port for independence and with it the power to create a new government
for Pennsylvania based solely “on the authority of the people.”® Everyone
needed to act, the committee’s circular letter implored, because the current
government, “prejudiced in favour of old and established forms” and “in-
fluenced by self-interest,” was working to “influence” all “whom they can”
to undermine “American freedom.” Calling on “that class of men which are
most to be depended on in times of danger,” a nod to the lower and mid-
dling sorts who made up the membership of the many committees, the city
committee declared it “absolutely necessary for us to unite with firmness”
for the “safety and happiness of the Province.”®

Such a message directly spoke to the Fair Play wing of the Northum-

berland County Committee, which seized on this moment, gathering the
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squatter community together to proclaim their approval of American in-
dependence and a new government that would share their values. Those
squatters may have resisted the proprietary and imperial governments,
but a new independent government based on the values promoted by Con-
gress and the revolutionary committees augured something else entirely.
After all, the grievances leveled by the Pennsylvania press and the Philadel-
phia committee’s circular in the spring of 1776 had also been articulated by
the people who comprised the Fair Play republic. As a result, American in-
dependence on the West Branch was a popular initiative. Many years later,
Anna Jackson, a nonagenarian widow of a well-known Fair Play tribunal
member and sister-in-law to a committee member, noted, “I remember
well the day indipendence was declared on the plains of Pine Creek, seeing
such numbers flocking there.” “Indipendence,” she recollected, was “all the
talk.””° The memory of independence on the West Branch lived strong, even
carrying through in various permutations to this day.

According to popular legend, on July 4, 1776, the citizens of the Fair Play
republic gathered under the shade of an elm tree (improperly nicknamed
the “Tiadaghton Elm” in the twentieth century) just north of where Pine
Creek meets the northwest branch of the Susquehanna River, and signed a
document declaring “themselves and the country free and independent of
Great Britain.””* Whether the gathered Fair Play settlers drew up a declara-
tion of independence, discussed the merits of independence, or just made
a general pronouncement is in the end unknown; what is clear, though,
is that this small community hitched its fate to the success of American
independence, the toppling of the old regime, and the creation of a new
government for Pennsylvania.

Animosity toward Pennsylvania’s colonial government and “the gentle-
men” and “monopolizers” who benefited from it had motivated colonial mi-
gration to and settlement of land outside the established boundary of the
province. The May 1776 circular letter of the Philadelphia committee to
the county committees urging independence spoke to those grievances,
promising redemption from “tyranny” with a new government based on
popular sovereignty. The letter declared that supporting independence
meant Pennsylvanians would no longer have to endure the “the unjust

claims of haughty and absolute Proprietaries” and “all of their dependants,”



214 DECLARATIONS OF INDEPENDENCE

which was on full display in the aftermath of Fort Stanwix.” Such a message
gave a glimmer of hope that, as thirty-nine settlers living beyond Lycoming
Creek articulated, independence and the new government it would create
would guarantee their rights to the land against avaricious gentlemen and
“Land Jobbers.” As those same settlers declared, a new government based
on popular sovereignty would “never suffer any man or any set of men to
take such undue Advantages to Ruin many for the Advantage of the few.””
“The Poor distress’'d People,” through the Revolution, would finally triumph
over a “Set of men” with connections and “hard money.””*

The new state constitution that came out of that moment enshrined
those beliefs, declaring to the world that “a set of men” who represented “a
few” should never have complete power over the “many.” Even here, though,
in this revolutionary logic promising so much, the definition of the “many”
was narrowly defined. The Fair Play settlers thought as much, stating that
they supported the new state constitution because it elevated them, the
“poor distress'd people,” to a coequal status with other white Pennsylva-
nians. Yet, that revolutionary elevation did not include the “Cruel and Sav-
age Enemy” who also threatened their illegal land claims. That squatters
on Native American land pointed to the dispossession of Native peoples
in the list of reasons to support the new state of Pennsylvania is not at
all surprising.’s

In the buildup to American independence, patriot printers spilled gal-
lons of ink to galvanize support by not only using the specter of an exclu-
sive proprietary government but by also utilizing the popularly imagined
threat of “Indian savages” whom the British purportedly encouraged to
“ravage our frontiers, and murder, after their inhuman manner, our de-
fenceless wives and children.” The British, according to patriot publicists,
had a penchant for stirring up racial others. Not only did the British per-
suade supposedly homicidal Native Americans to massacre settlers but
the British “enticed” “our Negro slaves” to “rebel against their masters,
and . . . murder them,” and even “the King of England’s own slaves, the
Hanovarians,” similarly depicted as racial others, were being brought over
to the colonies to commit heinous crimes. Enemies were everywhere. All
Americans could do, according to vocal patriots in the popular press, was
either “fight or die.””®
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Like the patriot press, Philadelphia’s city committee drew on this threat
of racial others to “incite such of the good people as are friends to liberty.”
In the same circular letter urging the committees throughout the province
to support independence and the new state it would create to resist the
machinations of the “haughty and absolute Proprietaries” and “their de-
pendants,” the committee asked their compatriots to “recollect the hor-
rors of the late Indian war” and “shudder.” If the people did not act now in
support of independence, “fire, sword, desolation, and death in the most
infernal forms will be presented to our view; parents and children welter-
ing in their blood; infants torn with savage brutality from their mothers’
wombs, and made the food of dogs!!!” Worse still, the circular declared that
the proprietary government and the British crown supported these “horrid
ravages” to make them all “slaves.” Therefore, “Liberty and slavery is before
you; take, then, your choice.””

Given that the struggle for land on the Pennsylvania frontier was con-
sistently punctuated by racialized violence, the rhetoric of the patriot press
and committees in the months leading up to American independence spoke
to the Fair Play squatters and shaped their understanding of patriotic ser-
vice. Mustering in droves, they promised “every thing in Their Power to
support the present Contest, not only against the British Army, but also
against a Cruel and Savage Enemy on our Frontiers.”” Later, some of them
did not even refer to the War for Independence as the Revolutionary War;
instead, they called it “the late unhappy Indian War.””? Imbibing the lan-
guage of the times, the Fair Play settlers thought their “stand” was guided
by “devine providence” because it prevented “the encroachments and de-
pradations of the savages” on a newly independent America. God, these
squatters argued, supported the removal of Native American threats to
white settlement.®

In effect, the squatters on the West Branch had been mobilized by revo-
lutionary propaganda that played to their alienation, especially their hatred
of land speculators and corrupt politicians, and to their prejudices against
Native Americans. And we know the Fair Play settlers were aware of this
public dialogue. When Philip Vickers Fithian traveled to the West Branch
in 1775, he instantly “fixed” on the library of one of the leading men in the

area that included oppositional newspapers and pamphlets published in
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Philadelphia. According to Fithian’s observations, the settlers there were
far from isolated from the larger imperial conflict but were rather engaged
with a powerful and all-encompassing revolutionary message, which was
obviously furthered through the creation of the committees and their cir-
culars. The message shooting from the press and those circulars fundamen-
tally shaped the memory of the American Revolution and those squatters’
place in it for generations to come. For many squatters on the West Branch,
they were the American Revolution.®

Over eighty years after those early days of revolution and on the eve of
yet another American war that would decide the future of the young re-
public, John Hamilton, a Christian missionary tasked with proselytizing to
Native peoples but also the son of Robert Hamilton, who served on the Fair
Play tribunal and fought in the Revolutionary War, described his father’s pa-
triotism and love of country by effortlessly conjoining his father’s support
for American independence with his father’s hatred of Native Americans.
In a revealing paragraph, the son related that his father was “one among
others of his neighbors who held a meeting on the banks of Pine Creek
on the Fourth of July 1776 and passed resolutions declaring themselves and
the country free and independent of Great Britain,” the “remarkable coin-
cidence of this with the national declaration made it remembered.” John
Hamilton followed up this proof of his father’s patriotism in the very next
sentence by stating, “I have often heard my father say that in those exciting
times he had a great desire to kill an Indian.” This last sentiment, he admit-
ted, was shocking since “such a desire was far from being in harmony with
his naturally amiable disposition . . . for he was an exemplary Christian!”
Nevertheless, the son quibbled, “it must be remembered a spirit of liberty
and patriotism pervaded the people.” For the son, his father’s participation
in the Pine Creek declaration of independence and his desire to “kill an In-
dian” were equally important and mutually reinforcing in any understand-
ing of his father’s dedication to “liberty and patriotism,” the lifeblood of the
Revolution. That symbiosis, offered as a kind of disclaimer by the son of a
Fair Play settler, nonetheless fueled the American Revolution in the North-
ern Susquehanna River Valley. As it would turn out, what happened in that
valley because of that symbiosis would shape the war and the very meaning

of the American Revolution itself.®
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“The Title of Savages”

THE REVOLUTIONARY WAR IN THE NORTHERN
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER VALLEY, 1776-1783

ESPITE PATRIOT PROPAGANDA AND fears, the Northern Susque-

hanna River Valley was relatively peaceful during the first few

years of the Revolutionary War. By the time war with Britain broke
out, many but not all of the Susquehanna Nations had temporarily left the
valley for other quarters, dispersing in a wide arc north and west for safety.
Along the East Branch, the towns associated with Moravian missions such
as Friedenshutten and Sheshequin near Wyalusing packed up and headed
west to the Tuscarawas River in modern-day Ohio, establishing new mis-
sions like Gnadennhutten, Salem, and Shoenbrunn. Other Delaware and
Shawnee communities in the valley also headed in that direction. Shawana
Ben and Newalike, for instance, had left the West Branch for the Ohio re-
gion just a few years earlier. Moreover, the Ohio Delaware and Shawnee had
been actively recruiting the Susquehanna Nations to join them for years. As
squatters inundated their land on the West Branch, it seemed more than
ever that strength in numbers would secure their future.*

Their move west also reflected the fractured relationship between some
of the Susquehanna Nations and the Haudenosaunee after Fort Stan-
wix. Not only did they start calling the West Branch “Mingo Country” but
when they moved west, migrating members of the Susquehanna Nations
moved to areas that the Haudenosaunee had little control over, such as the
area around the Tuscarawas where the Wyandot, or Wendat, an Iroquois-
speaking people popularly known as the Huron, claimed sovereignty and

set aside land for these newcomers. According to White Eyes, a prominent
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Delaware war captain and chief, “my Uncles the Wiandots have bound
themselves the Shawanese Tawaas and Delawares together and have made
us as one People and have also given me that Tract of Country.” Speaking on
behalf of the Delaware, White Eyes told commissioners from the Continen-
tal Congress that his people would remain neutral during the Revolutionary
War as long as Americans recognized that those “Lands belong to us” and
“you will not permit any of your foolish People to sit down upon it.” That,
he said, “I cannot suffer.”

The Ohio Valley was not the only place the Susquehanna Nations went.
Many of the Munsee, Mohican, Nanticoke, Conoy, Tutelo, and even some
Delaware and Shawnee temporarily (or so they thought) moved north to
Haudenosaunee towns such as Tioga, Oquaga, Otsentigno, and Chemung.
Still others, though, remained. Just south of Tioga, a large and vibrant mul-
tiethnic community thrived at what was known as Queen Esther’s Town,
which boasted some seventy homes, vast corn and wheat fields, and graz-
ing grounds. Further south on the West Branch, a community of Delaware,
Shawnee, and Mohican people still lived on Great Island amid the Fair Play
settlers. There was also a Munsee village just west of Great Island near Bald
Eagle Creek, named after Chief Woapalanne, who the British and colonists
commonly called Chief Bald Eagle. The mere existence of these remaining
Native peoples, though, seemed to terrify the white inhabitants beyond Ly-
coming Creek, who believed “that they will be disturb’d by the Indians” and
therefore would “greatly suffer” if not “immediately supplyed with a suffi-
cient quantity of Ammunition to defend themselves.”

Despite those stated fears, the Continental Congress had successfully
used negotiators to achieve Native American neutrality. On June 16, 1775,
Congress established regional commissioners of Indian affairs to over-
see diplomacy with Indigenous people. Their job was not too difficult to
accomplish initially. Up north, the Haudenosaunee and Susquehanna Na-
tions who lived with them saw neutrality as in their best interest. Siding
with either the British or Americans too early could be disastrous, lest they
gamble their lives and land on supporting a loser. Trying to strike a middle
ground, the Haudenosaunee’s Grand Council refused to “join on either

side of such a contest, for we love you both—old England and new.” They
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were “firmly resolved to maintain peace” during this “family affair” and
would “sit still and see you fight it out.”

There were, however, clear divisions and factions who contested the vi-
ability of such a neutral stance, seeing either the Americans or the British
as “double dealers” who “we despise,” but at least to begin with, neutrality
was mostly upheld. Indigenous proclamations of neutrality came with
stipulations, however, requiring both British and Americans to recognize
Indigenous rights and their sovereign authority, articulating their own in-
dependence. Yet, sovereignty and for whom was under question in these
years, opening up new avenues for both Native peoples and white colo-
nists to try to achieve independence, autonomy, and survival in the North-
ern Susquehanna River Valley. In the end, neutrality did not hold and it
would be all-out war there, the reverberations of which would be felt well-

beyond the valley.”

As Indigenous people proclaimed their independence, sovereignty, and
neutrality, the Fair Play republic mobilized for war in support of “our
Common Cause.” Between 1775 and 1776, the Northumberland County
Committee of Safety organized four battalions, each composed of around
eight companies of roughly sixty men. Most of the Fair Play squatters who
volunteered served in the Second Battalion in either the Fifth Company
commanded by Captain Cookson Long, called “Cookey” by his men, or
in the Eighth Company under Captain Henry Antes, both of whom were
members of the Fair Play tribunal. The importance of the tribunal for the
Fair Play community was ultimately reflected in who the soldiers chose as
their officers. Those militias had to be representative as the Revolution
required such popular acceptance to succeed, and therefore not only did the
common soldiers gain the right to vote for their officers but they used that
right to vote for Fair Play tribunal members as their captains, lieutenants,
and ensigns.?

As elsewhere, familial ties and forged connections between community
members mattered for the mobilization of men for war. When Cookson

Long volunteered, so too did his young thirteen-year-old son George. The
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Longs’ family friends, the Dunns, also volunteered together. James Dunn,
then fourteen years old, joined Long’s company alongside his father, Wil-
liam. The Walker family, who were likewise friends of the Longs and Dunns,
volunteered as well, joining Antes’s company. John Walker, a member of the
tribunal, and his young sons Benjamin, Henry, and Joseph, served together
at different points in the war. Like those three families, Henry Hill, Robert
Covenhoven, and Covenhoven’s siblings, who had all been close friends for
several years, volunteered together in the “Company Commanded by Cook-
son Long.” Such connections not only helped inspire fathers, sons, broth-
ers, and friends to volunteer together, but those connections and shared
experiences during the war led many of both companies to reenlist, espe-
cially when patriot fears narrowed in on Native Americans.

The Fair Play settlers’ first taste of military life was more marching than
actual fighting. Since the Northern Susquehanna River Valley was then
“quiet,” Cookson Long marched his battalion east to join the overall com-
mander of the Continental Army, General George Washington, at Trenton
and Princeton, New Jersey. Although they arrived just after the famous
battles fought there, Long’s troops volunteered to serve beyond their three-
month enlistments, fought the British at Ash Swamp, and continued to
guard supplies and process prisoners just outside of Washington’s encamp-
ment at Morristown. When their enlistment ended late in April they were
discharged and marched home to the West Branch.*

Much to the dismay of General Washington, this early and rather un-
eventful service would be the last time most of the soldiers from the Fair
Play republic marched east, though not for lack of trying to convince them
to return. Washington, Congress, and even Pennsylvania’s new Supreme
Executive Council (SEC) constantly tried to get those settlers to help in
the eastern theater, but the Fair Play squatters refused. When President
of the SEC Thomas Wharton, along with Washington, requested reinforce-
ments from Northumberland County to fend off what they thought was a
general British invasion of Philadelphia, that county’s lieutenant, Colonel
Samuel Hunter, in charge of mustering troops for the war effort and sta-
tioned at Fort Augusta, could do little. “The Generality of the Inhabitants,”
he explained, “does not think it prudent to let any out of the County at this

present call for the Militia, when the Frontiers is like to suffer by a cruel
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savage enemy.””* Nevertheless, Hunter wanted to make clear, the settlers
were patriots willing to show “their attachment to the American cause” by
defending that frontier, which many of them thought and later claimed was
a central aspect of the war and the future of the American republic.”

The poor response to Washington’s and Wharton’s call to arms had a lot
to do with rumors swirling through the Northern Susquehanna River Valley
of an impending Native American attack. Near the end of 1776, the rather
small multiethnic community of Delaware, Shawnee, and Mohican people
still living on Great Island packed up their belongings, cut down their corn,
and headed north to live with the Haudenosaunee at Tioga and neighbor-
ing towns, the usual sign that war was in the offing.® If that move did not
prove inauspicious, Job Chillaway, a Delaware interpreter who remained in
the valley, informed Captain Antes that the Susquehanna Nations in con-
junction with the Ohio Nations and the Seneca were preparing to attack
the settlements on the West Branch. The mere thought of a new “Indian
War,” one soldier explained after Chillaway’s warning, sent many of the
Fair Play settlers flying to different homes “making little forts” on the West
Branch, such as Fort Antes, Fort Horn, Fort Reid, and Fort Kelly, all situated
near Great Island. There was even an attempt to erect a fort at the base of
Lycoming Creek.™

Then, in late 1777, an unidentified number of Native Americans con-
firmed settler fears when they attacked a small cluster of homes near Loy-
alsock Creek. Around the same time, another group of Native Americans
overwhelmed six men and women milking cows near Pine Creek. Similarly,
three men who ventured out of Fort Horn quickly found themselves sur-
rounded and fired upon. On December 23, “near the Mouth of Pine Creek,”
settlers discovered another “two men killd & scalped.” Although few
in number, these attacks were part and parcel of an effort by just some
of the Susquehanna Nations to showcase their power and, hopefully, re-
move the squatters from their land.

Those squatters could not see or refused to recognize the reason for these
attacks. It was a sort of collective amnesia. Besieged squatters combined
these attacks with the larger “Cause,” seeing in these violent encounters the
beginning of a general “Indian War” provoked by the British. It was proof,

Samuel Hunter thought, of a concerted effort of all Indigenous people
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incited by the British to remove white people from the land to undermine
American independence.*

Yet, he and the settlers did not know what to do. Nothing they did
worked. Antes, recently promoted to the rank of lieutenant colonel, trav-
eled to Fort Augusta to “consult what was best to be done.” He and Hunter
both agreed that Cookson Long, also a newly promoted lieutenant colonel
and “an Excellent Good, Woods man,” should gather all of the volunteers
along the West Branch and “use all means to come up with them savages.”
Nevertheless, “for all the scouts” Long “kept out, there was another of the
Inhabitants kill'd and scalped.” Apparently, Long’s men pursued “Eleven In-
dians” but “could not come up with them.” Frustrated, “they turned back
to their familys, which is suffering at this inclement season of the year,
as they are afraid to live in their own Houses.” These small and short en-
counters in 1777 terrified the valley’s inhabitants, throwing everything
into “confusion.””

Those attacks also further militarized the Fair Play republic. Fully imbib-
ing a revolutionary language deeply steeped in racialized visions of the war,
Henry Hill, who had been discharged at Morristown, volunteered again
when he reached Fort Augusta, “protecting the inhabitants from a cruel
and bloodthirsty enemy.”® Many shared that sentiment. William Campbell,
just fifteen years old, “was driven into Fort Kelly with my father’s family by
the Indians” that winter, and it was there that he and his father decided to
volunteer “our Services for the defence of the Fort and our Country.”* Ben-
jamin Walker stated bluntly that “the cause” of his continued service rested
on the fact that “his father living there, and suffering the loss not only of
property but of life by savage barbarity.”* It seemed, Colonel Hunter relayed
to state officials in Philadelphia, that “the Indians,” which he described as a
“cruel savage enemy,” had entered the war on the side of the British.»

That was certainly how the settlers and the patriot press saw and wanted
to present things to reinvigorate the war effort. The war was not going well
for the Americans in 1777. That July, the British under General John Bur-
goyne marched from Montreal and captured Fort Ticonderoga. New York
City had also been in British control since the previous summer, and Gen-
eral William Howe, the commander in chief of the British Army, was poised

to invade Philadelphia, the American capital, which he accomplished that



“THE TITLE OF SAVAGES” 223

September. The situation seemed dire. Congress and Pennsylvania’s new
state government, fearful for the future, fled to Lancaster and York Coun-
ties, and Washington’s bedraggled, ill-equipped, and underfed army at Val-
ley Forge was the only thing standing in the way of their annihilation. To
make matters worse, American enthusiasm for the war had ebbed. Accord-
ing to John Adams, nothing could be done without inciting “the Passions
of Men.” The “public may be clearly convinced that a War is just,” he wrote
his wife, Abigail, “yet, until their Passions are excited, will carry it languidly
on.” To win the war, he argued, patriot leaders needed to capitalize on the
people’s “prejudices” and their “Anger” to foment a renewed “Hatred of
the English.”>

Those prejudices had been long in the making and easily nurtured. The
patriot press, under its own duress because of the war, churned out articles
attacking Britain, but they focused a lot of their ire on Britain’s use of “mur-
derous savages.” In that the British gave them plenty to work with. Brit-
ish General John Burgoyne, for instance, attempting to split the American
colonies in the north, issued a widely circulated proclamation threat-
ening to “give Stretch to the Indian Forces under my Direction, and they
amount to Thousands, to overtake the hardened Enemies of Great-Britain
and America.”? Even the new secretary of state for the colonies, Lord George
Germain, boasted in February 1777 that “all the Indians upon the Continent
are united in a solemn League to oppose any encroachments upon their
hunting Grounds, and in support of His Majesty’s Government.”* It was all
exaggeration. Burgoyne, for instance, was fortunate to raise four hundred
Native peoples for his campaign, but the bombast mattered nonetheless.
When a Wyandot warrior who may have been aligned to the British killed
and scalped a young woman, Jane McCrea, whose fiancé was a loyalist offi-
cer marching with Burgoyne, the patriot press went wild. Burgoyne’s proc-
lamation combined with McCrea’s death created a near perfect storm.*

Every patriot newspaper covered her death. In Pennsylvania alone,
the Pennsylvania Packet, Pennsylvania Gazette, Pennsylvania Journal, Penn-
sylvania Evening Post, and the German Der Wichentliche Pennsylvanische
Staatsbote, ran the same story. It was proof, patriot printers proclaimed,
that “the barbarous savages, having received full liberty from the more

barbarous Britain, to murder and scalp all before them, without regard to
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age or sex.” McCrea was “killed and scalped in cold blood” while “another
woman” suffered the same fate and several more people were “inhumanly
butchered.” One man, both the Pennsylvania Evening Post and Staatsbote
reported, “had both his hands cut off.” That Native Americans murdered
white women and noncombatants, even those remaining loyal to Britain,
was proof of their “barbarity.” There was no line Native peoples would not
cross, and the British were at fault.?®

Within just a few days of that reporting, more garrulous stories of atroci-
ties populated the pages of popular patriot newspapers. Two little girls
“gathering raspberries,” one letter in the Pennsylvania Journal recounted,
“were killed and scalped.” That story ran everywhere too. Such stories led
to the same conclusion and one seemingly insurmountable exaggeration
perceived as truth, that “the Indians daily scalp men, women and children”
instigated by the British. There was “little difference between” British “reg-
ulars and Indians,” another newspaper proclaimed. The Native Americans
were the mere “mercenaries of Britain” who “lie in wait to murder,” to “get a
scalp, whether it be from a soldier or an innocent babe.”” “Oh America!” one
letter to the press begged, “be aroused.” Britain was inspiring “our enemies,
who, devil like, delight in the most barbarous acts of cruelty” and “have an
insatiable thirst for human blood.”®

Whether these monstrous vampiric stories were true or not made little
difference. They all served a particular purpose, proving beyond a shadow
of a doubt, that, as the Declaration of Independence proclaimed to the
world, the king “has endeavoured to bring on the Inhabitants of our Fron-
tiers, the merciless Indian Savages, whose known Rule of Warfare, is an
undistinguished Destruction, of all Ages, Sexes, and Conditions.”* Echoing
that refrain, patriot newspaper editors curated their stories to provide “an-
other specimen of the tender mercies of the King of Britain in his hiring
the Savages to murder us.” When Americans read their newspapers, they
learned of lurid events emphasizing murdered women and children by Brit-
ain’s “savages,” which played to their prejudices and their fears. As John
Adams hoped, American “passions” were “excited.”>®

The stories circulating during late 1777 and early 1778 missed the mark
on the actual situation. While clashes did occur between white settlers and

Native Americans in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley and upstate
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New York, these conflicts did not signal the start of an overall “Indian War”
in the region. Native peoples were deeply divided over the ongoing war and
their roles in it. The once-united front of the Haudenosaunee, for instance,
was fractured. Sir William Johnson, a key figure in British-Indian relations,
had passed away in 1774, leaving a significant gap in Britain’s diplomatic
efforts. His successor and nephew, Guy Johnson, struggled to maintain
stability, and the Six Nations were clearly at odds. While some, like the Sen-
eca, Cayuga, and Mohawk, leaned toward the British, others like the Oneida
and Tuscarora did not. The latter felt neglected by British officials and had
strong ties to New England missionaries supporting the American cause.
The Onondaga, responsible for the ceremonial council fire, attempted to
balance these conflicting interests to preserve unity.>

But even these divisions between the Six Nations do not adequately rep-
resent the fracturing of the Haudenosaunee; it cut much deeper than that.
Like Native communities elsewhere, the separate nations were divided in-
ternally, and as the war progressed it began to upend the Native nations’
political ties and structures. The different clans and kinship groups that
made up each nation started going their own way, guided by influential
war captains rather than civil chiefs. In many clans, the war captains took
on leadership authority without any official call to arms or even discussion
and negotiation with clan matrons and chiefs. The world seemed topsy-
turvy. The “True Chiefs have lost” much of their authority “since the Com-
mencement of the Rebellion,” Guy Johnson reported.’* According to a chief
from Onondaga, Tenhoghskweaghta, “Times are altered with us Indians.
Formerly the warriors were governed by the wisdom of their uncles the
Sachems but now they take their own way and dispose of themselves with-
out consulting the Sachems.” Even his own nation had split, with clans
going this way and that. In short, many had simply “forsaken our Coun-
cil Fire.” Then, in late 1777, after a serious bout with disease and faction-
alism, the central council fire in Onondaga, the fire that never dies, was
extinguished.s

Ultimately, the Americans and British helped create these divisions. Al-
though both started off the war trying to achieve Native American neu-
trality, that quickly gave way to constant pressure on Native peoples to

choose sides. Despite patriot propaganda that whipped up colonists about
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Britain’s use of “those Hereditary Enemies of America,” the Americans also
meddled with the internal politics of Indigenous communities, offered
“money and goods” to achieve their support, and tried to create “client”
chiefs that they could control.3* Americans, for example, made much of the
fact that the British had a clear hand in elevating the power of a Mohawk
war captain, Thayendanegea, more commonly known as Joseph Brant, a
protégé of Sir William Johnson and, more importantly, the brother of Kon-
watsitsiaienni (Molly Brant), an influential clan matron who sided with the
British.® Yet, at the same time, American officials and commanders did
the same thing. As early as 1776 they tried to counteract Britain’s influence
with the Haudenosaunee by attempting to manipulate the choice of chiefs
at the Grand Council Fire at Onondaga. When smallpox broke out there
late that year, killing nearly ninety people including three chiefs, the Amer-
icans scrambled to put together a condolence ceremony to “replace those
Sachems” with others in their interest.**

Meddling could only go so far, and in most cases only worked because
Native peoples were making their own choices when it came to the war and
their futures. Joseph Brant, for instance, traveled to London in 1775 where
he met with people on “both sides of the question.” After hearing every-
one out, Brant “plainly discovered” that “all” the “Americans aimed at was
to be sole Masters of the Continent of America, an Event so destructive to
the Liberty of the Indians & their Country.” Others came to a similar con-
clusion without traveling to London and hearing a rather one-sided discus-
sion. Some Onondaga, Cayuga, Mohawk, and Seneca war captains who had
actually met with American diplomats feared the “subjection & Slavery they
must be exposed to if the Rebels got the better as their Behaviour towards
them for many years past clearly point out.”?

The long, sordid history of American expansion clearly still rankled
many Haudenosaunee leaders and undermined the very rationale Amer-
icans used to justify the war against Britain. Turning patriot rhetoric on
its head, one Mohawk captain stated to American commissioners, “You say
you are uncertain of holding your possessions, and that you do not know
who may enjoy the product of your labor” because of the “great King,” but
“you” at the same time take “land from us, without any reward, not so much

as a single pipe.”® Similarly, the Native peoples still living along “the West
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Branch of Susquehanna where there are some settlements of Delaware”
were equally irritated with American encroachments and willing to offer
the British “their services.”®

While some war captains decided to go to war against the Americans
relatively early on in the conflict, there were still others who remained un-
decided. Even Joseph Brant and his British allies had to admit that past
experiences coupled with new fears, animosities, and irritations were not
enough to convince everyone to “take up the hatchet” against the Ameri-
cans. There were still a “great many” chiefs and war captains who wanted
to remain “Friends to both King & Americans.” There were also Haudeno-
saunee Nations who openly supported the Americans. Many but not all of
the Oneida and Tuscarora sided with the Americans.** For the Haudeno-
saunee, the Revolutionary War was turning into an internecine conflict. At
the Oneida town of Oriska in August 1777, for example, not only did British
and American forces collide but the Haudenosaunee Nations who went to
war fought and killed one another. In the coming years, Haudenosaunee
warriors initiated a series of raids and reprisals against each other from
the Mohawk to the Genesee Rivers, burning towns, destroying crops, and
confiscating property.+

The Delaware and Shawnee also faced internal divisions during the
American Revolution, with factions advocating neutrality, support for
the Americans, or opposition. Not long before the Revolution, the Delaware
established the Lupwaaeenoawk, a Great Council of “wise men” represent-
ing the Turtle, Turkey, and Wolf divisions. The head chief, typically from
the Turtle division, was White Eyes, influenced to some extent by American
intervention. While the Delaware initially aimed for neutrality under White
Eyes, discord quickly emerged. White Eyes and Captain John Killbuck Jr.
of the Turkey division leaned toward the Americans, while Captain Pipe,
leader of the larger Wolf division, believed the Americans only wanted to
seize their lands. Pipe, supported by Newalike, a recent Munsee emigrant
from Great Island and leader of a group of Susquehanna Nations refugees,
counseled war against the Americans. Nevertheless, White Eyes managed
to contain Pipe and his faction.®

Yet, Americans often fueled arguments that strengthened the pro-British

factions in Native communities. Patriot rhetoric about “savage murderers”
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stirred American enthusiasm for the war but also animosity against all Na-
tive peoples. When Captain White Eyes, a recently promoted U.S. colonel
guiding troops to Detroit, was “treacherously put to death” by American
soldiers in November 1778, it heightened tensions. Fearing repercussions,
Colonel George Morgan concealed the details from White Eyes’ son, attrib-
uting his father’s death to smallpox. Regardless, White Eyes’ death upset
the balance of power in the Delaware Great Council. Soon after, more Dela-
ware captains, aligning with Pipe, marched with Ottawa, Chippewa, Shaw-
nee, and Mingo warriors against the Americans.*

In essence, the Americans made Native American entrance into the war
on the side of the British a sort of self-fulfilling prophecy. Patriot suspicions
influenced their behavior toward Native Americans, which ultimately alien-
ated the very peoples they wanted aligned to them, or at the very least to
remain neutral.% One of the “most leading” Seneca war chiefs, Sayenquer-
aghta, who fought to keep the Seneca neutral, detested this disconnect be-
tween patriot professions of peace and the reality his people experienced,
coming to believe that “the Rebels, notwithstanding their fair Speeches,
wish for nothing more than to extirpate us from the Earth,” to “possess our
Lands, the Desire of attaining which we are convinced is the Cause of the
present War.”# By 1778, Sayenqueraghta, along with many of the war cap-
tains from the Cayuga and Mohawk, as well as a few captains representing
discontented Onondaga, Oneida, and Tuscarora clans, after “mature delib-
eration” decided to “take up the hatchet” against the Americans to stave off
“subjection & Slavery.”¥ Both sides, then, fought for liberty.

Of particular importance for the Seneca, Cayuga, Susquehanna, and
a faction of the Ohio Nations was an offensive to secure the Northern
Susquehanna River Valley. Not only did they detest settler encroachment
there, but those same Fair Play settlers had constructed rudimentary forts
on Indigenous land at strategic locations commanding the Wyalusing and
Sheshequin paths, which threatened Tioga, Owego, and Onondaga and cut
off easy travel between the two main branches of the Susquehanna River
and the well-trodden routes of warriors, diplomats, and hunters to and
from the Ohio Valley. Although the different valleys, regions, and Indige-
nous peoples can seem separate, and sometimes they were, they were also

intimately connected. The Northern Susquehanna Valley was in many ways
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not only a home and valuable farm and hunting ground but a gateway con-
necting all of those nations, a position Native peoples had articulated to
colonial officials for decades.*®

Between May and June 1778, a combination of loyalist rangers and Sen-
eca, Cayuga, Delaware, and Shawnee warriors, as well as a detachment of
Nanticoke and Conoy, descended on the Northern Susquehanna Valley. It
is as if the entire history of that valley came home to roost. Most of the
settlers of the Fair Play republic, according to reports received by Colonel
Samuel Hunter at Fort Augusta, again “evacuated their habitations and
Assembled in different places,” such as Fort Horn, Fort Antes, and Fort
Kelly “above Lycoming.” Those forts, though, provided little protection.
They may have held against the raids conducted in 1777 but they could not
stand against the consistent and coordinated attacks in the spring of 1778.4

In early May of that year, Fort Kelly fell. According to Cookson Long’s
son George, the garrison held out for a few weeks, constantly skirmishing
with Native Americans where “many of our men were killed & wounded.”
After the last skirmish, Long volunteered to bury the dead, but that burial
crew was “instantly surrounded.” Coming on “with increased numbers,” Na-
tive American warriors “took & destroyed our cattle & horses & laid waste
the country about the fort.”s® The inhabitants inside the fort had little
choice but to flee to either Fort Horn or Fort Antes.

Within a few days, the settlers who had gathered at Fort Horn experi-
enced a similar reality. Fearing for their safety after the fall of Fort Kelly,
the settlers at Fort Horn sent four men on a mission to Fort Antes to get
flatboats to convey what little goods and supplies they had to safer quar-
ters. On their way back with the boats, “a body of Indians concealed in the
bushes” along the shoreline fired at the four men. One of the survivors,
John Hamilton, “ran for dear life” to Fort Horn to sound the alarm, and
then all of the settlers fled downriver to Antes, which quickly became the
last fort on the West Branch “above Lycoming.” According to Anna Jack-
son, who fled with her family to Fort Antes, there were so many inhabi-
tants inside the fort that “the people got large timbers” and expanded the
fort’s walls so that it was “large enuff for tents for their families, and
the men to exercise within.” They “ware all involvd,” she remembered. But

as the fort grew, so too did the danger. To account for those inevitably “lost”
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during the night—settlers often left the fort using the cover of darkness to
scavenge for food—the settlers initiated a “roll called over every morning
each man answering to his name.” According to Anna Jackson, the several
silences during those morning calls sent shockwaves through the fort’s
community.>*

By the beginning of June, the anti-American factions of the Haudeno-
saunee, Ohio, and Susquehanna Nations had near total control of the area
north of the West Branch of the Susquehanna River and west of Lycoming
Creek. Most of the squatters who lived there had fled either to Fort Antes
south of the West Branch or to further east, hastily erecting crude fortifi-
cations around a few homes near Muncy Creek, some sixteen miles east of
Lycoming Creek. According to Samuel Hunter at Fort Augusta, it seemed as
if every available white male inhabitant from the Fair Play district had vol-
unteered in some capacity. Besides the militia proper, men “above ye age of
fifty three and under Eighteen” were “stationed at such little Forts as they
are erecting for the preservation of the Women & Children.”s* Many of them
had no weapons and few provisions to “defend it,” though.*

After the evacuation of Fort Horn, the area was relatively quiet. At Fort
Antes, Jackson remembered, “the Indians did not attack the fort, or burn
and destroy property.” They seemed to be just “walking around.” Samuel
Hunter heard similar reports. “There has no Damages been done since the
24th of last month by the Indians,” but “they have been frequently seen by
Our People a Cross the River opposite Antis’s Mill & at ye Great Island.”
The settlers holed up in makeshift forts at Muncy or south of the West
Branch at Fort Antes were close to starvation, however, and wanted to go
home to retrieve their cattle and goods and to reap the crops growing in the
fields. It was, Hunter pointed out, “a Melancholy situation” and “really Dis-
tressing to see the inhabitants flying away and leaving their all,” especially
because “the generality of the setlers is poor they cannot subsist long.”*
Hunter believed that this was the Native Americans’ plan. They would, he
argued, wait until “about the time of Harvest” with starvation and des-
peration at its height and then attack, which would require “all the Militia
of this county to Guard against,” and “so by this means they would lose

all their Crops, which would ruien this poor Infant county.”>
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Exasperated, some settlers thought it would be wise to secretly make
their way across the West Branch in small groups to capitalize on the quiet
and conduct an early harvest. On June 10, for example, several families,
including six men, two women, and eight children, ignored the warnings of
military commanders, loaded up their wagons, and headed home, but they
quickly found their path blocked by Native American warriors who vigor-
ously defended the northern boundary of their land at Lycoming Creek.
Within a quarter mile of that creek, “the Indians fired at them” and then
ran on the wagons, surrounded them, and only a young man and woman
escaped. The next day, the militia “went down & found the bodies” of men,
women, and children “Tomahawk’d, Stab’d, and Scalp’d.”s® These spring at-
tacks on the West Branch were only the first wave of a concerted effort by
Indigenous people to reclaim the Northern Susquehanna River Valley and
push the interlopers east.

The second wave of attacks came a few weeks later. On June 30, Seneca
leaders Sayenqueraghta and Cornplanter, and a Cayuga leader, Fish Car-
rier, commanded 465 Seneca, Cayuga, and Susquehanna warriors alongside
Major John Butler and 110 loyalist rangers in an advance on Wyoming,
quickly overwhelming two of the three forts in the area. Only Forty Fort,
which immediately guarded the Wyoming settlement, refused to surrender.
Holed up inside, Colonel Zebulon Butler’s sixty Continental soldiers and
over four hundred militia under the command of Colonel Nathan Dennison
braced for an attack, which never came. Yet, Native American and loyalist
troops were there in force and waiting.®

On July 3, Butler, against better judgment but facing popular pressure,
led his combined forces outside of the fort into a trap. Once he sallied out
of the fort, the combined forces against the Americans seemed to descend
on all sides. Although he managed to escape by fleeing west, less than
15 percent of his men survived and Forty Fort quickly surrendered. One of
Butler’s men killed was Lazarus Stewart, a “notorious” outlaw supporting
Connecticut and a revolution to upend the colonial establishment, who was
also a member of the Paxtang Rangers during Pontiac’s War, a ringleader
of the Paxton Boys that slaughtered the Conestoga and marched on Phila-

delphia, a petitioner against Pennsylvania’s land policy in 1768 with some
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of the Fair-Play men, and, just like them, a person who tried but failed to
acquire land in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley when Pennsylva-
nia’s land office opened to the public after Fort Stanwix. The past, as it often
does, reverberates, shaping large and small moments alike.®®

Victorious, Native and British leaders promised safety and security for
the American noncombatants and their property, but the loyalist rangers
and Native American warriors had other ideas. They decimated the area,
burning the fields and nearly a thousand homes (or so reported), and driv-
ing off or killing all of the cattle. According to some purported eyewitnesses,
many of the homes burned had families inside, which both Sayenqueraghta
and John Butler vigorously denied.® Whether true or not, such stories of
atrocities traveled fast.

It did not take long before the war in the Northern Susquehanna River
Valley became a key moment in American visions of the Revolution. Due to
the severity of the attack and the history of the area, the Battle of Wyoming
captured the attention of the American public, particularly through the re-
porting about it by the patriot press. For Americans, what happened
there became known as the “Wyoming Massacre,” where, as the Pennsylva-
nia Evening Post reported, “a large body of Indians, Tories, and some Brit-
ish Troops” committed “the most horrid murders on defenceless farmers,
women and children, and also laying waste and destroying the plantations
of the inhabitants.”

Patriot printers also quickly used what happened in the area to justify
American independence and the war to secure it. In that same reporting on
the “Wyoming Massacre” by the Evening Post, the editor opined, “Thus, while
our defenceless wives and children are cut off by merciless savages, and our
country laid waste and destroyed,” the “humane King of Britain” sues for
peace. Around the same time as the Battle of Wyoming, a group of British
negotiators headed by the Earl of Carlisle offered the Continental Congress
peace terms that included a recognition of American self-rule and even rep-
resentation in Parliament. Americans, however, the editor of the Evening
Post argued, should not be so easily subdued because of what happened at
Wyoming: “Let this fresh act of his [the king’s] cruelty and wickedness stim-
ulate every good man to support, with redoubled vigor, that INDEPENDENCE

which nature, necessity, and reason have dictated to us.”®
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Wyoming was not an isolated incident in the Northern Susquehanna
River Valley. Over the next month, Haudenosaunee, Susquehanna, and
Ohio war captains coordinated a series of devastating attacks on the re-
maining settlements on the West Branch. Writing from Fort Augusta less
than a week later, Samuel Hunter reported to Pennsylvania’s president,
Thomas Wharton, “I suppose before this comes to hand you will be in-
formed of the Carnage which happened at Wioming.” But, he was quick to
point out, “the Inhabitants of the West Branch of the Susquehannah have
suffered almost as much.” As a result, Hunter reported, “both branches are
almost evacuated, and from all appearances the Towns of Northumberland
& Sunbury will be the Frontier in less than twenty-four hours.”®

It took longer than twenty-four hours, but Hunter was right about the
ultimate outcome. A few days after the Battle of Wyoming, there were
several more attacks near Muncy Creek to, settlers tellingly remembered,
“take the land away from the whites.” The patriot press might have viewed
Native American’s as mere tools of the crown but longer-held grievances
continued to motivate their actions. The land, after all, was theirs.

In response to these attacks, which were popularly remembered, Fair
Play member Robert Covenhoven, along with his wife, Mercy, and Rachel
Silverthorn, whose husband died defending Fort Washington in the fall of
1776, volunteered to ride through the disparate “little forts,” the refugee
homes of the Fair Play republic, to warn its settlers of the dire situation and
urge their removal. Colonel Hunter too sent out two battalions to Great Is-
land to help cover an evacuation. He also issued orders to Colonel Antes to
abandon his fort and remove the settlers there to Fort Augusta. All of this
resulted in the mass evacuation of what was left of the Fair Play republic,
which patriot settlers called and has later been remembered as the “Big” or
“Great Runaway.”*® By July 12, the many families holed up at Fort Antes
or in fortifications along Muncy Creek deserted the West Branch. Some fled
to as far away as New Jersey, but many took shelter at Fort Augusta. They
were “too poor” to go anywhere else.”

According to Robert Covenhoven, who witnessed the runaway, “such a
sight I never saw in my life.” The “whole convoy from all the forts above”
Muncy Creek packed themselves in “boats, canoes, hog-troughs, rafts

hastily made of dry sticks, every sort of floating article had been put in
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requisition.” They were “crowded with women, children, and plunder.” The
“men of the settlement,” however, “came down in single file on each side
of the river to guard the women and children” all the way to Fort Augusta,
“leaving the entire range of farms along the West Branch to the ravages of
the Indians.” There were so many people fleeing along the river that Anna
Jackson described it rather poetically, stating that “you may as well try to
count the raindrops in a cloud as to try to count them.”®®

Witnessing the onslaught of refugees, William Maclay, visiting Fort Au-
gusta, was beside himself: “I never in my Life saw such Scenes of distress.
The River and the Roads leading down it were covered with men, women and
children, flying for their lives, without any Property at all, and none who
had not left the greatest part behind; In short, Northumberland County is
broken up.” It would not be long, he thought, before all of the inhabitants
from Fort Augusta to the town of Paxton would soon need to evacuate to
the interior. “For God’s Sake, for the Sake of the Country,” he wrote to the
SEC, “let Col. Hunter be reinforced at Sunbury!” The larger war effort to
achieve American independence, from Maclay’s perspective, depended on
securing the Northern Susquehanna River Valley.*

Just because the Fair Play settlers fled east does not mean they aban-
doned their hopes to one day return to their illegal claims on Indigenous
land. Far from it. Like Maclay, these settlers believed that since patriotic
service meant fighting Native Americans, it only made sense that the state
government should muster its newfound power to help them “maintain
our ground.” Anything less than the “immediate exertions of Government
for our support,” nearly fifty refugee settlers at Fort Augusta proclaimed,
would “bee very injurious to our Common Cause.” Taking their side, Hunter
told Pennsylvania officials that the state should support these refugees
because “they have stood in defence of their liberty & Country,” and that
proved their “readiness to turn out upon all occasions when call'd upon in
defence of the common cause.” That “common cause,” as both the refugees
and Hunter pointed out, had a decidedly local twist, encapsulating the
fears, animosities, and experiences of the Northern Susquehanna River Val-
ley. It was as if visions of the Revolution, though understood as far-reaching,

could not be viewed beyond geographically confined local parameters.”
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Regardless of the settlers’ motives, they desperately needed the state’s
help. The influx of “the poor” to Fort Augusta strained already limited pro-
visions. According to Hunter, when settlers started arriving in July, Fort
Augusta had maybe a month’s rations of beef and pork left. Within a few
weeks, the number of people living in the fort reached such a height that
they constructed another rudimentary fort in what is now the borough of
Northumberland, just across the river from Fort Augusta. To make matters
worse, the settlers who fled to Augusta or the surrounding area would miss
another harvest season, and they did not have the arms or ammunition
to mount a defense. The public stock was extremely low: Hunter counted
only sixty muskets, and few of the settlers had arms of their own. One
need only remember the poor Arthur family, who had one rifle and a bayo-
net on a stick, to understand the predicament of settlers at Fort Augusta.
And then some of those who did have arms, Hunter complained, were sell-
ing them off or bartering them for food and supplies. If they did not get
help soon, Hunter warned, it was “doubtful whether To-morrow’s sun will
rise on them freemen, Captives or in eternity.””*

The state responded as best as it could. The SEC sent funds to purchase
provisions and ordered nearly 200 stands of arms, 100 rifles, 250 pounds
of gunpowder, and 500 pounds of lead from public stores in Lancaster and
Northampton Counties to be sent to the beleaguered settlers at Fort Au-
gusta. The SEC also ordered a militia regiment under Colonel Thomas Hart-
ley to finish building and garrison a new fort near Muncy Creek to help take
back the West Branch.”

When Colonel Hartley arrived at Fort Augusta on August 1, he found the
situation far more dire than he imagined or was told. He had few troops,
most of his men were stationed at Wyoming because of popular pressure,
and the two hundred or so militia already at Fort Augusta were poorly
armed and provisioned. Before he could even think of constructing a fort
in Muncy, he would need to shore up defenses across the West Branch and
provide protection to selected reapers sent into the fields to cut and gather
crops. “Four fifths of the Inhabitants fled with such Effects as they could
carry from the Country,” he told state officials, and “unless I can support

four or five Posts between the Great Island and fishing Creek, I fear few
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women will return again to their former Habitations,” and therefore “many
of the men” would only return under guard. “A most extraordinary panic
seems to have struck the People.””s

Hartley, an ambitious and boastful thirty-two-year-old lawyer from York
County, did inspire some confidence when he arrived at Fort Augusta. He
had a decidedly backcountry lilt when talking about the war and his ability
to protect “women and children” while he decimated the “barbarians” and
“savages.” Within a few days of his arrival, one correspondent related that
“the spirit of the people seems to be returning to them.” Those who fled
farther east started trickling back to Fort Augusta hoping that Hartley’s
efforts would allow them to “get Back to their Homes.””*

Despite that confidence, Hartley had no better success than the Nor-
thumberland County militia. Although he eventually “laid out a small Fort”
near Muncy Creek; was reinforced by militia from the neighboring coun-
ties, which allowed him to establish a line of guards along the southern
portion of the West Branch; and even helped arm the area’s volunteers,
it amounted to little. “Lurking partys of Indians” were “constantly seen
about us,” he complained, and at night those parties captured or killed “our
Centenals.” The morning hours were no better. About twenty Munsee and
Mohican warriors under the command of Woapalanne (Chief Bald Eagle)
used the fog of morning to attack “a reaping party of about 14,” all “armed”
and also under guard near Loyalsock Creek. Woapalanne’s warriors “kill'd
& scalp’d” two, “mortally wounded” another, and took a few prisoners. The
small detachment Hartley sent as a guard could do little, and Woapalanne’s
forces simply “retired to the mountains.” Although “few men were lost in
the above attack,” Hartley wrote to the Board of War, “yet we may observe
& infer that too much caution cannot be used in a war with these savages.””s

Defense of the Northern Susquehanna River Valley seemed impossible.
As Hartley argued, “Indians are daily appearing,” and their “attacks upon
the Frontiers are really become serious.” Native nations could quickly dis-
patch small parties to push off any settlers or even militia venturing out
of their crude forts to harvest grain or gather cattle. “The Indians have
gained so much plunder & have met with so little opposition” that Hart-
ley worried they would be “induced to pay another visit to these Frontiers”

in “some sort of Force.” He expected to “soon have some of the Barbarians
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to attack the settlements.” In this situation, “it may be said that these Forts
are of but little Security to the Inhabitants.””®

Colonel Zebulon Butler, who had returned to Wyoming, had a compa-
rable experience. Within two days of his return he saw four “small parties
of Indians” shadowing his men. Yet, “what number there is about is uncer-
tain.” From his perspective nothing could be done unless the Americans
took the offensive and “advance as far up the river” as possible. “I think,”
he wrote Hartley, an offensive maneuver would “be a means of keeping the
Savages from murdering & robing the Inhabitants of these Frontiers.” That
was a near-constant refrain. Letters, dispatches, and even later memories
of soldiers garrisoned in the forts in the Susquehanna River Valley are filled
with such visions of an all-encompassing Native American enemy bent on
murdering innocent civilians, particularly women and children, for no ap-
parent reason, or, as they constantly argued, “unprovoked.” Butler, Hartley,
the settlers, Congress, and the state government seemed to forget in an
instant that much of that valley remained Indigenous land and that the
Americans were invading. But the war had demolished circumspection. All
that remained, from the perspective of many frontiersmen, politicians, and
commanders on the ground, were patriots on one side and Britain’s “bar-
barians” or “savages” on the other.”

That reorientation of the situation had significant implications for the
future, as the colonists in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley faced
limited options. They had to decide between completely abandoning their
mostly illegal claims or intensifying their defense of these settlements as
an integral part of the war effort. Abandoning their homes without a fight
was not an option. Petitioners to the SEC, including Henry Hill, Robert
Covenhoven, and seventy others, argued that such an action would be a
surrender of their hard-fought “stand against a Cruel and Savage Enemy,”
conducted “in full faith & Confidence” in state officials, the “fathers and
Guardians of the People.” Another fifty petitioners “from the West Branch
of Susquehannah” detailed the loss of “near fifty murdered and made Cap-
tives” and being “Driven By the Indians from our habitations.” Despite
these challenges, they remained united for their common defense. They
strongly believed that continuing to defend their homes demonstrated

their support for American independence, which they believed essential for
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securing legal ownership of their “Considerable improvements.” Anything
less, they declared, would be “Injurious to the Interest and welfare” of the
people who associated early in the conflict, undermining the rationale for
the “present Contest” and “our Common Cause.””

Remaining on the defensive would not work either. For the fortifications
Hartley was constructing to provide any kind of safety, he told both the
Board of War and the SEC, would require more men and the payment of
those men already in service to keep them active, many of whom had not
been paid in four or five months and they were “poor indeed” and “com-
plain.” He also needed money to provision the garrisons and the many
inhabitants taking refuge therein. Moreover, the forts had few pieces of
artillery, and he needed those as well.”

Neither the state nor the Continental Congress had the money to pro-
vide these things. Inflation ran rampant and scarcity of goods of all kinds
threatened the lives of Americans everywhere and the war effort. “We are
sorry to inform you,” the SEC wrote to Hartley, that “we, at present, see no
probability of our being able to procure the Cannon which you mention.”
Nor could they send anything else. “The distress for want of money cannot
be relieved at present.” Congress was equally strapped. That body wanted
fortifications but could not “admit of any expence in erecting them.” In
sum, Hartley, like commanders all across the frontier, had to make do. That
was no easy task. There were at least 650 soldiers in actual service along
the West Branch, and many of them and their families “who has lost their
all” were in such “distress” that the commissary was nearly depleted. What
was more, many of their enlistments were due to expire the next month.
Their adherence to the “Common Cause” was in danger.*

According to the officers on the northern frontier, the only viable solu-
tion was to go on the offensive. Such activity, they argued, would inspire
people’s confidence and restore some much-needed morale. Since at least
early July, General John Armstrong, stationed in Carlisle, had been trying
to convince Congress, the Board of War, and the SEC of “the Expedience
of redressing these barbarous Murders by carrying War into the Indian
Country.” After he received news that Hartley had arrived at Fort Augusta,
Armstrong expanded on his plans for a northern expedition, envisioning a

coordinated attack emanating from Fort Pitt, Fort Augusta, Wyoming, and
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Fort Stanwix. He particularly thought Hartley should round up volunteers
to march north to the Native American town of Tioga where he would link
up with Colonel Zebulon Butler from Wyoming and they would both march
against “the Seneca Towns as the first mark, leaving all the inferior Tribes
to be subdued by traverse marches, or by detachment on the return, or at
least their Villages & produce destroyed.”

Hartley and Samuel Hunter liked Armstrong’s plan. According to Hunter,
“Col. Hartly has stationed” his men “to the best advantage for the good of
the Country, but all cannot keep the savages from doing mischief, and it
will be the case until there is regular expeditions Carry’d on against their
Towns, which I hope may be soon.” Vice President of the SEC George Bryan
agreed. To “enter the Indian Country & attack them at home,” he argued, “is
the only mode of protecting the Country to any purpose.” The Indigenous
people, he thought, needed to “be chastized.”®

The grand coordinated attack that Armstrong and others imagined never
happened. Delays and miscommunication hampered everything. Moreover,
besides some state and congressional officials like Bryan, enthusiasm for a
northern expedition was far from popular in the political councils of the
state and Congress. Neither had the money nor supplies to support such
an effort without diverting what little George Washington had for the east-
ern theater. And then there was the reality of Native American allegiance.
Despite what western commanders wanted and the press churned out, all
information pointed to the fact that, as even General Armstrong conceded,
“the whole of the Indians tribes have not yet taken up the Hatchet against
us,” and therefore an invasion into their country might actually have an
adverse effect by galvanizing Native American resistance. Nevertheless, the
reluctance of state officials and Congress quickly produced cries of aban-
donment and exorbitant rhetoric about murderous “savages” by frontier
settlers—a dangerous situation for new democratic governments claiming
to derive their authority from a narrowly defined “people.”®

Stuck in Northumberland with exasperated settlers, Hartley believed he
had few options but to follow through with his portion of the northern
expedition. If he did not take the offensive, he argued, “hundreds of Fami-
lies will” become “Paupers.” After nearly two months of waiting for instruc-

tions, Hartley set out with about 250 volunteers, of which many of the Fair
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Play settlers joined, on a two-week raid up Lycoming Creek indiscriminately
looting and burning Indigenous villages. As he later justified to the SEC,
“Anxious for the welfare & safety of these Frontiers, I wished if possible
to drive the Savages to a greater distance; By acting on the Defensive only,
this could not be effected.” Moreover, “the times of the Militia were soon
expired,” and therefore he was “induced” to “push an Expedition to Tioga &
its neighbourhood.”

Hartley’s expedition turned out to be a tortuous march. It had barely
begun before “we met with great Rains & prodigious swamps, Mountains,
Defiles & Rocks” that “impeded” his soldiers’ progress. To make matters
worse they had to swim “the River Lycoming upwards of 20 times.” That
delay gave the multiethnic Indigenous communities at Tioga and the sur-
rounding area time to evacuate north, some of whom still clung to neu-
trality. For the most part, Hartley and his men only “discovered” what they
imagined as the “Haunts and Lurking Places of the savage Murderers who
had desolated our Frontier” and the “Huts where they had dressed and dried
the scalps of the helpless women & Children who had fell in their hands.”
Hartley’s account of events is filled with such melodrama, which certainly
reflected what his men thought and what some state and congressional of-
ficials wanted to hear. Those few people whom he and his men actually en-
countered, such as the Indigenous people they found at a town just south of
Tioga, were women, children, and the elderly. Hartley’s men rounded them
up as prisoners while they also set fire to the Native towns. At one point,
Hartley’s advanced guard of nineteen men fired on a small group of fleeing
Indigenous people. Proudly, Hartley recalled that his guard “had the first
fire” and “killed and scalped” the leader.®

Hartley and his men were clearly bent on exacting revenge. When they
got to Tioga, which was also mostly abandoned, they burned it and moved
northeast along the Susquehanna River toward the town of Chemung.
Along that march they found two “tories,” a term Americans used to de-
scribe colonists who remained loyal to Britain. Hartley instantly asked
them “how many Indians there were at the Indian Camp” at Chemung,
but the loyalists “would not tell.” To get the information he wanted, Henry
Hill, a Fair Play squatter who volunteered to join the expedition, gleefully
explained that “Col. Hartley then put a rope around their necks and ordered
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his soldiers to draw them up on the limbs of a tree.” After they struggled in
the air, Hartley ordered them down and “the Tories lost their stubbornness
and told us that there were 500 Indians and British at the Indian camp.”®¢
Now believing he was outnumbered, Hartley moved his expedition back to
Tioga to resume a march to the East Branch. Along the way, Hartley and
his men “burnt” Queen Esther’s Town, which consisted of about seventy
houses as well as a large home described as a “castle.” From there, they de-
stroyed and plundered “all the settlements on this side” of the river, which
were also abandoned.®”

Refusing to go any farther, “we pushed our good Fortune as far as we
dare,” Hartley reported, he conducted a forced march south toward Wy-
oming. Hartley’s march roused some kind of Native American resistance
even among those Native Americans who had tried to remain neutral, most
likely those who fled the towns around Tioga. About fifty miles from Wy-
oming Hartley found his rear guard under “heavy attack.” Conceiving that
“we had no alternative but Conquest or Death,” he ordered his men into
two battle lines and “advanced on the Enemy on all sides.” After a short en-
gagement of “some minutes,” the pursuing Native Americans “fled with the
utmost Haste.” It was, he boasted, a magnificent victory, especially since
he estimated that the Native Americans had “a large Body” of men, perhaps
“threble the number” of his “Little army.” Nevertheless, “the Great God
of Battles protected us in the day of Danger,” he later wrote to Congress.
Puffed up with pride, Hartley declared that the Native Americans “received
such a Beating as prevented them from giving us any further trouble during
our March to Wioming.” Despite his bragging, Hartley soon found his po-
sition at Wyoming untenable. When a few of his men left the garrison “to
go in search of Potatoes” because they were starving, they were quickly sur-
rounded, “kill'd & scalped.”®®

Capitalizing on the perception of victory, Hartley left Wyoming and pa-
raded through the settlements along the East and West Branches of the
Susquehanna River on his way to Fort Muncy with sixty head of cattle and
horses that he had looted from Tioga and Queen Esther’s town, and showed
off “Indian scalps,” including one of “a very important Indian Chief.” He
also dragged behind him some loyalist prisoners. It seems the Indigenous

prisoners taken during the march north (if they were taken as prisoners
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at all) did not make it south; perhaps they were reduced to the “Indian
scalps” Hartley and his men showed off.® Those were not the only “trophies”
taken. Hartley’s volunteers also sought evidence of their successful ven-
geance. Robert Covenhoven, for example, kept “two knives which he prized
very highly,” especially “his hunting knife,” which had a six-inch blade and a
black wood handle about five inches long on which he “filed twelve or thir-
teen notches and each notch represented an Indian killed by him.” Later,
he would be remembered, even lionized, as “a great Indian Killer.”?

Triumphant, Hartley and his men declared their mission a success. He
even sent off messengers in all directions boasting of his victories and his
strength. One of those messages he directed to the Seneca at Chemung,
condemning their purported murder of “women and children” and threat-
ening to “desolate” their country “by Fire and Sword.”* He also sent re-
ports to the SEC and Congress that he and his men had successfully “turned
back the Barbarians from Deluging our Country with the Blood of Helpless
Mothers & Infants.”* Hartley’s reports were written as if designed for the
patriot press. And they were. In the coming days, newspapers in Boston,
New York, Pennsylvania, and Maryland reprinted Hartley’s reports “by
order of Congress.” It did not take long before patriot editors glorified this
“gallant officer and his little corps” for their “successful exertions against
the Indians and Tories.”**

Hartley’s campaign of destruction to the north was only the first of
many such forays. At nearly the same time as his march up Lycoming Creek,
the Fourth Pennsylvania Regiment under Zebulon Butler, which according
to Armstrong was supposed to hook up with Hartley at Tioga, entered the
large multiethnic town of Oquaga on the North Branch, found it mostly
abandoned of warriors, and burned it to the ground while they murdered
small children “by running them through with bayonets and holding them
up to see how they would twist and turn.”® Pleased by these raids, the SEC
unanimously passed a vote of thanks “for the brave and prudent course in
covering the North Western frontiers of this State and repelling the savages
and other enemies.” The SEC also recognized the common soldiers, wanting
them informed “that the Council is highly sensible of the difficulties and
hardships of the duty which they have performed, and the zeal which they

have shown during the last campaign.”*
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The “zeal” of these expeditions, while well-received by the American
public, had the opposite effect of what Hartley and others imagined. Not
all of the Haudenosaunee or even the Susquehanna Nations had made up
their minds about going to war. But that began to change. One Seneca chief,
Great Tree, for example, who had recently met with General Washington
and declared he would convince his people to remain neutral, returned
home to find his “whole People in Arms.” American assaults and Hartley’s
threatening message only confirmed “a Rumour being circulated that the
Americans were about to invade them.” As a result, Great Tree took up arms
“determined to Chastize the Enemy that Dared to penetrate their Country.”
Moreover, Great Tree was “Joined” not only by other Haudenosaunee Na-
tions “as far as the Onandagos” but also “those of the Several Settlements
upon the Susquehanna,” especially near “the Teyoga Branch,” the refugee
home of many of the Susquehanna Nations that Hartley had just burned
to the ground.”

Even Hartley had to follow up his reports about defeating the “bar-
barians” with the dire news of Native American enthusiasm for the war.
To Congress, he reported that “the Indians are numerous as well as Tories.”
Within a few months, he argued, they would envelope his meager forces on
the West Branch, and he urged Congress, as well as the state of Pennsylva-
nia, to fund a larger expedition into Haudenosaunee country to crush “all
villainous Indians & Tories from the different Tribes and states.” The SEC
agreed and sent requests to Congress and George Washington to mount
a military offensive against the Haudenosaunee and their tributaries on
the Pennsylvania and New York frontiers.?

The outcome of their requests was a scorched-earth campaign up the
Susquehanna River by General John Sullivan and his second in command,
General James Clinton, in the summer and fall of 1779. As they had done
before, the Fair Play squatters on the West Branch enthusiastically sup-
ported this effort and volunteered to join Sullivan, acting as “spies,” scouts,
guards, and guides. This campaign was strictly punitive and reflective of the
vengeful mood of American soldiers and the populace at large. Sullivan’s
forces invaded and destroyed nearly forty abandoned Native American vil-
lages east of the Genesee River as well as the livestock and vast fruit and

vegetable fields the Native peoples depended on for their survival during
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the coming year. Those few Native Americans who they encountered and
killed became morbid trophies for some of the American officers. After one
of the only pitched battles during the campaign at Newtown, just north-
west of Chemung, American soldiers, instead of following the retreating
enemy, attacked vegetable fields and abandoned homes and searched for
Native American corpses that they “skinned” from “their hips down” to
create “boot legs” of human flesh.

Inflicting few battlefield casualties, that campaign nonetheless suc-
ceeded in displacing the Haudenosaunee and Susquehanna Nations, de-
priving them of sustenance, which resulted in a refugee crisis that exacted
massive fatalities from starvation, disease, and exposure during one of
the most severe winters experienced in several years.”° The Sullivan cam-
paign, as it has come to be known, altered the landscape forever. It may not
have ended the war with the Haudenosaunee or Susquehanna Nations—in
fact it only reinvigorated their resistance—but it viscerally removed Na-
tive communities from lands and homes they had lived in and hunted on
for generations.”

Ultimately, that was the goal. Earlier that September, Washington
stated his “wish” to Sullivan that he make “the destruction of their set-
tlements so final and complete, as to put it out of their power to derive
the smallest succor from them.”*** That Sullivan did. By October, more than
five thousand Indigenous people had fled Sullivan’s army to Fort Niagara,
the majority representing the Haudenosaunee and Susquehanna Nations,
which now had “no Homes to go to,” adding to the thousands of Native
peoples and loyalist refugees who already depended on the British garrison
for subsistence.*

Sullivan’s campaign up the Susquehanna River also marked a general
reimagining of the war for independence as a war of conquest. That view
of the war had always been there, especially in the Fair Play republic, but
with Sullivan’s publicized success, it gained wider currency. When the sol-
diers returned from their campaign, triumphantly marching into Easton,

» «

Pennsylvania, they were féted as “Hero[es],” “true patriots and brave sol-
diers” for their “complete conquest of so fertile a part of the western world.”

In a sermon by their chaplain, Presbyterian minister Israel Evans, which



“THE TITLE OF SAVAGES” 245

was subsequently published and distributed for free to Sullivan’s men, the
minister linked their efforts to a new future for “the United States.” Every-
thing from the Northern Susquehanna River Valley to nearly Niagara, he
proclaimed, was now free of the “bloody savages” so that “all these lands”
could be “inhabited by the independent Citizens of America.” Sullivan’s
soldiers had secured the “futurity” of the “patriotic youth” who could now
live on that land and remember with pride their fathers’ “courage and love
of freedom” when they “defeated the savage and tory bands.” Evans could
do nothing more than “congratulate posterity on this addition of immense
wealth and extensive territory to the United States.”*** Indigenous land, as
it often did, captured the American public’s imagination. Poems, portraits,
and songs, days of fasting and thanksgiving, all started to envision the war
as opening up a vast landscape to freedom-loving patriots. As one popu-
lar poem began in 1779, “Fame before the vista flies, Rising to the western
skies.”°s

After Sullivan’s campaign, Americans clamored for similar military ac-
tions along the frontier. Previous calls to focus on an all-encompassing
“Savage enemy” had been tempered by state and congressional authorities
advocating for conciliation that recognized the complexity of Native Amer-
ican allegiances. Commanders like George Morgan and Daniel Brodhead
supported these arguments, emphasizing the diversity of allegiances, par-
ticularly among the Delaware communities in the Ohio Country. However,
by late 1779, the political landscape had changed significantly. Many con-
gressmen and state officials who had opposed aggressive raids into “Indian
Country” were no longer in office or had shifted their stance. Morgan re-
signed in disgust that spring, and the following year Brodhead was relieved
of command at Fort Pitt. With little opposition and growing political and
popular support, militia commanders and zealous continental officers ur-
gently proclaimed the need to wage “war in too our Savidge enemy’s Cun-
trey.” Revolutionary politicians couldn’t even “conseave the pleasure it
would give me to see it dun,” that same writer concluded.**

In response, Pennsylvania issued new scalp bounties and approved plans
to violently enter the Ohio Country where some of the Susquehanna Na-

tions had fled just before the war. As with Sullivan’s campaign, retaliatory
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expeditions in Ohio influenced many Delaware, Shawnee, and Mingo com-
munities to abandon neutrality to resist the invaders. That too created a
vicious cycle. Indigenous resistance only increased popular calls by Ameri-
cans for their destruction.*’

The war against the “Savidge enemy” and the enthusiasm to continue
it seemed to be never-ending and became a central part of the war effort.
This change was especially apparent by the end of 1781 as the war with
Britain neared its end. That October, British major general Lord Cornwal-
lis and his seven-thousand-man army surrendered to American forces and
their French allies at Yorktown, Virginia, crippling the British war effort
in North America and resulting in a general ceasefire. Despite all of that,
Americans, whose “hearts” had been “hardened” by the “many barbarities
of Britons and their allies,” particularly the “murders by the savages,” were
still screaming “from mountain to mountain . . . Retaliate, Retaliate, Retali-
ate!”°® Astonished, George Croghan’s son found that “the Country taulks of
Nothing but killing Indians, & taking possession of their lands.”*

Refugee settlers at Fort Augusta certainly felt that way, complaining that
the surrender at Yorktown brought them little solace as they were still under
“the power and mercy of a merciless enemy.” Small detachments of Haude-
nosaunee, Mingo, Delaware, Shawnee, Munsee, Nanticoke, and Conoy from
the north and west continued to resist white settlement in the Northern
Susquehanna River Valley. Securing the Revolution, according to fron-
tier settlers at Fort Augusta, required state and congressional authorities
to support the cause with a “sufficient force willing to drive” Native Amer-
icans “off” the land “and to extirpate them from the face of the earth.”°

Extirpate they tried, and they did so indiscriminately. In March 1782,
a full five months after Yorktown, a detachment of Pennsylvania militia
under the command of David Williamson entered into Moravian mission
towns around Gnadenhutten on the Tuscarawaras, rounded up nearly one
hundred Christian pacifist Native Americans, and voted to “kill them”
all. The Indigenous people were bound, sorted by sex (the children sent with
the women), and placed in two buildings that the Americans “called the
Slaughter Houses.” One by one, militiamen brought the bound prisoners
out of the buildings like cattle and bludgeoned them with a mallet before

the soldiers scalped them. Midway through the mass execution, the soldiers
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did away with the mallet—they complained their arms were sore—entered
the buildings with tomahawks, and killed and scalped the rest while the
waiting captives sang hymns.* “Many of the children,” one American offi-
cer, General James Irvine, reported, “were killed in their wretched mothers’
arms.” “Whether this was right or wrong,” he went on, “I do not pretend
to determine,” but, he relayed to his wife, the contagion was spreading.
Around the same time as the Gnaddenhutten massacre, a group of Pennsyl-
vania militia near Fort Pitt slaughtered “some friendly Indians, who were
not only under our protection but several actually had commissions in our
service.” There was “no reasoning” with these “people.”*

As American troops violently entered into “Indian Country” and even at-
tacked their Native allies, the British and Americans started formal negoti-
ations in Paris to establish peace, leaving many Native peoples in the lurch.
When news of these negotiations reached Fort Niagara, a crucial gathering
place, refugee camp, and supply depot for both the British and their Native
allies in the north, Frederick Haldimand, the governor of Quebec, ordered
a cessation of hostilities, going so far as to demand Britain’s Native allies
discontinue their attacks on American positions. Such a ceasefire, from the
perspective of Britain’s Indigenous allies, seemed one-sided. Americans, re-
gardless of the Paris negotiations and the ceasefire, continued to enter and
stake claim to Native lands, indiscriminately killing Native peoples in their
way. In the fall of 1782, for instance, American soldiers pushed across the
Ohio River and attacked a Shawnee village at Standing Stone while the Na-
tive men were away hunting, killing the women and children and burning
down the town. Then the officers started surveying the land.*

Furious that Americans disregarded the cessation of hostilities and at-
tacked their “nephews,” the Haudenosaunee pleaded with Governor Haldi-
mand to aid them in resuming the war. After all, they were allies, and the
British promised that “the King will always consider and reward them” for
their support of “His and their own Rights.” The Delaware too wanted to
“retaliate.”* The king and his ministers were uninterested. Lord Shelburne,
the new prime minister, stated simply that “these Indians” should be left
to “the Americans” who “knew best how to tame their savage natures.”>
At Fort Niagara, then, Haldimand had little choice but to refuse Native re-

quests and only offered protection by stationing soldiers at Fort Oswego
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and near Native American homes west of the Genesee River. He would not
even supply them with shoes, never mind provisions for war, which he did
not really want to give them anyway. “Depending on the King’s Provisions,”
he argued, only continued their “Habits of Indolence which must ever keep
them poor and dependent.”**

Exasperated with this situation, Seneca chief Sayenqueraghta argued
with British officials, declaring that continuing the war was necessary. In-
activity would only give the Americans free reign to destroy them. Besides,
the Americans “gave us great good Reason to be revenged on them for their
Cruelties to us and our Friends, and if we had the means of publishing to
the World the many Acts of Treachery and Cruelty committed by them on
our Women and Children, it would appear that the title of Savages wou'd
with much greater justice be applied to them than to us.” Britain’s refusal to
support them, Joseph Brant thought, put his people “between two Hells.”
They had “gone too far that way already against the Rebels” to stop now
and be abandoned by their allies. Yet, abandoned they were, and peace with
vengeful Americans bent on conquest would not come easy. As it would
turn out, the future of the Northern Susquehanna River Valley was an in-
tegral part of that American vision of conquest, or what many Americans

began to see as the Revolution’s “Value.”*



Aftermath

ESTABLISHING THE REVOLUTION’S “VALUE”
IN A “RISING EMPIRE” OF LIBERTY

HROUGHOUT THE DAY AND well into the night of April 16, 1783,

citizens in Philadelphia were celebrating. “A general joy diffused

itself throughout the city,” one newspaper reported. State officials
raised Pennsylvania’s state flag above the Market Street wharf, bells situ-
ated throughout the city rang, and a “vast concourse of people” milled
about in front of the courthouse as the “sheriff accompanied by the mag-
istrates of this city” ascended the steps to read a proclamation issued
by the state of Pennsylvania informing the public of the final “cessation
of hostilities.” The Continental Congress had recently ratified the Treaty of
Paris ending the war with Britain and securing American independence.
The sheriff could barely get through a reading of that proclamation as the
crowd repeatedly interrupted him with “shouts” to express “their satisfac-
tion.” According to Thomas Paine, the famed author of Common Sense, “‘the
times that tried men’s souls’ are over, and the greatest and completest revo-
lution the world ever knew, is gloriously and happily accomplished.” That
same night, Charles Willson Peale, the renowned painter of revolutionary
portraits, “entertained the citizens with an agreeable display of luminous
figures, descriptive and emblematical of our rising empire.”

But what was this American Empire and what had peace accomplished?
These were questions that no celebration in Philadelphia could adequately
answer, especially on the frontier. Thomas Paine and the citizens of the
city might have thought that since the “scenes of war are closed,” everyone
could go “home” to bask in “happier times,” but such a feeling of finality

remained elusive for many. The Haudenosaunee and Susquehanna Nations
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were still refugees. Many were living in squalid camps along a narrow
eight-mile stretch of land from Fort Niagara to Lewiston, while still others
continued to fight for their survival against American invasion. For them,
there were few homes to go back to and peace, as the British and Americans
saw it, meant destruction. American frontier settlers were also critical of
the situation. As one frontier correspondent asked, what has been “gained
by Peace?”

In the same newspapers reporting on the city of Philadelphia’s happy
celebration of a “rising empire” were also severe criticisms leveled by fron-
tier settlers who found it “hard that all the rest of the world should enjoy
peace, while the families of the western country are murdered daily.” As
these settlers explained things, Britain’s “savage mercenaries” had not
laid down their arms; “they continue to make war on the frontiers.” To ac-
complish peace, to establish this “rising empire,” then, Fair Play settlers at
Fort Augusta proclaimed, required that “these savages” should not “reign
for ever.” It was “high time,” they argued, “to subject and drive them from
our frontiers.” Those Fair Play settlers seeking refuge in Fort Augusta re-
mained a vocal contingent counseling a continuation of the war for their
independence, providing the public with a vision of the Revolution as more
than just independence from Great Britain but the complete conquest of
Native peoples to assure the future security and happiness of that revolu-
tion’s proponents.3

Such sentiments struck a chord with others in Pennsylvania. Within a
week of the happy gathering near the city of Philadelphia’s courthouse and
the refugees at Fort Augusta’s plea, the Freeman’s Journal started running
a series of editorials “to induce our governments to take effectual steps to
chastise and repress” the “animals, vulgarly called Indians.” Hopefully, the
editor, Francis Bailey, opined, “they will see that the nature of an Indian
is fierce and cruel, and that an extirpation of them would be useful to the
world, and honourable to those who can effect it.”*

While Bailey’s editorials did not speak to every American—in fact their
reception revealed clear divisions in American society—they were never-
theless expressive of what the Fair Play squatters on the “the Unpurchased
Lands” beyond Lycoming Creek believed and wanted to see done. According

to a petition to the SEC, those settlers were still “scattered through the
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interior parts of this State,” taking “Refuge” and living off the generosity
of neighbors, kin, and strangers due to what they saw as the “Barbaritys
& Distresses of a Cruel Savage enemy.” They too wanted to look forward to
“the day and hour we are Bless'd with peace, which we earnestly hope the
day is not farr off, When we hope & purpose Returning to our respective
places.” Given the “distresses & Calamities that has Befell us” and the “great
number of men we have produced to the standing army and militia from
time to time, Besides the remainder being along a frontier & Defending
against the savages,” they “Humbly Conceived” the state should militarily
secure and thereby legitimize their claim to Indigenous land.>

Highlighting their commitment, twenty-seven of the thirty-nine signers
of that petition had clear records of service in the war, which was surely
calculated. That documented number, however, is probably too low as many
defined their Revolutionary War credentials as being “bisey with the best
of there Neighboiers in Procting there Lives & Property from the Savages.”®
In short, their “suffering” and their “service” proved their “Desire and Real
Intentions” to “Support Government” and “our Common Cause,” therefore
entitling them to Native American land.’

Such entitlement was rooted in how they viewed the purpose and the
promises of the Revolution. Not only did the patriot press, politicians, and
committees justify American independence as a means to protect, as the
Declaration of Independence states, “our Frontiers” from “merciless Indian
savages,” but during the war Americans had increasingly described their
efforts as opening up a bountiful land for American prosperity.® By the end
of the war with Britain, it seemed as if “the whole world” looked “on that
W(estern] Country with a wishful eye.”

There were, though, still problems that American independence and the
Revolutionary War to secure it had not decisively solved. That “wishful eye”
for Indigenous land, like it had always done, brought with it the old specter
of “Land Jobbing,” which also threatened the Fair Play squatters’ vision of
the Revolution they fought to achieve. From their perspective, they had
struggled against “merciless Indian savages” and the British Empire to pro-
duce a future where, they argued and their own state constitution declared,
no “man or any set of men” could “take such undue Advantages to Ruin

many for the Advantage of a few.” Yet, despite those promises, “we are most
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Exceedingly alarmed on being Informed that a Set of men has made appli-
cation to the proper offices for the very lands we have improved & long In-
joy’d.” These “engrossers” too were “our enemies,” they told state officials.*

In this belief they were not alone. In the same newspapers calling for the
“extermination” of Indigenous people, writers railed against the “whisper-
ing and laughing” of “gentlemen” who had concocted a “well laid scheme” to
“be as rich as Nabobs.” If these “pretended proprietors,” who were actually
“men of bad or tory principals,” got their way, accomplishing “base plots,”
they would “rob” the people “of their lands” and thereby undermine a revo-
lution achieved by “the blood” of “real” patriots, the “true friends to inde-
pendency,” who had risked their lives to take “all lands” from “the savages
by force of arms.” Eradicating Native peoples and resisting the machina-
tions of “pretended proprietors” went hand in hand.** On the West Branch
of the Susquehanna River those were the twin pillars that propped up the
Fair Play squatters’ republic, their embrace of American independence, and
eventually what they thought it meant to be citizens of a new state in a new
republic. Only by accomplishing both could their vision of independence be
complete; only then could they celebrate America’s “rising empire.”*

In accomplishing the first part of their desires, they had crucial allies in
Congress, its “Indian Department,” and Pennsylvania’s state government.
Philosophically, some revolutionary politicians, but certainly not all, did
not exactly see eye to eye with frontiersmen and their constant requests
for Indigenous extermination. After all, if “All Men Are Created Equal” as
the Declaration of Independence asserts, then it should follow “as a neces-
sary and final conclusion” that Native Americans should also have rights.”
But other circumstances seemed to supersede such humanitarian conclu-
sions, creating a semblance of parity between the goals of revolutionary
politicians and frontier settlers.

The reason for that parity is certainly complex, involving a host of eco-
nomic issues that shaped the political world of the founding. The Revolu-
tionary War had put both Congress and the individual states in massive
debt. The citizens of those states had little to contribute, and the soldiers
who won the war had been paid with near-worthless paper currency and
“depreciation certificates,” which were essentially interest-bearing IOUs.

In January 1781, Pennsylvania’s Continental soldiers, irritated by the lack
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of pay, provisions, and housing, mutinied and marched on Pennsylvania’s
state government in Philadelphia. Although both sides came to an agree-
ment, the underlining grievances remained two years later when news of
the Treaty of Paris reached America. The solution to this lingering predica-
ment, many politicians thought, lay in western land, which citizen soldiers
could receive in lieu of enlistment bounties or redeem with their “depreci-
ation certificates.” Not only would such a plan placate angry soldiers but it
could also alleviate the states’ colossal war debt. In Pennsylvania, depreci-
ation certificates and other government securities comprised nearly three-
quarters of that debt. The main problem was that Pennsylvania and the
other states did not actually have enough legally purchased land to accom-
plish such a policy. Therefore, acquiring Indigenous lands without increas-
ing the debt became integral to the peace, harmony, and financial security
of the young republic.*4

Needless to say, neither Congress nor the state governments could pay
for western land using the usual means of expensive treaties with Native
peoples. Instead, a “special committee on Indian affairs” reported to Con-
gress in October 1783 that since Native peoples had been the “aggressors in
the war, without even a pretence of provocation,” they had brought on their
own “ruin.” Rather than holding new negotiations, Congress should sim-
ply inform those nations that since they had caused a “vast expense to the
United States,” who had to carry war “into their own country, which they
abandoned in dismay,” Native peoples now needed to cede away their land
as “compensation for the expences which the United States have incurred
by their wanton barbarity.”*

Even this proposition, the special committee explained, was a mere ges-
ture. “Great Britain” through the Treaty of Paris “has ceded” those lands
to the United States, which now inherited most of that vast North Ameri-
can empire east of the Mississippi River. The problem, however, as the spe-
cial committee well knew, was that neither the British nor the Americans
even considered the opinions or sovereignty of their Native American allies
when they negotiated a peace in Paris. Without Indigenous representation,
the British and Americans agreed to a land cession that nearly doubled the
size of the young United States, which many Indigenous peoples could not

understand. “Thunderstruck,” the Haudenosaunee argued that they were
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a “free people subject to no Power upon Earth,” and therefore the British
king could not “cede to America what was not his own to give.”** To get
around this point and belittling Indigenous independence and sovereign
status, Congress’s special committee simply argued that since “the Indians”
were “determined to join their arms to those of Great Britain,” they should
then “share their fortunes.” But, the committee argued, Americans were
a “generous people,” and would “be kind to them” and “provide” for them
land beyond white settlement to “contain and support them.””

This report merely echoed the thoughts of many members of Congress
and Pennsylvania’s state officials who thought the Treaty of Paris made
American ownership of Native American land a foregone conclusion. Ac-
cording to the president of Pennsylvania, John Dickinson, the famous Penn-
sylvania farmer, the lands ceded to America at Paris were final. The “back
country with all the forts is thereby ceded to us.” Therefore, if “any Indians”
disagreed and continued to assert their rights, America should “instantly
turn upon them our armies that have conquered the king of Great Britain”
and “extirpate them from the Land where they were born.”*® To his surveyor
general, John Lukens, who was already demarcating “Lots” of Indigenous
land for sale within the newly presumed boundary of the state, Dickinson
advised that “if any Indians converse with you on this Business, you may
assure them that those lands are within the Boundary of Pennsylvania.”
The “king of Great Britain has ceded and finally relinquished them, and we
have full power to maintain our title by force of arms.”® Native Americans
were a conquered people, or so revolutionaries wanted to believe.

Subjection, conquest, empire—these were the words in vogue about Na-
tive Americans and their lands throughout the newly independent United
States after the Treaty of Paris, but as those same people who used those
words understood, the states and Congress were in no position to actually
realize them by force of arms. Such a scenario would require resources and
manpower that neither had on hand. As Congress’s special committee put
it, “The public finances do not admit of any considerable expenditure to
extinguish Indian claims upon such lands.” Patriot politicians might have
threatened war, but it was all posturing and bravado. Behind the scenes,
underneath the veneer of militant rhetoric, patriot politicians concocted

plans hinging on “Skill and Delicacy” to “reconcile” Native peoples to “the
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idea” that they were “members of” and “dependent on” the states in which
they now lived per the Treaty of Paris. Accomplishing the goals of the Rev-
olutionary War would not only take place on the field of battle but also
through the use of calculated threats and coercive diplomacy.*

According to James Duane, a member of the special committee and a
prominent New York speculator who had the ear of New York’s governor,
George Clinton, when Americans “treated” with Indigenous nations to es-
tablish peace and obtain their land, they should no longer “adopt the dis-
graceful system of pensioning, courting and flattering” them “as great and
mighty nations” as had been done in the colonial past. Old forms needed
to be done away with. “Neither Belts nor strings” should be exchanged “in
any Communication,” he counseled. Americans should not deign to call
them “nations” or even “Brethren, Sachems and Warriors.” Adopting Na-
tive diplomatic “forms” and using such distinctions, he argued, would only
“confirm their former Ideas of Independence,” or, what was worse, suggest
“Equality,” which would make Native peoples “Tyrants.” Instead, all the nu-
ance, specific negotiations, and diplomatic protocols that had existed for
decades should be jettisoned for an approach that “taught” all Indigenous
people that they were “dependent,” thereby “humbling” them to recognize
that they “had weakened and destroyed themselves.”*

As for the Six Nations, Duane’s real focus because he held speculative
claims to their land, they needed to feel that “their importance had long
since ceased.” If the Haudenosaunee were not humbled and subjected,
Duane concluded, “this Revolution in my Eyes will have lost more than half
its’ Value.” His understanding of the Revolution’s “Value,” or rather who
should be the beneficiaries of it, was obviously relative, rooted in the class,
social standing, and interests of its user. The Fair Play squatters, while they
agreed with Duane about “humbling” Native peoples to take their lands,
certainly thought differently about who should benefit from that part of
the Revolution’s value. Superficially, many Americans might have been
on the same page, but that could quickly fall apart with any level of scrutiny.”

Regardless of this disconnect, realizing the Revolution’s value hinged on
the outcome of a negotiation between the Haudenosaunee and Congress
to be held at Fort Stanwix in October 1784. At first, achieving a settlement

seemed easier said than done. Scarcely had Congress started planning for
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the meeting than disputes arose between Americans over sovereignty,
interest, and power. New York State declared its right to conduct its own
separate negotiation with the Haudenosaunee, denying the authority
of Congress to meddle with what Governor Clinton and other New York
officials saw as a state affair. The Haudenosaunee, they argued, were not
independent nations but dependencies of the state and therefore outside
the jurisdiction of Congress.”

Congress obviously disagreed, and that disagreement mattered for the
future of the young United States. There should be, many in Congress ar-
gued, a unified diplomatic voice emanating from Congress whether deal-
ing with European or Native nations. The failure to achieve that diplomatic
voice could, they thought, spell disaster for the union, undermining Amer-
ican interests at home and abroad. Both Britain and France were already
using the discordant and independent voices of the individual states as
grounds to circumscribe American trade and status on a European stage.
That would only worsen if Congress could not achieve unanimity at home.>

The Articles of Confederation, the main governing document that
brought the new states together, ratified in February 1781, proved problem-
atic in achieving such a unified diplomatic voice. That document might have
vested in Congress the authority to direct diplomacy with sovereign na-
tions, but after the Revolutionary War many Americans vigorously denied
Native sovereignty. Therefore, other stipulations in the Articles opened ave-
nues for the individual states to challenge congressional authority. Those
same articles, after all, preserved the power of the individual states over
“Indians” deemed “dependent” or “members of any of the states,” which
New Yorkers tried to wield as a scythe to sever congressional authority.
The Haudenosaunee, New Yorkers argued, were dependent, not sover-
eign peoples.®

Yet, the long history of diplomacy, extending as it did back to colonial
claims, recognized Haudenosaunee land and sovereignty well beyond the
presumed confines of New York, and therefore Congress could call on other
states to recognize its authority. Pennsylvania, for instance, embraced
the proposed congressional treaty at Fort Stanwix, effectively recognizing
Congress’s diplomatic authority to “treat” with Native peoples there. Not

only was there a history of recognizing Haudenosaunee sovereignty, but
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in its history of jurisdictional disputes with other colonies, Pennsylvania
had consistently drawn on the power of others to settle them. It only made
sense, then, that Pennsylvanians would turn to Congress.

Moreover, Pennsylvania’s relationship with Congress, though rocky for
a few years, had only served to benefit the new state. In 1782, for instance,
Congress ruled in favor of Pennsylvania in its dispute with Connecticut
over the Northern Susquehanna River Valley. From Pennsylvania’s per-
spective, Congress would continue to back its claims, especially since Con-
gress made it clear that it would not make much of a fuss about individual
states conducting their own land negotiations at Fort Stanwix as long as
they were “properly transacted at the same time with, and in subordina-
tion to the General Treaty.” Moreover, that Pennsylvania, who had a history
with the Haudenosaunee and claimed their land, accepted congressional
authority at Fort Stanwix also served to buttress Congress’s claims of dip-
lomatic supremacy.®

New York’s Governor Clinton was not so easily swayed that Congress
would mediate matters to the benefit of his state, and he rushed his own ne-
gotiators to Fort Stanwix in September to conduct a treaty before Congress
could act. The Haudenosaunee delegates who met there that September
were clearly unimpressed with this divided approach, seeing in it a political
fracture they could use to preserve their own independence, sovereignty,
and land. According to Joseph Brant, who made his way to Fort Stanwix
that September, New Yorkers might claim their sovereign right to nego-
tiate, but it seemed strange “that there should be two separate bodies to
manage these Affairs,” creating “some Difficulty in our Minds.” Therefore,
since both New York and Congress claimed to hold the same authority and
could not agree among themselves, he personally would deal with neither.
Nor, he argued, did any of the Haudenosaunee delegates have the authority
“to stipulate any particular Cession of Lands” with New York.*

Demonstrating an acute understanding of not only the Treaty of Paris
but the Articles of Confederation, Brant and the other delegates also artic-
ulated that since the Haudenosaunee were an independent and sovereign
people, not dependencies of any state, Congress had the superior claim to
negotiate. “It was the voice of our Chiefs and their Confederates,” he argued

to New York’s delegates, “that we should first meet Commissioners of the
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whole 13 States,” and only “after that, if any matters should remain between
us and any particular State that we should then attend to them.” New York,
in sum, was subordinate to Congress. Moreover, since New York claimed
much of the Haudenosaunee’s land via the Treaty of Paris and were at odds
with Congress, many of the Native delegates preferred to deal with Con-
gress anyway, hoping for fairer treatment.”®

That may have been an astute political argument rooted in a keen under-
standing of both “antient customs” and the constitutional language
undergirding the new confederation of the United States, but that under-
standing meant little, and any faith in Congress was misplaced. Congressio-
nal commissioners may have pinned their authority on the sovereign status
of the Haudenosaunee in their constitutional battles with New York but
they were no more willing than New Yorkers to recognize that same Native
sovereignty in reality. When congressional commissioners arrived at Fort
Stanwix, wampum belts and conciliatory speeches quickly gave way to blunt
demands and demeaning rhetoric. American commissioners even degraded
the condolence ceremony, a key component of treaties in the past, as “curi-
ous indeed.” The congressional commissioners simply wanted to get down
to business, establishing new boundaries on their terms and theirs alone.®

This was especially apparent after the Haudenosaunee at Fort Stanwix
proposed a boundary line to congressional and state representatives that
was much in keeping with that of the Fort Stanwix treaty of 1768. It was a
standard negotiating tactic the Haudenosaunee utilized at treaties, start-
ing far short of what they knew white officials wanted and negotiating
from there. American commissioners had no patience for that, resorting to
threats and demands that “made the Indians stare.”®

Congressional and state commissioners dismissed the Haudenosaunee
proposal as a “farce,” calculated “to cede a great [part] of the State of Penn-
sylvania long ago purchased.” Arthur Lee, Oliver Wolcott, and Richard
Butler, on behalf of Congress, refused to accept anything less than what
was granted by the king through the Treaty of Paris. The Americans were
entitled to the whole “by the right of conquest.” This was not up for debate
or negotiation, they argued. The Haudenosaunee were a “Subdued people.”
“We shall now, therefore declare to you the condition, on which alone you

can be received into the peace and protection of the United States,” the
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congressional commissioners concluded. Pleased, one of Pennsylvania’s
representatives scribbled in his journal that the commissioners used “a lan-
guage by no means accommodating or flattering; quite unlike what they
[the Haudenosaunee] used to receive.”®* Such coercive diplomacy, like the
war, merely continued popular calls for conquest.

For their part, the Haudenosaunee tried to resist at Fort Stanwix by con-
tinuing to assert their independence. Aaron Hill, a vocal defender of Haude-
nosaunee rights and a Mohawk war captain, refused to accept the status
congressional officers accorded him and his people. In a forceful speech,
Hill declared, “We are free, and independent, and at present under no in-
fluence.” American commissioners must, he argued, deal with the Six Na-
tions as such, especially their “Warriors,” who were still “strong.” Whether
his people supported the “Great King” in the past, which the commissioners
wielded as a weapon of dispossession, did not matter in 1784. He argued that
King George III, through the Treaty of Paris, “broke the chain” linking the
Haudenosaunee with the British, and therefore “left us to ourselves,” which
only confirmed that the Haudenosaunee were “free and independent.”

In effect, Hill threw American arguments rationalizing their own inde-
pendence from the “Great King” back at them. Strikingly similar to what
he argued, Americans stated in the Declaration of Independence no less,
that that same king had “abdicated his Government here, by declaring us
out of his Protection.” He had, like Hill claimed, broken the chain connect-
ing them together. In the end, American commissioners refused to accord
the same respect for Hill’s justification for independence as they demanded
of their own. Instead, they deemed “ridiculous” his “assumed all importance.”
The fact that he tried to compare “himself at least with the American poten-
tates” was laughable, or so one of Pennsylvania’s representatives thought.

American delegates found it far easier to ridicule and revile Haudeno-
saunee delegates at Fort Stanwix than their British predecessors ever could.
The strength of the Haudenosaunee in the past rested on the presumed
power that unity within and between the Six Nations signified to British
agents and colonial officers. In the fall of 1784, that strength through unity
had long since passed. Because of the war, the Haudenosaunee had lost
nearly one-third of their population, and many of their leaders had died.

More than that, the divisions engendered by the war fractured their union.
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The Six Nations had become a collection of culturally connected but po-
litically isolated peoples by the time of Fort Stanwix. Not only were those
Haudenosaunee who aligned with either the British or the Americans at
odds but so too were those who sided with Britain and now charged King
George III with “throwing us away.” According to American commissioners,
there were clear fissures and “private animosities” that precluded a united
front among those who supported Joseph Brant, Deserontyon, Sayenquer-
aghta, and Cornplanter, all British allies during the war.®

In the end, the Haudenosaunee could do little at Fort Stanwix to
deter American visions of “peace” and their designs for Indigenous land.
The Americans, though also fractured, were far more unified in their pur-
pose. Through militant intimidation, alcohol, and eventually holding
Indigenous leaders hostage, American commissioners “compelled” the
Haudenosaunee to acquiesce to their demands for “peace.” Even Captain
Aaron Hill had no choice but to publicly accept American terms, though he
tried to resist their implications.

Feeling coerced, Hill desperately tried to get a message to his people
around Fort Niagara. At one point, he “begged” a New York sutler stopping
at Fort Stanwix on his way to Fort Niagara to tell Britain’s deputy super-
intendent, who could relate Hill's news to his people, “not to think hard
of whatever they should do” or sign at this place. The Six Nations “were
obliged to comply with whatever the commissioners dictated. That in short,
they were prisoners, and moreover that he with five others were to remain
as Hostages.” Hill could barely relay his message before one of the commis-
sioners, “jealous of their speaking,” broke up the conversation and “took”
him “away abruptly.” The sutler, realizing “it was dangerous to be seen in
conversation with an Indian,” left the fort.3® While the sutler eventually re-
layed Hill’s message at Niagara, it did not deter the commissioners from
getting what they wanted. The Haudenosaunee delegates agreed to Congress’s
demands, and congressional representatives “raked up the council fire.”s

Those smoldering ashes did not end the negotiations at Fort Stanwix,
only Congress’s part in them. Pennsylvania’s commissioners were still wait-
ing in the wings, ready to step in and ride the coattails of intimidation.
Holding a one-sided negotiation over the course of two days, Pennsylva-

nia’s commissioners secured the signatures of thirteen representatives of
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the Six Nations to a deed renouncing “any Right Title Interest” to “all that
part of the said Commonwealth not yet purchased of the Indians within the
acknowledged Limits of the same.”® The deed also stipulated that the Six
Nations were to “be forever ban[ned] and excluded” from the land ceded.
In return, the Pennsylvanians offered a meager $4,000 “in goods,” which
“many of our young Warriors” found “inadequate.” According to Hock-
ushakwego, a Seneca chief known to the Americans as Whole Face, the “Re-
ward we received for the Lands” amounted to little more than “one pair of
Mokosons a piece.”

Despondent, Cornplanter, on behalf of a faction of the Seneca as well
as many of the Susquehanna Nations who called much of the land ceded
their home, tried to negotiate, hoping to hold onto what was left of “the
river Susquehanna.” “We Indians love our lands,” he said, and he “begged”
Pennsylvania’s commissioners “to take pity on my nation and not buy it
forever.” But, ultimately, he was “unable to contend, at that time.” The
Pennsylvanians “were determined to have the land.” Under duress, he com-
plained, “T agreed,” and the Pennsylvanians “now got the most of our lands,
and have taken the game upon the same.”* Matching Conrplanter’s sad-
ness and anger with their jubilance, Pennsylvania’s commissioners boasted
that everything was “concluded to our great satisfaction, credit, and to the
advantage of the state.”* The Northern Susquehanna River Valley, which
Teedyuscung, his sons, and the many others who came after them fought
so hard to keep, and that white settlers and speculators had coveted since
at least the 1740s, enveloping “this country in blood,” was now, Americans
believed, “subdued.”#

Even the New Yorkers, who had been excluded from the treaty at Fort
Stanwix due to their earlier truculence, won out. In a series of land deals
after Fort Stanwix, Governor Clinton went after Haudenosaunee land
within his presumed jurisdiction. Like the Pennsylvanians had done, even
America’s Indigenous allies, the Oneida and Tuscarora, did not escape New
York’s land hunger. The importance of alliances crumbled in the minds of
Americans after the Treaty of Paris. Within less than five years after that
treaty, the Oneida were confined to small reservations in what is now up-
state New York. The Onondaga and Cayuga suffered a similar fate. Com-

bined, the reservations of the Oneida, Onondaga, and Cayuga equated to
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no more than 4 percent of their prewar territory. The Seneca too removed to
small and disparately located reservations that amounted to only a fraction
of their prewar lands. The Tuscarora, who had made much of the Northern
Susquehanna River Valley their home, retained little.®

With such a future clear, many Haudenosaunee Nations and peoples
abandoned in dismay their lands now claimed by the United States. The Mo-
hawk under Joseph Brant left Canajoharie and resettled over three hundred
miles away on a six-mile tract of land granted to them by the British west
of Lake Ontario around the Grand River. That site quickly became a focal
point for other Indigenous refugees. Less than a year after Fort Stanwix, it
boasted nearly two thousand inhabitants. Another faction of Mohawk led
by Deserontyon, at odds with Brant, established a competing settlement in
Canada at the Bay of Quinte. Even the American-allied Tuscarora deemed
it better to leave what little land they retained than fight it out with land-
hungry Americans. Most either left to live near the British at Niagara or
joined a growing group of Haudenosaunee refugees representing each of
the other Six Nations moving to Brant’s new settlement at Grand River. In
effect, separated by growing settler populations and an international bor-
der, there were two if not three Haudenosaunee confederacies claiming to
inherit and represent the former power and prestige of the Six Nations’
council fire at Onondaga.*

Peace with the Americans had been even more disastrous for the Susque-
hanna Nations. It seemed the culmination of a history of hardship and dis-
placement, at least that is how Way-Way, a Nanticoke woman who once
lived “on the Susquehanna,” remembered it. Her mother and grandmother
were originally from Maryland, one of many Nanticoke families “put upon
the Susquehanna by the Six Nations.” They lived for a time southwest of
Wyoming but after the “Six Nations sold” that land at Fort Stanwix in 1768,
the “Nanticokes got nothing.” Her family then moved to a town just north
of Tioga where she was born. Not long thereafter her parents died and she
was adopted into a new family. Then, while still just a “little girl” during
the American Revolution, “the white men” came and “destroyed our crops
& drove us off.” Most likely because of Thomas Hartley’s expedition up Ly-
coming Creek, Way-Way and her family fled, perhaps to the Genesee River

near Avon, New York, and its sulfur springs, or, as she remembered it, the
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“bad smelling water.” And then John Sullivan’s campaign and the starva-
tion it bred drove them further to Fort Niagara, leaving them to eke out
a meager subsistence in crude huts and dugouts in the earth around the
fort. Such accommodations were a death sentence to many Native peoples
during the brutal winter of 1779-80. When winter finally ended that spring,
work crews from the British fort carted around quicklime and dirt to cover
whole Native families who had frozen to death and were left to rot.*

While Way-Way and her family survived that winter and the war, they
still had no place to go. After the Fort Stanwix treaty of 1784, they tried to
return to the Northern Susquehanna River Valley “where my folks had once
lived” but quickly found that white Americans “lived there” now. All her
adopted mother could do was point at “our corn fields” and cry, “They have
been destroyed, but why can’t we come back here to live where our people
have been buried?” History had repeated itself. Even worse than what hap-
pened at Fort Stanwix in 1768, white officials did not negotiate or even
consult with the Nanticoke and other Susquehanna Nations at that same
fort in 1784. They were, Americans believed, “inferior Tribes,” tributaries
of the Haudenosaunee. Therefore, the dispossession of the Six Nations in
1784 meant the dispossession of the Susquehanna Nations as well. Way-
Way and her family, with few choices left, roamed about for two years and
finally settled with a host of other refugees at Grand River.#

Way-Way’s story is emblematic of the long, tortuous diaspora of the
Susquehanna Nations accelerated by the American Revolution. Many of
the Susquehanna Delaware who removed to Ohio Territory before and
during the Revolutionary War also removed again, trekking west to what
is now the state of Indiana after the Treaty of Fort Macintosh in January
1785, when American commissioners used the same coercive tactics they
had perfected with the Haudenosaunee to formalize dispossession. The
Shawnee who left the Susquehanna Valley experienced a similar reality
when they were yet again forced from their homes along the Ohio River
by the American governments and their settlers after the Treaty of Fort
Finney in January 1786, as well as another destructive war for their inde-
pendence and their land in the early 1790s.%

Those of the Susquehanna Nations who moved north just before the war

suffered similarly. The multiethnic settlement at Tioga, for instance, which
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in the mid-1770s was the home of Delaware, Munsee, Mohican, Saponi,
Tutelo, Nanticoke, and Conoy refugees from the East and West Branches
of the Susquehanna River, had few Indigenous people left after the Revolu-
tionary War and the Treaty of Fort Stanwix. When one inquisitive Ameri-
can arrived in 1788, he noted that there were only “a few scattered [Native
American] cabins along the river banks.”*® While war ravaged the multi-
ethnic communities in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley, those who
survived fled to other quarters. Many of the Munsee and Mohican people
from the valley followed the Seneca, moving with them to new reservations
and eventually merging with them in 1791. Others followed Joseph Brant to
Grand River. According to a British census commissioned by Quebec’s Gov-
ernor Frederick Haldimand in 1785, of the 1,843 Indigenous people living at
the Grand River settlement in that year, nearly 500 of them were a combi-
nation of Delaware, Tutelo, Nanticoke, or Conoy, as well as other Susque-
hanna Nations that British officials described as coming from “Oquaga,” a
refugee home on the North Branch for the Susquehanna Nations during
the war.®

There were also fifteen “Montours” at Grand River, members of a mixed
Munsee, Delaware, Haudenosaunee, and French family whose female dece-
dents once led prominent and vibrant communities such as that at Queen
Esther’s Town (Esther Montour) just south of Tioga, as well as at Otston-
wackin (Madam Montour) and Wenschpochkechung (Margaret Montour)
on the West Branch. The latter two Montour towns extended from Loyalsock
Creek to Pine Creek on the West Branch, land that the Fair Play squatters
demanded of their government in recognition of their patriotic “service”
and their “suffering” during the Revolutionary War. Such an outcome was,
those squatters believed, the promise of independence and a destructive
eight-year “Indian war.”s°

Nevertheless, while state and congressional leaders were eager to dis-
possess Native Americans like the Montours, Way-Way, and their families,
it was far from certain whether those same patriot leaders would recog-
nize squatter claims to Indigenous lands when all was said and done. In
order to achieve their vision of independence, then, the Fair Play squatters
had to wade into a divisive debate over the American Revolution’s “Value,”

and to them and many others, the very meaning of the Revolution itself.
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They, after all, had stated their commitment to the Revolution and even the
state of Pennsylvania during the early years of the conflict, transferred
the Fair Play tribunal’s authority into the new extralegal committees com-
missioned by Congress and the state, and, as they and their allies said, con-
sistently “stood in defence of their liberty & Country” because of what they
believed that revolution promised.>

Although the state government had already set aside “donation” lands
to fulfill enlistment bounties and redeem rapidly depreciating IOUs given to
common soldiers and officers alike, it was by no means a foregone conclu-
sion that with the widely trumpeted “conquest” of Native Americans the
state government would listen to or even care about frontier settlers like
those on the West Branch. In fact, since Cornwallis’s surrender at York-
town, it did not seem as if many state politicians cared at all.

American soldiers on the frontier, as elsewhere, simply returned home
“without cloths, without money, & without friends and rendered by their
wounds & infirmities totally destitute of the means of subsistence.” Preying
on that destitution, American speculators offered soldiers pennies on the
dollar for their certificates and other land bounties, hoping to reap massive
profits. As one soldier put it, “I never received anything for my military
services other than certificates, which I traded for little or no value.” By
the mid-1780s, Pennsylvania’s veterans were so poor that those who owned
homes and land were being foreclosed on because of their inability to pay
their debts and taxes. For many, the Revolution’s promise seemed a chi-
mera, a cruel ploy to mobilize them for war only to be forgotten thereafter.>

It makes sense, then, that many soldiers sold away their meager
and worthless pay. To be sure, they could have traded in those bounties and
certificates for land, but they would still have to muster up the money
to pay for surveys, warrants, materials, and tools, and then have to ex-
pend immense labor and time for only the prospect of future subsistence.
The immediate future was far bleaker and more uncertain. With families
to feed and clothe, debts to settle, taxes to pay, and lacking an adequate
income, many soldiers had no choice but to sell their certificates. David
Ramsay, one of the first historians of the Revolution and a revolutionary
himself, recalled that “the war-worn soldier, who received at the close of

the contest only an obligation for the payment of his hard-earned dues,
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was, from necessity, often obliged to transfer his rights for an insignificant
sum.” If this was allowed to continue, “the monied man” would win the day
and the Revolution and its value would be defined by his calculus and his
alone. Unsurprisingly, many soldiers felt “cheated.”s

Terrified by this reality, the Fair Play squatters beseeched Pennsylvania’s
government to counter the predatory proceedings of speculators. They
wanted their state, which they said they had wholeheartedly supported
since its creation, to ignore the influence of “those who have already dis-
tinguish’d themselves by Land Jobbing” and their offers of “hard money.”
If the state did not help them, they pleaded, it would be “the Finishing
Stroke of Ruin.” This petition reads much like the one some of those same
squatters had sent to the colonial government more than a decade before,
railing against the combination of interest, money, and power. The Revo-
lution, they hoped, would alter the response to such grievances. After all,
the Fair Play squatters only wanted time and patience. As the settlers ex-
plained things, although they could not pay for their land now, they were
willing “as soon as in our power, to Comply with the Terms of the Land Of-
fice.”>* They, in effect, supported the Revolution and the state it fashioned,
but their words evoked both desperation and skepticism about what they
had helped create.

The timing of their petition could not have been better. By the mid-1780s,
popular politics had swung more favorably in the direction of soldiers and
settlers on the frontier rather than just on the Indigenous land they
and speculators coveted. The securities speculation bonanza that consumed
the country, which pulled in the likes of revolutionary luminaries such as
Abigail Adams as well as key politicians directing the state of Pennsylvania,
while still steady, resulted in a popular backlash and calls for the state gov-
ernments to do something. In Pennsylvania, at least for a minority of vocal
state politicians, the fate of the Fair Play settlers became a cause in and
of itself; those settlers seemed a visceral example of the problem plaguing
the future of the young republic. The state the revolutionaries had created,
after all, was supposed to be different from the colony that preceded it.*

That was certainly how Pennsylvania’s state commissioners and some
of the other state representatives at the Treaty of Fort Stanwix in 1784

saw it. One of them, Griffith Evans, secretary to the commissioners, was
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obsessed with the idea of settler “suffering” in the defense “of their posses-
sions,” which was “done at the price of their lives.” The “savages” and their
British “abettors,” he thought, had “inflicted on them the most unheard of
cruelties and murderous barbarities,” and therefore the settlers deserved
state notice and action in recognition of their “meritorious share of for-
titude.” He even rationalized their hatred of and violence against any and
all Native Americans, noting it was little “wonder” that “their vengeance”
would “never subside.”®

Having some kind of allies or even sympathizers at Fort Stanwix mat-
tered. According to the state’s land laws, passed just before the 1784 treaty,
any territory gained beyond the land purchased from the Haudenosaunee
way back in 1768 would be sold at public auction for “thirty pounds for
every hundred acres.” Auction goers could even purchase up to a thousand
acres of contiguous land using both “gold and silver, and certificates.” In es-
sence, since the Fair Play settlement on the West Branch existed outside the
boundaries of the 1768 purchase, that land would be auctioned off to miti-
gate the state debt as soon as the state acquired it from Indigenous people.
From the perspective of Fair Play settlers, that meant speculators with hard
money and hoarding certificates had the upper-hand and could buy Fair
Play improvements for pennies on the dollar. However, if at the new Fort
Stanwix meeting those improvements could be somehow included within
the boundary of the old 1768 purchase, it could potentially save their land
from public auction and provide a firmer but by no means certain basis to
assert what they saw as their legal rights to the land. The nebulous nature
of Tiadaghton Creek at the 1768 Fort Stanwix treaty and the deed it created
helped make that dream a reality, and it was put in motion at the 1784 Fort
Stanwix treaty itself.s

At that gathering, Pennsylvania’s commissioners did not end their ne-
gotiation with the Haudenosaunee after the Six Nations agreed to cede
to the state much of what the British king had parted with at the Treaty
of Paris. Instead, with a “charge from the state,” the commissioners spe-
cifically asked the Haudenosaunee which creek, Lycoming or Pine, was in
fact known to them as Tiadaghton Creek.?® According to an addendum filed
with the SEC a few days after the initial report, the state commissioners

badgered the Haudenosaunee with this question more than once, which
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obviously irritated Captain Aaron Hill, who responded, “We have already
answered you and again repeat it, it is the same you call Pine Creek, being
the largest emptying into the West Branch of the Susquehanna.” With
that, the commissioners reported that the “six nations publicly declared
Pine creek to be” the same as “Tiadaughton Creek on the West Branch of
Susquehanna mentioned in the Deed of 1768.”%° According to the final co-
erced agreement at Fort Stanwix, then, Pine Creek rather than Lycoming
Creek was the “Tiadaghta,” which meant that much of the Fair Play settle-
ment was now part of the old 1768 purchase rather than the new.

That clarification, however, did not offer complete security for the squat-
ters who claimed land there. The Fair Play territory might have been saved
from the immediate threat of the auction block, but it could still be pur-
chased at the state’s land office by interested speculators. Without available
capital, the settlers themselves could be easily swept aside by those with
the wherewithal to pay for surveys, warrants, and patents. The Fair Play
settlers’ only real security was direct state intervention on their behalf.
Here, again, the future of the Fair Play district got caught up in the rancor-
ous politics of revolutionary Pennsylvania.

Pennsylvania’s state leaders were, at best, fractured over what to do
with the war debt and western land, whether it resided in the old purchase
or the new. Lines were being drawn in the sand because politicians, like
the citizens they represented, had wildly different views about what con-
stituted the Revolution’s “Value” or even the “Public’s Welfare” and “Bene-
fit.” Politicians fought over war certificates, state debts, taxes, and anything
else that would either add or detract from the power and interest of the
“monied man.” And most of those issues were intimately intertwined.®
Although the state by the mid-1780s had two prominent political parties
who did not work well together and fundamentally disagreed when it came
to the future of the state’s “democratic” constitution established in 1776
(called Constitutionalists and Republicans), issues revolving around certifi-
cates and land and the value of the American Revolution didn’t follow strict
party divisions.**

Members of both parties speculated in government securities and both
wanted to realize their full worth, including the accrued interest. That,

however, would require some politicking, since achieving that goal would
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require increasing taxes on the state’s citizens, many of whom sold their
certificates to politically connected speculators in the first place. The future
of democracy in the 1776 state constitution was not really an issue when
it came to the value of the Revolution from either party’s perspective. If a
significant number of members from both parties’ plans were realized, the
certificates American soldiers had received for their service and sold away
would instantly hold a higher value and thus allow speculators to monopo-
lize access to new land, taking advantage of many of the state’s citizens in
the process.®

The state’s president, John Dickinson, a member of the state’s Repub-
lican Party who was opposed to the state constitution, but who also did
not speculate in certificates, instantly saw in these plans the destruction of
the basic principles of the Revolution and the government it created. The
problem, he argued, was twofold. Speculation in government securities had
put “a very large number of certificates” purchased for a “trifling” sum in
the hands of a few, who, if allowed to obtain the interest, would accumu-
late “great wealth” at the expense of “others” who “will be proportionably
depressed.” Not only would ordinary citizens have to pay higher taxes but
those with meager incomes, “who mean only to form moderate settlements
for themselves and their children,” would be removed from “their lands,”
remanding “these and unquestionably many widows and orphans” to the
“mercy” of the “possessors of certificates.” In fact, he stated, “a dealer in
land” who speculated in government securities could buy a whole “town-
ship cheaper, than” just one poor family who sold those same certificates
could “get a small plantation.” Therefore, he argued, not only should the
legislature refuse to adopt measures to pay the interest on those certifi-
cates but it should make “some alterations” to the laws regarding the sale
of land in the state. From Dickinson’s perspective, seized Indigenous lands
provided an opportunity of “immense importance to the good people of
Pennsylvania, and their posterity,” and therefore the government should
make sure the laws guiding access to “vacant” land were written “upon such
an equitable establishment.” In essence, he argued the Revolution’s value
needed to be more widely enjoyed.®

Dickinson was asking a lot considering the political climate. Many of the

state’s legislators were actively speculating in government securities and



270 DECLARATIONS OF INDEPENDENCE

stood to make a hefty profit. The leader of the plan to fund the interest on
the certificates, Charles Pettit, for example, was a member of the Constitu-
tionalist Party supporting the 1776 constitution and aligned against Dickin-
son. Pettit also stood to make nearly £6,000 annually in just interest if what
he called “My funding Plan” succeeded. Behind the scenes, Pettit worked
tirelessly to gain allies in the legislature, whether they supported the state’s
democratic constitution or not.*

Although the Constitutionalist Party had a significant number of mem-
bers in the legislature and Pettit had many of the rival Republican Party
on board, he still needed to gain adherents to his funding scheme. Political
parties in the 1780s were not solid and did not always or even mostly vote
according to party wishes. They were often fractured along regional, ethnic,
and even religious lines when it came to any policy that did not directly
relate to the future of the state constitution. Even then it was not a fore-
gone conclusion.®

One of the largest voting blocs in the assembly came from the fron-
tier counties who achieved equal representation in the state legislature
through the state’s revolutionary constitution, and therefore, like Pettit,
overwhelming supported it. Yet, their support for the constitution did
not translate into a backing for every agenda their fellow Constitutional-
ists threw out there. Like their constituents, frontier representatives not
only wanted access to western lands but also new laws to secure their con-
stituents’ squatter rights (what they called preemption rights). Many of
the people the frontier legislators represented, after all, were squatters or
others who had tenuous claims to the lands they settled. Pettit’s scheme,
as originally conceived, would undermine those same people’s access to the
land, especially any preemption rights. Without promises, frontier legisla-
tors would never support Pettit’s funding plan. As a result, the bipartisan
speculators led by Pettit in the assembly proposed a compromise. If the
representatives from the frontier counties voted to fund the full value and
interest of government securities, the speculators would secure votes to
alter the land laws to recognize some preemption rights to western land.
In the end, it worked, and Pettit’s funding bill passed.

The Fair Play squatters were important beneficiaries of this political and

financial arrangement, reflective of the status they had achieved during the
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Revolutionary War. In fact, their claims were the only ones the Pennsyl-
vania legislature explicitly identified as worthy of recognition. Five of the
eight short paragraphs making up a new law to revise “the acts for opening
the Land-Office” had to do directly with the Fair Play district, and those
paragraphs had a profound impact on the area’s future. Because of “their
resolute stand and sufferings during the late war,” declared one of the laws
Pettit’s compromise created, “all and every person, or persons, and their
legal representatives, who has, or heretofore settled, on the north side of
the West Branch of Susquehanna, between Lycomick or Lycoming Creek
on the east, and Tyadaghton, or Pine Creek, on the west . . . shall be allowed
a right of pre-emption to their respective possessions.” The law also limited
claims to that area to three hundred acres, effectively denying the land to
ambitious speculators. Not every Fair Play squatter had the wherewithal
to purchase their preemptions, and some had moved away during the war,
starting new lives elsewhere, but many others had dreams of returning and
benefited from the new law.”

This law was also a crucial step in fully including the Fair Play squat-
ter republic and its values into the new republican state. To be sure, the
Fair Play settlers had consistently proclaimed their support of the state,
but they could have just as easily resorted to insurgency like many other
rural Pennsylvanians did in this period if state law did not swing their way.®®
But, in the end, it did. First and foremost, the law effectively prevented
land-jobbers from monopolizing the lands of the district, a central request
of the Fair Play settlers. According to preemption applications, surveys,
and tax records after implementation of the new land law, few inhabitants
claimed or owned more than three hundred acres west of Lycoming Creek.®
In Pine Creek Township, for example, tax lists in 1787 show that only 7 out
of 86 householders owned over 300 acres, and those householders did not
own much more. Similarly, in Lycoming Township, only 5 of 107 house-
holders owned more than 300 acres, and the largest landholder owned 500.
Clearly, the values enshrined by the Fair Play tribunal and its citizens, par-
ticularly its abhorrence of absentee landholders, continued to hold sway
in the valley.”

The preemption law, however, did not eradicate conflict; there were

still conflicting land claims between squatters and between them and
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speculators armed with old warrants and surveys, but the way the state
decided these disputes further incorporated the Fair Play republic and its
vision of what the Revolution promised into the state. To settle land con-
flicts in the Fair Play territory, county courts as well as the state supreme
court heard out parties and gathered witnesses. In their statements, plain-
tiffs, defendants, and witnesses demonstrated the legitimacy of their and
their neighbors’ claims by explaining the rules that guided “fair play”
and the decisions of the Fair Play tribunal, such as those against absentee
landownership or the rule protecting the claims of those who had served
in the Revolutionary War. While state judges would not go so far as to “say
the Fair play men could make a law,” they did recognize that the community,
by mutual compact, had the authority to “bind themselves,” and therefore
used “fair play” rules and decisions in their charges to the juries, thus for-
ever incorporating the Fair Play government into the history of the com-
mon law courts and, through them, the state.

There were still other ways that the Fair Play settlers included their ideas
into the new state. After the land law granting their preemption rights, of
the six representatives to the state assembly from Northumberland County
(which now officially included the Fair Play district), the Fair Play settlers
managed to elect two known members of their tribunal. Three tribunal
members also became the elected judges of the county, one of whom was
the presiding judge for the entire county. They also elected Fair-Play men
as justices of the peace as well as sheriff. Tribunal members additionally
served the towns they erected as constables, overseers, supervisors, and
jury members.” [t was in these ways that “Fair Play” did not “entirely cease”
but continued as “law has taken its place.” Their “stand and their suffering”
during the war made their dreams possible, marking the end of the Amer-
ican Revolution for settlers on that small corner of the West Branch of the
Susquehanna River.”2

Just because the Revolution and the small squatter republic were over
does not mean the prejudices, animosities, and hatreds they inspired died
with them. The Revolutionary War and the memory of suffering could
never be erased by treaties or even the attainment of land and offices.
Native peoples, many of whom detested the coerced peace and boundary

established at Fort Stanwix in 1784, resisted. They also continued to hunt
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and trade in the valley. For many Native peoples, their livelihood depended
on those lands and that trade. Their continued existence, though, infuri-
ated the white citizens who claimed those same lands as the fruits of a vic-
tory obtained with so much blood. Memories of the past died hard in the
valley and could easily erupt into racial violence involving and supported by
the majority of the white community.

That is exactly what happened in the spring of 1790 on the banks of
Pine Creek, not that far from where the Fair Play settlers declared their
independence. In that year, two Seneca men, “one of whom was a Chief” of
“the Great Turtle Tribe” and the other was about to take “the place” of “the
Great King,” made their way to the West Branch and erected a small hunt-
ing cabin as they had done for many years before, hoping to obtain enough
game and furs to trade with one of the few storekeepers in the town of
Pine Creek. After one of those long days hunting, they meandered out from
their cabin to the local tavern, sharing space and perhaps stories and toasts
with the white clientele. But that shared public space was in no way safe. It
just so happened that the night those two Seneca men went to the tavern,
the Walker brothers—Benjamin, Henry, and Joseph—known to be hard-
drinking and violent members of the community, were also in attendance.
All three had served in the Revolutionary War in some capacity alongside
their father, John Walker, who was one of the first squatters in the area, a
member of the Fair Play tribunal as well as the revolutionary town commit-
tee, and who died during the war in what settlers called the “Lee Massacre.”
The brothers’ hatred of Native Americans had crystalized during that war
and continued to shape their lives and memories thereafter. As late as the
1830s, Benjamin Walker could still be found railing against the way his fa-
ther had died by “savage barbarity.”

On that spring night in 1790, the existence of two Seneca at the local
tavern triggered something awful within the brothers. After the Native im-
bibers left the tavern, the Walker brothers and their friend, Samuel Doyle,
followed them back to their hunting cabin where they butchered the two
men, shooting the elder Seneca in the head and hacking to death the other.
They then hid the bodies of their victims in Pine Creek by weighing them
down with stones. The bodies resurfaced days later, sparking fear in the

local community and both a state and federal investigation. Supposedly,
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according to later justifications of the murders, the elder Seneca got
drunk at the tavern and claimed that he had killed the Walker brothers’
father and that their old man had died like a coward. It should be noted that
the tavern-goers that night never heard that particular story or boasting.
While later generations in the nineteenth century needed that part of the
story to rationalize the Walkers’ violence, the community at the time did
not, at least initially.”s

After hearing of the murders, the community living on the West Branch
quickly justified the violence as the result of the war and their collec-
tive “suffering.” According to one man who “craved” the “preservation” of
the brothers’ “lives,” they were “induced” to kill “the two Indians” because the
elder of the two Seneca “vanted of his taking twenty-three scalps” during
the war, though the elder Seneca did not, according to this petitioner and
many more witnesses, identify the Walker brothers’ father as one of them.
The elder Seneca’s involvement in the war on the West Branch itself ap-
parently justified the murders. It was only after the murders and a rather
shoddy investigation that it was learned that “one of the scalp’d persons”
from the Lee Massacre was “yet alive” and willing to testify that the elder
Seneca had “scalp’d her at the same time their father, John Walker was
killed & scalp’d.” That was a passive and specious connection to John Walk-
er’s death, but revenge killing, no matter how baseless, was acceptable, even
justified, by the local inhabitants.”

When state and federal officials, pushed to action by the new president
of the United States, George Washington, who was facing another war with
the Shawnee and trying to avert the resumption of war with the Haudeno-
saunee, particularly the Seneca, tried to capture the Walker brothers and
thereby “vindicate the laws of our country,” the West Branch community
rallied. They hid the perpetrators, shielding them from prosecution. Not
only did that community hide the Walker brothers from both state and
federal authorities but when the brothers’ accomplice, Samuel Doyle, was
found, confined, and tried, the local court and a jury composed of that now
extinct Fair Play republic’s citizens refused to convict, acquitting Doyle of
all charges. Such an outcome made it abundantly clear that, one irritated
federal official complained to President Washington, “the bulk of the fron-

tier inhabitants consider the killing of Indians in time of peace, to be no
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crime,” demonstrating the exclusive nature and complicated legacy of “fair
play” and the Revolution that squatter republic helped secure. The Walker
brothers were never punished for their crimes, living out the last days of
their lives in Indiana while receiving pensions for their service during the
Revolutionary War.””

The story of the American Revolution and its aftermath in the North-
ern Susquehanna River Valley reveals both the possibilities and limita-
tions of that revolution. Ordinary white farmers along the West Branch
of the Susquehanna River, empowered by the Revolution, integrated their
white squatter republic into the emerging republican state. These Fair Play
settlers not only secured title to their squatter claims, an extremely difficult
feat in the colonial period, but some also ascended to leadership positions
at both state and local levels. This transformation showcased the radical
potential of a revolution rooted in popular sovereignty, where citizens,
deemed “equal,” possessed original sovereignty.”® However, these advance-
ments were not universally attainable, and many possibilities were built
on the dispossession of Native nations and peoples who had also fought
for their land and liberty.

This part of the Revolution in the Northern Susquehanna River Valley,
though, has been long forgotten, distorted by time and memory, obscuring
its complex meaning and legacy. Today, if you were to take a short ride along
Route 220, which hugs much of the West Branch of the Susquehanna River,
you might be struck by not only the narrowness of the land, encased as it
is between a river, creeks, and mountains, but the rather fantastic settler-
centric memory of its “founding.” Numerous state historical markers cur-
rently dot that route, marking the professed origins of the area, especially
those places significant to the Fair Play settlers and their revolutionary
experience. The place of Native peoples in that story, however, has been
relegated, removed to a far more distant and disconnected past, or what is
worse, explained away as obstacles, shadowy enemies standing in the way
of American progress.

There is, most famously, the two historical markers honoring the
Tiadaghton Elm at the base of Pine Creek commissioned in the 1930s and
1940s, where, those placards claim, the “Fair Play men,” those “pioneer

settlers of the West Branch resolved independence from Britain.” “Pioneer”
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is a complicated term, but at its root is just another word for “first,” and
those “first” settlers’ connection to the birth of the United States helps
establish a foundational fiction for the area itself. Surely, the “Fair Play
men” were not “first,” unless, that is, history starts with European Amer-
ican settlement. The text of the markers aside, even the name of them,
“Tiadaghton Elm,” is a creative fiction that purposefully muddies history.”
It was only in 1784, after all, that the Haudenosaunee pointed to Pine Creek
as Tiadaghta, and then only begrudgingly. But, just as in 1784, designating
arandom tree at the base of Pine Creek the Tiadaghton Elm serves a larger
purpose. It forever justifies those “pioneer” settlers’ possession of the land
by not only ignoring how Pine Creek became the Tiadaghta but also eras-
ing the coexisting history of Native American sovereignty there and their
subsequent dispossession because of those “first” settlers and the Revolu-
tion those settlers helped realize. In the process, settlers can be recast as
innocents, and the memory of Indigenous resilience and resistance can be
reoriented as examples of unprovoked settler “suffering” at the hands of
“Indian” enemies.

The historical markers for the Tiadaghton Elm, therefore, prioritize a
contextual memory of white settlers that helps inform the many other sites
of memory in the area that valorize the revolutionary founding and the
settler “suffering” that made it possible. Two markers honor Fort Muncy,
for example, where one of the placards claim a “famed Indian fighter and
hero” of the American Revolution was “killed in an ambush by the Indians.”
There are also markers for Fort Antes, “abandoned during the Great Run-
away: burned by Indians.” The place where the Walker brothers’ father was
killed is now the site of a state historical marker labeled the “Lee Massa-
cre.” If you drive through Williamsport, Pennsylvania, you might also come
across a plaque encased in a large stone near Lycoming Creek marking the
“Plum Tree Massacre” commissioned by the Daughters of the American
Revolution in 1901, immortalizing the deaths of a small group of Fair Play
squatters trying to conduct an early harvest in the summer of 1779 on
Indigenous land, which, in 2016, the Williamsport Sun-Gazette dubbed an
“Ambush of Innocents.”°
There are still more, such as the state historical marker denoting the Fair

Play settlers’ “westernmost defense” or the signs marking the beginning of
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the “Great Runaway” instigated by “Indians.” Such memorialization of the
past represents a continuity of the logic the Fair Play republic’s “pioneer
settlers” used to justify their possessions during the Revolution, tunneling
a vision of this area’s origins, its “firsts,” to a settler rather than Native
American past, serving to prove an American indigeneity, a sort of double
dispossession for Indigenous peoples that erased a much more complicated
and contingent past and present.

Such a collective memory that has become “history” in the Northern
Susquehanna River Valley is not isolated or peculiar. Numerous towns,
rivers, highways, and other topographical features in the United States
are now the home to similar foundational fictions. Popularly named and
remembered “bloody creeks” and “bloody runs,” places of “ambush”
first”

» « » «

and “massacre,” as well as “founder’s pond[s],” “founder’s creek[s],
white homesteads and settlements, even “first” white births, pervade the
modern landscape, from east to west, north to south, providing a way to
remember American history through settler eyes without including In-
digenous ones. Each remembrance of those “first” sites, though, does not
really address history, only its distorted memory, and therefore demands
a retelling that represents a far more complicated if ugly past that could
and should invite a critical evaluation of the present it created. The history
of the Northern Susquehanna River Valley told here is part of that retell-
ing, historicizing more than just an interesting local story but a profoundly

American one.®
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kinship terms, use of, 54-55, 56, 75, 80, 132-33

Konwatsitsiaienni, 129-30, 226

Lackawacka, 13

land: as ancient possession of Native
Americans, 9; boundary separating
Native Americans and colonists, 115-17,
118, 121-23, 125-27, 130-31, 132-35, 137-38,
140, 141-42, 143, 144—-47, 148, 159-68, 162,
166, 167, 168; categories of, 30; ceded by
Britain in Treaty of Paris (1783), 253-55;
community as integral part of settling,
200; competition for, after Seven Years’
‘War, 124-25; and declarations of inde-
pendence, 213, 214; Delaware, granted to
proprietors in 1749 treaty, 16; desired by
France and other colonies, 61, 62; as driv-
ing force of immigration, 27, 28; French
cession of Native, 103; Haudenosaunee
power and sale of, 39-40, 43; measur-
ing, 53; Native American use of, and
Eurocentric understanding of use, 30,
31, 32—34; Ohio Nations and sales of, to
colonial government, 49; and overhunt-
ing, 35; ownership, American indepen-
dence as essential for squatters’ claims,

237-38; —, as decided by settling, 97; —,



defining, 30-32; —, in Fair Play republic,
200-201, 202, 203; —, and positions in
colonial government, 202; as payment

to Revolutionary War Pennsylvania
soldiers, 16-17, 253-54, 265; Thomas
Penn and, “reserved” for Susquehanna
Nations, 81-82; Penn family’s dispensing
of, 23; Thomas Penn purchase of, at Al-
bany Congress, 61, 6265, 81, 97; Thomas
Penn’s need for, 22-23; and Pennsylvania
state constitution, 214, 251; and Penn-
sylvania state government politics in
1790s, 268, 270; as priority of colonists,
7-8; proclamation line of George III,
127-28, 130-32; purchases from Native
Americans in Pennsylvania, 48; and
Quebec Act, 206, 208; and Revolutionary
War as war of conquest, 245-48; royal
patents for, 31; sale by Canassatego to
proprietors, 42, 43, 46-47, 50, 61, 81; sale
by Pennsylvania after Revolutionary
War, 267; sales by unauthorized Native
Americans, 52; settlements after 1768
Fort Stanwix treaty, 171-75, 176-82, 178,
183-86, 188-91, 192, 197, 298n48; squatters
as deserving, 8; squatters’ claim to, 7, 65,
203, 214; squatters’ view of uncultivated,
29-30, 32; strains in access to, 26-27;
subject to taxation, 30; Susquehanna
Nations’ perpetual ownership of, 81-83;
transferred in 1763 Treaty of Paris, 103-4;
West Branch of Susquehanna River as
last bastion of Native, in Susquehanna
River Valley, 9-10. See also Fort Stanwix
conference and treaty (1768); West

Branch of Susquehanna River

“land jobbing,” 22, 251, 266. See also land

speculators

land speculators: and boundary separat-

ing Native Americans and colonists,
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125-27, 138, 144-45, 147; and colonial
government’s system of land registra-
tion, 175-76; in Fair Play republic after
Revolutionary War, 251-52; formation of
Grand Ohio Company by, 172; and Fort
Stanwix conference and treaty (1768),
148-49, 172; and land sold at Albany
Congress, 64; and “New Purchase,” 192;
Ohio Company, 125, 126, 171-72; and
Penn family, 22-23, 56; and Physick,
174; and price of land, 38; proclamation
line of George III, 130, 131; proprietors
and success of, 22-25; purchases from
unauthorized Native Americans by, 52;
and recognition of Fair Play republic
land claims, 4, 271; relationships with
proprietors, 24; sentiment against, 32;
and settlements after 1768 Fort Stanwix
treaty, 174-75, 177-80, 181-82, 183, 184,
186, 192, 197; “Suffering Traders,” 125, 135,
138, 156, 172; as winners of Revolutionary
War, 265-66. See also specific individuals
Last Night, 150
Lee, Arthur, 258
Lehigh River Valley: Haudenosaunee claim
to, 56; Native Americans relocated to, 51,
52, 57; proprietors’ claim to, 53-54; and
speculators, 52, 53—54; squatters in, 57
Lenni Lenape. See Delaware
liberty, defining, 6, 7
“located land,” 30
Logan, James: courting of Haudenosaunee
by, 55; Haudenosaunee treaty of alliance
with colonial government recognizing,
55; on importance of Haudenosaunee to
British, 21; and Lehigh River Valley land,
52, 53—-54; on Nutimus, 54; on squatters’
view of uncultivated land, 29
Long, Cookson “Cookey;” 219, 220, 222, 229

Long, George, 219
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Luckey, William, 198-99

Lukens, John, 176, 177, 254

Lycoming Creek, land beyond. See West
Branch of Susquehanna River

Lydius, John, 63, 82

Maclay, William, 234

Madam Montour, 44-45

Mahbhaffey, Thomas, 199

Maryland: and competition among colo-
nies, 67; Nanticoke and Conoy in, 151;
royal charter for, 97; southern border
dispute with Pennsylvania, 185

Massachusetts, 170, 172, 206

Master of Life, 12223

McClure brothers, 198

McCrea, Jane, 223-24

McElhatton, William, 199

McElvaine, John, 199

McKee, Alexander, 153, 166

McKee, Thomas, 102, 153

McLlhatton, William, 203

McMeen, William, 198

Mekawawlechon, 101, 103

minerals, 61, 146, 147

Mingo: Gage and retribution against, 129,
130; and northern Seneca, 75; and Rev-
olutionary War, 228, 246; and Susque-
hanna Nations, 75

Mississippi Company, 125

Mittelberger, Gottlieb, 28

Mohawk: at Albany Congress, 62; and bound-
ary separating Native Americans and

colonists, 144; and British, 21; Konwatsitsi-

aiennis status in, 129; land given to Johnson

by, 134, 147; move to Canada of, 262; and

New York, 62, 63; relationship with colonial

government, 62; and Revolutionary War,
225, 226, 228; and settlements beyond 1768

Fort Stanwix boundary line, 188

Mobhican: and 1768 Fort Stanwix treaty
boundary line, 165-66; delegation to co-
lonial government (1749), 20; dispersal of,
from Northern Susquehanna River Valley
before Revolutionary War, 218; displaced
to Northern Susquehanna River Valley,
12, 36; and land sale by Canassatego to
proprietors, 50; and land sold at Albany
Congress, 63; and Revolutionary War, 236;
settlements beyond 1768 Fort Stanwix
treaty boundary line, 188-89; as tributary
of Haudenosaunee, 15, 36; warrior popula-
tion of, after Pontiac’s War, 150

Montour, Andrew, 44, 105

Montour family, 44-45, 264

Morgan, George, 135, 138, 228, 245

Morris, Robert Hunter: on British actions
against Native Americans in Northern
Susquehanna River Valley, 72; on defeat
of Braddock, 71; and Fort Augusta,
87-88; and Native American requests for
supplies, 69; on Susquehanna Nations
during Seven Years’ War, 73; and war on
Delaware, 75-76

multiethnic Indigenous communities:
and Captain Bull, 109; and family of
Honest John, 51; and Fort Augusta, 86,

92; multiple displacements of, during and
after Revolutionary War of, 263-64; in
Northern Susquehanna River, 12-13, 15,
44, 58; Queen Esther’s Town, 218, 241; and
settlers from Connecticut, 113-14; and
Seven Years War, 68; and Teedyuscung, 77

Munsee: and 1768 Fort Stanwix treaty
boundary line, 166; dispersal of, from
Northern Susquehanna River Valley
before Revolutionary War, 218; displaced
to Northern Susquehanna River Valley,
36; and land sale by Canassatego to

proprietors, 50; and Revolutionary War,



236, 246; and Seven Years War, 70; as
tributary of Haudenosaunee, 36; warrior
population of, after Pontiac’s War, 150.

See also Delaware

names and naming: of colonial governors by

Native Americans, 158; and kinship, 158;
of Native Americans, 57-58

Nanticoke: belief Haudenosaunee and
Cherokee aided colonial expansion,
127; delegation to colonial government
(1749), 19, 20; dispersed from Northern
Susquehanna River Valley before Revolu-
tionary War, 218; displaced to Northern
Susquehanna River Valley, 12, 36; and
Fair Play republic, 205; and land sale by
Canassatego to proprietors, 50; and land
sold at Albany Congress, 63; in Maryland,
151; problems resulting from squatters,
38; relationship with Delaware, 54-55;
and Revolutionary War, 246, 262-63;
settlements after 1768 Fort Stanwix treaty,
188-89, 262; and Seven Years War, 69; as
tributary of Haudenosaunee, 36; warrior
population of, after Pontiac’s War, 150

Nanticoke, Jemmy, 150

Native Americans: attendees at Fort Stanwix

conference (1768), 155-56; and bound-
ary separating Native Americans and
colonists, 115-17, 118, 121-23, 132-35,
137-38, 140, 141-42, 143, 144-47, 148,
159-68, 162, 166, 167, 168; complaints of,
prior to Fort Stanwix conference (1768),
154-55; displaced, to Northern Susque-
hanna River Valley, 12-13, 25, 36; effects
of trade goods on, 34; erasure of, from
popular history/memory, 276-77; fear of,
in Fair Play republic, 6, 204, 205; French
cession of land of, 103; Gage’s approach

to peace with, 129; government control
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over actions of colonists against, 187-88;
kinship networks of, 117, 129-30, 153, 158,
225; land of, as ancient possession, 9;
land purchases from, in Pennsylvania,
48; names of, 57-58; Neolin’s religious
message, 122-23; in Northern Susque-
hanna River Valley during Revolution-
ary War, 229-48; population diversity
among, 117-19; post—-Revolutionary War
portrayal and treatment of, 250, 255;
post-Revolutionary War sovereignty

of, 256-57, 258-59; poverty among, 38;
problems resulting from squatters, 37-38;
and proclamation line of George III, 128;
Quakers as perceived cause of colonial
government’s failure to act against,

115, 119; racialized violence against,

122, 152-53; relocated to Lehigh River
Valley, 51, 52; and Revolutionary War, as
aggressors, 253, 254; —, alliances with
British, 223; —, Haudenosaunee and
Susquehanna Nations at end of, 249-50;
—, Haudenosaunee during, 218-19; —, as
Indian War, 214-15, 216, 221-22, 223-25,
227-48; —, initial neutrality of, 218-19;
—, as portrayed by Philadelphia com-
mittee, 215; —, as portrayed by press and
publicists, 214, 223-24, 232, 242, 302n76;
—, Susquehanna Nations during, 218-19,
221-22, 228, 231, 243-44, 246, 262—-63;

—, as war to conquer/eradicate, 8-9,
244-48, 250-51, 280n16; sale of land by
unauthorized, 52; Seven Years’ War alli-
ances, 67-68; trade and land, 34; treaties
with, as tacit ownership of land by, 32;
unpurchased land of, 31, 32; use of land
by and Eurocentric understanding of use,
30, 31, 32—-34; on West Branch of Susque-
hanna River, 9-10, 44, 194-96, 198-200,

272-75. See also specific Native nations
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natural law, uncultivated land as against,
29-30, 32

Neguttewesta, 102

Neolin, 122-23, 124, 128

Nescopeck, 13

Newalike, 136, 152-53, 188-89, 217, 227

New Jersey, 151, 156

“New Purchase”: boundary line declared
by Thomas Penn, 186; and Connecticut,
183-85; and land speculators, 176, 179,
180, 182, 192; and Pennsylvania colonial
government, 173, 174-75, 185, 18788,
190-91; squatters attempts to obtain land
in, 197, 198, 199, 200; and Tilghman, 174,
176-77, 17879, 180, 181-82; and Virginia,
185

New York: Haudenosaunee as dependents
of state, 256; Haudenosaunee land
obtained by, 261-62; and Indigenous
Christians, 120; legislature and Quar-
tering Act, 169—70; and Mohawk, 62, 63;
royal charter for, 97

Northern Susquehanna River Valley:
boundaries of area, 11; and boundary
between Native Americans and colonists,
133-34, 14142, 143, 144-47, 148, 159—68,
162, 166, 163, 168; condition of Native
Americans in, after Pontiac’s War, 150;
Congress and claims of Connecticut in,
257; Delaware in, 66; dispersal of Native
Americans in, before Revolutionary War,
217; erasure of Native Americans from
history of, 276-77; as gateway connecting
Native nations, 228-29; and Haudeno-
saunee, 13, 151-52, 261; land gained by
Thomas Penn in 1768 Fort Stanwix treaty,
171-72, 173-74; location of “Tiadaghta”
creek, 166, 166-68, 167, 168, 186; multi-
ethnic Indigenous towns in, 12-13, 15,

44, 58; Native Americans displaced to,

12-13, 25, 36; Ohio Nations” seasonal
residences in, 15; populations of Native
Americans in, 90-91; and proclamation
line, 137; racialized violence against
Native Americans in, 152-53; relations
between British and Native Americans
in, 71-72; and Revolutionary War, 11,
229-48; routes through, 13, 228; settlers
from Connecticut in, 97-100, 101-2, 110,
113, 145; Shawnee in, 66; John Shikel-
lamy and settlement in, 60; squatting
immediately after Seven Years’ War, 124;
strategic importance of, 13; Susquehanna
Nations’ perpetual ownership of land
in, 81-83; Teedyuscung as leader of
displaced Native Americans in, 59; toll of
American Revolution in, 11. See also Fair
Play republic; Susquehanna Nations
Nutimus: as characterized by Logan, 54; and
Connecticut settlers, 102; death of, 150;
and Honest John/Teedyuscung, 52; im-
portance of, 52; and Lehigh Valley “deed,
53; and peace with colonial government,
101-2, 107; relocation of, from Lehigh

Valley, 57; and “Walking Purchase,” 56

Ohio Company, 125, 126, 171-72

Ohio Nations: and boundary separat-
ing Native Americans and colonists,
132-35, 163-64; as “Brethren of the Six
Nations,” 49; entreaties to Haudeno-
saunee tributary nations, 47-48; and
Fair Play republic, 205; and French and
Indian War, 65-66; “Half-Kings” in, 49;
increase in power of, 48-49; and land
sales to colonial government, 49; peace
with British, 84; and Revolutionary War,
221-22, 228, 230; seasonal residences in
Northern Susquehanna River Valley of,
15; and settlements beyond 1768 Fort



Stanwix treaty boundary line, 188; and
Seven Years’ War, 76

Ohio River Valley, 21, 47, 245-46

Old Belt, 86

Oneida: at Albany Congress, 63; and
boundary separating Native Ameri-
cans and colonists, 14445, 161; at Fort
Stanwix conference (1768), 156; guardians
of routes to Onondaga, 13; and John-
son’s proposed boundary line, 159, 160;
post-Revolutionary War, 261-62; and
Revolutionary War, 225, 227, 228

Oneida Carry, 141

Onondaga: guardians of routes to, 13;
importance of, 13; post-Revolutionary
War, 261-62; and Revolutionary War, 225,
226, 228

Orby, John, 102

Osternados (Seneca George), 151-52

Ostonwackin, 13. See also Madam Montour

Ottawa, 228

Paine, Thomas, 212, 249

Parr, James, 199

patriarchy and community values, 204-5

Patterson, Captain, 168

Paul, William, 201

Paxinosa, 74, 76, 150

Paxtang Rangers, 113, 120-21, 231. See also
Paxton Boys

Paxton Boys, 117, 119-21, 183, 196, 231

Peale, Charles Willson, 249

Penn, John: at Albany Congress, 62; basic
facts about, 24, 25-26; and Haudeno-
saunee and squatters, 187; Haudenosaunee
treaty of alliance with colonial govern-
ment, 55; and land speculators, 23; prom-
ises by, to end racialized violence against
Native Americans in Northern Susque-

hanna River Valley, 152, 153; protection
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of Indigenous Christians by, 119-20; and
settlements beyond 1768 Fort Stanwix
treaty boundary line, 189-90; and Joseph
Shippen, 147-48

Penn, Richard, 23, 24, 25-26

Penn, Thomas: basic facts about, 22, 25; and
boundary between Native Americans
and colonists, 134, 142, 145—47, 161-62,
163; and Fort Stanwix conference (1768),
148-49; Haudenosaunee treaty of alliance
with colonial government recognizing,
55; and Johnson, 147; and land gained
in 1768 Fort Stanwix treaty, 172, 173-75,
176-82, 178, 18386, 187-91, 192; land pur-
chased by, at Albany Congress, 61, 62-65,
81; and land speculators, 23; and lands
“reserved” for Susquehanna Nations,
81-82; and Native Americans, 25-26;
need for land, 22-23; “New Purchase”
boundary line declared by, 186; settle-
ments in Northern Susquehanna River
Valley, 145, 146-47; supporters of, 22-23

Penn, William, 23, 25, 26, 53

Penn’s Treaty with the Indians (West), 25, 26

Pennsylvania (colony): charter of, 96-97,
212; and competition among colonies, 67;
and Continental Congress, 206-7; and
death of Teedyuscung, 110; and decla-
rations of independence in, 212, 213-14;
encouragement of squatters by, 46;
enforcement of proclamation line, 136-37;
Haudenosaunee delegations (1749), 19,
38-39, 40; land ownership of officials,
202; land sales to, and Ohio Nations, 49;
legal system, 204-5; and Massachusetts
Circular Letter, 170; and Mohawk, 62; and
“New Purchase” land, 174-75, 185, 187-88,
190-91; Nutimus and peace with, 101-2;
and Paxton Boys, 120; and Pontiac’s

War, 106; as proprietary oligarchy,



338 INDEX

Pennsylvania (colony) (continued)
212, 213, 215; Quakers as perceived cause
of failure of, to act against Native Amer-
icans, 115, 119; and racially motivated
violence, 122; representation at 1768
Fort Stanwix conference of, 156; rural
nature of, 8, 29; and Seven Years War, 69;
southern border dispute with Maryland,
185; and sovereignty of Haudenosaunee,
39, 55, 81; Susquehanna Nations peace
with, 102-3, 104-5, 107; and Susquehanna
Nations’ perpetual ownership of land in
Northern Susquehanna River Valley, 82.
See also Fair Play republic

Pennsylvania (state): conditions of Revo-
lutionary War veterans in, 265-66; and
Congress and claims of Connecticut in
Northern Susquehanna River Valley, 257;
constitution of, 7, 214, 251, 269, 270; Con-
tinental Congress’s committees in, 210;
and Fort Stanwix Treaty (1784), 256, 257,
260-61; land as payment to Revolution-
ary War soldiers from, 253-54, 265; land
purchases from Native Americans in, 48;
mobility of population of, 29; modern
boundaries of, 16; population diversity
of, 116-18; poverty in, 26, 27, 28-29, 38;
recognition of Fair Play republic land
claims in, 270-71; sale of land by, after
Revolutionary War, 267; securities spec-
ulation in, 266, 268-70; state govern-
ment politics in 1780s, 268-70; Supreme
Executive Council (SEC), 229, 235, 238,
239, 242, 243; system of land registration
and speculators, 175-76. See also Fair
Play republic

Pennsylvania Evening Post, 223, 224, 232

Pennsylvania Gazette, 112-14, 223

Pennsylvania Journal, 223, 224

Pennsylvania Packet, 223

“people of the Longhouse” See
Haudenosaunee

Peters, Richard: at Albany Congress, 62;
description of Indigenous people by, 46;
on Haudenosaunee demands regarding
squatters” cabins, 45; and land sold at
Albany Congress, 64, 65; removal of
squatters by, 45-46; on second 1749
Haudenosaunee delegation, 41; and
Shippen Sr., 181-82; and squatters around
Juniata, 27; and Teedyuscung’s complaint
about proprietors, 73

Pettit, Charles, 270, 271

Philadelphia: British capture of, 222-23;
celebration of end of Revolutionary War,
249; Continental Congress committee,
212-15; population of, 8; as synonymous
with liberty and independence, 1-2; as
trade center, 34

Physick, Edmund, 174-76, 177, 180, 181, 182

Pitt, William, 131

Pocopoco, 15, 51, 52

Pontiac’s War, 103, 106-9, 110-13, 115, 123,
128, 131, 150

poverty, as fact of life in Pennsylvania, 26,
27, 28-29, 38

proprietors: and Board of Trade boundary
separating Native Americans and colo-
nists, 144; claim to Lehigh River Valley,
53-54; and Fair Play republic, 205; as
land owners through royal authority,
31; land sale by Canassatego to, 42, 43,
46-47, 50, 61, 81; as part of oligarchic
Pennsylvania colonial government, 212,
213, 215; and Pennsylvania charter, 212;
sentiment against, 32; and settlements
beyond 1768 Fort Stanwix treaty
boundary line, 178, 179; and success of
land speculators, 22-25. See also specific

individuals



Pumpshire, John, 80-81

Purviance, Samuel, 179

Quakers: Friendly Association, 79, 92, 93; as
perceived cause of government failure to
act against Native Americans, 115, 119

Quartering Act, 169

Quebec Act, 206, 208

Ramsay, David, 265-66

Read, Peter, 187

religion: Native American and Neolin,
122-23; and Paxton boys, 121; Presbyte-
rian frontier ministers, 120-21; Presby-
terianism, 195-96; uncultivated land as
against Christianity, 29-30, 32

Renatus, 118-19

Revolutionary War: abandonment of Great
Island during, 221; and Britain, advances
of, 222-23; —, early resistance to, 170,
206-13, 214-15, 302n76; —, Native Ameri-
can alliances with, 223; —, as portrayed in
press, 223, 224; Carlisle peace terms, 232;
as civil war, 10; debt from, 252-63; estab-
lishment of committees as commitment
to, 208-12; Fair Play republic mobiliza-
tion during, 219-21, 222; financing, 238;
independence urged by Philadelphia
Continental Congress committee, 212-14;
land as payment to Pennsylvania soldiers,
16-17, 253-54, 265; land speculators as
winners of, 265-66; meaning of, 8, 9-10,
251, 252, 264—-65; and Native and Native
Americans, as aggressors, 253, 254; —,
Haudenosaunee and Susquehanna
Nations at end of, 249-50; —, Haudeno-
saunee during, 218-19; —, as Indian
War, 214-15, 216, 221-22, 223-25,
227-48; —, initial neutrality of, 218-19; —,

as portrayed by press during, 223-24, 232,
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242; —, Susquehanna Nations during,
218-19, 221-22, 228, 231, 243—44, 246,
262-63; —, as war to conquer/ eradicate,
8-9, 24448, 250-51, 280n16; Philadel-
phia celebration of end of, 249; popular
vision of, 1-2, 5; and speculation in gov-
ernment securities, 269; squatters’ role in
memories of, 216; surrender of Cornwal-
lis, 246; toll of, in Northern Susquehanna
River Valley, 13; treaty ending, 253-55, 259

Richardson, James, 199

Robinson, Thomas, 180-81

Rockingham, Lord, 131

routes: guardians of, to Onondaga, 13;
through Northern Susquehanna River
Valley, 13, 228; to Philadelphia, 34

royal authority and land ownership, 31, 32

Royal Proclamation of 1763, 130-31, 132-35,
138, 140

Saiuchtowano, 44

“Sam,” the Conoy, 102

Saponi: displaced to Northern Susquehanna
River Valley, 12; problems resulting from
squatters, 38; as tributary of Haudeno-
saunee, 15; warrior population of, after
Pontiac’s War, 150; as Yesay, 35-36

Sattelihu. See Montour, Andrew

Sayenqueraghta, 228, 231, 232, 248, 260

scalp hunting, 75-76

Scarouady, 69, 74, 86-87

Scull, Edward, 50-51

Scull, William, 166-67, 167

Senaxse, 63, 64. See also West Branch of
Susquehanna River

Seneca: and boundary between Native
Americans and colonists, 164; at
Easton conferences, 77, 78; and Fort
Stanwix conference (1768), 155; at

Fort Stanwix conference (1784), 261;
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Seneca (continued)

French and, 21; guardians of routes to
Onondaga, 13; Mingo and northern,

75; post-Revolutionary War, 262; and
Revolutionary War, 221, 225, 226, 228,
231, 248; and Seven Years War, 77-78; on
West Branch of Susquehanna River after

Revolutionary War, 272-75

Seneca George (Osternados), 151-52
“settler colonialism,” 275-77, 280n16, 309n81

Seven Years’ War: British-Native American

relations in Northern Susquehanna River
Valley, 71-72; ferocity of, 75; immediate
aftermath of, 124-25; Native American
alliances during, 67-69, 71-72, 76-78;
Ohio Nations during, 65-66; and power
of Haudenosaunee over Susquehanna

Nations, 93; Susquehanna Nations

188-89; and Seven Years’ War, 70, 75; as
tributary of Haudenosaunee, 36

Shelburne, Lord, 131, 132, 247

Shikellamy: death of, 60; and Haudeno-
saunee tribute nations, 36; and Logan, 55;
treaty of alliance with colonial govern-
ment, 55; and “Walking Purchase,” 56

Shikellamy, John, 60

Shingas (“the Terrible”), 65, 70

Shippen, Edward, Jr., 182

Shippen, Edward, Sr., 23, 91, 181-82

Shippen, Joseph, 88-90, 147-48, 179-80

Silver Heels, 70

Silverthorn, Rachel, 233

Six Nations. See Haudenosaunee

slavery, 214

Smith, William, 177, 180

Sock, Will, 119

during, 68-74; taxation to pay for, 69;
trade during, 70, 76; treaty ending,
103-4; as world war, 76

Shamokin, 13, 65, 86. See also Fort Augusta

Shamokin Daniel, 103

Shawana Ben, 153, 188-89, 217

Shawnee: and boundary between Native
Americans and colonists, 133, 142, 163-64;
and Delaware, 54-55; dispersal of, from
Northern Susquehanna River Valley
before Revolutionary War, 218; displaced
to Northern Susquehanna River Valley,
12, 36; and Fair Play republic, 205; and
Fort Stanwix conference and treaty
(1768), 142-43, 166; and land sale by
Canassatego to proprietors, 50; and land
sold at Albany Congress, 63; in Northern
Susquehanna River Valley, 66; as Ohio
Nation, 48; problems resulting from
squatters, 38; and Revolutionary War, 227,
228, 246, 247; and settlements beyond
1768 Fort Stanwix treaty boundary line,

sovereignty: and Articles of Confederation,

256; Canassatego and colonial govern-
ment’s recognition of Haudenosaunee,
41-42; colonial, 169—70, 171; effect of
trade on, 35; of Fair Play republic, 200;
of Haudenosaunee, Canassatego and
colonial government’s recognition of,
41-42; —, colonial government recogni-
tion of, 39, 55; —, as dependents of New
York state, 256; —, expansion of, 35-36;
—, and Fort Stanwix conference (1784),
259; —, and Fort Stanwix treaty (1768),
165; —, and “Great Treaty,” 81; —, and
Susquehanna Nations’ perpetual land
ownership, 81; and Native Americans
neutrality during Revolutionary War,
219; post-Revolutionary War, 255, 256-57,
258-59; post-Revolutionary War Native
American, 256-57, 258-59; Susquehanna

Nations pursuit of, 15

Spain and Fort Stanwix conference (1768),

143, 155



squatters/squatting: attempts to obtain
“New Purchase” land by, 197, 198, 199,
200, 232; and Board of Trade boundary
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of, 46; competition for land immediately
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Haudenosaunee demands regarding, 45;
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saunee, 187; poverty of, 27; preemption
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ican Revolution to, 8; removal of, 20, 21,
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as goal of American Revolution, 8-9,
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settlements beyond 1768 Fort Stanwix
treaty boundary line by, 183

Susquehanna Nations: and boundary
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nists, 132-35, 160, 165-66; confederation
forming, 72, 77; and Connecticut settlers,
98-99, 102; dispersal of, from Northern
Susquehanna River Valley before Revolu-
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203-4, 205; and Fort Augusta, 87-88, 91,
104, 105, 154; improved relations with
Haudenosaunee, 94; independence of,
7475, 77, 93-94, 111, 113, 149; leadership,
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tiple displacements of, during and after
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15. See also specific nations
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proprietors, 72; and Connecticut settlers,
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request for supplies during Seven Years’
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Unami. See Delaware

“unlocated land,” 30

Virginia: and competition among colo-
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Walker, Benjamin, 197, 199, 220, 222, 273-75

Walker, Henry, 220, 273-75

Walker, John, 180-81, 197, 220, 273, 274

Walker, Joseph, 220, 273-75

“Walking Purchase” (1737), 12-13, 53-54,
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Washington, George: as land speculator, 125,

171; and Native Americans, 117, 239, 243,

INDEX 343

244, 274; as president of United States,
274; and Revolutionary War, 220, 223,
239, 243
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Penn, 82; and Revolutionary War, 231,
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