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Editors' Introduction

A HALF century ago the House of Harper launched the Amer-

ican Nation series under the editorship of the distinguished

historian, Albert Bushndl Hart. That series, ultimately completed

in twenty-seven volumes, established itself at once as an authorita-

tive synthesis of the historical scholarship of its day. In the last half

century the exploitation of new and rich mines of source material,

the deepening and broadening of historical investigations, the im-

portunate advances of new points of view, have operated to make

most of the volumes of the older series inadequate to the needs of

our generation. It is for this reason that the House of Harper is once

again launching a comprehensive co-operative survey of the history

of the area now known as the United States, from the days of dis-

covery to the mid-twentieth century. It is hoped that The New

American Nation Series will perform for our generation the service

that the original American Nation series performed for two earlier

generations.

Professor Alden's volume on the American Revolution presents

one of the momentous events not only in American but in world

history. For the American Revolution was far more than a success-

ful war through which a handful of colonials broke away from

their mother country and won their independence. It was rather a

great creative movement whose influence was felt throughout the

Western world.

"The foundation of our Empire," wrote Washington in 1783,

"was not laid in the gloomy age of Ignorance and Superstition, but

at an Epocha when the rights of mankind were better understood
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and more dearly defined than at any former period, the researches of

the human mind after social happiness have been carried to a great

extent, the Treasures of knowledge ... are laid open for our use,

and their collected wisdom may be happily applied in the Establish-

ment of our forms of Government." It is no exaggeration to say that

the American Revolution did as much to clarify and define the

"rights of mankind," to encourage the "researches of the human

mind after social happiness," and to apply wisdom to the processes

of government as any comparable epoch in modern history. Out of

it came not only a new nation, destined to expand over an entire

continent, but a new body of institutions and practices destined to

spread over a large part of the globe. With prophetic truth could

Washington observe that "with our fate wffl the destiny of unborn

Millions be involved."

The American Revolution, like the American Civil War, has

always exercised a fascination for scholars, foreign as well as Ameri-

can, because of the complexity of motives and of interests, the color

and drama of the action, and the significance of the issues involved.

Until a generation or so ago it was common for historians to inter-

pret the Revolution, its causes and its conduct, as a struggle of

liberty against tyranny; to extol the virtue of the Americans and

the wickedness of the British or at least of George III and his

hapless Ministers; to interpret the history of the generation before

the war largely in terms of the coming of the war itself; and to

concentrate on the military and political history of the conflict.

Within the last half century the shift in view can be dated back to

Moses Goit Tyler's Literary History of the American Revolution and

Sydney George Fisher's Struggle for American Independence

there has come an increasing appreciation of the complexity of the

issues that were involved, of the merits of the contest on both sides,

of the importance of economic and social developments, and of the

world-wide character of the struggle. The coming of the war is no

longer attributed to those "repeated injuries and usurpations, all

having in direct object the establishment of an absolute Tyranny

over these States" nor is George III presented to us as Tom Paine

described him the "Royal brute of Britain." With British as with

American historians the emphasis is rather on the problems of im-

perial organization, the dash of economic interest, the friction in-

herent in an unsystematic administrative system, the sectional and
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class conflicts within the American colonies, and the incompatibility

of political principles and practices, English and American. Nor is

the story now told so largely in military terms. No less important

than the winning of independence were the establishment of a

union, the working out of problems of western territories, the trans-

formation of colonies into commonwealths, and the development of

self-government and of democracy within the States. Nor is the story

of the Revolution told as if it were something that concerned Ameri-

cans exclusively; its impact on Britain and on Canada has com-

manded the liveliest interest.

The broad economic and social consequences of the American

Revolution some of which will be traced in subsequent volumes of

this series were essentially by-products of the struggle for political

independence and the establishment of an American nationalism.

The common purpose which animated the patriots was their in-

sistence that all government is limited, and that even the sovereign

is bound by law. Having united on this principle, Americans

promptly divided on its applicability to their own political and

constitutional systems. One group favored limiting the sovereignty

regardless of where it might reside, another sought to enthrone the

majority of the electorate as the supreme authority. If it can be said

that this great issue, which in one form or another has agitated

American politics down to our own time, was not finally settled by

the Revolutionary generation, it can also be asserted that this

generation provided the framework within which the terms of settle-

ment were to be worked out.

Two world wars of the twentieth century have dramatized the

momentous importance of the economy in warfare, of the relations

of the military to the civil authority, and of creating the machinery

for the conduct of war by a grand alliance. In simpler and more

modest form all of these problems appeared at the threshold of

our national history, and our experience in the struggle for inde-

pendence illuminates the nature of these problems and the character

of the solutions which are essential to survival. If it is dear that the

Americans failed to organize their economic resources for the

struggle for independence, it is equally clear that they recognized

the need for curbing inflation and sustaining military production.

Nor is it less significant that the patriots maintained the supremacy
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of the civil over the military and cemented a system of alliances that

achieved their purpose without too great a cost.

Such matters as these, and many others, are judiciously evaluated

by Professor Alden. Drawing upon historical collections unavailable

to an older generation of scholars, he has given us a balanced

account of the military conduct of the war, and integrated this with

the important political, diplomatic, economic, and social develop-

ments of the war years.

HENRY STEELE COMMAGER
RICHARD BRANDON MORRIS
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period of the War of Independence is one that has long

A attracted historians, among them several great American and

British scholars and writers. Interest in that dramatic era has not

slackened, and the stream of books and shorter studies dealing with it

flows on. This brief account, it is hoped, contains the results of the

best scholarship, both old and recent.

It will be observed that something like one-half of this volume is

devoted to warfare. No apology is offered for emphasizing things

military. They deserve in this volume no less attention than they

have received. The author has also deliberately devoted more space

to the British and European scenes than is commonly given in books

concerning the era of the War of Independence.
A few words about the viewpoint of this book. During the last

fifty years historians have demonstrated beyond doubt that the

classic works upon the American Revolution are colored by Ameri-

can and Whiggish prejudices. The Loyalists, George III, British

intentions regarding the colonies, the behavior of the redcoats at

Lexington, and many other topics are now generally treated with

far more objectivity than formerly. The writer does not quarrel with

the revisionists in fact, has himself participated in such revising.

However, he believes that the thought and conduct of the American

patriots are ultimately defensible, that the Declaration of Inde-

pendence is in the last analysis justifiable.

The author must express his gratitude for helpful services to Mrs.

Barbara Blank, Miss Mary Doak, Wilson G. Duprey, Mr. Gene E.

Hamaker, Mr. James Mulcahy, Mrs. Mary Bdle Richmond, Mr.
.

xvu
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Colton Storm, and Miss Winifred Taylor. Professors G. W. Gray
and James L. Sellers offered useful suggestions. Professor John L.

Champe kindly gave much needed help in preparing illustrations.

Mr. Arthur B. Carlson also generously assisted with respect to them.

Professor John F. Roche verified citations and other details in the

manuscript. The University of Nebraska supplied typing services.

The maps in this volume appeared originally in William M.
Wallace's Appeal to Arms and Richard B. Morris's Encyclopedia of

American History. Gracious permission has been granted for their

use here*

Above all, the thanks of the author must go to Mr. Bernhard

Knollenberg, who graciously consented to read the manuscript and

who made many comments leading toward its improvement, and to

the editors of the New American Nation series, Professor Henry S.

Gommager and Professor Richard B. Morris, who performed similar

functions. The writer asserts exclusive claim to all the shortcomings

that may remain.

JOHN RICHARD ALDEN

University of Nebraska
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CHAPTER 1

Coming of the Revolution

A1T THE middle of the third quarter of the eighteenth cen-

^ JL tury Britain was the greatest of the great European powers.

Triumphant on land and sea in the Seven Years' War then ending,

she reigned over all the wide waters frequently traversed by Euro-

peans and over a vast and growing empire. In the year 1763 no

European navy, perhaps no combination of two European navies,

could successfully challenge her fleets and her sailors. Gibraltar and

Minorca, the keys to the western Mediterranean, were British prop-

erties; she dominated Bombay, Madras, and Bengal in India* and

could reasonably expect to develop and to exploit the resources of

that subcontinent without molestation from Europeans; small but

valuable colonies on the west coast of Africa were hers; she had

obtained lucrative economic privileges, if not territorial rights, on

the coasts of Nicaragua and Honduras; and the British flag flew

over the Bermudas, the Bahamas, Jamaica, Barbados, and other

West Indian islands. On the mainland of North America British

territory extended from the Atlantic to the Mississippi and from the

Gulf of Mexico to the Arctic Ocean. British merchant shipping had

outstripped all competitors; British commerce was by the standards

of the time immense and profitable; having coal and iron, Britain

was already making progress in the Industrial Revolution, well in

advance of her European rivals. Continental rulers and peoples

looked across the narrow seas for leadership.

By 1783 Britain had lost the bulk of her North American posses

aons, her most prized colonies. Having exhibited peculiar genius f01
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empire4>uilding,
Britain was, astonishingly, the first of the great

powers to be forced to acknowledge the political independence of

colonials. The entrance into the contentious family of nations of the

United States of America, formed from the very heart of the British

Empire, was an event that few Europeans would have anticipated a

generation earlier. Almost equally surprising was the fact that the

newcomer came not in the trappings of monarchy but in the form

of a republic, with institutions and ideals pointing toward political

and social democracy. Hence, it was entirely fitting that, in the

ceremonies accompanying the surrender of Lord CornwaJUis, British

musicians played "The World Turned Upside Down.
5'

This sudden reversal in the fortunes of Britain and the rapid birth

of the United States are attributable at least in a measure to antag-

onisms existing between Britain and several European states. It is

not at all inconceivable that the Americans would have won their

independence without either foreign allies or foreign aid of any sort

Yet European money and munitions and the entrance of France and

Spain into the war of the American Revolution undoubtedly has-

tened, if they did not assure, British defeat and American victory.

The intervention of the Bourbon kingdoms and of other states in the

struggle was prompted hardly at all by sympathy with the Ameri-

cans, but rather by the opportunity to strike at hated Britain and to

profit from her difficulties. In her rise to wealth and dominance

Britain had trampled upon the ambitions of her rivals, Holland,

Spain, and France. Viewed after 1763 as a mortal enemy at the

courts of Versailles and Madrid, Britain made no move to placate

her foes and failed to build alliances with the states of central and

eastern Europe which might have gained for her powerful friends in

time of need.

These abrupt changes must also be ascribed in some degree to

British remissness with respect to land and naval forces. Although

the traditionally small army was somewhat larger after 1763 than

it was before the Seven Years' War, its duties were far greater than

before the conflict. Denuding the garrison forces in the home

islands, Britain could not put fifteen thousand redcoats in the field

in America in 1775. Britain's wooden walls were also neglected. In

the day of danger, thanks in some part to the incompetence of the

Earl of Sandwich, in larger degree to a desire to economize, the

fleet was no more than equal to that of France. Neglected and ill
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equipped, His Majesty's ships in 1775 were frequently old, and at

least some were rotten with age. Meanwhile France had recon-

structed her navy. Britain would pay heavily in consequence and

would be in jeopardy as she had not been since the sailing of the

Spanish Armada.

Inadequate in diplomacy and indifferent to the armed services

during the period 1763-75, Britain during the same span was also

weakened by corruption and civil commotion. Morality in public

affairs was at low ebb at the close of the Seven Years
5 War. It did

not rise, perhaps sank still further, as George III purchased support

in order to restore the royal power. Grievous though the results of

bribery by the King were upon British public character, his long

campaign to re-establish monarchical authority produced other .and

greater evils. A core of politicians seduced by cash and position

came in increasing numbers to occupy Cabinet seats and other posts

of authority, especially after 1767. Beyond the fact that they could

be counted on to do the King's bidding, they seldom had marked

qualifications for office. Nor was their master sufficiently gifted to

compensate for their defects. Moreover, although George III was

able during several critical years to influence and eventually to

dominate both Cabinet and Parliament, there were those whom he

would not and perhaps a handful whom he could not cajole or buy.

As his purpose to rule as well as reign became evident, bitter op-

position sprang up. Many enemies of the King would have been

content to reduce the authority of George III to the proportions of

that exercised by George II; others, especially after open fighting

had begun in America, desired also to take further moderate steps

toward political democracy. There were in Britain a very few who

wished for a republic. Divided among themselves, the opponents of

the monarch and his associates were unable to gain control of the

House of Commons and the Cabinet during the fateful years 1770-

82. Nevertheless, they were numerous, and Britain was seriously

torn by domestic discord when unity was desirable for the defense of

the home islands and almost indispensable to the preservation of the

empire. Indeed, some of the enemies of the King in Britain looked

upon the Americans who rose against the British government after

1763 as political allies,/and even came to identify them, perhaps

mistakenly, with their own cause. ,
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Above all, the swift rending of the British Empire and the appear-

ance of the American Union are to be explained by the mistakes of

the British government in dealing with the American colonies after

1763, blunders which drove them into armed rebellion. For genera-

tions the inhabitants of these maturing colonies had been moving in

the direction of home rule. After the close of the Seven Years' War,

George Grenville, Charles Townshend, Lord North, the Earl of

Hillsborough, George III, and others who wielded power attempted

to stem, and even to reverse, this tide. They also tried, for the first

time in the history of the mainland colonies, to extract from them a

large revenue through taxation levied by Parliament.

During the years 1763-65 the ministry headed by George Gren-

ville goaded the colonists into open revolt by a series of ill-advised

measures. It undertook to restrict settlement on and speculation in

the lands beyond the Alleghenies recently won from France; to

maintain a standing army of redcoats of about six thousand men in

America; to compel the colonists under certain circumstances to

provide quarters, supplies, and transportation for segments of this

army; to make permanent the offices of two royally chosen superin-

tendents of Indian affairs who had largely taken over the manage-

ment of Indian diplomacy, formerly handled by the colonial

governors and assemblies^ to renovate the customs service in

America and to enforce the long laxly executed Acts of Trade; to

expand restrictions upon colonial paper currencies, so necessary to

the colonists if not always properly regulated by them; to lessen the

trade between the colonies and the foreign islands of the West

Indies by imposing a tax of threepence per gallon upon molasses

imported from those islands; and to secure a revenue from America

through the tax on molasses and, especially, through the famous

Stamp Act.

The Grenville program was not intended to establish British

"tyranny in America. Parts of it were not even new, although the

stamp tax, long used in England, was a complete innovation in the

colonies. The motives behind the program were mixed. Grenville

and his associates sought to build more effective defense against

France, Spain, and hostile Indians; to prevent wars between the

colonists and the Indians; to protect the interests of British sugai

growers in the West Indies; to assure to the mother country the

benefits of her Acts of Trade; to buttress and rebuild British
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authority in the colonies; and to compel the colonies to assume a

larger part of the financial burdens of the empire. The colonists,

however, discerned in the Grenville measures a pattern of

"tyranny." They wished to settle and to exploit the trans-Megheny

West; they detested curbs upon their commerce; they did not desire

to provide quarters, supplies, and transportation for the redcoats;

they needed a larger circulation of currency; they believed that they

were already contributing their fair share, directly or indirectly,

toward the expenses of empire; they did not want British authority

in the colonies revived or strengthened. They found a majority of

the Grenville measures to be violations of colonial charters, well-

established customs, and the rights of Englishmen. In brief, they

were "unconstitutional."

The passage of the Stamp Act in the spring of 1765 was the

signal for riot and resistance in the colonies. The Americans almost

unanimously refused to pay the tax. It was impossible to sell the

stamps, and the stamp collectors and others who tried to enforce

the law were threatened with violence. The Stamp Act Congress

denied the right of Parliament to levy an internal tax in the colo-

nies, and several assemblies voiced American discontent in more

emphatic terms. The colonists insisted that the detested law be

repealed, and buttressed their demand by refusing to import British

goods.
In the spring of 1766 King, Cabinet, and Parliament faced an

American crisis. Many British politicians, including Grenville, had

no doubts regarding the authority of Britain over the colonies or the

wisdom of the measures earlier adopted. They called for coercion.

The Marquis of Rockingham, who had succeeded Grenville as

Prime. Minister, believed that the Stamp Act was within the powers

of Parliament, that it would be prudent to conciliate the colonists

by its repeal. William Pitt, the most popular political figure in

Britain, who supported the contention of the colonists that the tax

was beyond the authority of Parliament, likewise demanded repeal.

The law was accordingly rescinded. However, Parliament simul-

taneously passed the Declaratory Act, which asserted that its jurisr

diction over America was unlimited. Britain, while rejecting in

theory the constitutional position of the colonists, had yielded when

it came to practical application.

A second Anglo-American crisis quickly followed. In 1766 the
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tax on West Indian molasses was lowered to one penny per gallon

but was extended to cover molasses imported from the British

islands as well as the foreign ones. The molasses tax thus became

unequivocally a measure to produce revenue. The same year the

New York legislature was "required" to execute the Quartering

Act of 1765. In 1767, under the leadership of Charles Townshend,

Parliament passed, with considerable enthusiasm, the Townshend

Acts, which levied duties upon paper, lead, glass, paint, and tea

brought into American ports and established a Board of Customs

Commissioners at Boston. Townshend contended that the colonists

had admitted external levies for revenue to be within the powers of

Parliament. He proposed to use most of the proceeds of the tax to

pay the salaries of royal officials in America, hitherto defrayed by

colonial assemblies. When paid and occasionally not paid by

assemblies, these men had often responded to pressure from the

colonials. With their salaries assured, they would more effectively

defend the authority of Britain in America.

fhe Americans, who had not conceded external taxation for

revenue to be within the authority of Parliament, now saw a resur-

rected pattern of "tyranny." They proceeded to denounce the

revenue act as "unconstitutional," to riot, and once again to curb

;he importation of British goods. British troops who went to Boston

to protect the Customs Commissioners became involved in clashes

with the townsfolk which led to the Boston Massacre on March 5,

1770. However, that very same day Frederick, Lord North, the

head of a new ministry, called for the repeal of the Townshend

duties, except for that upon tea. Parliament complied. Again Britain

had bowed before the wrath of the colonists; but once again Britain,

by maintaining the levy on tea, had asserted her constitutional right

to tax. In America most consumers proceeded to use smuggled tea.

In 1773, largely as the result of mismanagement on the part of

Lord North, a third Anglo-American crisis developed. North under-

took to assist the East India Company, which was in financial dis-

tress, and which had seventeen million pounds of tea in its ware-

houses. The company had been compelled by law to pay heavy

duties upon its tea in England and to dispose of it there. North

pushed through legislation which relieved it of the English duties

and permitted it to send its tea to America. The company was thus

enabled to sell tea cheaper in America, even after paying the
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Townshend duty, than could the smugglers who had been supplying

the American market with Dutch teas without paying the Towns-

hend tax. North offered a great inducement to the colonists: tea

taxed but cheap. If they bought the company's tea, they could no

longer effectively argue against the constitutionality of external

taxes for revenue. They did not rise to the bait. They refused to

permit the sale of the compan/s tea, whether by consignees or cus-

toms officials, and they did not stop short of violence. The Boston

Tea Party both destroyed British private property and challenged

British public authority.

For the third time King, Cabinet, and Parliament were con-

fronted by resistance to imperial taxation and control. Twice they

had temporized. In the early months of 1774 they chose not to

yield, but to coerce. In the "Intolerable Acts'* they undertook to

make Boston pay for its party and to bring Massachusetts to heel

The acts closed the port of Boston until that town displayed due

respect toward Britain, removed the capital from Boston to Salem,

royalized the upper house of the Massachusetts legislature, limited

town meetings, and arranged for the selection of jurors friendly to

Britain. They also provided for the quartering of troops to be sent

to the colony and made possible trials outside Massachusetts for

persons accused of crime as the result of their efforts to enforce the

acts. General Thomas Gage, commander in chief of the army in

America, now made governor of Massachusetts and authorized to

bring in troops to maintain order in the colony, moved at once to

his new post. These imprudent steps were almost overwhehningly

approved in Britain.

Boston did not break, Massachusetts did not submit. Both the

town and the colony refused to pay for the destroyed tea; instead

they prepared to resist. The assembly issued an invitation to all the

colonies to send delegates to a general American congress. When

Gage sought to set up the new royally chosen council, mobs threat-

ened the appointees, forced several to refuse to serve or to resign,

and drove the remainder into Boston, where British troops were

gathering. So violent was public feeling that Gage prudently aban-

doned all efforts to enforce the "Intolerable Acts" outside Boston.

He established his headquarters in the town, concentrated more

and more troops in it, and fortified the isthmus which then was the

only connection between Boston and the mainland. At the begin-
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ning of September he sent out troops to seize powder belonging to

the colony in storage outside town. The rumor that the British

array was taking the field quickly spread through New England.

Before it was known to be false, hundreds of armed colonists began

to march toward Boston. It was obvious that the Yankees would

fight, very likely that they would receive military help from the

colonists to the southward. Gage made ready for battle, but at the

same time did all he could to avoid hostilities in order that hisr

superiors in London might have time to re-evaluate the situation.

Without specific orders he refused to precipitate a conflict. Mean-

while, the First Continental Congress convened and undertook to

assert and defend American "rights."

In the winter of 1774-75 the British government learned that

America had become a powder keg. Blame for this situation must be

attributed in far larger measure to the inadequacies of George III

and British politicians than to the activities of the radical leadership

in America- Failure of the British supporters of the post-1763 policy

to sustain their program over the objections of those who urged

conciliation produced vacillations between harshness and weakness

which, in turn, stiffened or invited American resistance. Had the

new policy been firmly and steadily pushed in the Stamp Act crisis,

it is barely possible that American resistance might have been

peacefully overcome* But wiser by far than a consistent course of

coercion would have been the abandoning of the effort to turn back

the colonial clock. An American policy based upon recognition of

the maturity of the colonies and of their value to the mother coun-

try, together with an attitude of good will, might have postponed

indefinitely the era of American independence. Neither George III

nor any Cabinet member had ever been in America; they did not

know the strength and spirit of the colonies, were unaware that they

could not permanently be kept within the empire except upon their

own terms.

Hence, the greatest blunder of the King, the Cabinet, and Parlia-

ment was their decision in 1775 to bring America to heel by armed

might. In the final analysis George III himself was personally re-

sponsible for this decision. The dominance which he had gained in

London ai^ his limited understanding now involved Britain in a

military conflict which she might well lose and one from which she

was unlikely to gain enduring benefits through victory. With Europe
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as a whole hostile or coldly neutral, with a weakened navy, with a

small army, with a large part of the people of the home island

opposed to governmental policy, with Ireland restless, George III

and his followers sought to conquer a colonial people in consider-

able part of English stock, separated from the home islands by a

broad ocean. Moreover, in order to compel submission, they under-

took to invade and to occupy the colonies. The extent of their folly

was not generally known in Britain until France aligned herself

with the Americans and the War of Independence widened into a

struggle waged on four continents and their adjoining seas. How-

ever, shrewd British observers realized in 1775, and earlier, that the

colonies, even without assistance from Europe, would not easily be

overrun by British arms, and that it might prove impossible to

break down their resistance.

Che colonies lay three thousand miles beyond the Atlantic. The

voyage across it required a month under the most favorable con-

ditions and might consume two, three, and even four montksTjThe

distance and the smallness of sailing vessels created major difficulties

in communications, and especially in transport, since British troops

could not be expected to "live off the country" indefinitely. It

seemed doubtful that Britain could gather sufficient manpower to

overwhelm the colonists, even with the aid of those loyal to the

King, since the American population, about two and one-half mil-

lions, was more than one-quarter of that of Britain. Besides, {there

was no strategic center, in fact no strategic centers, in
America,^the

capture of which would give Britain victory^
Communications

within the colonies were poor. Flat and open country where warfare

could be carried on in the European style was not common; and

woods, hills, and swamps suited for operations by irregulars and

guerilla fighters were plentiful.
Even the American climate, with its

extremes in temperature, favored the colonials, inured to it. Cer-

tainly they would be able to feed themselves as well as large armed

forces. They could even produce rifles, muskets, shot, and cloth-

ingin fact, the bulk of the military equipment required to wage

war effectively. True, they possessed no great store of liquid capital.

But it was not at all certain that the British nation, carrying a heavy

national debt, could bear the economic burden of a long contest;

and there could be no assurance that the colonists would quickly

succumb to British aims. To be sure, the colonists, in order to carry
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on the struggle, would be forced to unify thirteen jealous govern*

ments, but the centralized British governmental machinery was

notoriously inefficient.

When France and then Spain joined the Americans as open and

military enemies of Britain, the question whether or not the colo-

nies would remain within the British Empire was then and there

decided. Thereafter, thoughtful men in British public life, if not

George III himself, recognized that the colonists must either keep

their independence or be induced to return to the empire. A govern-

ment under the control of the King could neither cajole nor con-

cede, and the war continued to final patriot victory.



CHAPTER 2

Road to Lexington

ryiHE CLOUD of war hung over the Thirteen Colonies after

1 September, 1774. On April 19, 1775, the cloud released its

burden, and the struggle began, the conflict of arms which moderate

Americans and British had alike feared and striven to avert.{psten-

sibly, the war which began in the chill of the dawn at Lexington

was waged until the summer of 1776 in defense of American rights

within the British Empire; thereafter, for independenceJBut
a few

Americans, including the J

astute Samuel Adams, were virtually

advocating independence as early as the fall of 1774; still others

were unwilling to resist the trend. By that time American revolu-

tionary regimes had begun to appear, accompanied by violence

against supporters of British authority and even against those who

wished to remain neutral.

If the planters and yeomen of the Old Dominion were the first to

rise in defense of American liberties at certain stages of the crisis,

the merchants, fishermen, and fanners of Massachusetts never

lagged in the rear. They were not awed by King, Parliament, or

bishop; and the General Court and the towns of the northern colony

were in the van of protest along with the Burgesses and the parishes

of Virginia. The colony on the Chesapeake had its Patrick Henry,

its Thomas Jefferson, its Richard Henry Lee, its Washington;

Massachusetts gave forth Samud Adams, John Adams, Joseph

Warren, and James Otis. It was Massachusetts, exasperated by the

British "Intolerable Acts" and by the presence of the British troops

in Boston, which established the first revolutionary assembly, in
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October, 1774. For more than half a year before the day of Lexing-

ton British authority in that colony hardly extended further than

the range of the cannon of the army in Boston; meanwhile a Pro-

vincial Congress elected by the Massachusetts voters and unrecog-

nized by royal governor Thomas Gage debated within a few miles

of the redcoat lines, assumed the management of public finances,

collected military supplies, provided for colonels and captains, ar-

ranged for the training of militia, and prepared for combat. In the

winter of 1774-75 the example of Massachusetts was followed, at

least in part, by several other colonies. Conventions and congresses

without the blessing of crown or Parliament began to supersede

assemblies sanctioned by law and custom; and the traditional as-

semblies continuing to function were neither stout nor reliable

bulwarks of British power. Committees of American leaders chosen

by the voters, by congresses, by conventions, or in other ways in-

creasingly wielded executive authority, pushing aside one by one

the servants of the crown in the royal colonies and those of the

proprietors in Pennsylvania, Delaware, and Maryland.

The patriots, or "Whigs,'* as they often called themselves, were

signally successful in enforcing the Continental Association. On
December 1, 1774, the Nonimportation and Nonconsumption

agreements of the First Continental Congress became people's law,

though hardly the law <tf Blackstone. Citizens pledged themselves

not to buy British wares; and locally elected committees, usually

dominated by the men who were most ardent in the defense of

American rights, saw to it that the pledges were not violated. The

names of the few who refused to promise to conform and of those

who promised but failed to keep their word were published in the

newspapers. If a recalcitrant, seeing the light, abjectly apologized,

he might escape further punishment. For the obdurate, however,

there was ostracism so complete that all but the most obstinate bent

before it. For the latter there was the final argument of force,

exerted both to injure and to degrade. Americans in the eighteenth

century were not unaccustomed to brutality in the everyday course

of events. Physical violence was commonplace in the colonies, as in

the mother country. Lynch law was still in the future, but the

genealogist would have little difficulty in unearthing precedents
from the era of the Revolution; in fact, the very term was derived
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from the overzealous activities carried on against the friends of

Britain by a Captain William Lynch of Virginia.
1

Although six Americans were slain in public tumults in the

colonies between the Peace of Paris of 1763 and the onset
of^the

War of Independence
2 and even though no defender of British

authority lost his life during the same period, it is nevertheless true

that the champions of American liberty were the first to appeal to

violence. In 1765-66 colonists not convinced of the wickedness of

the Stamp Act by the verbal arguments of their neighbors learned

the truth through force or the threat of it. The British troops in

Boston after 1768 were challenged with fists and rods as well as

words the Boston Massacre was in fact the outgrowth of a series

of clashes between British redcoats and Boston workmen. In the

summer of 1774 violence against vocal partisans of Britain and

against some who did not speak up was widespread, but peculiarly-

evident in Massachusetts, where the Loyalists, even the most digni-

fied and the most respected, suffered grievously. In the fall of 1774

and during the following winter attacks upon the Loyalists in-

creased, although the prudent ones often managed not to attract

the attentions of strong-arm patriots. Loyalists in areas where they

were numerous and where they could resist were somewhat safer

from unwelcome visits by mobs. But in general their plight was

miserable. Richard King of Massachusetts, twice menaced by a

mob, once in 1766 and again in 1774, broke under the strain and

became insane. Many another Tory handled in barbaric fashion

must have thought of himself as a potential tenant of some Ameri-

can Bedlam. The ferocity of fanatical patriots, extremely distasteful

even to such a determined antagonist of British misrule as John

Adams, was displayed most conspicuously in the practice of tarring

and feathering. Those who advocated the dignity of man rode man

upon a rail, showered him with manure, beat him, and coated him

with tar and feathers. Nor was tarring and feathering really less

inhumane in Charleston than in New York because a mob in

Charleston thoughtfully washed clean the helpless object of its

1 The origins of the term "Lynch law,'* long debated, have now been rather

definitely settled. See Albert Matthews in Colonial Society of Massachusetts,

Transactions (1927-30), pp. 256-271.
2 The boy killed in Boston by customs informer Ebenezer Richardson in

.February, 1770, .and the five persons who died as a result of the Boston

Massacre.
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wrath before sending him home.8 Thousands of Loyalists became

timid during that fall and winter, and remained timid. Others, mis-

treated beyond endurance, became bitter foes of American rights;

So Thomas Browne, given the costume of tar and feathers by a mob

in Augusta, Georgia, became a vigorous leader of Tory troops in

the ensuing war and did not scruple to lead Indians against the

Southern frontier.

Throughout the latter part of 1774 and the early months of 1775

Britain and America were moving toward armed struggle. Patrick

Henry warned his more complacent fellow Virginians that "the

next gale that sweeps from the north" would bring "the clash of

resounding arms." Nevertheless, the prudence and patience dis-

played both by General Gage and by some of the patriots in Massa-

chusetts postponed hostilities for many weeks. The slowness of com-

munications between America and Britain served to put off still

further the day of open fighting. Nevertheless, there never was any

doubt, except in the minds of wishfid-thinking Americans, that

crown and Parliament would resort to force. The resistance of

Massachusetts to the "Intolerable Acts," its establishment of a vir-

tually independent government, the challenge to Britain by the First

Continental Congress, and the economic warfare waged by the

colonists against Britain could bring only one result. But the slow

movements of tiling ships and also of British politicians prevented

the news of the fateful decision of King, Commons, and Lords from

reaching America until April 14, 1775.

If open warfare was not anticipated by most Americans, some

nevertheless did what they could to make ready for it. In colony

after colony militia awkwardly practiced military exercises, and

patriots collected weapons and ammunition. In New Hampshire

they raided the colonial arsenal. Patriot leaders calculated their

chances of successful resistance against the forces of the British

Empire and took heart from an essay published by Major General

Charles Lee at New York during the winter before Lexington. Lee,

a veteran British-born officer who had served in America and in

Portugal during the Seven Years' War and who had had some

8 Sydney George Fisher, who contributed fruitful and provocative interpreta-

tions of the Revolution, put great emphasis upon this ugly phase of it. True

History of the American Revolution (Philadelphia, 1902), pp. 155-168.
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experience in warfare in eastern Europe, had returned to America

in the fall of 1773 and given his allegiance to the patriot cause. His

essay, which was quickly reprinted, assured the patriots that they

could withstand the British regulars and whatever mercenaries

Britain might purchase in Europe.
4

While the First Continental Congress was deliberating in Car-

penter's Hall, there was talk in Philadelphia of setting up a

continental army. In the following December "a gentleman of

Philadelphia" predicted that such an army would be led by Israel

Putnam, New England's hero, George Washington, and Lee, holding

rank in the order of their names. Simultaneously Lee was quietly

circulating a plan for the organization of American regiments and

was seen drilling militia at Annapolis by a horrified British veteran.
6

Both Lee and Horatio Gates, once a major in the British army but

more recently a Virginia planter, also a champion of American

freedom, visited Mount Vernon between the dose of the First

Continental Congress and the opening of the Second. Lee was twice

a guest of Washington during that period. That Washington, Gates,

and Lee conversed at Mount Vernon about things military can

hardly be doubted. Soon afterward Washington urged that the two

Englishmen be given important posts in the Continental army.

Making ready for conflict in desultory fashion, the patriots,

through the machinery of the First Continental Congress, made

quite clear to the British government what they wanted Britain to

do in order to put a peaceful end to Anglo-American quarrels. The

Congress, meeting in Philadelphia on September 5, 1774, contained

delegates chosen in various ways by all the colonies except Georgia.

Among its members were George Washington, Patrick Henry, and

Richard Henry Lee of Virginia; John and Edward Rutledge of

South Carolina; John and Samuel Adams of Massachusetts; John

Jay of New York; Roger Sherman of Connecticut; and John Dickin-

son of Pennsylvania. This very able and representative body un-

doubtedly spoke for most of the patriots. It drew up a Declaration

of Rights, which demanded, not independence, but recognition by

Britain of the liberties of the Americans based upon "the immutable

laws of nature, the principles of the English constitution, and the

*J. R. Alden, General Charles Lee: Traitor or Patriot? (Baton Rouge,

1951), pp. 62-65.
*
Ibid., pp. 61,68.
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several charters or compacts. ..." It called for the repeal or

withdrawal of all the British laws and measures since 1763 from

the decision to maintain a standing army in
America^

to the

Coercive Acts which the colonists had found obnoxious. Since the

First Continental Congress represented a broader cross section of

colonial opinion than its successor, it is evident that at that date most

Americans would have settled for a restoration of the status quo

ante 1763.

The Congress sent the Declaration of Rights, a petition to George

III, and an "Address to the People of Great Britain" to London.

The Declaration merited the thoughtful and careful consideration

of those in power but failed to receive it. As early as November 18,

1774, the King told Lord North that "the New England govern-

ments are in a state of rebellion, blows must decide whether they

are to be subject to this country or independent.
9* 6

George III had

made up his mind, and he did not change it.

The Cabinet, except for North himself and the Earl of Dart-

mouth, almost automatically plumped with the King for coercion

of the Massachusetts patriots and their Yankee neighbors. North

and Dartmouth considered halfheartedly the possibility of recon-

ciliation, and Dartmouth even entered into wasted negotiations

toward that end with Benjamin Franklin, agent for several colonies

in London. Neither the witty North nor the pious Dartmouth was

willing to make any important concession, and both finally accepted

a program of coercion. A new Parliament chosen toward the dose

of 1774 gave solid support to North's ministry and its royal master.

A decision to make use of the redcoats and the Royal Marines in

Massachusetts was tentatively taken in Cabinet as early as January

25, and Dartmouth as Secretary of State for the Colonies incor-

porated it in a "secret" letter to General Gage dated the twenty-

seventh. But the negotiations with Dr. Franklin seem to have

postponed its transniittal; winter storms on the Atlantic apparently

caused further delay; and it did not reach Boston until
nud-Agri}*

Meanwhile Lords and Commons continued to debate the Ameri-

can question. In the upper chamber the Earl of Chatham and

Lord Camden urged a policy of conciliation; Edmund Burke,

George Johnstone, the Marquis of Granby, and David Hartley

Sir John W. Fortescue (ed.), The Correspondence of King George the

Third from 1760 to December, 1783 (6 vols., London, 1927-28), III, 153.
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labored toward the same end in the Commons. It was all to no pur-

pose. Only a few dozen votes could be marshaled against the pro-

posals of the ministry and the King. Most of the Lords, who spoke

for themselves alone, obstinately followed the King and his cohorts.

Many members in the Commons had been bought by place or pelf,

secretly and even openly, and were bound in honor or dishonor in

any case to support George III and North. But there can be no

question that heavy majorities in both houses were convinced of

the necessity of force. That those majorities represented the will of

the British people is by no means dear. Among the middle classes

and poorer folk the war never became genuinely popular.
7

Parliament, consistently turning down proposals by the Opposi-

tion, voted again and again to sustain King and Cabinet. An ad-

dress to the throne declaring Massachusetts to be in a state of

rebellion was introduced on February 2 and approved five days

later. A bill closing the Newfoundland fisheries to New Englanders

and restricting their overseas trade to Great Britain and the British

West Indies was brought in on February 3 and was passed before

the close of March. Soon afterward these weapons of economic

warfare were directed against the people of six more colonies. A
message from the Cabinet of February 10 requesting additional

funds to increase the army also received approval. Solemn warnings

by Opposition members, "patriots," as they were often designated in

England, went unheeded. They contended that America might or

would resist, and perhaps successfully, and that France and Spain

would take advantage of Britain's embarrassment. Charles James

Fox predicted "defeat on one side the water, and ruin and punish-

ment on the other."
* That fabulous incompetent the Earl of Sand-

wich, First Lord of the Admiralty, defended the policy of coercion

with the assertion that the Americans were "raw, undisciplined,

cowardly men. I wish instead of 40 or 50,000 of these brave feUows,

they would produce in the field at least 200,000, the more the

better ... if they didn't run away, they would starve themselves

into compliance ... the very sound of a cannon would carry

7 See Fred J Hinkhouse, The Preliminaries of the American Revolution as

Seen in the English Press, 1763-1775 (New York, 1926) ;
Dora Mae Clark,

British Opinion and the American Revolution (New Haven, 1930).
s William Cobbett (ed.)> The Parliamentary History of England, 1774-1777

(36 vols., London, 1806-20), XVIII, 227.
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them off. . . ."
9
John Wilkes, symbol of opposition to the King,

spoke largely to ears that would not listen when he prophetically

asked: "Who can tell, Sir, whether ... in a few years the inde-

pendent Americans may not celebrate the glorious era of the revo-

lution of 1775, as we do that of 1688?" 10

Having committed himself to force, North also extended to the

colonists what purported to be the open hand of friendship. To the

astonishment of many of his own supporters he pushed through

Parliament his extraordinary Conciliatory Resolution of February

20. It really conceded little to the Americans. If a colony through

its assembly should contribute satisfactorily toward the expenses of

the common defense of the empire and if it should provide for the

support of its own civil and judicial officers, Parliament, by this

resolution, agreed not to try to levy taxes for revenue within its

borders. Moreover, the proceeds of taxes gathered in such a colony

incident to the regulation of trade would be turned over to it. The

resolution was an impudent cheat. When it was challenged as

promising to the Americans too much, North virtually admitted

that in reality it yielded little. For the colonists to accept its prin-

ciples meant to abandon their stand against taxation without repre-

sentation. Had some colonies accepted while others refused, serious

* H>id.9 pp. 446-447. General James Grant also spoke contemptuously in the

Commons of the military qualities of the colonists. Sometime before his de-

parture from England in the spring of 1775, Benjamin Franklin heard a British

officer boast at a private gathering that "with a thousand British grenadiers, he

would undertake to go from one end of America to the other, and geld all the

males, partly by force and partly by a little coaxing." Albert H. Smyth (ed.),

The Writings of Benjamin Franklin (10 vols., New York, 1905-07), IX, 261.

Slurring attacks upon the Americans as soldiers aroused the resentment of

Franklin as early as 1759. He protested in three pseudonymous letters pub-

lished in London newspapers in 1759, 1766, and 1774. In a fourth, similarly

made public in February, 1775, he replied to Grant's speech. Verner W. Crane

(coll. and ed.), Benjamin Franklin's Letters to the Press, 1758-1775 (Chapel

Hill, 1950), pp. 9-11, 54-57, 262-264, 279-282. In the letter of 1766 (pp.

54-57) he ironically asserted that two thousand Highlanders plus three or four

thousand Canadians and a body of Indian auxiliaries could overrun the colonies

from Canada. He proposed as commander an unnamed general, probably

General James Murray. In 1776 Murray declared that he had long favored

using Canada as a base for the major British offensive. On September 6, 1777

six weeks before the surrender of Burgoyne Murray declared, 'The native

American is an effeminate thing, very unfit for and very impatient of war."

Report on the Manuscripts of Mrs. Stopford-Sackvttle, Royal Historical-Manu-

scripts Commission (2 vols., 1904-10), I, 370, 371.

10 Parliamentary History, XVIII, 238.
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disunity would have been created among them, a possibility North

no doubt had in mind.
11

Strangely, all the confident talk by counselors of the King about

the inevitable victory of British arms was not shared by the military

man on the spot, Thomas Gage. Ominous warnings kept secret

from Parliament had been received from him. He had said in the

late summer and fall of 1774 that the Americans would fight well;

that it would require a year or two and a large army to conquer

New England alone; and that estimates of men and means to sub-

due the colonies as a whole should be made and then doubled. But

one wrong-headed official after another accused him of weakness

and timidity. Gage was "too far gone to be recovered," declared the

Earl of Suffolk; he should have suppressed the "riots" in Massa-

chusetts, asserted Attorney General Edward Thurlow; said Solicitor

General Alexander Wedderburn of the abusive tongue, he ought to

have dispersed the "mobs" in that colony and to have confined the

American leaders. Large forces would not be needed, believed these

gentlemen; besides, Britain could not quickly send reinforcements

in great numbers. The Cabinet, which had sent four hundred Royal

Marines to Gage's assistance before the end of 1774, now arranged

to ship him a few additional regiments, largely taken from garrison

detachments in the home islands.

Choosing to believe that Gage had not been energetic enough

and to discount his sober advice, the King's men urged his removal

from command. In January the King proposed a plan whereby

Gage would continue in office as governor of Massachusetts and Sir

Jeffrey Amherst would assume control of the troops.
12

It was

dropped, in part possibly because Amherst did not desire the

appointment. Eventually it was decided to retain Gage, but to

invigorate the Boston command by dispatching thither Major

Generals William Howe, Henry Clinton, and John Burgoyne.

The reinforcements ordered by the Cabinet together with the

troops already on duty in America, might have sufficed for the

11 North conceded that the act was intended "to hold out those terms which

will sift the reasonable from the unreasonable . . . distinguish those who act

upon principle, from those who wish only to profit of the general con-

fusion. . . ." Ibid., p. 33.

" George III Corr.9 III, 157, 168; Royal Historical Manuscripts Commis-

sion, Thirteenth Report, Appendix. Part IV, 501, Fourteenth Report, Appen-

dix, Part X, 240.
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maintenance of bases necessary for the prosecution of an effective

naval war against American commerce. Viscount Barrington, Secre-

tary at War, conscious of Britain's military weakness, had urged

naval blockade as the cheapest and most certain method of reduc-

ing the colonists to obedience. But Barrington's superiors gave no

more heed to him than they did to Gage or to Adjutant General

Edward Harvey, who had said that conquest of America by march-

ing soldiers meant many, many soldiers. The Cabinet seems to have

been convinced that American resistance could be erased with fewer

than ten thousand regulars, assisted by the Loyalists. To enlist some

of these it sent to the colonies Lieutenant Colonel Man McLean

with instructions to raise a body of Scottish Highlanders, recent

emigrants thought to be as obstinately loyal to the House of Han-

over as they had been faithful so recently to the Stuart dynasty.

It may be assumed that General Gage gave dose attention to the

"secret" orders which reached him on April 14, along with other

papers, some bearing news of North's Conciliatory Resolution. He

could only conclude that the resolution was an attempt to deceive,

for his instructions from Dartmouth were quite explicit. Gage, said

the minister, had been too moderate. Reinforcements would soon be

upon the ocean. He was to move decisively without waiting for

them. Since the people of Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode

Island seemed committed to "open rebellion" and "determined to

cast off their dependence upon the government of this kingdom,"

force should be opposed to force and quickly. A smaller British

army acting while the Americans were still unorganized would have

better chance of success than a more powerful one employed after

they had organized. Gage was to arrest the leaders of the Massa-

chusetts Provincial Congress, even if he believed their detention

would be the signal for an uprising of the patriots "better that the

conflict should be brought on, upon such ground, than in a riper

state of rebellion."

A loyal soldier, Gage did what he could to carry out these orders.

There was little point in trying to arrest the leaders of the Massa-

chusetts patriots, for even if some could be put under guard inside

the British lines others were almost certain to escape. Dr. Joseph

Warren was in town, and might easily have been trapped, but

Samuel Adams and Hancock were somewhere in the neighborhood

of Concord; and John Adams was completely out of reach. But the
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seizure of a few leaders would never have cracked patriot resistance.

Instead, Gage planned to send an expedition to Concord, where the

patriots had been depositing military stores since February. He

knew all about those stores, for he had spies among the patriots.

He also realized that the Provincial Congress at Concord was recess-

ing on April 15 and that the scattering delegates would be able to

furnish little leadership at Concord. A body of picked men led by

Loyalists who knew the country might be able to reach that village

and to destroy the patriot supplies without opposition. Such a blow

would be disheartening to the patriots. Should that bloodshed which

the ministry evidently assumed to be inevitable come in the course

of this expedition, the patriots might be put in the light of aggresr-

sors.
18

For many weeks before receiving his orders from London Gage

had been preparing for just such an expedition. On April 15 he

relieved from routine duty his best troops, the grenadiers and light

infantry, with the announcement that they were to practice some

new military evolutions. No intelligent person in Boston was de-

ceived; the suspicion of local patriots that these redcoats were pre-

paring to invade the interior was quickly confirmed by the sight of

newly repaired boats floating at the sterns of the warships of a

British fleet under Admiral Samuel Graves in Boston Harbor. On
the night of the eighteenth those boats carried the troops from

Boston across the estuary of the Charles River to Lechmere Point,

from which they trudged on in the small hours of the nineteenth to

Lexington. The March of the Seven Hundred was led by Lieutenant

Colonel Francis Smith; with him was John Pitcairn, major of

marines and second in command, a highly respected officer who

was very probably sent along because of his knowledge of the ter-

rain. Smith had orders to seize and destroy the supplies of the

patriots in and near Concord and not to permit the plundering of

private persons.

Although Gage doubtless did all possible to prevent word of

Smith's advance from spreading, the patriot intelligence service

i The "secret" dispatch is printed in Clarence E. Garter (ed.),

ence of General Thomas Gage with the Secretaries of State . . . 1763-1775

(2 vols., New Haven, 1931-33), II, 179-183. It prompted Gage to send out

the expedition to Concord. J. R. Alden, "Why the March to Concord?" Ameri-

can Historical Review, XLK (1944), 446-W4. On this point ee
^so,

by the

same writer, General Gage in America (Baton Rouge, 1948), pp. 238-244.
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carried the news before the British troops had even started
put.

Paul Revere, in his famous ride, reached Lexington about midnight

and William Dawes arrived at the village shortly afterward. Revere

warned Samuel Adams and John Hancock, who happened to be

spending the night near the village, to flee, which they promptly

did. En route to Concord Dawes, Revere, and Dr. Samuel
Prescptt,

a young man who had joined them, were intercepted by the British,

but Prescott managed to make his way into Concord with the tid-

ings.
1*

The redcoats knew long before they reached Lexington that their

march was discovered. Minutemen and militia scurried about

through the dark night. At cold dawn when the six companies of

the advance guard under Pitcairn came to the village they found

Captain Jonas Parker and about seventy men lined up on the green

in crude battle formation. What Parker expected to achieve cannot

be told. He refused to let his men make a peaceful departure before

superior force, but ordered them to stand their ground. If the

British wished to march on, they "could. If they wanted a war, they

could have it then and there. Pitcairn rode toward the three ranks

of Americans, telling them, profanely it seems, to lay down their

muskets and disperse. When they failed to obey, he apparently

ordered his men to surround them. Parker at length realized the

rashness of his behavior and issued a command to retire. The

Americans began to fall away, taking their guns with them. Some

village Hampdens retired most reluctantly. Then a shot or shots

rang out. Who fired first will probably never be known, nor whether

the man was British or American. A few Americans blazed away;

the regulars charged; and the farmers and villagers fled, followed

by bullets as long as they were within range. Eight Americans were

slain, ten wounded. One British private was slightly injured. Un-

known to historians until the twentieth century was Pitcairn's report

to Gage on the skirmish which began a great war. As he approached

Lexington, he

gave directions to the troops to move forward, but on no account

to fire, or even attempt it without orders; when I arrived at the end

of the village, I observed drawn up upon a green near 200 of the

i*For accounts by Revere of his ride, see Elbridge H. Goss, The Life of

Colonel Paul Revere (2 vols., Boston, 1891), I, 180-229.
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rebels; when I came within about one hundred yards of them, they

began to file off towards some stone walls on our right flank The

light infantry observing this, ran after them I instantly called to the

soldiers not to fire, but to surround and disarm them, and after several

repetitions of those positive orders . . . some of the rebels who had

jumped over the wall, fired four or five shott at the soldiers . . . and

at the same time several shott were fired from a meeting house on our

left upon this, without any order or regularity, the light infantry

began a scattered fire, and continued . . . contrary to ... repeated

orders. ...

Contemporary and several later American accounts tell a different

story.
15

As the main British force came along, Pitcairn's men fired a

volley and gave a great cheer. Smith must have foreseen more and

greater troubles to come, but he had his orders and he obeyed them.

On he went to Concord at a rapid pace. The patriots there, warned

by Prescott, had carried off and hidden a part of the military sup-

plies. The British destroyed as much of the remainder as they could,

dumping into a pond flour afterward retrieved. Meanwhile more

and more patriots gathered about Concord, and a body of three to

four hundred finally attacked a British covering party at the North

Bridge, forcing it to withdraw into the village after several men on

both sides had fallen.
16

Perhaps the British troops were now con-

cerned for their safety, but they were not again molested until they

had begun their return journey to Boston.

The sixteen miles back to Boston proved to be a gauntlet. Hun-

dreds of angry and embittered Americans, from Sudbury, from

Billerica, from Reading, from Woburn, from every neighboring

town, poured upon the British line of march. A mile from Concord

they began to shoot at the regulars from the protection of stone

walls, houses, bams, and trees, and from both sides of the road.

Soon their fire was galling; before long it was deadly; and the

redcoats began to slump to the ground in numbers. Flanking parties

A scholarly analysis of the beginning of the fight at Lexington, based in

part upon new evidence from British viewpoints, is given in Allen French,

General Gage's Informers (Ann Arbor, 1932), pp. 47-69. The exact words

used by Parker and Htcairn cannot be given with any assurance, nor is it cer-

tain, as American historians once contended, that the first fire came from the

British. For Pitcairn's report see ibid.; p. 53.

w For a discussion of the fighting at Concord in the light of new evidence,

p. 70-114.
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put out by Smith also caused heavy casualties among the Ameri-

cans, but many patriots were willing to risk almost certain death to

get in a shot or two at the British, and Smith's command was in

desperate straits when it reached Lexington. There it was rescued in

raidafternoon by a relieving force of twelve hundred men under Earl

Percy prudently dispatched by Gage. Then more hundreds of

patriots joined the fray, as Percy slowly retreated toward Boston.

Percy also put out flankers, who gave protection to the main body

by engaging the patriots, often in hand-to-hand clashes. There was

bitter fighting, especially on the outskirts of Cambridge. At that

point Percy's whole force was in serious difficulty but he evaded the

attacks of a large portion of the patriots by altering his route and

marching, not to Boston, but to Charlestown peninsula, where he

was safe at nightfall beneath the protecting guns of the fleet and the

cover of the army as a whole.

The losses of the nineteenth of April were heavy on both sides,

the British 273, the American 95. The patriots had shown beyond

doubt their ability to stand up against well-trained troops they

would later display aptitude in the European style of formal battle-

field warfare. Another consequence of the day was the siege of

Boston, for the New Englanders, more than fifteen thousand of

them, promptly swarmed up to the land defenses of that town. Talk

of reconciliation still continued, but the bloodshed of the running

engagement greatly widened the gap between Britain and America,

and the ferocity with which it was fought suggests that the partici-

pants already looked upon each other as alien peoples.



CHAPTER 3

Boston

KR MORE than a year after Lexington and Concord the an-

Dunced goal of the patriots remained the protection of their

rights within the British Empire. They took the initiative militarily,

investing Boston, seizing Ticonderoga, and invading Canada. The

Second Continental Congress now assumed leadership of the

patriots in the struggle and chose Washington as commander in

chief of the Continental army. Not until the summer of 1776 was

Britain able to mount major offensives against the colonists.

The news of Lexington and Concord spread rapidly through the

colonies, particularly the American version of the events of the day.

The truth was sufficiently tragic; the truth with some adornments

supplied by frenzied excitement and partisan malice was almost

hideous. Documentary evidence gathered and widely circulated by
the patriot leaders of Massachusetts portrayed the British troops as

brutal aggressors and plunderers (there was indeed much plunder-

ing by Percy's men),
x who set fire to homes, slew old men and

women, and smashed out the brains of children. The British version,

spread about in part by General Gage, gave a different story. Ac-

cording to the British, the first bullet had been discharged by the

patriots; the Americans were cowards, skulking behind trees, fences,

and buildings, taking pot shots, and refusing to fight openly like

men; they were also inhumane in their treatment of the British

wounded, scalping them and gouging out their eyes. One of the

embattled farmers, hardly more than a boy, had in truth slain a

badly wounded soldier with a hatchet.

i Diary of Frederick Mackenzie (2 vols., Cambridge, Mass., 1930), I, 22.
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The Massachusetts patriots won two victories in the spring of

1775, the military straggle of April 19 and the battle of propaganda

which followed. They told the story of the day first, most frequently,

and most effectively; and their version found wide acceptance in

the colonies, where so many were predisposed to receive it without

serious questioning. So effectively was the patriot version popular-

ized that it was accepted for generations, even by historians. Ad-

herents to the patriot cause in the other colonies were strengthened

in their devotion to that cause; arguing that British aggression at

Lexington and Concord was really an attack upon all America, they

clamored for common action against the common foe. Waverers

were won over; more and more the demand for liberty within the

British Empire gave way to insistence upon independence outside of

it. If a majority was not yet ready to take this last long step, a

majority was apparently ready for war.

Q\U through the spring of 1775 new companies of American

militia formed, and older ones drilled with greater assiduity; the

manufacture of gunpowder and the molding of bullets went on at a

rapid pace; and new uniforms, simple or ornate, were to be seen in

village and town. The last of a British detachment in New York

City made ready for departure to Boston. That dever and urbane

Tory editor of New York, James Rivington, hurried off to one of

His Majesty's warships in the harbor; and the Earl of Dunmore,

the last of Virginia's royal governors, similarly found refuge behind

the guns of H.M.S. Fovey. When North's Conciliatory Resolution

was submitted to the Revolutionary state congresses as an avenue to

peaceful accommodation, it was everywhere summarily rejected on

the ground that its real purpose was to divide and rule. Nor did the

Second Continental Congress, which began its momentous sessions

in the State House in Philadelphia on May 10, 1775, recognize

North's proposal as evidence of a genuine desire to satisfy American

demands.

CJhe new Congress, elected for the most part during the preced-

ing winter, contained delegates from all the colonies save Georgia,

which was not officially represented until the following autumn.

Many of the faces were familiar to Philaddphians from the Con-

gress of the preceding year. Again the Adams cousins served as

leaders of those who were most vigorous against Britain. Samuel,

clever propagandist and shrewd manipulator of men in the councils
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of Massachusetts patriots, was not quite so potent in Philadelphia.

John, too conscious of the faults of others and of his own merits,

was earnest, honest, intellectually gifted, and endowed with moral

courage. His great career had hardly begun. Present also was

Benjamin Franklin, who had landed at Philadelphia just before the

opening of the Congress and who served as a representative of

Pennsylvania.
Now an old man with a body weakened by the wear of seven

decades, Franklin, the most famous American, had come home and

had been joyously welcomed. No American, and perhaps no Briton,

had been more loyal to the British Empire than Franklin. Serving

after 1757 in London as agent for Pennsylvania and other colonies,

he had been the chief spokesman for America there. He had loved

England and not a few of the English, and he had striven during

two decades to foster concord and political justice within the

empire. Wisely avoiding so far as possible the wilderness of consti-

tutional theory and the swamps of legal precedent, Franklin had

early recognized that the only sure foundation of that empire was

the recognition by all concerned of the equality of the British citizen

in New London and the British citizen of old London, of the various

British dominions under the crown. Upon such a foundation the

structure of empire might have withstood the trials of centuries. He

had even envisaged the passage with common consent of the im-

perial capital across the Atlantic at the day when the preponderance

of power in the British union should move to the New World. But

the vision of most British men of public affairs was clouded; and

after 1770 the King and his political coterie regarded him as a

stranger and a spy. An early and ardent defender of the rights of

the Americans, he was a prime target for British suspicion. The

brutal castigation which had been inflicted upon him by Alexander

Wedderburn in the memorable session of the Privy Council in the

Cockpit early in 1774 had perhaps taught him the usdessness of

attempts at persuasion in England. Tolerant, experienced, wise, he

became before long the ally of the Adamses.

Washington was there, sober, dignified, not much given to

debate. Tall, narrow-chested, large hipped, he was physically power-

ful at the age of forty-three. His countenance, though not hand-

some, was manly and imposing. He was cool and reserved, except

among intimate friends. He would have been quite at home among
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British squires in Sussex. Distinguished early in life by the favor of

British officials and military men, such as Robert Dinwiddie,

Edward Braddock, and Gage, he had been among neither the first

nor the last in Virginia to go to the defense of American rights,
2 but

had pursued a steady course. Washington was not disposed to push

prematurely for independence. Once committed to it, he would not

easily turn back.

The Virginia delegation also included Thomas Jefferson, who

came to Philadelphia to replace Peyton Randolph. Tall, slim, red-

headed, gray-eyed, freckled, he was only thirty-two and shy. No

orator, he shone in conversation. His Summary View of the Rights

of British America had already won for him a reputation for literary

and polemical talent. Planter and scholar, he was no worshiper of

outworn dogma or custom. Unafraid of change, seeking and opti-

mistically hoping for improvement, he would not balk at inde-

pendence or social revolution.

The leader of the conservative element in the Congress was John

Dickinson of Pennsylvania. Wealthy, learned, judicious, and

generous-minded, he wearied every nerve to obtain a reconciliation

with Britain. Opposed to independence, he refused to vote for it

and temporarily returned to private life after its declaration.

Among the delegates were many others of talent or repute, in-

cluding John Hancock, the wealthy Boston merchant and associate

of Samuel Adams, who succeeded Peyton Randolph as president of

the Congress; Richard Henry Lee of Virginia, whose views were

similar to those of Patrick Henry and Jefferson; and four conserva-

tivesEdward Rutledge of South Carolina, James Wilson of Penn-

sylvania, John Jay of New York, and Robert R. Livingston of the

same colony.
8

Dickinson's efforts to turn the delegates toward reconciliation

* Curtis P. Nettels, George Washington and American Independence (Boston,

1951), chaps. 4-6, suggests that Washington moved to the forefront in 1774.

* John Adams' comments in his diary on his colleagues are often biting. He

found Samuel Chase 'Violent and boisterous . . . tedious upon frivolous

points"; Edward Rutledge spoke "through his nose, as the Yankees sing";

Roger Sherman's use of his hands in speaking was "stiffness and awkwardness

itself'; and John Dickinson's "air, gait, and action" were "not much more

elegant." He described Benjamin Harrison as "an indolent, luxurious heavy

gentleman, of no use in Congress or committee, but a great embarrassment to

both." Charles F. Adams (ed.), The Works of John Adcms (10 vols., Boston,

1851-66), II, 422-423; III, 31.
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failed. The friendly gestures made from Philadelphia in 1774 had

been ignored in London; blood had been shed; and the Congress as

a whole tended to widen the definition of American rights an-

nounced by its predecessor. If in the fall of 1774 a majority in

Congress wished merely to go back to the "good old days" before

1763, now most of the delegates, had they formulated their ideas,

would have demanded greater freedom within the empire than

America had in 1763; a small minority would not willingly have

accepted less than independence. The bulk of the delegates held

views between those of Samuel Adams and Dickinson. Early in July

Congress approved the Olive Branch Petition, a last effort to per-

suade Britain to reverse her policy. The petition begged George III

to protect the rights of the patriots against Parliament. It was re-

luctantly voted, and many delegates had no faith in it.

There was little of the spirit of truckling in the Congress. Most of

its members, valuing highly their British citizenship, regretted that

the dispute had brought open warfare. Clerks, cobblers, and plain

folk generally among the patriots may have believed the propa-

ganda of their champions that the war would be short and would

inevitably end in victory. The men who deliberated in the State

House knew better, and were well aware that such a contest might

lead to defeat for their cause and the scaffold for themselves and,

perhaps worse, after the mutual exhaustion of the parties, to the

triumph of their hereditary enemies, the Bourbon monarchs of

France and Spain. Nevertheless, and in spite of divisions among

themselves with respect to the goal, the delegates assumed the bur-

den of leadership in the American cause. On July 6 in a "Declara-

tion of Causes of Taking up Arms" they solemnly announced that

the American people had been offered two choices, "unconditional

submission to the tyranny of irritated ministers or resistance by

force . . . /'and that they had chosen the latter.

v Something closely approaching an American government func-

tioned in Philadelphia in the late spring and summer of 1775. The

Congress lacked legal authority to act, even such authority as it

might have received from the several colonial legislatures,
but

Americans everywhere expected it to assume responsibility, and it

did. An appeal from Massachusetts asking the delegates to "adopf

the army besieging Boston was granted. Arrangements were made
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for the enlistment of additional troops. A military code was hastily

promulgated. A postal sendee was set up under the direction of

Franklin. Three boards of commissioners were appointed to deal

with the Indians beyond the western frontiers.

Since it was soon apparent that money was indispensable to

action, the Congress was forced to find it. After briefly considering

the device of loans, it turned to a familiar colonial means of raising

money, the printing of paper currency. Gouverneur Morris supplied

the inspiration. Congress voted to issue two million dollars, and

then another million, the bills to be redeemed by the several colo-

nies, in proportion to population. It was then hoped that no more

would be needed. Members were aware that such a currency was a

doubtful expedient, but when no other method of raising sufficient

funds could be found Congress was forced to print such bills in

large quantities.

For the purpose of forming an American army, the delegates

requested the colonies to raise specified numbers of troops. Colonels

and officers of lower rank were to be chosen by the several colonies,

higher officers by Congress, which also set up hospital and quarter-

master services, a commissariat, and paymasters. Militiamen re-

mained under the control of the several colonies.

Undertaking the vexing and awkward task of choosing the prin-

cipal officers, the delegates readily agreed that there should be a

commander in chief. But who should have that all-important post?

New Englanders thought it should go to General Artemas Ward,

who was, by appointment of the Massachusetts Committee of Safety,

virtually in command of the army around Boston. It was evident,

however, that Ward's abilities were hardly equal to the duties of

that office. If we give credence to the later recollections of John

Adams *
they are not always to be trusted John Hancock wanted

at least the pleasure of gracefully refusing the appointment. Han-

cock was patently unfit to command an army. Another conceivable

candidate for the post, although he could not have expected to

attain it, was Charles Lee. Lee's qualifications were by no means

small. Intellectually gifted, exhibiting flashes of genius, Lee had

seen more military service than any other man available; he was a

serious student of warfare; though troubled with gout and

"rheumatism/
9 he was only forty-three years of age and otherwise

*Ibid.9 II, 415-417.
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hardy; he was believed to be ardently attached to the patriot cause;

and he was popular among the members. But Lee had been born in

England and had spent only a small part of his life on the western

side of the Atlantic; he was passionate, whimsical, satirical, and

unstable. His services might be almost indispensable, thought many

delegates, but he would not do for commander in chief.
5

In the end one candidate, Washington, stood out before his

rivals. Washington had had more experience in command than any

other American-born officer; of the same age as Lee, he was phys-

ically fit to bear great cares; he was obviously a sober and respon-

sible person; and he had a deserved reputation for gallantry in

combat. A moderate in politics, he pleased on that score those who

feared to put the army in the hands of an enthusiast; a man of

wealth and an aristocrat, he satisfied those who were alarmed lest

the struggle with Britain bring social leveling; a Virginian, he had

the support of many Southerners and also of those who believed

that the selection of a Southerner rather than a New Englander

would encourage harmony among the patriots. That he wore his

old Virginia uniform in the State House as a broad hint of his

availability is open to question; he would hardly have donned it

except to indicate that he was ready to serve in some military

capacity.
6
John Adams endorsed Washington; he was formally

nominated on June 15, according to later recollections, by Thomas

Johnson of Maryland; and the delegates honored him with a unani-

mous vote of approval. Refusing to accept more in the way of com-

pensation than his expenses, he declared in modest phrases that he

would strive to the best of his abilities to do his duty.

That the Congress did not err when it entrusted the leadership

of the American forces to Washington is a verdict sanctioned by the

scholarship and public opinion of generations. If at one time the

military genius of Washington was too generously assessed, if he

was once believed to possess character and personality without flaw,

and if he now appears to have been human, something less than

divine, he still towers above the other commanders, British or

American, of the War of Independence. He never won a major

R. Alden, General Charles Lee: Traitor or Patriot? (Baton Rouge,

'

Triumph of Freedom, 1775-1783 (Boston, 1948), p. 61,

asserts that Washington could not have been angling for the command.
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victory over the main British army in the open field. He displayed

little talent for training his men. Only half-educated, he was de-

ficient in the military lore of books. He did not function without

petulance or complaint; he sent many a message to Congress sug-

gesting that his employers were not doing all that they could to

furnish him with men, money, and supplies. He resented adverse

criticism and tried to avoid responsibility for his mistakes. On occa-

sion he displayed jealousy of his fellow generals. Cold and reserved,

except to intimates, he could not gain widespread affection. But

Washington could win and hold respect. Intellectually neither quick

nor brilliant, he possessed solid reasoning powers. He committed

many errors in his early years of command, but as campaign fol-

lowed campaign they became fewer and fewer. The triumph at

Yorktown was in considerable part his personal victory. His courage,

his devotion to duty, his stubborn perseverance, and the dignity and

steady loyalty which he gave to the cause, coupled with his other

great qualities, made him almost irreplaceable. While it may be

rash to assert that except for his leadership the American rebellion

would have collapsed, it is difficult to believe that the American

army would have had as good fortune under the management of

Horatio Gates, Charles Lee, Philip Schuyler, Israel Putnam, John

Sullivan, Henry Knox, Anthony Wayne, Nathanad Greene, or any

other ranking American officer.

There was as much contention regarding the selection of Wash-

ington's immediate subordinates as there was with respect to the

choice of the commander in chief. Some delegates, notably Thomas

Mifflin of Pennsylvania, were inclined to insist that Charles Lee be

commissioned senior major general and in effect second in com-

mand. The daims of Artemas Ward, however, seemed superior;

and the sdection of Ward was more politic. He was later described

by Lee as better fitted to be a churchwarden than a general. Lee's

name was then proposed for a commission as major general with

rank immediatdy bdow Ward. Even though Washington favored

the nomination, there was sharp opposition. Lee was granted the

appointment by a heavy vote, in part at least because many dde-

gates believed his military knowledge and experience would be

almost invaluable to Washington and the army, at least until the

Virginian and other high American officers should attain a respect-

able levd of proficiency. In the distribution of plums and burdens
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Horatio Gates was not omitted. Born in England, the son of an

upper servant, he had managed to climb to the rank of major in

the British army, had sold his commission when further promotion

became seemingly impossible, and had emigrated in 1772 from

England to the Shenandoah Valley, where he had settled upon a

plantation called Traveller's Rest. No great man, he knew som&-

thing about army business, and Washington, an acquaintance of

twenty years, desired his assistance. He was made adjutant general

with the rank of brigadier. Lacking genius, Gates was courteous,

kindly, and convivial. It is not surprising that he, the servant's son,

had become a thoroughgoing republican; it is much to his credit,

in view of later events and of the variety of vicious charges leveled

against him, that his fidelity to his new masters has never been

questioned.
On June 23 Washington, Lee, and other Continental officers left

peaceful Philadelphia for embattled Boston. Escorted from the city

by a cavalcade of well-wishers, they rode on to New York City,

where they were officially welcomed on the twenty-fifth. A few

hours subsequently William Tryon, royal governor of New York,

who by chance arrived in the harbor that same day, was accorded

an equally cordial greeting. New York City was no patriot strong-

hold. The party of Americans moved on to New Haven, where the

generals watched Yale College students drill, thence to Hartford

and on to Cambridge, arriving at their destination early in July.

They found an American army recovering from the shock of the

savage fighting at Bunker Hill.

For the besiegers of Boston, the ten weeks preceding the arrival

of Washington at Cambridge were disheartening. Lacking decent

shelter, a steady flow of food supplies, and efficient leadership, the

American army was in critical straits. Had Gage had under his

command ten thousand men half the force he had earlier declared

to be requisite for military coercion the patriot army might well

have been destroyed, for it is doubtful whether it could then have

withstood a large-scale attack. Happily for the Americans, Gage

found it impossible to undertake even a limited offensive until June.

Admiral Graves urged upon Gage the wisdom of an attack on the

besiegers while Percy and his men were still on Charlestown penin-

sula. The admiral, realizing the necessity above all of holding

Boston, pointed out to the general that American artillery placed
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upon Blinker Hill, Breed's Hill, or Dorchester Heights might harass

both army and fleet and make Boston untenable. He suggested that

Percy be ordered to garrison Charlestown peninsula and fortify the

two eminences upon it. Percy should burn the village of Charles-

town. Meanwhile Gage should drive the Americans from Roxbury,

put that village to the torch, and throw up entrenchments on the

hills of Roxbury. From them the approaches to Dorchester Heights

could be commanded by cannon. The plan possessed merit, and

Graves promised to supply seamen for service in the harbor so that

Gage could use the bulk of his men in the operation. But Gage, no

doubt correctly, rejected the scheme as too risky. Instead he brought

Percy's detachment into Boston, improved the defenses he had

established on Boston Neck, disarmed the citizens of the town, and

waited for reinforcements. Toward the end of May these began to

appear in numbers infantrymen, marines, and dragoons. When

by June 12 his army had been increased to about six thousand men,

Gage felt strong enough to assume the offensive, but on a limited

scale.

Meanwhile the patriot army was equally inactive. An American

attack upon the British fortifications on Boston Neck would have

been little less than suicidal for the assailants; and the cannon of

the British fleet clearly barred an attempt upon the town by water.

Moreover, if the besieged possessed discipline without numbers, the

besiegers had numbers without discipline. Besides, possession of

Charlestown or Dorchester peninsula and heavy artillery were in-

dispensable to the capture of Boston, and the patriots had neither

enough cannon nor a proper site upon which to place them. There

were sufficient large-caliber guns in American possession after May
10 to drive the British from the Massachusetts capital, but they

were far distant, on the western shore of Lake Champlain in Fort

Ticonderoga. Seized by men from Connecticut, Massachusetts, and

Vermont led by Ethan Alien and Benedict Arnold, the fort yielded

as part of its rich military stores about one hundred pieces of

artillery, including many heavy cannon and some mortars* But

guns powerful enough to batter Boston from Bunker Hill or Dor-

chester Heights could not be easily transported, and no effort was

made to move them eastward until the ensuing winter.

In refusing to assume the initiative after April 19 Gage may have

been motivated by politics as well as by military considerations.
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Attempts had been made in the spring of 1775 by Governor Jona-

than Trumbull of Connecticut, the legislature of the same colony,

and certain New Yorkers to negotiate an armistice. Although the

overture of the Connecticut officials, censured by the colony's troops

abcmt Boston, proved fruitless, hope of reconciliation was still not

abandoned by either side. However, on May 25 Generals Howe,

Clinton, and Burgoyne landed from the Cerberus, bringing instruc-

tions of April 15 from the Cabinet to Gage. Drawn up after news

of the establishment of the military depot at Concord had reached

England, the instruction ordered the general to raid that depot. It

was further proposed that he issue a proclamation offering pardon

to all but the most dangerous leaders of the Massachusetts malcon-

tents, who should be seized. These measures, wrote Dartmouth,

might restore British authority in Massachusetts, but he placed no

great reliance on them. Four days before Lexington the Cabinet

again expressed its ultimate faith in force. "It is however/' declared

the Colonial Secretary, "to the exertion of the fleet and army, in

support of the vigorous measures which have been adopted by His

Majesty and the two houses of Parliament that we are to trust for

putting an end to the present troubles and disorders, and it is

imagined that by the time this letter reaches you, the army under

your command will be equal to any operation that may become

necessary,"
7

The major generals dispatched both to assist and to bestir Gage

were a curious lot. Howe, senior among them, claimed to be a

friend of the Americans, but had nevertheless agreed to serve

against them. Sturdy, vigorous, taciturn, he was a fine soldier, a

splendid executive officer. As a commander he might have been

more proficient had he given more time to his military studies and

less to the pursuit of women. Clinton was smallish, paunchy, and

colorless, but thoroughly devoted to duty. On certain occasions he

was to display both ability and energy. Yet his record, in part

because of factors beyond his control, would be mediocre. He was

obsessed with the conviction that his merits were undervalued.

Handsome John Burgoyne, the junior general, had charm, vivacious

worldliness, and a vaulting desire for fame. Like Howe, he was an

f Clarence E. Carter (ed.), Correspondence of General Thomas Gage with

the Secretaries of State . . . 1763-1775 (2 vols., New Haven, 1931-33), II,

193.
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able executive officer without genius for independent command;

unlike Howe, he was grandiloquent. In addition, he was a bit of an

intriguer with a genuine literary flair. All three major generals were,

like Gage, personally courageous. If Gage lacked the genius needed

to break down the American rebellion, his subordinates, unfortu-

nately for the hopes of King and Cabinet, could not make up for his

deficiencies. Perhaps as able a trio as could be found in England in

the higher ranks of the British army, they were not good enough

for the tasks ahead. To his sorrow the modest Gage would lean

heavily upon Burgoyne for literary help and upon Howe for mili-

tary counsel.

Immediately after landing, the trio began to urge Gage to take

the offensive, Burgoyne voicing a need for "dbow room." Gage

acted.On June 12 he proclaimed martial law and announced an

offer of pardon to all patriots who would return promptly to their

due allegiances-Samuel Adams and John Hancock excepted. His

proclamation, prepared for him by Burgoyne, was a compound of

bombast and misstatements of factf Among the patriots it aroused

laughter rather than alarm. It also provoked a remarkably abusive

open letter to Gage from the Reverend John Cleveland of Ipswich:

Thou profane, wicked monster of falsehood and perfidy . . . your

late infamous proclamation is as full of notorious lies, as a toad or

rattlesnake of deadly poison. . . . Without speedy repentance, you

will have an aggravated damnation in hell . . . You are not only a

robber, a murderer, and usurper, but a wicked rebel: a rebel against

the authority of truth, law, equity, the English constitution of govern-

ment, these colony states, and humanity itself.
8

But more important than his propaganda campaign, Gage laid

down military plans which brought a vigorous reaction from the

American army.
On June 12, or immediately thereafter, the British commander

and his major generals decided to put the British army in motion,

even though fifteen hundred of the red-coated reinforcements sent

out from the British Isles were still on the ocean. The morale of the

besieged troops was rapidly wilting as the result of idleness and a

narrow, though not inadequate, diet. Activity might well boost their

flagging spirits. An attempt to crush the American army could not

* Essex Gazette, July 13, 1775.
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be seriously considered; the risk was too great. Even if a victory over

the patriots could be achieved it would bring no strategic ad-

vantages, for the British army was too weak, even with the troops

momentarily expected, to advance into the interior of New Eng-

BATTLE OF BUNKER HELL
17 JUNE 1775

land, where patriot sentiment ran high. It did seem strong enough

to occupy and garrison Dorchester and Charlestown peninsulas,

and thus to make Boston virtually impregnable. Accordingly the

British generals undertook to place a detachment on Dorchester on

June 18 and to send another as soon as possible to take post cover-

ing Bunker Hill and Breed's Hill.
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The best-laid plans of the British in the War of Independence

not uncommonly went agley, and this one brought no brilliant suc-

cess. Somehow or other, possibly because Burgoyne was stupid

enough to talk freely about it,
9 the scheme was known all over

Boston by the fourteenth. The news then quickly passed the British

lines, and the Massachusetts Council of Safety two days later was

able to recommend to the American generals countermeasures, in-

cluding an immediate occupation of Bunker Hill. Accordingly, in

the evening of the sixteenth American militia traversed the narrow

isthmus of Charlestown peninsula and moved up the slopes of

Bunker Hill. Decently armed, that hill would have been more or

less defensible so long as the mainland adjacent was in American

hands. However, for some reason not surely ascertained, the militia-

men trudged on to Breed's Hill, which was less elevated and more

exposed to flank attacks by water. They labored through the night,

erecting entrenchments. Their clanking and thumping noises were

heard long before dawn by British sentinels across the water, and

the high English officers gathered to consider the changed situation.

There was no doubt that something should be done. Clinton, burst-

ing for recognition, suggested that Howe be sent quickly with a

large force to land on the tip of Charlestown peninsula and to assail

the militia frontally, while Clinton himself with five hundred men

disembarked in their rear from the Mystic River. This proposal

involved risk, for Clinton's flanking force would have been exposed

to attack from the mainland, a fact which Clinton and his col-

leagues seem not to have realized. However, with cover for his force

by the cannon of light British vessels in the estuary of the Mystic,

the risk could be minimized. But the other generals eschewed clever-

ness, and even persuaded Clinton that the most the situation re-

quired was forward movements from the tip of the penisula. It \yas

agreed that Howe should execute them and that he should try to

turn the American left flank along the shore of the Mystic.
10

For the execution of so conventional and uninspired a plan, no

British officer seemed better suited than Howe, but his execution of

it was labored and unimaginative. Speed was desirable, if not essen-

Allen French, The First Year of the American Revolution (Boston, 1934),

p. 209.
10 For an accurate account of the British plan and of Bunker Hill, see ibid.,

pp. 211-267.
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tial, but his men did not land on the peninsula until afternoon*

Howe proceeded at a leisurely pace, taking victory for granted; he

concerned himself as much with the problem of garrisoning the

peninsula as he did with winning it. Finally, he ordered fifteen

hundred men against the American position, endeavoring prin-

cipally to turn the American left flank. But that flank had been

strengthened while he dallied in Boston. The patriot musketry drove

back the redcoats. Rebuffed on his right, Howe re-formed and

staged a frontal assault. He personally led forward the British right;

Brigadier General Robert Pigot, the left. The deadly fire of the

outnumbered colonials under Colonel William Prescott beat back

both assaults, with exceptionally heavy losses for the redcoats. HI

organized, awkward, and tired, the Americans about 2,200 of

them in all fought that day had the advantages of position, and

their hasty entrenchments served them well. Desperate, but rein-

forced from Boston by six hundred or seven hundred men, Howe

once more advanced. Again the regulars were raked by punishing

musket fire, but the militia lacked the powder to hold off the red-

coats, who, relying on the bayonet, swept up into a central redoubt,

which was the key to the American position. In the ensuing retreat

of the colonials to Bunker Hill and thence to the mainland, they

suffered heavy losses. General Warren was killed, his body left where

it fell. Howe had gained Charlestown peninsula, but Gage had little

cause for rejoicing. The patriots sustained casualties above four hun-

dred, but Gage was forced to report more than a thousand for his

army. Over 40 per cent of Howe's men were slain or wounded.

Britain could not afford to buy many hills at such a price.

For all the sacrifice made in the encounter at Breed's Hill, one of

the most sanguinary battles of the eighteenth century, the British

were not relieved of concern over Dorchester Heights. Gage

began to make arrangements for occupying those hills, but failed

to issue the decisive orders, perhaps because he was led to believe

that the Americans, lacking artillery, would not be able to make

use of them. By July he had under his command in Boston all

the troops dispatched from Britain. However, he made no further

offensive gestures from "this cursed place,"
" nor did Howe, who

succeeded him in command of the army on October 10. The King

11 After the battle Gage expressed a wish that it be burned. Gage Corr., II,

687.
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and the Cabinet, for many months dissatisfied with Gage's behavior,

decided to recall him immediately upon receipt of the ominous tid-

ings of the battle of June 17, He was ostensibly ordered home to

give advice upon the American situation; he would not return to

the colonies, and he knew it Howe was to have an opportunity to

prove his talent, but not until 1776; he could accomplish nothing

in the colonies with the forces available to him, and he could not

even sail away because of lack of transports. He was compelled to

stay in Boston until the end of the following winter, when he was

ignominiously hurried away.
If the British suffered from boredom and bad diet within the be-

leaguered city, their opponents on the hills of the mainland faced

equally serious problems. The Americans had extreme difficulty in

securing ammunition and artillery; their army was torn by sectional

dissensions and personal jealousies; discipline could with difficulty

be maintained. Washington and his staff labored energetically to

create a well-regulated army but made slow progress. During the

autumn several thousands of the besiegers enlisted in the Conti-

nental forces and were pledged to serve until the end of the year

1776. The change brought perplexities and anxieties to Washington

but no immediate improvement in the fighting quality of his officers

and men. Once and again the Virginian considered an attack upon

the British lines. To have tried it would have been a frightful mis-

take, one which he abstained from making.

At length the stalemate at Boston was resolved. Congress author-

ized Washington to bombard the town with artillery; in the winter

Henry Knox went off to Ticonderoga under Washington's orders to

fetch the necessary guns. By ingenuity and hard work Knox

brought fifty-nine cannon and mortars to eastern Massachusetts.

On the night of March 4 American working parties moved forward

to Dorchester peninsula to throw up fortifications in that vital area

so long left unoccupied. For a time the noise they made was covered

by the roar of an exchange of artillery fire between Roxbury and

Boston batteries; a fog even longer obscured them from Boston

view. Numerous, well supplied, well led, and covered by a detach-

ment of riflemen who had come up from the South to join the

army, they toiled with amazing success. By the morning of March

5 the British could see formidable entrenchments and batteries.

Moreover, fresh troops had been brought up to man them; the
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American army as a whole was ready for action; and several thou-

sand militiamen had been called up, ready to fight well on the anni-

versary of the Boston Massacre. Had Howe sent a detachment

against the heights, Washington was prepared to make a general

assault upon Boston. Howe realized that his army could not remain

in Boston and that the fleet could not continue at its moorings in

the harbor unless the Americans were driven from their new posi-

tion. Artillery in Boston could not damage the American batteries

on the heights; the American guns could level Boston. He ordered

a detachment to prepare for an attack upon the heights. Happily

for the men assigned to that task, a hurricane made their mission

impossible and gave Howe an opportunity and an excuse to re-

consider. He reconsidered, in council of war. The result was a

decision to evacuate Boston and to remove to Halifax. The purpose

of the British being made known to Washington, he entered into a

tacit agreement to let them go peacefully. The regulars and eleven

hundred Loyalists who could not or did not wish to remain in the

town embarked. The evacuation took place on March 17, thus

giving the Boston Irish of a later time two reasons to celebrate the

day.
The departure of Howe and his men signalized merely the end of

the preliminary stage of the war. Howe returned to the Thirteen

Colonies in the summer of 1776, bringing a formidable invading

force. The great American ordeal was still to come.



CHAPTER 4

Contestfor Canada

npHERE was not in 1774 or in 1775, nor has there ever been,

JL a truly continental Congress in North America. The men who

directed the American war effort during the War of Independence

never represented more than the Thirteen Colonies. No delegates

joined them from the British mainland colonies of East Florida,

West Florida, Nova Scotia, and Quebec, or from the Hudson's Bay

region, or from Bermuda, or from Jamaica or any of the other

British possessions in the West Indies. It is likely that there were

persons who sympathized with the American patriots in every

British colony in the Western Hemisphere. But save in Nova Scotia

and Quebec, they could not have been very numerous. Those who

dwelt in the insular territories could not actively assist the patriots

in any case, if for no other reason because they were isolated by
British naval power. During the warNew Providence (now Nassau)

in the Bahamas was twice captured by the infant American navy;

Prince Edward Island was also raided and its governor made cap-

tive. But there was no attempt to maintain control of those islands,

nor any effort to enlist soldiers except on the American mainland

and in Europe. It was not possible for the Americans to secure as-

sistance from the scanty civilian populations of the Floridas, which

were effectively dominated by British garrisons and ships until Spain
made her late entrance into the conflict. Nova Scotia, too, failed to

help the Thirteen Colonies, although many New Englanders had

removed to that colony before the war. The transplanted New
Englanders were in general neutral rather than pro-American or

42
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pro-British;
* the royal navy secured Halifax from attack; and the

arrival of large numbers of Tories in the province after 1776 con-

firmed its loyalty to the mother country. Outside of the Thirteen

Colonies only one of the British possessions in the Western Hemi-

sphere contributed importantly to the American cause. That was

Quebec. In fact, early in the war it seemed likely to many patriots

that Quebec would become a fourteenth colony and state.

Quebec, or Canada, was under British military rule after 1760

as the result of the exploits of the army and navy under James

Wolfe, Admiral Charles Saunders, and Jeffrey Amherst in the

French and Indian War. The Peace of Paris of 1763 ceded the

province to Britain. But though Canada then became legally

British, its white inhabitants remained for many years French in

sentiment. After the capture of the fortresses of Quebec and

Montreal new settlers sutlers, merchants, office seekers, and ad-

venturers, from the British Isles and especially from the Thirteen

Colonies filtered into the valley of St. Lawrence. These "old

subjects," as they were called to distinguish them from the French,

or "new subjects," numbered only a few hundreds in 1775. The

Gallic population was then possibly eighty thousand.
2 The Ameri-

can patriots counted upon friends and allies among both the "old

subjects" and the "new subjects." In the end, however, most of the

Canadians either gave their loyalty to Britain or remained quies-

cent. Paradoxically, Canada was to remain British because it was

almost entirely French.
8

It was held within the empire because

British statesmen, including George III himself, manifested after

1763 a more liberal attitude toward the Canadians than they did

toward the American colonists to the south.

The soldiers and sailors who raised the banner of St. George in

the St. Lawrence Valley did not bring in their baggage either the

British constitution or representative government. After the Peace

of Paris a theoretically civilian governor and other civilian officials

assumed direction of the newly organized province of Quebec. The

governor was nearly all-powerful, and the British regime was essen-

tially as arbitrary as the French system which it replaced. Even

1 John B. Brebner, The Neutral Yankees of Nova Scotia (New York, 1937),

passim.
Estimates range from 65,000 to 90,000. ^

* George M. Wrong, Canada and the American Revolution (New York,

1935), pp. 259-260.
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though the first governor, General James Murray, was overly fond

of bickering, the French inhabitants, accustomed to domination

from above, were not especially discontented; and Murray was suc-

ceeded in 1766 by General Guy Carleton, who possessed qualities

well calculated to placate those over whom he ruled. Irish-born in a

family of soldiers, Carleton had early entered upon a military career

and had climbed the ladder upon the bases of merit and the friend-

ship of James Wolfe. Cold, reserved, even haughty, he was also

honest and upright, courageous, just, prudent, and upon occasion

generous, the almost perfect proconsul. He gave Canada as good

government as an arbitrary regime would permit and soon gained

the respect of the French, though hardly iheir affections. The "old

subjects," accustomed to English liberties, he could not so easily

satisfy, particularly after the passage of the Quebec Act in the

spring of 1774.

The Quebec Act aimed to set up in Canada more or less endur-

ing political institutions. Under its provisions Canada was to be

ruled politically by a governor and council chosen by the crown;

religiously, on the assumption that the province would remain

French and Roman Catholic, by the hierarchy of the old Church.

English criminal law was to supersede French; the feudal rights of

the seigneurs of the old French aristocracy were confirmed; and the

Church was empowered to impose and collect tithes from its faith-

ful. The right to set aside all laws passed by governor and council

was reserved to the British government, also the right to tax, except

for purely local purposes. The act could hardly fail to satisfy the

lords of the Church and of the land. The humbler French, the

habitants, found little pleasure in the statute. The confirmation of

the privileges of the seigneur brought them no benefit, but instead

obligations they no longer wished to shoulder. Assured religious

freedom, they were compelled to finance their Church, an obliga-

tion not always gladly borne. The peasants could find little in the

act to persuade them that they should sacrifice their lives or

properties for crown and Parliament. Some of the "old subjects*
9

were also dissatisfied, and probably in greater degree. They found

in the statute high favors to Frenchmen and papists, but for

Englishmen they could discover neither representative institutions

nor English civil law.

The Quebec Act, offering religious freedom to Roman Catholics
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in Canada at a time when Roman Catholics suffered from dis-

crimination in Britain, was also intended to buttress the British grip

upon the Thirteen Colonies. Its sponsors hoped to win bishop and

seigneur, and through them the French generally. A loyal Canada

with a militia that had proved its fighting qualities in days gone by

might well check the ardor of New York and New England patriots.

But while the hierarchy and the aristocracy were indeed won over,

the act aroused litde enthusiasm for Britain among the habitants,

and none among the "old subjects." Nevertheless, the grant of re-

ligious freedom to the habitants, the influence of their Church and

the aristocracy, their ancient feud with Yankees and Yorkers, and

perhaps their own ignorance of the issues combined to keep most of

them from joining the patriots during the first year of the war, a

year that was critical for Canada. In general the humbler French

would be neutral rather than active participants in the struggle

between their former enemies.
4 Had they allied themselves with the

colonists south and cast of the St. Lawrence watershed, Canada

might well have been the fourteenth state.

But Canadians, regardless of their preferences, could scarcely

avoid entanglement in the struggle between the Americans and the

British, for one or both antagonists were bound to bring the war to

their land. The British could be counted upon to make use of

Canada and its people to crush the rebellion; the Americans would

surely seek allies in the St. Lawrence Valley and try to cover their

northern frontiers. In 1775 an attempt on their part to conquer

Canada was also to be expected, for the garrison force of redcoats

on the St. Lawrence had been somewhat diminished by Gage in

order to strengthen his army in Boston. Carleton, who was the com-

manding officer of the redcoats in his province as well as governor,

had only three regiments of foot and three companies of artillery

to defend it in the spring of 1775; and one regiment and one com-

pany of artillery were stationed in the Great Lakes country, where

*The text of the Quebec Act may conveniently be consulted in Peter Force

(ed.), American Archives . . . , Fourth Series (6 vols., Washington, 1837-46),

I, 216-220. For discussions of the intentions of its sponsors and of its effect

upon the attitudes of the French toward Britain, see Wrong, Canada, pp. 228-

259; R. Coupland, The Quebec Act: A Study in Statesmanship (Oxford,

1925), passim; A. L. Burt, Old Province of Quebec (Minneapolis, 1933), pp.

177-209; Charles Metzger, The Quebec Act: A Primary Cause of the American

Revolution (New York, 1936), passim. The present writer has accepted the

interpretations of Professor Burt.
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they could offer no assistance toward the defense of Montreal and

Quebec. They were, in fact, badly needed at Detroit and Niagara.
6

Carleton hoped for reinforcements from England, but none came

until the spring of 1776. A series of delays along with a severe

storm conspired to put off their arrival in time to participate in the

campaign of 1775.

The Americans moved first. In the fall of 1774 the First Conti-

nental Congress sent an address to the Canadians urging them to

make common cause with their feUow colonials. Although many

Americans had bitterly condemned the Quebec Act because of its

concession of religious freedom to Roman Catholics, although they

had even included it among the "Intolerable Acts" of that year,

the Congress now informed the Canadians that they were suffering

from tyranny and invited them to send representatives to the Second

Continental Congress.
6 This appeal had no discernible result, if for

no other reason because Carleton prevented its circulation. In Feb-

ruary, 1775, however, the Boston Committee of Correspondence,

under the leadership of Samuel Adams, it is believed, sent a secret

emissary, a lawyer named John Brown of Pittsfidd, to the St.

Lawrence. Brown made his way in the depth of winter to Albany

and thence by way of Lake Champlain to Montreal. There he

established contact with many of the "old subjects." Many of these

were merchants, most numerous at Montreal, although a few were

to be found scattered along the Lake Champlain-Richdieu River

waterway and others at Quebec. Several of the "old subjects"

quietly assured Brown that their sympathies lay with the patriots,

that the bulk of the French population would do nothing toward

the defense of the British regime, and that Carleton could then

expect little aid, if any, from the Canadian Indians. Sending back

to Massachusetts an optimistic report in March, 1775, Brown also

urged an American attack upon the British garrison at Ticonderoga

as soon as hostilities should begin. He reported that the Green

Mountain Boys had pledged themselves to capture the weakly de-

fended fort, which contained large military stores, including cannon.

The seizure of Ticonderoga and of its weaker sister post of Crown

5 The 7th and 26th regiments were based upon Montreal and Quebec; the

8th was stationed in the lake country.

The address was voted on October 26. Worthington G. Ford et al. (eds.),

Journals of the Continental Congress, 1774-1789 (34 vols., Washington, 1904-

37), I, 105-113.
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Point, as the American agent hardly needed to point out, would

open a path for an American expedition to the St. Lawrence. De-

parting from Montreal, Brown left behind him a network of com-

munications between Canada and the Thirteen Colonies.

John Brown's mission was followed promptly by American

action. Gage and Carleton had long before realized the military im-

portance of retaining control over the Lake Champlain route, but

Gage had lacked funds to restore the ruined works of the two forts

and had too few troops properly to defend them. In March, 1775,

Gage warned Captain William De la Place, commandant at

Ticonderoga, to guard against a surprise assault. He did nothing

more to protect the great passageway until the day of Lexington

and Concord, when he sent off to Carleton a message urging him to

send the 7th regiment without delay to Ticonderoga or Crown

Point. But Gage's advice to De la Place was given insufficient atten-

tion, and his letter to the Canadian governor arrived too late to

accomplish its purpose.

After the outbreak of warfare in Massachusetts many a patriot

turned to thoughts of assault upon Ticonderoga and Crown Point.

Among them were two Connecticut officers later accused of treason

against the United States, Samuel Holden Parsons and Benedict

Arnold, the one doubtless innocent, the other only too guilty. Par-

sons, returning home from the siege of Boston to go recruiting, met

Arnold en route to Cambridge. Determined to secure for the Ameri-

can army the cannon stored at Ticonderoga, they then went their

different ways.jAt
Hartford Parsons organized and sent northward

toward Ticonderoga some Connecticut troops, who enlisted the

doughty John Brown and some forty men at Pittsfidd. By May 7

the Connecticut and Massachusetts men were at Casdeton, where

their leaders conferred with Ethan Allen, in command of a body of

Green Mountain Boys, who was likewise meditating the capture of

"Ti." Shortly afterward Arnold, having done some effective talking

at Cambridge, also appeared at Casdeton, carrying a colonel's com-

mission from the Massachusetts Committee of Safety and orders

from the same body to seize the fort and its cannon. He had been

authorized to gather four hundred men for these purposes but had

hurried forward almost alone to the scene of action, leaving his

subordinates to collect his troops. Never modest, Arnold insisted

that he be accepted as commander of a]! the groups engaging in
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the project. His claim was heatedly contested, but Allen and

Arnold, after some confusion, were recognized as joint commanders.

Early in the morning of May 10 approximately eighty Americans

made their way across Lake Champlain, surprised the garrison of

Ticonderoga, rushed through its almost undefended walls, and

secured the surrender of De la Place and forty-odd redcoats, about

half of whom were unfit for service of any sort/ Not a shot was

fired, and a handful of British regulars at Crown Point capitulated

to Allen on the following day. Shortly afterward
Arnold^

now

joined by some of his own men, took a British post at St. John's, on

the Richelieu River. Exposed there to British counterattack, Arnold

then prudently retreated, but Allen reoccupied St. John's and was

promptly driven out of it by a force of redcoats. Nevertheless, the

New Englanders had cheaply won Ticonderoga, with its almost

priceless cannon, and the control of Lake Champlain.

Thus in May, 1775, Canada was opened to invasion from the

south. That same month Jonathan Brewer of Massachusetts pro-

jected a march through Maine against Quebec fortress by way of

the Kennebec and Chaudifcre rivers. Brewer even began to collect

troops for the purpose, but Massachusetts leaders frowned both

upon the scheme and upon Brewer. Shortly afterward Arnold

pressed eagerly for an early advance in force from Ticonderoga to

the St. Lawrence. Brewer's proposal was quite feasible in summer;

and the two expeditions might easily have taken Montreal and

Quebec. On May 29 the Second Continental Congress, after re-

* Vermont tradition of the capture of the fort has it that Allen was in

command, also that Allen first demanded surrender of the fort from Lieutenant

Tocelyn Feltham with the words, "Gome out of there, you damned rat, or an

equivalent. Allen seems to have repeated his demand several times. Four years

afterward he wrote that he made his surrender demand "in the name of the

Great Jehovah and the Continental Congress." John Pell, Ethan Allen (Boston,

1929), p. 85S accepts both the Vermont tradition and Allen's statement. It

seems clear that Allen and Arnold entered the fort together, and that both men

called upon Feltham, who was not dressed to receive visitors, and then upon

De la Place to give it up. Since Allen was a deist, and for other reasons, it

seems likely that his later recollection of his summons was maccurate. More-

over Feltham, describing the incident only one month later, said, Mr.

Allen told me ... that he must have immediate possession of the fort

and all the effects of George the Third Those were his words. 'For

Feltham's account see Allen French, The Taking of Ticonderoga (Cambridge,

Mass 1928), pp. 42 ff. The same author's First Year of the American Revolu-

tion '(Boston, 1934) , Appendix 14, pp. 733-734, analyzes in scholarly fashion

the evidence regarding this incident.
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caving the news of the fall of Ticondegora and Crown Point, voted

a second address to the "oppressed" Canadians, urging them to

ioin the patriots.
8 On June 1, however, it decided that the forts

should be evacuated and that the captured cannon should be

removed to Albany.
9 Some members did not wish to wage off

ensiye

war, lest the door be closed to reconciliation with Britain. Late in

Tune Congress reversed its course again and finally ordered General

Philip Schuyler to advance toward Montreal, which he was to seize

along with other parts of Canada, if "it will not be disagreeable to

the Canadians."
10

The dilatory tactics of Congress were matched by those 01

Schuyler, who spent almost two months hi preparation for the

expedition. He faced, to be sure, a host of difficulties. He had

trouble enlisting enough men and even greater trouble equipping

them; he was compelled to build boats to carry his army, was

handicapped by a shortage of gunpowder, and was grievously ham-

pered by provincial and personal jealousies among officers and men.

In addition, he had reason to be apprehensive that the Iroquois

warriors, most of whom were under the influence of the Tory John-

son family, would attack the New York frontier in his absence. In

the end his army was ready to move, and the neutrality of the Six

Nations was temporarily assured. But Schuyler had performed too

slowly at a time when speed was paramount. He made too much of

his vexations; he was by turn petulant and then overly patient. He

lacked both the physical vigor necessary to do his duties and towm
the confidence of his men and any real enthusiasm for the northern

invasion. Not until both Washington and Brigadier General Richard

Montgomery, Schuyler's second in command, insisted upon action

did his army of seventeen hundred men move forward. Writing

from Cambridge, Washington informed Schuyler that he was

sending an expedition against Quebec by the Kennebec-Chaudiere

route, and argued that Schuyler must execute his assignment the

British could not defend both Quebec and Montreal at once and at

least one would fall.
11

The address is conveniently reprinted in Henry S. Commager (ed.), Docu-

ments of American History (New York, 1934), pp. 91-92.

Continental Congress Journals, II, 74-75.

John' C' FiSpatrick (ed.), The Writings of George Washington (39 vols.,

Washington, 1931-44), III, 437-438.
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Learning of desperate efforts on the part of Carleton to prepare

Canada against invasion, Montgomery led the American van up
Lake Champlain early in September without orders from Schuyler.

On the fourth Schuyler joined his subordinate on the lake, and

the American army proceeded to the He aux Noix at the source of

the Richelieu River. There Schuyler remained, accomplishing noth-

ing, until September 16. Then a combination of ill health and de-

spondency caused him to turn southward toward his headquarters,

leaving Montgomery in command. Thereafter he confined himself

to sending supplies and reinforcements to Montgomery.
Had Richard Montgomery been given command of the expedi-

tion against Montreal from the beginning the story might well have

been different. An Irish-born soldier, he had served in the British

army in the French and Indian War, resigned from that army, and

migrated in 1772 to New York, where he married into the power-

ful Livingston clan. As a redcoat, Montgomery had held no rank

higher than captain. Yet he was energetic and bold, a splendid if

somewhat theatrical commander and a devoted patriot. Had Mont-

gomery been able to advance down the Richdieu in August, the

objectives of the campaign might well have been realized.

As it was, American inactivity after the fall of Ticonderoga and

Crown Point gave Carleton the time he so desperately needed if

Canada was to remain in British hands at the end of the campaign.

In the spring of 1775 Carleton began strenuous efforts to meet the

threatened American invasion. He called upon both the "old sub-

jects" and the "new subjects" to volunteer for service, but his appeals

elicited meager response. With the assistance of several seigneurs, he

tried vainly to raise the Canadian militia. Bishop Briand, the chief

dignitary of the Church in Canada, called upon the French to sup-

port Carleton and ordered the rites of the church withheld from

those who should aid the patriots. But even Briand's efforts had

little net result, and it became apparent that the habitants were as

likely to join the Americans as the British. Gravely concerned,

Carleton continued his preparations as best he could. Proclaiming

martial law on June 9, he moved his scanty forces of redcoats to

cover Montreal, where he himself assumed command, made ready

for defense of the forts at St. John's and Chambly, and at St. John's

pushed the building of two vessels of war with which he hoped to

regain control of Lake Champlain. He was able to secure the
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services of the crew of the British brigantine Gaspte, which wan-

dered into the St. Lawrence. Allan McLean, coining from England

by way of New York, turned up in the very nick of time 12 and

raised a small body of veteran Highlanders to assist Garleton. The

general might also have obtained valuable support from the

Canadian Indians. Gage urged him to enlist the savages, but Carle-

ton had little faith in the fighting abilities of red-skinned warriors

and was repelled by their atrocities against women and children.

He enlisted only a few; and even these proved more of a nuisance

than a help.

Immediately after Schuyler's departure Montgomery invested

Fort St. John's, on September 18. His army was wasting from

disease, but reinforcements were coming and American advance

agents in Canada, John Brown, Ethan Allen, and the "old subject"

James Livingston, all urged him on. The fort, made of wood but

stoutly built to resist cannon, was cut off from Montreal. Within

it, however, were about five hundred British regulars and one hun-

dred Canadian volunteers, the bulk of Carleton's forces, under the

command of Major Charles Preston, a courageous officer, who was

supported by an armed schooner lying in the Richelieu. The fort

could not be carried by assault; nor with his weakened forces could

Montgomery mask it and proceed northward. He was compelled to

begin siege operations, which he could not push effectively during

many weeks for lack of cannon, powder, and obedient troops.

Finally, on November 2, with his fortifications and quarters almost

in ruins, his supplies of food almost exhausted, his schooner at the

bottom of the river, and with no hope of relief, Preston abandoned

the struggle. He had delayed Montgomery fifty-five days and had,

perhaps, saved Canada for Britain.

Held up at St. John's, Montgomery sent out parties under Ethan

Allen and John Brown to the St. Lawrence to scout and to enlist

Canadians. Allen and Brown, chancing to meet below Montreal,

discovered that together they had 330 men, mostly French. Brown

proposed an attack on Montreal, and Allen agreed. Brown with

two hundred men was to cross the St. Lawrence above the city,

Allen with the remainder below it. They were to launch simul-

taneous assaults on September 24. For reasons unknown Brown

failed to get over the river. Allen succeeded, only to be confronted

See p. 20.
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by a superior force of British regulars, Canadians loyal to Britain,

and Indians who came out from the city. For lack of boats his

retreat was cut off. After a sharp but unequal fight, most of his men

fled, and he was forced to surrender.
18

However, on October 19

Fort Chambly and eighty-three British regulars were captured by a

mixed force of Americans and Canadians.

The obstinate stand made by Preston gave Carleton more precious

time. The British governor was unable to muster enough strength at

Montreal to come to the assistance of his valiant subordinate; and

British prestige sank so low after the fall of St. John's that Carleton

could not defend the city which Anglo-American armies had won

fifteen years earlier after the utmost sacrifice. Its inhabitants made

it dear that they would, not fight against Montgomery, and they

opened the city gates to him on November 13. However, Preston

had presented to Carleton a formidable ally, General Winter, who

brought with him ice, snow, sleet, and chill winds. Fleeing down the

river with a little fleet of eleven ships and a few score of regulars,

Carleton was intercepted en route to Quebec. Fleet and redcoats

fell captive to jubilant American pursuers, but Carleton escaped

and with a few attendants made his way to temporary safety in the

great fortress. Weakened by winter and by the loss of several hun-

dred men who went home, some with and some without official

leave, Montgomery stopped almost two weeks at Montreal to refit

and reorganize; then, leaving behind a substantial garrison, he

floated down the river with more than three hundred men. Home-

sick but desperately determined,
14 he hurried forward to make a

junction with a larger American force under Benedict Arnold

which was already camped before Quebec.
Almost simultaneously with the American advance on Lake

Champlain about eleven hundred patriots under Benedict Arnold

began to move against Quebec by way of the Kennebec and

Chaudifcre rivers. Washington personally organized this expedition,

is For an account of this enterprise see Justin Smith, Our Struggle for the

Fourteenth Colony (2 vols., New York, 1907), I, 380-394.
1A Although Montgomery displayed superb devotion to duty, he thought him-

self unequal to his command and asked three times in November and Decem-

ber to be relieved. Jared Sparks (ed.), Correspondence of the American Revolu-

tion; Being Letters of Eminent Men to George Washington ... (4 vols.,

Boston, 1853), I, 481, 491; Montgomery to Robert R. Livingston, Dec. 17,

1775, Robert R. Livingston MSS, in the New York Public Library.
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placed Arnold in command, and gave that intrepid man seven

companies of New England troops and three of Pennsylvania and

Virginia riflemen to execute it. These men, taken from Washing-

ton's own army, marched from Cambridge just before September.

Had they left a month earlier, perhaps even a week earlier, Quebec

AMERICAN INVASION OF CANADA
1775-1776

-j- Arnold'f rogt

must have been theirs. On September 25 Arnold and tus toUowers

began to push up the Kennebec, walking along ite banks and driv-

ing hastily built bateaux against its current. The
boaj,

built of

grL timber, soon opened leaks; food supphes quickly became

damaged; and the rough work of poling and portaging became

utterly exhausting. Within three weeks the little army was on short
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rations. Weary and discouraged, the officers of the three companies

forming the rear voted to turn back and led their men southward

to safety and to obscurity. The remainder trudged, swam, climbed,

and crawled over the divide between Maine and Canada. Arnold

was dauntless, and he had heroic support from Aaron Burr, Eleazer

Oswald, Daniel Morgan, Dr. Isaac Senter, and many others. Golds

and dysentery created havoc; flour moistened with water became

the standard diet, and then boiled leather; and every mile of

progress beyond the divide brought new torture to body and soul.

James Mdvin in matter-of-fact language recorded his sufferings:

"Rained all last night and this day. . . . Marched through hideous

woods and mountains. . . . The company were [went] ten miles,

wading knee-deep . . . one man fainted in the water. . . . Here

a boat was stove, with four men, and one man drowned. . . .

They agreed to part and the heartiest to push forward as fast as

they could. ... I was not well, having the flux. We went twenty-

one miles."
15 On October 30 Arnold and an advance party reached

the first French house on the Chaudifere and hurried food back to

their suffering fellows. The bones of perhaps two or three score were

left in the woods, but the remainder, gaunt scarecrows, came on

into the French settlements. The habitants, softened by pity, sym-

pathy for the patriot cause, and gold, gave all the succor within

their power. By November 10 Arnold with some five hundred more

or less effectives had reached Point Levis on the bank of the St.

Lawrence opposite Quebec. A storm and lack of boats held him to

the south shore for three days. By the morning of the fourteenth he

was camped on the Plains of Abraham and considering assault.

Unhappily for the Americans, Arnold had come too late. Had he

been able to cross the river immediately, he might easfly have

carried the city. Then Allan McLean, with eighty troops he had

raised, was absent on a futile march to relieve Fort St. John's; the

French townsmen were restless; there was only a handful of regular

troops and British marines within the walls. Hector Cramahe,

lieutenant governor of the province, who was frantically trying to

put the city in a posture of defense, was in despair. While Arnold

Andrew A. Melvin (ed.), The Journal of James Melvin . . . (Portland,

Me., 1902), pp. 47-53. Many members of the expedition managed to keep

journals. Kenneth Roberts has published a collection of them in March to

Quebec . . . (New York, 1938).
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waited helplessly on the south bank, however, McLean and his

men slipped into the city by water. Determined to resist to the

uttermost, McLean promptly assumed responsibility for its safety.

Calling into service all the able-bodied British in the city and three

hundred Canadians, he collected altogether about thirteen hundred

men. Included among them were perhaps one hundred red-coated

regulars; Royal Marines and seamen from war and merchant vessels

in the harbor; McLean's own volunteers, almost two hundred; a

few artillerists; and many British civilians of one occupation or

another. This motley garrison, though largely inexperienced, was

well armed, well clothed, and stationed behind strong walls. On
November 16 in council of war McLean, Cramahe, and other

British officials pledged themselves to defend the city to the last

extremity. McLean cleared the walls by burning down outlying

houses, and twice drove off by cannon fire a messenger from Arnold

demanding surrender. For several days the Americans occupied

themselves by sniping at British sentries. Then, in the belief that he

could not carry the walls, Arnold withdrew up the river to effect a

union with Montgomery. As he did so, Carleton passed by on the

river and made his way into the city.

On December 2 the two American commanders joined forces

twenty miles above Quebec. By that time Arnold had 675 hardy

followers available for service. Montgomery, who assumed com-

mand, could therefore muster about one thousand men, most of

whom he was able to dothe in captured British uniforms. He imme-

diately ordered his men to march against the King's in Quebec,

which was again invested by December 5*

The little American force which encamped before Quebec was

splendid in quality but almost doomed to failure. The sturdy walls

of Quebec could defy the light artillery which Montgomery could

bring to bear against them; the garrison within was well supplied

for a siege, indeed, better prepared for one than the Americans;

and the defenders, more numerous than the assailants, had acquired

a superb leader. Guy Carleton never was given much opportunity

during the War of Independence to display his talents as a com-

mander of a large army in the open field. Perhaps he lacked suffi-

cient dash and aggressiveness and, had he been given the chance,

would have accomplished little more than Howe, Clinton, or Bur-
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goyne. But for his task at Quebec he possessed every qualification.

He had the traditional courage and tenaciousness of the veteran

British soldier; he was cool and even cold in time of peril;
16 and he

inspired respect and confidence alike among officers and men.

Prudent and cautious, he did not make Montcalm's mistake: he did

not rashly venture beyond the walls of the city and risk all in open

battle on the Plains of Abraham. He chose to defend, and that most

obstinately. He drove the disaffected from the city, built additional

fortifications, sternly hdd his men to their duties, and waited for

the American assault.

When Carleton refused even to receive his demands for sur-

render, Montgomery bombarded the city with his light artillery.

The British responded with heavier guns, and it quickly became

apparent that Quebec must be carried by storming, if at all. More-

over, as American enlistments were expiring, the attempt could not

be long delayed. Montgomery laid plans for a night assault on

December 27, but a deserter carried the news to the British, who

were ready to meet it. As the night was dear and there was no hope

of surprise, Montgomery decided to wait for a storm which would

reduce visibility. It came on December 30, when the American plan

was put into effect in driving snow and darkness. Two feints were

made toward the upper part of the city in the hope of misleading

the British, who could not cover all the long walls in strength.

Meanwhile Montgomery in person led a detachment of New

Yorkers forward against the west waJl beside the St. Lawrence while

Arnold drove against the eastern defenses beside that stream. If

successful, they planned to meet in the lower part of the city and

then reduce its remainder. The British were puzzled for a time, but

when Montgomery and his followers entered a narrow pass before a

watchhouse garrisoned by fifty defenders, they were cut down by

heavy artillery and musket fire and many fell, induding Mont-

gomery himself. Without his leadership, the remains of Mont-

gomery's force despairingly withdrew.

lft See the praise of Carleton by Henry Hamilton, who observed Carleton's

behavior at Montreal, in Michigan Pioneer and Historical Collections, X
(1908), 267. Allan McLean later claimed that it was he, not Carleton, who

saved Quebec. Mrs. E. S. Wordey (ed.), A Prime Minister and His Son (New

York, 1925), p. 106. It is probably true
that^the

exertions of both men were

indispensable for the successful defense of the city.
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Arnold's attack was hardly more fortunate. He and his men were

seen as they approached and were subjected to a galling fire. They

broke through an outer defense, but Arnold was wounded and had

to be carried off. Daniel Morgan, who assumed command, hesi-

tated for a few minutes before attempting the second and last

barrier, giving the defenders an opportunity to recover from con-

fusion and to bring up reinforcements. When he did move forward,

he was bloodily repulsed in savage fighting; and when two sortie

parties sent out by Carleton cut off his retreat, he and the bulk of

his men were compelled to surrender. The Americans had failed;

their army was cut in half, their leader dead.

Benedict Arnold refused to admit defeat. Even though Carleton's

men far outnumbered his own, he continued the blockade of the

city and begged for reinforcements and a veteran general, preferably

Lee, to resume the assault.
17 American reinforcements came in very

slowly from Montreal, and Carleton could have driven off the

patriots. He would take no risk, however, since he expected to be

strengthened by troops from England in the spring. Arnold, his

injury preventing active service, was succeeded by General David

Wooster, who was superseded in turn by General John Thomas.

Neither Wooster nor Thomas ventured an attack. There was

therefore little fighting for several months. On May 6 a British fleet

reached Quebec from England, carrying ten companies of regulars

and Royal Marines, the vanguard of larger forces soon to appear.

At that time there were almost three thousand patriots before its

walls. They were suffering from smallpox, mutinous spirits, and

expiring enlistments. Thomas retreated toward Montreal, followed

in leisurely fashion by Carleton and John Burgoyne with several

thousand British regulars.

The Americans might conceivably have held out at Montreal.

But smallpox continued to ravage their army. General Thomas was

among the many who died from it. The habitants refused further

assistance to the American cause. The famous commission consist-

ing of Benjamin Franklin, Samuel Chase, Charles Carroll of Car-

rollton, and Father John Carroll, sent by Congress to win their

affections, had labored in vain. The Americans had no hard money.

General John Sullivan, Thomas' successor, ordered a retreat from

17 American Revolution Corr.9 1, 118, 156.
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Montreal, and before the dose of June the American army was out

of Canada.18

Had the patriots captured Quebec they might with the support

of the French Canadians have held Canada against British counter-

attack. In all likelihood, however, the British, with their overwhelm-

ing naval superiority, would have regained control of the province.

Besides, had the Americans been able to hold it with the help of the

habitants, France as its ancient owner might have demanded the

return of the colony. Nevertheless, the sacrifices of the defeated

patriots were not in vain. Their northern offensive increased and

complicated the military problems of the British and prevented a

southward thrust along the Lake Champlain-Hudson waterway

until the fall of 1776. Then Arnold, completely recuperated, brought

Carleton's advance to a halt, further postponing a British march

to Albany and New York. If nothing else, Montgomery, Arnold,

and the northern American army had won time, and a British

offensive from the north which might have succeeded at the start of

the conflict was doomed to disaster when launched at a later day.

Furthermore, the presence of the Americans on the St. Lawrence

convinced the British government that Carleton's services were

needed there. As a result, when Gage was superseded, Howe,

Carleton's inferior in rank and efficiency, was given the supreme

command in the Thirteen Colonies. Had Carleton occupied that

post, the American rebellion might not have blossomed into a

revolution.

18 Professor A. L. Burt in "The Quarrel Between Carleton and Germain:

An Inverted Story," Canadian Historical Review, XI (1930), 211, censures

Carleton for not intercepting the Americans on the Richelieu.



CHAPTER 5

Britain Declares War

every skirmish of 1775 between the redcoats and the

patriots the chances of reconciliation between Britain and

America diminished. Nevertheless, at any time before the end of that

year the British government could have obtained both peace and

the preservation of the empire by giving to the patriots generous

guarantees of their rights. Such guarantees were not offered.

Although many persons in Britain urged that concessions be made

to the Americans, the government clung to its policy of coercion.

Thanks to Yankee enterprise, the patriot version of the shocking

news of Lexington and Concord was known in London by May 29,

1775, two weeks before the arrival of General Gage's official ac-

count.
11 To some the reports from America spelled catastrophe; a

few persons harboring high notions of imperial power were doubt-

less elated, for now that power would probably be invoked in the

fullest possible measure; most thinking Englishmen were no doubt

perplexed. Members of the ministry were deeply disappointed that

the resort to the ultima ratio had at least temporarily failed. For this

result King and ministers could logically denounce only them-

selves. They had appealed to force when they lacked force. They
now pretended that the consequences of the expedition to Concord

were not unfortunate. If they were, the fault was in Gage he had

1 Clarence B Garter (ed.), Correspondence of General Thomas Gage with

the Secretaries of State . . . 1763-1775 (2 vols., New Haven, 1931-33), II,

198-199; Peter O. Hutchinson (ed.), Diary and Letters of . . . Thomas

Hutchinson ... (2 vols., London, 1883-86), I, 455-457.
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bungled, acted without orders, or inefficiently executed them.

Among them there was again much talk of recalling Gage because

of his supposed incompetence. And Gage was almost surely to be a

scapegoat, although the decision regarding his fate was postponed

for some weeks.
2

However doubtful the King might be regarding Gage's future, he

was not uncertain about the need of crushing the American "rebel-

lion/' To deal with his insolent subjects he now urged powerful

reinforcements for America. His ministers followed his leadership,

but they could not readily produce either the redcoats or the ships

and sailors desired by their master. The garrison troops stationed in

the home islands were few, and it was unlikely that numerous re-

cruits could speedily be secured in England. A national draft of

men in mass was a measure unknown before the French Revolution.

Meeting on June 15 and again five days later, the King's advisers

decided to send to America six regiments from Gibraltar and

Minorca; enlist Scottish Highlanders for overseas service; send more

Royal Marines, to be raised in Ireland; augment the regiments

already beyond the ocean by drafts from regiments at home; ask

Carleton for two thousand Canadians; and commission additional

frigates and naval transports. The army in Boston was too little in

1775 to conquer New England. Even with the reinforcements pro-

posed by the Cabinet it would be too little in 1776 to subdue all the

patriots. Thus in mid-1775 the military outlook for Britain was

gloomy and the news of Bunker Hill brought no comfort. It became

increasingly obvious during the latter part of the year that she must

buy thousands of mercenaries if she was to wage war on land effec-

tively.

The military problem which King and Cabinet undertook to

solve was formidable enough, even had the people of the British

Ides been far wealthier than they were. Britain, to be sure, possessed

great financial resources, but the national debt of 136 million

was enormous for that time. The interest upon the debt was heavy,

the costs of a governmental system permeated by corruption and

inefficiency were not small, and taxes were high when compared to

levies a generation earlier. No reduction had been made in the debt

since the Seven Years' War, which had been a major factor in its

rise. It was doubtful that the nation could cany on another ex-

2
J. R. Alden, General Gage in America (Baton Rouge, 1948), pp. 27&-2S2.
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pensive conflict without slipping into bankruptcy; and it was

obvious that France and Spain might attack a Britain heavily in-

volved in warfare with her colonists.

Moreover, public sentiment in the British Isles was not uniformly

in favor of using arms against the Americans. The Roman Catholic

Irish, long abused by their conquerors, sympathized with the Ameri-

cans. British merchants and manufacturers were divided in their

opinions, but at least a large minority among them opposed a war

which would seriously damage their trade with America and which

would prevent, perhaps for years, the collection of large debts owed

them by the colonists.
8 Nor were the men of commerce who were

opposed to war against the colonists moved only by economic

interest. There were many in England and some even in Scotland

who recognized George III as a would-be tyrant, who believed that

subjugation of the Americans would encourage the King to strike

at British liberties, and who saw the Americans as allies in a com-

mon struggle against arbitrary rule. They included merchants,

artisans, noblemen, scholars, soldiers, and sailors. Englishmen who

wished for the restoration of peace and who were willing to make

concessions to the colonists in order to achieve it were perhaps as

numerous as those who insisted upon their submission. A few pre-

ferred an independent and friendly America to one conquered, sub-

ordinate, and sullen. Opponents of the use of force were not silent.

In June, 1775, JohnJfasaLTooka and others went so far as to take

up a collection in London for the benefit of the widows and orphans

of the Americans "murdered" by the King's troops at Lexington.

Tooke went to jail for his impudence, but there was no way to

punish Lord Effingham, an army officer who publicly announced

that he would not serve against the colonists, or Augustus Keppd,

of the royal navy, who refused to fight against the Americans.

King and Cabinet might well have explored the possibility of

reconciliation, and the arrival of the liberal-minded Richard Penn,

former governor of Pennsylvania, in England in August with the

Olive Branch Petition gave them an opportunity. Penn, however,

was at first refused audience; and when Lord Dartmouth finally

condescended to accept the petition, Penn was told that there would

8 On the attitude of the merchants and manufacturers toward the early years

of the war see Dora Mae Clark, British Opinion and the American Revolution

(New Haven, 1930), pp. 87-11&
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be no reply. The government would not discuss terms with the

"illegal" Continental Congress, it would bargain only with the

colonies individually; in effect, it would not negotiate. Almost

simultaneously, on August 23, the government gave public evidence

of its determination to wage war, issuing a royal proclamation which

referred to "an open and avowed rebellion" in America and asking

for information which would help to secure the punishment of those

both there and in England who transmitted news and advice across

the water.
4

It was possible, of course, that Parliament, which convened on

October 26, would insist upon steps toward reconciliation. That

body numbered prominent critics of the King and his ministers

among its members. The Whig faction led by the Marquis of

Buckingham and including Edmund Burke and Sir George Savile

vigorously denounced the royal decision to wage war upon the

colonists. Although Pitt was too feeble to fulminate, most of a small

body of politicians who had long followed his leadership, particu-

larly Lord Shdburne and Lord Camden, also condemned it. The

Rockinghamites and the Pittites received support from the Duke of

Grafton, whose disgust with governmental measures had driven him

to resign from the ministry and to enter into Opposition; from

Charles James Fox, that extraordinary young man whose rhetoric

and wit made him a power in himself; and from John Wilkes, who

spoke for a small Radical element. However, these
groups^

and in-

dividuals, even when united, constituted a decided minority; and

there were among them old enmities, clashing ambitions, and

divergences in thought upon both domestic and colonial questions.

The Whigs and Radicals continued their assaults until the session

of Parliament came to an end late in the spring of 1776. They made

much of petitions from London and Bristol in favor of reconcilia-

tion. In November, Burke presented a bill to end the dispute with

America. It proposed renunciation by Britain of the right to tax the

colonists for revenue, repeal of the Coercive Acts and the Town-

shend tax on tea, and pardon to all Americans who had participated

in rebellion. It was defeated in the Commons by a vote of 210 to

105.
8 The Opposition insisted that subjugation of the Americans

* Benjamin Franklin Stevens (e<L), Facsimiles of Manuscripts in European

Archives Relating to America ... (26 vols., London, 1889-95) V, No. 459.

William Gobbett (ed.), The Parliamentary History of England, 1774-1777

(36 vols., London, 1806-20), XVIII, 978-32.
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was difficult, even impossible. Grafton asserted that Britain "must

be ruined by prosecuting this unnatural war," that victory would

be more calamitous than defeat, for the "liberties of America

once gone, those of Britain will not long survive them." 6
Henry

Seymour Conway, an army officer, claimed that the Americans

would prove to be equal, man for man, to the British regulars, their

ardor compensating for superior British discipline.
7 Wilkes and

David Hartley contended that a military victory, if achieved, would

mean nothing, that the colonists could not be kept permanently in

subjection, even by large garrison forces. Wilkes declared that the

population of Britain was smaller than it had been in 1692, that the

Americans doubled in numbers every fifteen or twenty years his

estimates were inaccurate, his logic sound. He called for the im-

peachment of the ministers responsible for the measures taken in the

preceding winter "which have lost half our empire."
8 To which

North responded by saying that a Parliament containing one Wilkes

had one too many.
9 He attempted no reply to the prophetic elo-

quence of Hartley: ". . . You may bruise its [America's] heel, but

you cannot crush its head. . . . The new world is before them.

. . . When the final period of this once happy country shall over-

take ourselves . . . may another Phoenix rise out of our ashes."
10

The Opposition also maintained that France and Spain would

not fail to attack a Britain engaged in a straggle with her colonists.

Hartley and George Johnstone had already made that prediction, in

May; and North had scoffed.
11 The warning was repeated by Lord

Effingham, Grafton, the Duke of Manchester, and Conway. North

and his ally, Viscount Townshend, ridiculed it.
12 The danger was

too obvious to escape recognition by the Prime Minister, but he (or

George III) chose to minimize it.

The King and the Cabinet refused to heed the warnings of their

political enemies, and they discounted petitions from London,

Bristol, and other places which begged for a reversal of policy. Sup-

porters of the King claimed that many merchants who had signed

p. 962.
I 1bid., p. 998.

*Ibid., pp. 1010, 1012.
9
Ibid., p. 1013.

^Ibid., p. 1105.
II Ibid * pp. 624-626.
" Ibid., pp. 1208, 1213-1214, 1252-1253, 1257-1258, 135S-1360.
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such documents did so under American pressure. They asserted that

the petitioners, if not dupes of the Americans, were themselves dis-

loyal malcontents. They made much of other petitions, some of

them inspired by government, which supported the policy of

coercion. Power sufficient to subdue the colonists was available,
18

they insisted. National honor and the preservation of the empire

required that it be employed.

Privately Lord Barrington continued to concede the impossibility

of military reconquest, and North to doubt the wisdom of using

force, but outwardly the servants of the crown were firm and

determined. George III would tolerate no weakness; he insisted

upon military compulsion; and those who disagreed obeyed their ob-

stinate master. It was almost true, in Shakespeare's language, that

the King

. . . having both the key
Of officer and office, set all hearts i* the state

To what tune pleas'd his ear ...

So great had become his influence, through bribery and manipula-

tion,
1* that his will alone might have been sufficient to gain Parlia-

mentary sanction for coercion. Because the suffrage was severely

limited and because districts sending members to Commons had

litde relation to population, a general election in eighteenth-century

Britain did not express the popular will. It was rather "an occasion

for a readjustment of interests and a redistribution of favors."
1B In

the time of George I and George II the Whig nobility had divided

the plums; by 1775, however, George III was the chief dispenser.

In Parliament after the election of that year were seventy peers

occupying government offices and 170 members of the Commons

Lord George Germain declared on November 16, 1775, "Such forces as are

necessary . . . will not be wanting." Ibid., p. 990.

"How George III brought pressure upon members of the Commons is illus-

trated by a note from him to Lord North of March 12, 1772. "Lord North's

attention in correcting the impression that I had that CoL Burgoyne and Lt.

CoL Harcourt were absent yesterday is very handsome to those gentlemen, for

I certainly should have thought myself obliged to have named a new governor

in the room of the former, and to have removed the other from my Bed-

chamber." Sir John W. Fortescue (ed.), Correspondence of King George the

Third from 1760 to December, 1783 (6 vols., London, 1927-28), III, 32^329.
William T. Laprade (ed.), Parliamentary Papers of John Robinson 1774-

1784, Publications of the Camden Society, Third Series, XXXIII (London,

1922), xviL
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holding either offices or public contracts.
16

George Ill's personal

following, the King's Friends, was numerous. Moreover, the An-

glican clergy and the independent country gentlemen, who were

greatly overrepresented in Parliament, usually saw eye to eye with

the King.
17
Many a lord and commoner at Westminster who owed

little or nothing to the King honestly, if mistakenly, gave hearty ad-

herence to the policy of the crown. To do them justice, many of the

King's Friends followed royal leadership from conviction as well as

from interest. There is no reason to bdieve that men such as Lord

Mansfield and Lord George Germain were moved exclusively by a

desire for pelf.

In any case, Parliament gave its approval to the measures spon-

sored by government by steady majorities of two to one. The King's

Speech condemned the American "authors and promoters of this

desperate conspiracy. . . . They meant only to amuse, by vague

expressions of attachment to the parent state, and the strongest pro-

testations of loyalty to me, whilst they were preparing for a general

revolt. . . . The rebellious war now levied ... is manifestly for

the purpose of establishing an independent empire."
18 The Ameri-

cans must be brought back to their allegiance by armed might.

Although it was heatedly denounced by the Opposition, the King's

Speech was approved by heavy majorities in both houses. On

November 20, 1775, North brought before the Commons a Pro-

hibitory Bill, which passed into law in similar fashion. On paper at

least, the measure established a complete naval blockade of America,

authorized the seizure of American goods whenever found upon

salt water, and called for the forcible enlistment in the royal navy

of merchant sailors captured in American vessels. In effect, both

King and Parliament had now given their answer to the Olive

Branch Petition Britain would wage war with all the strength at

her command. Their reply could have only one result to force hun-

dreds of thousands of Americans who had wished for no more than

oucon noted in his diary on November 9, 1775 "All *e

independent landed interest of the kingdom vote with gov<*nment, in what

rtate. to America." Hutchinson Diary, I, 555. On the attitude of the couotty

gentlemen in the early years of the War of Independence see also Clark,

British Opinion, pp. 135-142, 244.

is Parliamentary History, XVIII, 695-696.
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what they considered their rights within the empire to take the road

to independence.

Appealing once more to arms, the British government could not

deny itself a trifling gesture toward accommodation. The Pro-

hibitory Bill also empowered the crown to send to America com-

missioners who might inquire into grievances and grant pardon to

patriots who had discovered the error of their ways and repented.
19

In the following spring Richard, Admiral Viscount Howe was

ordered to the command of the British fleet in American waters

and was appointed as one of the commissioners. His younger brother,

General William Howe, was chosen as the other. They were given

power to bludgeon, but hardly to bargain, although it was long

before the patriots learned for certain that the olive branch carried

by the brothers was in reality a yoke.

The Prohibitory Bill was by no means the last of the measures

of King and Cabinet calculated to alienate the Americans. While

Parliament debated, the ministry strove desperately to procure on

the European continent the troops they could not obtain in Britain.

It had become apparent that the forces decided upon in June were

insufficient for the task of conquering America and equally clear

that there was little enthusiasm to enlist in the armed forces on the

part of Britishers at home. The government sought everywhere to

purchase troops. They tried to buy the services of a Scottish brigade

in the pay of The Netherlands and were refused.
20
They approached

Catherine the Great, who had just made peace with the Sultan of

Turkey after a six-year war and who had available tens of thou-

sands of veterans. But "Sister Kitty," as Edward Gibbon called the

Empress* after seeming to listen with interest to the first British

overtures, in the end returned a rude and contemptuous negative.
21

Finally, in the winter of 1775-76, they found a sympathetic hearing

among the despotic rulers of the little states of western and southern

Germany. Six of these small monarchs, greedy for British cash, were

19 The fact that Lord George Germain, whose attitude toward the Americans

was the same as that of the King, was actually offered similar powers in Oc-

tober, 1775, testifies to the political ineptitude of the ministry. He could not

possibly have succeeded in such a mission. Gerald S. Brown, "The Policy of

Lord George Germain Toward the American Revolution, 1775-1778" (PhJD.

thesis, University of Minnesota, 1948), pp. 56-59.
20 Sir George O. Trevelyan, The American Revolution, Part II (2 vols., New

York, 1903), I, 41-42.
21 George III Com, III, 275-276.
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willing, and in some cases eager, to sell soldiers. One after another

they entered into agreements by which they received large sums in

cash and other concessions in return for stipulated numbers of

troops. Eventually they furnished almost thirty thousand men to the

British army. The Landgrave of Hesse-Kassd personally sold seven-

teen thousand hence the use of the word Hessian to describe all

the German soldiers. Prince Charles of Brunswick supplied almost

six thousand; the rulers of Hcsse-Hanau and Anspach-Bayreuth

each approximately twenty-four hundred; and the princes of Wai-

deck and Anhalt-Zerbst each about twelve hundred.

Britain was to spend millions of pounds for the services of these

mercenaries and for the enrichment of the princelings who bartered

over them, particularly the Landgrave of Hesse-Kassd. The Ger-

man troops sometimes received good pay, and sometimes not, for

exposing themsdves to hardship, disease, and death in a distant

quarrel which was not their own and which they could hardly

understand. Britain gained from her bargains some regiments of

veterans, others of mediocre caliber, and some of downright poor

quality, with ranks filled by cajolery and impressment. Though the

Germans were indispensable additions to the numerical strength of

the British forces in America, their regiments were not nearly as

dependable as those of the redcoats.
22

The use of foreign mercenaries reaped a harvest of hatred in

America. According to contemporary European standards, to be

sure, it was normal practice to employ mercenaries against foreign

enemies, but the hiring of them by Britain seemtd irrefutable proof

to the colonists that they were to be treated as foreigners. The news

of the coming of the Hessians greatly increased colonial enmity

against the British government, and even against the British people,

and gave added impetus to the fateful Declaration of Independence.

The dealings of George III and his aides with the German dukes

and princes were bitterly assailed in Parliament in the early months

of 1776 by the Whigs and Radicals. In the course of the debates

22 The most complete study of the German mercenaries in the War of Inde-

pendence is that of Max von Eelking, Die Deutschen Hulfstruppen im norda-

merikanischen Befreiungskrieg, 1775-1783 (2 vols, Hanover, 1863), translated

bv T G Rosengarten as German Allied Troops in the North American War of

Independence, 1775-1783 (Albany, 1893). Edward J. Lowell, The Hessians

and the Other German Auxiliaries of Great Britain in the Revolutionary. War

(New York, 1884), is also useful
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over the treaties of "alliance
59 which consummated some of these

transactions Fox delivered a moving panegyric in memory of

Richard Montgomery; and in the upper house the Duke of Rich-

mond, Fox's uncle, who had gallantly served at Minden in 1759,

hotly attacked the policy of the crown and defended the patriots,

but to no avail. Parliament was then even more firmly under the

domination of Kong and Cabinet than it had been in the closing

months of the preceding year. On November 10 Lord Weymouth
had joined the ministry, and he now spoke effectively in the Lords

in behalf of the measures of the crown. On the same day Lord

George Germain had also entered the Cabinet, as Secretary of State

for the Colonies. Germain, like Richmond, had been on the battle-

field of Minden in Germany in the last war. Repeatedly disobeying

orders to lead a cavalry charge, for a reason or reasons even now

mysterious, he had been accused of cowardice and had asked for a

court-martial, which found him guilty and declared him "unfit to

serve His Majesty in any military capacity whatever." Germain was

quick to defend his own honor, was arrogant, obstinate, but not

without talent. A firm believer in coercion, he infused new energy

into the Cabinet and ably supported North from the Treasury

bench.28 In both houses crown majorities mounted to three to one.

Though unable to hold a commission in the army, Germain as

Colonial Secretary was nevertheless largely responsible for military

operations in America. Exhibiting great enei-gy, he hurried across

the ocean regiment after regiment, well equipped and commonly

wdl trained. Ten thousand of these redcoats and Hessians were

dispatched to the assistance of Carleton in Canada, to drive the

patriots from that colony, to move southward toward Albany, and

to "contribute to the success of the army under General Howe." **

Howe was continually reinforced until by the fall of 1776 his army

had reached a total of 34,000 men. He was instructed to seize New
York City and to break down American resistance in its vicinity and

in New England. Since Howe could hardly move until early

** Brown, "Germain Policy," passim, offers a relatively favorable view of

Germain's conduct at Minden and of his management of the war. Professor

Brown criticizes Germain for his lack of understanding of colonial political

problems See also Brown's "The Court Martial of Lord George Sackville,

Whipping Boy of the Revolutionary War," William and Mary Quarterly, Third

Series, IX (1952), 317-337.
** Brown, "Germain Policy," p. 159.
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summer, Henry Clinton was temporarily detached from the main

army and given three thousand troops in order to strike at the

Southern colonies. It was hoped that Clinton's army, together with

a supporting naval squadron under Sir Peter Parker, would establish

contact with pro-British elements in the Carolinas and accomplish

something useful before their services were required to the north-

ward. Germain overestimated the numbers and the zeal of the

American Loyalists, undervalued the numbers and power of the

patriots.

Given proper strategy and sound tactics, the troops, sailors, ships,

artillery, money, and paraphernalia of eighteenth-century warfare

massed by the British government for the campaign of 1776 might

nevertheless have been sufficient to break down American resistance.

The royal navy could not be seriously challenged, although Ameri-

can privateers could and did seize supply vessels, wounding British

pride and capturing materiel badly needed by the patriots. The

royal infantry, the backbone of the army, was, to be sure, uneven in

quality, but the army contained more than forty regiments organ-

ized before the Seven Years' War, many of them nourishing tradi-

tions of valor upon battlefields such as Blenheim and Fontenoy. In

fighting on open fields both the redcoats and the Hessians were man

for man superior to the patriots until the Americans had acquired

experience and discipline. The best British regiments like the 20th,

the 21st, and the 44th were inferior to none in the world in formal

conflict on unobstructed ground.
The redcoat in the ranks, it is true, was often an impressed vaga-

bond, a bit of flotsam or jetsam thrown up by British economic

tides; commonly he was a simple country boy overpersuaded by

smooth talk and gin to volunteer; not infrequently he was a soldier

because he preferred military service to imprisonment or execution

for crime. Nevertheless, the British private, if physically smaller than

his patriot counterpart,
25 was sturdy and courageous. Moreover, he

was often a veteran of many years, a professional fighting man, his

regiment a large part of his life. He was thoroughly drilled in the

25 A Hessian after Burgoyne's surrender commented that ''nature had formed

all the [American] fellows who stood in rank and file so slender, so handsome,

so sinewy, that it was a pleasure to look at them, and we were all surprised

at the sight of such a finely built people. And their size! ... English America

excels most of Europe in respect to the stature and beauty of its men." Roy W.

Pettengffl (ecL), Letters from America, 1776-1779 (Boston, 1924), p. 111.
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evolutions used in European warfare, highly disciplined, and

obedient. His musket, no weapon for sharpshooting, was efficient

enough at short range, and at closer quarters his bayonet was ter-

ribly effective. British noncommissioned officers, chosen, of course,

from the ranks, were skilled in their duties.

Commissioned officers in the British regiments were also efficient,

despite vicious practices in recruitment and a complete lack of

formal training. The private soldier could not win a commission by

valor. The lowest, that of ensign, and all subsequent higher ones to

the rank of colonel were ordinarily purchased. Young men and

boys of families possessing money and influence accordingly

secured these much desired appointments, often without the slightest

inquiry into the fitness of those chosen.

Promotion for merit alone was rare,
26 and officers of the Guards

stationed in England were often advanced before those doing duty

with regiments stationed outside the British Isles. In consequence

James Boswell sought an appointment in the Guards in the hope of

securing preferment without undergoing all the hardships of mili-

tary life. He was not singular in soliciting such a commission; others

with more powerful and energetic friends succeeded where he failed.

Such a system
2T
produced officers like the rascally Mr. Wickham of

Jane Austen's Pride and Prejudice and the stupid George Osborne

of Thackeray's Vanity Fair. But prototypes of Thackeray's William

Dobbin and Colonel Newcome served as well. The officers came

frequently from good and even great families; some of them were

born and bred to the colors. They were often graduates of private

schools such at Eton and Westminster, and at least occasionally of

British universities. There was no national institution for training

either infantry or cavalry officers. Not overly versed in military

theory, the regimental officers were generally proficient through

long practice.

The principal deficiency of the British army was to be found in

the quality of its general officers, most of whom, in the war against

a* In Advice to the Officers of the British Army (London, 1783), p. 48, an

anonymous author offered satirical advice to adjutants: they should be atten-

tive, but not too attentive, to a general's "girl." The admonition was not out of

place with respect to America, since Generals Howe, Clinton, and Burgoyne

had mistresses in America.
. .

a* Described in Eric Robson, "Purchase and Promotion in the British Army
in the 18th Century," History, XXXVI (1951), 57-72.
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the patriots, were better fitted to be colonels than field commanders.

The men in the highest echelons were with few exceptions steady,

methodical, cautious, and fundamentally unimaginative. Except for

Lord Cornwallis and Burgoyne, they were unwilling to assume great

risks in order to achieve decisively and Burgoyne possessed other

faults, including an inordinate vanity and a romantic temperament,

which brought him defeat and humiliation. Had James Wolfe held

the supreme command in America during the early years of the

war, the resistance of the patriots might have been beaten down by

swift and daring strokes; Cornwallis might have performed almost

as brilliantly; the leadership of a Benedict Arnold might have

brought success to British arms before the Americans had learned to

fight in formation. Gage, Howe, Clinton, and Carleton were not

incompetent, but there was among them no Turenne and no

Napoleon. Npr was there genius in the supreme command at Lon-

don. Germain did not possess it. Jeffrey Amherst, Britain's most

trusted general officer, who gave occasional advice to the Cabinet

after 1775, had few gifts, if any, beyond those of the British com-

manders in chief in America.

The plan of campaign for 1776 revealed obvious defects in

British strategy. The navy, with very little help from the army,

might eventually have brought the war to an end by tightly blockad-

ing the coasts of the Thirteen Colonies. Gage had proposed such a

plan, and General James Grant as well as Barrington had favored

it.
28 Had the colonists been confronted with continuing economic

distress rather than invasion and bloodshed they might well have

chosen to abandon the struggle, to compromise. The cost of a

blockade would have been low in men and money. However, hav-

ing decided to employ the army in major operations, the British

should have struck as powerfully and as quickly as possible at pre-

cise objectives, the attainment of which might end the war. It was

generally recognized that their chances of success would decrease as

the patriots acquired experience in large-scale warfare, and that

time would render ever more likely the entrance into the conflict of

Britain's old enemies, France and Spain. Assuming the necessity of

ssAlden, Gage in America, pp. 219-221; Barrington to Gage Jan. 3, 1775

(private), General Thomas Gage MSS, in William L. Cements library, Um-

versity of Michigan; Grant to James Wemyss, Dec. 16, 1774, Mexander Wed-

derburn MSS, I, in William L. Clements Library, University of Michigan.
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land campaigning, the plan which they adopted had some merit.

However, Canada was a poor base from which to invade the Thir-

teen Colonies. Regaining control in that area would involve perhaps

five thousand men. But the remainder of those who went to the St.

Lawrence should have been added to Howe's army. Moreover, it

was unwise to risk a serious setback in the South for possible small

gains, and the troops under Clinton should likewise have been

destined only for service under Howe. He would thus have been

assured of overwhelming strength in his movements against New

York and New England. With Carleton making gestures toward a

southward advance, with Howe moving rapidly, the patriots would

have been exceedingly hard pressed. Carleton would not have been

in danger of isolation and destruction, and the conquest of New

York would have been a virtual certainty, the subjugation of New

England, the area of greatest patriot strength, highly probable.

Once the Yankees were beaten, the middle colonies, where the

patriots were proportionately least numerous, would probably have

offered only weak resistance. The collapse of the American cause in

the South must soon have followed. The patriots could well rejoice

that the British did not concentrate all possible strength under

Howe, and that this commander was notoriously averse to moving

fast or taking major risks.



CHAPTER 6

Independence Proclaimed

i
N THE fall and winter of 1775 and in the early months of 1776

ou news traversed the ocean that Britain would try to solve her

difficulties with the colonials by force and more force; and the

patriots, bracing themselves for a great struggle, reconsidered the

goals for which they were fighting. On July 2, 1776, after much

debate and soul searching, they announced the secession of the

Thirteen Colonies from the British Empire and the birth of a new

nation, the United States of America.

It was often argued by supporters of Britain in the troubled years

between the close of the French and Indian War and the day of

Lexington that resistance to British measures was motivated, in part

at least, by a desire for independence. Royal Governors Francis

Bernard and Thomas Hutchinson of Massachusetts had on several

occasions accused the opponents of British policy of plotting separa-

tion from the empire. To be sure, the assertions of Bernard and

Hutchinson and of others who shared their belief should not be

accepted as cool statements of truth from impartial witnesses.

Nevertheless, there were some American leaders and American plain

folk who wanted independence before April 19, 1775, but they were

few in number. A far larger group of persons favored some kind of

dominion status under the crown, and rested their case on rights

which they claimed were their due as Englishmen.

Lexington, Concord, Bunker Hill, and minor military dashes in

the summer and fall of 1775 abruptly changed the political objec-

tives of the struggle and accentuated the cleavage between Bnton
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and American. Especially among the patriots of New England, who

first met their "cousins" face to face in desperate combat, did the

conviction arise that the British people were their bitter enemies

rather than merely antagonists in a family quarrel. Sentimental

attachments to the mother country began to snap. The fighting New

Englanders were now tempted to demand, not merely freedom from

Parliamentary interference in their domestic affairs, but severance

of all political ties. Jerseymen, Marylanders, and Carolinians began

to look upon the people and rulers of Britain as unnatural relatives,

if not foreign foes. They, too, enlarged their concepts of American

rights and learned to contemplate without horror separation from

the parent country. Nevertheless, a large majority among the

Americans clung for many months after Lexington, at least osten-

sibly, to hope of reconciliation. Many continued to believe that

Cabinet and Parliament might yet reconsider, repent, and even fully

recognize colonial "rights"; that the King was less hostile toward

the patriots than his associates in government and that he might

use his influence toward a negotiated settlement; that an aroused

British public might force a reversal of policy in London; that the

Olive Branch Petition would be accepted by not unfriendly hands.

It is less than fair to stigmatize as hypocrites patriots like Samuel

Adams and John Adams who openly wished for independence in the

summer and fall of 1775. How about that far more numerous group

of "Whigs" who continued to assert their loyalty to the empire

while they fought against Britain? If they were sincere in their

protestations of fidelity to the empire, it has been frequently asked,

how could they possibly have become converted to complete separa-

tion in the space of a twelvemonth? Yet in voicing loyalty -to a

British Empire constituted according to their own desires, one in

which America would possess at least a thoroughly safeguarded

home rule, they engaged in no deceit. Should Britain refuse to

yield to their demands, they viewed independence as the only

alternative, but did so with profound misgivings. Their attitude was

consistent with their demand for their "rights," within or without

the empire, as fate would determine. In their devotion to their

"rights" they were in agreement, of course, with the Adamses and

those other patriots who were convinced that their liberties could

not be secure under the British flag. The "Whigs" were quite united
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with respect to their ultimate goal; they differed regarding means

toward attaining it.

To the patriots debating among themselves the issue of freedom

within or outside the empire came, late in 1775 and early in 1776,

news of the royal proclamation of August 23,
1
reports that hired

German soldiers would be employed against them, and word of the

King's Speech. It was now evident to all that Britain intended to

wage war, perhaps without restraint. Those Americans who had

already committed themselves to independence described the meas-

ures as proof that Britain looked upon the colonists as a foreign

people, against whom it was proper to send brutal mercenary troops.

Many patriots not hitherto convinced of the necessity of separation

now were reconciled to the break. Notable among them was Wash-

ington, who urged that independence was the great objective of the

war. Early in 1776 he declared that "I have never entertained an

idea of an accommodation, since I heard of the measures, which

were adopted in consequence of the Bunker's Hill fight."
2 Another

was Charles Lee, who later changed his mind. The King's Speech

and the "infamous plans adopted by a venal ministry" meant to

George Lux of Baltimore in January, 1776, that "all hopes of an

accommodation is now lost. . . ."
8 To many waverers the subse-

quent news of the passage of the Prohibitory Bill was the final straw.

They argued that crown and Parliament had cut off the colonists

from the empire, and that a declaration of independence by the

patriots would merely confirm the decision of the British govern-

ment. It "makes us independent in spite of our supplications and

* The proclamation reached Philadelphia on October 31, the King's Speech

on January 8, 1776. William Duane (ed.), Passages from the Remembrancer

of Christopher Marshall . . . (Philadelphia, 1839), pp. 56-57, 62. Although

the statement has received very little attention from historians, Richard Henry

Lee asserted in November, 1775, that "The proclamation that followed the

receipt of so humble a petition has determined the councils of America to

prepare for defence with the utmost vigor both by sea and land." James C.

Ballagh (ed.), The Letters of Richard Henry Lee (2 vols., New York, 1911-

2 John G. Fitzpatrick (ed.), The Writings of George Washington (39 vols.,

Washington, 1931-44), IV, 321. Early in January Washington commented

bitterly upon the King's Speech. On January 31 he referred to "the sound

doctrine and unanswerable reasoning" of Tom Paine's Common Sense. Ibid.,

YVT> 510 2 1 Q

*The Lee Papers, Collections of the New York Historical Society for the

Years 1871-74 (4 vols., New York, 1872-75), I, 239.
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entreaties,
95

declared John Adams.4 Joseph Hewes of North Caro-

lina in consequence asserted that "nothing is now left but to fight

it out."
5

Chiefly influential in leading the patriots toward formal separa-

tion was Thomas Paine, whose Common Sense came anonymously

from the press in January, 1776. Resident in the colonies less than

two years, Paine had come from England with a recommendation

from Benjamin Franklin. Of humble birth, ill educated, Quakerish

in antecedents, he had been a failure in business, in marriage, and

in life. He had little reason to love the status quo in England. He

had become a deist, a devotee of liberty in general, and a despiser

of monarchy in particular. A gifted writer and propagandist, he

now burst like a meteor into the arena of public affairs. In phrases

at once eloquent and passionate,
Paine denounced the masters of his

native country and their policies and pleaded for an American

proclamation of independence.

Paine advanced no new arguments, as the jealous John Adams

long afterward asserted. But his language, suffused with both reason

and emotion, carried extraordinary appeal. Moreover, he struck

convincingly at one of the greatest obstacles to separation, American

veneration for royalty. If the patriots insisted upon a complete

divorce from Britain, they could hardly establish other than re-

publican institutions; and republicanism to many of them was un-

hallowed by either precedent or practice. Paine savagely tore away

the romantic veil about royalty in general and George III in par-

ticular. Kings were usurpers of power and tyrannical in its exercise,

men, and no more than men, "the first of them nothing better than

the principal ruffian of some restless gang*'; the later ones, claiming

the right to govern because of heredity, were rascals also. "Of more

worth is an honest man to society, and in the sight of God, than all

the crowned ruffians that ever lived." George III, as well as Cabinet

and Parliament, was a cause of America's woes. He was responsible,

with others, for loosing upon the colonials Indians and Negroes

along with the redcoats. He should be disowned, and the patriots

should set up republican forms based upon the consent of the

governed, for their own sake and in the cause of mankind, which

* Edmund C. Burnett (ed.), Letters of Members of the Continental Congress

(8 vols., Washington, 1921-36), I, 406.

*Ibid.9 p. 401.
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might find safety and inspiration in a kingless and free America*

"The blood of the slain, the weeping voice of nature cries,
* 'TIS

TIME TO PART/ "

O( ye that love mankind! ye that dare oppose not only the tyranny

but the tyrant, stand forth! Every Freedom hath been hunted round

the globe. Asia and Africa have long expelled her. Europe regards her

like a stranger, and England hath given her warning to depart Ol

receive the fugitive and prepare in time an asylum for mankind.

Common Sense had an enormous circulation, 120,000 copies

being printed within three months.8
It caused a sensation through-

out the colonies, and it has been described not infrequently as the

determining factor in the debate over independence. The pamphlet

no doubt did decisively alter the opinions of some of the less sophis-

ticated "Whigs."
However magnificent may be the magic of words, violence com-

monly has greater effect upon the minds of men; and it seems

likely that the known determination of the British to crush the re-

bellion and their actions in America toward that end had greater

effects in the early months of 1776 than Paine's propaganda.
7 The

depredations of Lord Dunmore on the coast of Virginia, attempts

on his part to enlist Negro slaves in the King's service, his scheme

to bring Ohio Valley Indians down upon the western frontier of

the Old Dominion, and open fighting between Dunmore's motley

following and the patriots provoked the Virginia "Whigs" to seek

freedom outside the empire. A vain rising of the Loyalists in North

Carolina in February, 1776, similarly drove the patriots of that

colony toward independence; and when they learned that Parker

and Clinton were joining forces off their shores, presumably to

attack them, they officially authorized their delegates in the Conti-

nental Congress to vote for separation. The burning of Falmouth

(now Portland), Maine, by Admiral Graves' sailors and the defeat

and death of Montgomery likewise impelled the Yankees toward

6 According to Paine's biographer Moncure Conway. Philip S. Foner (ed.)

Complete Works of Thomas Paine (2 vols., New York, 1945), I, xiv, states

that almost half a million copies were sold soon after publication.
7 Charles Lee asserted in February, 1776, that Common Sense undoubtedly

operated "most powerfully on the minds of the people" but that its effects

were "trifling comparatively." He claimed that British leaders by their "last

acts" had "given the coup de grace to dependence." Lee Papers, I, 325.
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independence. It was hardly a coincidence that the colonies in

which British forces operated or immediately threatened were the

earliest to insist upon leaving the empire, whereas the middle

colonies, which were not attacked until July, 1776, were more re-

luctant to take the fateful step.

With the appearance of Common Sense the conflict over de-

pendence versus independence, hitherto not much discussed officially

or even openly, became public and bitter. Every conceivable argu-

ment was employed on both sides. Those who were opposed to

separation made much of the generosity of the mother country

toward her progeny. To be sure, Britain at the moment was hardly

acting the role of the sympathetic parent, but British severity might

soon be replaced by British loving-kindness. They pointed out that

no other European nation had been so liberal in its treatment of its

people beyond seas, that the Americans had been permitted largely

to conduct their own domestic affairs, that their personal rights as

British subjects had been generally respected, that they had enjoyed

substantial religious freedom. If American manufactories and

American commerce had been restricted to the benefit of residents

of the "old country/' had the colonists not prospered exceedingly?

At the worst, continuance under the British flag would lead to

minor and not major diminution of American rights. Independence,

on the other hand, might bring in its train far greater evils: social

leveling, the weakening of property rights, a mob regime, even

continental anarchy. It was not at all certain that the colonists could

create stable and responsible governments to replace those which

would be destroyed. And further, should the Anglo-American war

not end soon, France and Spain, whether as pretended friends or

declared enemies of the colonists, would intervene and perhaps sub-

ject them to the rule of their Most Christian and Most Catholic

Majesties. The risks of a declaration of independence were vast; it

would be better to abandon the thought, or at least to wait until a

more propitious time. To cautious and propertied "Whigs" such

arguments were often conclusive, and they were buttressed by

sentimental loyalties.

But the advocates of separation produced even more compelling

appeals to reason and to passion. The "rights" of Americans could

not, they contended, be rendered inviolate within the empire.

Should Britain promise to respect them and American arms be set
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aside, Britain would very likely resume her tyrannical measures,

perhaps at a time when America was seriously disunited and ill

prepared to resist. What guarantees against such an event could

be found, they asked; and there was no ready answer, since it was

idle to speak among "Whigs" of the good faith of Britain. American

"rights" would be assured under American governments; such gov-

ernments, respectable, responsible, and enduring, could be estab-

lished, and some sort of American union as well; anarchy and mob

rule were the merest creatures of fancy. An independent America

would be free to manufacture, and to trade as it wished with all the

world. Those who demanded independence admitted the risk of

conquest by the Bourbons. Risks, however, had to be taken, and this

one was minor. Indeed, if American "rights" were to be preserved,

the patriots must obtain help from France. French guns, powder,

and livres were essential to successful resistance against Britain. To

secure aid from Louis XVI independence must be declared. That

monarch had to be convinced that the Americans would not aban-

don the struggle immediately after France had committed herself to

assist the rebelling within the domain of her old antagonist. We
must, cried the champions of separation, assert our independence,

make an American union of American states, and seek aid and

alliances in France and Spain. Less than a final rupture with

Britain, they declared, and with telling effect, would render vain

the sacrifices of the American homeless, wounded, and slain. To

patriots now realizing, perhaps for the first time, that British Ameri-

cans and Britons were not one and the same people, such conten-

tions were convincing.
8

While the great debate moved toward its momentous conclusion,

political ties between America and Britain continued to snap, one

by one. Popularly chosen assemblies replaced the colonial legis-

latures, or usurped their powers; and executive and judicial officers

became American rather than imperial. What may be called state

governments appeared in each of the Thirteen Colonies. Moreover,

8 Curtis P. Nettels, in George Washington and American Independence

(Boston, 1951), chaps. 7-16, cogently argues that Washington as commander

in chief by word and deed exercised great influence in the making of the

decision to assert independence. Possibly he has overestimated the role of

Washington in that connection. Certainly the commander in chief and other

high American officers, including Lee, Gates, and Greene, brought pressure

directly and indirectly upon political leaders.
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those governments, one by one, began to authorize the representa-

tives they sent to Philadelphia to vote for a general American

declaration of independence. The Massachusetts delegation was

apparently dothed with such power by instructions given to it in

January, 1776, and the delegations of South Carolina and Georgia

by mandates of March 23 and April 5 respectively. On April 12

that of North Carolina was specifically given permission to vote for

separation. The Virginia Convention on May 15 ordered its dele-

gates in the Continental Congress to propose a resolution asserting

independence and counted upon the support of the solid New

England delegations. In the meantime Congress itself had taken

many strides toward separation. It had opened American ports to

all the world save Britain on April 6,
9 had advised the several

colonies on May 10 to maintain or establish governments without

the authority of the empire.
10 On the very day when Virginia com-

mitted herself to the final step it urged the destruction "of every

kind of authority under the ... crown." xl
Nevertheless, it hesi-

tated to cut the last tie.

The delegates of the Second Continental Congress in the Penn-

sylvania State House heard Richard Henry Lee formally propose on

June 7 a resolution calling for a declaration of independence, an

American confederation, and attempts to secure alliances with the

powers of continental Europe.
12 That part of the Lee resolution

asserting independence was promptly debated, on June 8 and again

three days later. On June 11 a committee consisting of Thomas

Jefferson, John Adams, Benjamin Franklin, Roger Sherman, and

Robert R. Livingston was chosen to prepare a draft of a formal

declaration, but adoption of the measure itself was necessarily post-

poned. It was generally agreed that the Congress should act for all

the colonies and all their people; and it was obvious that unanim-

ity was highly desirable. Many delegates, especially men of the

five middle colonies from New York to Maryland, held back. Their

leaders, including James Wilson, John Dickinson, and Robert R.

* Worthington G. Ford et al. (eds.), Journals of the Continental Congress,
1774-1789 (34 vols., Washington, 1904-37), IV, 258.

ao/taf., p. 342.
11

Ibid., pp. 357-358.
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Livingston, argued that such action was premature.
18 Further

debate was deferred until July 1. Before that day arrived New

Jersey imprisoned its last royal governor, William Franklin, Mary-

land ordered its last proprietary governor. Sir Robert Eden, to

depart, and both colonies gave their delegates power to act; Dela-

ware renounced all external authority and by implication freed its

representatives of clogging instructions; and a new patriot Provin-

cial Conference in Pennsylvania, displacing the old assembly of that

colony, sanctioned separation. When the contest was resumed,

Dickinson again urged delay. With the delegates meeting as a

committee of the whole, only nine colonies voted for the measure, as

South Carolina, Pennsylvania, Delaware, and New York withheld

approval. But the end of the struggle was near. That same day the

Carolinians announced that they would not stand against the

general will. On July 2 the appearance of a new delegate from

Delaware, Caesar Rodney, and abstentions by members from Penn-

sylvania, including Robert Morris and Thomas Willing, altered the

votes of those colonies. Accordingly the delegations of twelve of the

Thirteen Colonies, with that of New York abstaining but approv-

ing, decided "That these United Colonies are, and, of right, ought

to be, free and independent states; that they are absolved from all

allegiance to the British crown, and that all political connexion

between them, and the state of Great Britain is, and ought to be,

totally dissolved."
"

At long last the patriots, setting aside doubts and fears, at least

for the moment, had pledged themselves to the creation of a new

nation. "The second day of July 1776," wrote John Adams to his

beloved Abigail, "will be the most memorable epocha in the history

of America. I am apt to believe that it will be celebrated by suc-

ceeding generations as the great anniversary festival. It ought to be

commemorated, as the day of deliverance, by solemn acts of devo-

tion to God Almighty. It ought to be solemnized with pomp and

parade, with shows, games, sports, guns, bells, bonfires, and il-

luminations, from one end of this continent to the other, from this

time forward, forevermore."
15 A day in July, 1776, did indeed

Edmund G. Burnett, The Continental Congress (New York, 1941), pp.

173-174..
14 Continental Congress Journals, V, 507.
15 Charles Francis Adams (ed.)> Familiar Letters of John Adams and His

Wife Abigail Adams, during the Revolution (New York, 1876), pp. 193-194.
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become memorable to Americans, but it was, perversely, the fourth

rather than the second day. On the fourth, with New York again

abstaining a New York state convention gave its approval on

July 9 the Congress, after making some changes in its text, voted

to approve that famous document, the Declaration of Independ-

ence, in which the patriots informed a candid world why they had

undertaken to form the United States of America. Americans have

celebrated the day on which the justification was approved, not the

day of the deed.
16

The author of the Declaration was, of course, Thomas Jefferson,

whose flowing periods were not too seriously altered by his fellow

committeemen, Franklin and John Adams.17
Congress made some-

what greater changes, including deletion of phrases condemning the

British people and the slave trade.
18
Adams, jealous of the repute of

his early friend, later rival, and again the friend of his old age,

declared years later that the Declaration said nothing new. "There

is not an idea in it, but what had been hackneyed in Congress for

two years before/*
M There was indeed no novelty in its thought,

derived from John Locke and other political philosophers.
20 But

there was genius in its eloquent, dignified, and melodious phrases,

in a style superbly fitted to the content of the document. Who else

" The Declaration was engrossed and signed by delegates on August 2 and

thereafter.

Carl Becker, The Declaration of Independence: A Study in the History of

Ideas (New York, 1922), pp. 135-171; Julian P. Boyd, The Declaration of

Independence . . . (Princeton, 1945), pp. 16-31. Joseph Lewis, Thomas

Paine: Author of the Declaration of Independence (New York, 1947), con-

tends that the first draft of the Declaration was written by Paine. Mr. Lewis*

thesis is untenable.
.

a* Boyd, Declaration of Independence, pp. 31-38. It was considered im-

proper to condemn all the British people, since so many among them were

friendly to the patriot cause. Criticism of the slave trade would have offended

many Southerners and even a few New Englanders.

Charles F. Adams (ed.), The Works of John Adams (10 vols., Boston,

1851-66), II, 512.
20 No substantial proof has yet been offered to support the notion that

Jefferson's thought was influenced by that of Jean Jacques Rousseau. Paul M.

Spurlin, "Rousseau in America, 1760-1809," French-American Review, I

(1948), 8-16. For an evaluation of the impact on American Revolutionary

political philosophy of English thinkers like Harrington, Sidney, Locke, and

the juristic writer Blackstone, and of Continental writers, such as Vattel and

Burlamaqui, see Clinton Rossiter, Seedtime of the Republic (New York, 1953),

chap. 12.
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among the patriots could have voiced their common thought in

language so exalted and moving as that of Jefferson?

The Declaration was also, at least to most patriots, a convincing

apologia for separation. Jefferson briefly and peremptorily denied

that the British Parliament ever had the right to legislate for the

colonies. Parliament was "foreign to our constitution, and un-

acknowledged by our laws/' a body which had usurped authority.

The colonials had really owed allegiance merely to the crown, and

that only because they had freely offered it in exchange for protec-

tion from the crown. They, the governed, had entered into a solemn

compact with the British monarch, their governor. Now the King,

supported by a Parliament which voiced pretensions to a sovereignty

it had never held, had violated that compact. He had withdrawn

his protection; he had sought, and he was seeking, to subject the

colonists to an "absolute Despotism." In consequence it was their

privilege and their duty to declare the compact at an end and to

enter into another or others which would safeguard their "un-

alienable rights," given to them by their Creator and including

"life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness."

The long list of charges against George III, intended to prove

that the King was a would-be tyrant, does not contain an accurate

description of the conduct of the British ruler. George III was not

the absolute ogre limned by the catalogue of his crimes. Criticism

has been directed against the political theory of Jefferson and his

colleagues. It has quite properly been asserted that their view of

relations between America and Britain conflicted, at least in part,

with the facts of history after 1607. Much has been said far too

nmch to controvert that immortal proposition that "all men are

created equal." In essence, nevertheless, the Declaration was politi-

cally sound and morally just.

The Declaration was joyously hailed by most of the patriots.

Freedom was proclaimed at Philadelphia on July 8 amidst cheers of

a great throng, the firing of cannon, and the ringing of church

bells, and was announced to Washington's army on the following

day. The Declaration was read in Boston churches, celebrated

everywhere by illuminations, "elegant entertainments,
95 and thirteen

volleys of gunfire. A toast offered at one of the celebrations was:

"May the freedom and independency of America endure till the
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sun grows dim with age and this earth returns to chaos."
21

The Declaration clothed the patriot cause in a new nobility, and

it offered a precise goal, the attainment of which would presumably

bring public weal and private happiness. It was in itself a major

step toward the achievement of independence. Giving a new dignity

and appeal to the American cause, making possible large-scale

foreign aid, it also committed the mass of the patriots almost

irrevocably to separation. Once pledged, the patriot found it ex-

tremely difficult to retract and to accept less than absolute freedom.

It is hardly to be doubted that many a defender of American

"rights" after July, 1776, in moments of caution, discouragement,

and despair, would have been willing to resume the ancient

allegiance upon suitable terms. But "sacred honor," oaths of loyalty

to the several infant states and to the United States, and the likeli-

hood that accusation of treason and punishment would follow,

discouraged attempts to return to the embraces of the mother coun-

try.
22 There were even some patriots who openly declared imme-

diately after the proclamation of independence that they would

prefer reconciliation with Britain, among them two prominent

Pennsylvania^, Robert Morris and Joseph Reed.28 Not many fol-

lowed their example; and both Morris and Reed finally resolved to

be satisfied with nothing less than complete separation.

There were many persons who were patriots before July, 1776,

but Loyalists after that time persons who had been willing to go

far in defense of American "rights" but who could not or would

not take the last long stride. Timidity, inborn loyalty to the empire,

prudential thinking, family ties, official connection, and a host of

other factors led them to renounce their association with their fellow

patriots and to align themselves under the imperial banner. Accord-

ingly the Loyalist party increased in numbers and power in the

summer of 1776.

21 John H. Hazelton, The Declaration of Independence . . . (New York,

1906), p. 269.
22 If PhiHp Schuyler after Saratoga considered an attempt to organize a

party in New York to work for reconciliation (as Major John Dyke Acland of

the British army reported after a conversation with him) he must have

weighed such obstacles. The Acland report is ably discussed in Carl Van

Doren, Secret History of the American Revolution (New York, 1941), pp.

5358.
28 Hazelton, Declaration of Independence, pp. 226-228.
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The Tories, of course, varied in their thoughts, emotions, and

actions. There was no unique patriot mold, and there was no one

Loyalist pattern. To be sure, two groups of Tories are easily dis-

tinguished from each other, those who, like Dr. John Joachim

Zubly of Georgia, late and reluctantly gave their fealty to Britain,

and those who, like the scientist Benjamin Thompson, would have

chosen to support the mother country under almost any circum-

stances. Between the tardy converts and the always faithful, how-

ever, were Loyalists, no doubt more numerous than the combined

wings of the party, whose opinions and sentiments evade easy classi-

fication. They might be bitterly hostile or actually sympathetic to

American "rights"; they might or might not be moved by fear of

democracy; they might be alarmed lest they lose office or social

position under a new regime, and they might not; they might be

adherents of Britain merely because their neighbors were, or because

their neighbors were patriots; they might know and love the old

country, and they might have small knowledge of and little affec-

tion for the home islands; they might be conversant with the issues

of the day, and they might have given them only cursory thought.

But in one thing they were alike, that they chose to support King

and Parliament, not without hesitation but without prolonged

agony of mind or heart.
24

Nor can the Tories be easily described in terms of social status or

economic condition. Some came from quasi-aristocratic families,

like the Fenwicks of South Carolina, and others were the humblest

folk. They were rich, like Joseph Galloway of Pennsylvania, and

they were poor; they were large landowners, and they were middling

and small men of property; they stood behind counters, and they

possessed hands unwrinkled by trade or toil; they were well edu-

cated, like Samuel Seabury of New York, and they were illiterate;

they were pious, as was the Reverend Jacob Duch, and again

otherwise. Truth to tdl, the Loyalists were of every station and

every occupation. However, certain groups were proportionately

more generously represented in the party than others. The Anglican

clergy in the middle and Northern states stood almost unanimously

under the royal standard; officeholders in the proprietary and royal

24 Tory thought and attitudes are ably discussed in Leonard W. Labaree,

"The Nature of American Loyalism," Proceedings of the American Anti-

quarian Society, New Series, LIV (1944), 15-58.
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colonies, such as Attorney General James Simpson of South Caro-

lina and Councillor Joshua Loring of Massachusetts, usually dung
to their privileges and their bread and butter; great landowners, like

Beverley Robinson of New York, and wealthy merchants, such as

David Franks of Philadelphia, were numerous among the adherents

of Britain; and Quakers, for example, Israel Pemberton of Phila-

delphia, were commonly Tories. Nevertheless, there is little reason

to contend that the Tories were, in the average, much superior to

the patriots either in social standing or in goods.

Nor can the Tories be simply labeled in terms of national back-

ground. Undoubtedly their English ancestors were more numerous

than those of other origins. Prominent among the Loyalists, how-

ever, were Scottish Highlanders, especially clansmen who had been

born in the mountains of North Britain. And many a Loyalist

sprang from non-British forebears, Irish, Dutch, German, French,

Swiss, Jewish, even Negro. Yet there was proportionately, perhaps,

more British stock among the Loyalists than among the patriots,

since the non-British elements could hardly be so strongly attached

emotionally to the British Ides as those whose progenitors emigrated

from England, Wales, and Scotland.
25

Certainly, recent British emi-

grants, although such famous patriots as Richard Montgomery,

Horatio Gates, and Thomas Paine were latecomers, were commonly

Loyalists, since they had not been long exposed to the American

environment. Contrariwise, the Roman Catholic Irish who crossed

the ocean toward the end of the colonial period remembered their

ancient and contemporary grievances and tended to join Britain's

enemies, even though the British were able to organize a Provincial

Corps of Roman Catholic Volunteers.

The number of the Loyalists has been a matter of dispute, and

must remain so, partly because there could be no counting of heads,

partly because neutrals and near-neutrals were frequently classed as

Tories both by the patriots and by their opponents. Certainly the

Loyalists did not compose four-fifths or nine-tenths of the popula-

tion of the Thirteen Colonies, as Joseph Galloway, one of their

leaders, seems to have contended.
26 Nor were the Americans over-

* Alexander C. Flick, Loyalism in New York during the American Revolu-

tion (New York, 1901), pp. 31-36, analyzes the composition of the Tory party

in New York. ^ , , _ _
** Julian P. Boyd, Anglo-American Union: Joseph Galloway's Plans to Pre-

serve the British Empire, 1774-1788 (Philadelphia, 1941), pp. 83-84.



INDEPENDENCE PROCLAIMED 87

whdmingly of the patriot persuasion, as John Adams claimed in

1780, when he was attempting to secure for Congress a loan from

Dutch bankers.
27 Another estimate, which must be nearer to the

truth, is that the American population was in equal parts Loyalist,

patriot, and neutral.
28 This formula is popular in part, however,

merely because of its symmetry; and it is to be suspected that the

patriot element was larger than the others, both before and after

1776. It is likely (if the Negroes be excluded) that a substantial

majority supported the patriot cause after the Declaration of Inde-

pendence. Neutrals and near-neutrals can hardly have been so

numerous as to form one-third of the whole population unless the

Negroes be included among them.

The most informative evidence regarding the attitudes of the

American people is to be found in data on military service. It has

been estimated by one competent authority that fifty thousand

Loyalists took up arms in behalf of Britain.
29 Another sets the figure

at thirty thousand, probably a more accurate estimate. When it is

recalled that the Tories seldom volunteered in the early years of the

war, because they believed, or affected to believe, that the redcoats

needed no assistance, these numbers are impressive. It has been

asserted that there were more than eight thousand of them on

British army rolls in 1780,
80 when not many more than nine thou-

sand men were in Washington's army. However, Tory enlistments

were then at their peak; and the figures do not take the militia into

Adams, Works, VIII, 270.
28 This estimate is also commonly, but erroneously, attributed to Jonn

Adams. The mistake appears as early as 1902 in Sydney George Fisher, True

History of the American Revolution (Philadelphia, 1902), p. 229, which cites

an estimate offered by Adams in 1815. However, Adams was then
dueling

parties with reference to the French Revolution. Adams, Works, X, 110-111.

Claude H. Van Tyne, The Loyalists in the American Revolution (New

York, 1902), p. 183. Such an estimate probably means little more than that of

Emory Upton's calculation of the total number of Continentals and patriot

militia who served, 395,858. Emory Upton, Military Policy of the United

States (Washington, 1907), p. 59.

so Edward Channing, A History of the United States (6 vols., New York,

1905-25), III, 215-216. The figures given are doubtless too high. That offered

by Germain is to be distrusted because he constantly exaggerated the strength

of the British army in America. Moreover, the figures represent members on

the rolls, not numbers ready for service. On September 1, 1781, Sir Henry

Clinton in a return of the British army reports only 5,415 Loyalists in service.

Report on the Manuscripts of Mrs. Stopford-SackvUle, Royal Historical Manu-

scripts Commission (2 vols., 1904*40), II, 211-212.
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account. It is a striking fact that British armies moving away from

fortified bases were often in grave danger of being overwhelmed,

not only by the American regulars, but by hordes of harassing

militia. Late in the struggle Tories did flock to the royal standard in

the deep South, but even then and in that area, where the King's

followers admittedly were numerous, the partiot forces constantly

were actually or potentially larger than the royal contingent.*
1 In

the immediate vicinity of New York City and in other small areas

fighting Tories doubtless outnumbered fighting patriots. But British

armies on the march, early or late in the war, generally acquired

few recruits. On the other hand, and especially in great emergen-

cies, patriot militia moved in large numbers to the support of the

Continentals. So New England militia came forward to join Wash-

ington in March, 1776, and Philaddphians to his assistance in De-

cember, 1776, and Yankees by the thousands to the aid of Gates

against Burgoyne in 1777. It cannot be seriously contended that the

Tories were less warlike than their enemies, nor that their services

were long unwanted by the British.
82 Hence it would appear that

the patriot following was distinctly larger than the Tory party.

The Loyalists seem to have been in the majority, or at least

stronger than the patriots, in several sections of the state of New

York, including the western portion of Long Island, New York City,

and Tryon County.
88
They were probably more numerous than the

patriots in Philadelphia and southeastern Pennsylvania;
8* and they

outnumbered their opponents in certain parts of the Carolinas and

Georgia. They also formed an imposing part of the population in

New Jersey, Delaware,
85 and Maryland. In New England and

i The forces led into battle in the South by Gates and Greene were uni-

formly larger than those they opposed. .

M It is true that the British made greater efforts to form Tory regiments late

in the war than they did in its early stages. However, there were three thousand

Tories in organized units in Howe's army in 1777.

*
Flick, Loyalism in New York, pp. 180-182.

**In 1777-78, even though many Tories in the area were Quakers, over

three hundred of them in southeastern Pennsylvania and New Jersey enlisted in

British service. Pennsylvania Magazine of History and Biography, XXXIV

5 Harold B. Hancock, The Delaware Loyalists, Papers of the Historical

Society of Delaware, New Series, III (Wilmington, 1940), passim, claims that

the Tories were more numerous than the patriots in that state, but that they

were unable to assert themselves because of the presence among them of Amen-

can troops. A patriot officer declared in May, 1776, that they formed a vast
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Virginia,
86

however, the adherents of the crown were rather small

minority groups.
87 The largest and possibly the hardest cores of

patriot strength were to be found among the planters and yeomen
of the Old Dominion and the farmers, fishermen, traders, and

mechanics of Yankedand. Among them developed the most strenu-

ous and most effective opposition to British measures before the

war; in the war, the regions between the Potomac and the Dan

and between the Kennebec and the Hudson were the patriot strong-

holds. Had the British attempted in the War of Independence to

invade the heart of New England, we would perhaps now appraise

patriot numbers and defensive military power in larger terms. On
the whole, it would seem that the Tories, admittedly not so formi-

dable in arms as the patriots, were also many fewer in numbers, and

that the patriots, never pressed to their utmost military efforts,

especially in New England, would not have been easfly conquered,

even though they had not received aid from France and Spain.

majority" in Sussex County. George Ryden (ed.), Letters to and from Caesar

Rodney, 1756-1784 (Philadelphia, 1933), p. 87.

86 Only ninety-three persons from Virginia asked Britain for compensation

for the losses in property they suffered as the result of the war. Only thirteen

were natives of Virginia; all but fifteen had arrived there after 1760. Isaac S.

Harrell, Loyalism in Virginia . . . (Durham, NX!., 1926), pp. 62-63.

*7 Robert O. DeMond, The Loyalists in North Carolina during the Revolu-

tion (Durham, N.G., 1940), p. vii, states that 'TSforth Carolina probably con-

tained a greater number of Loyalists in proportion to its population than did

any other colony.
9*



CHAPTER 7

Lang Island to Morristown

IT
WAS one thing to assert independence. It was another matter

to attain it. On the very day that the Continental Congress

formally cut all ties between Britain and America, General William

Howe and thousands of British regulars from Halifax landed on

undefended Staten Island. Howe did not come to join in the cele-

bration, but rather to persuade the patriots that they should pursue

happiness under the aegis of the British Empire. Ten days later, on

July 12, Admiral Lord Howe and a battle fleet readied Sandy

Hook from England. There followed into New York Bay transports

carrying redcoats, Hessians, and Dunmore's troops from England,

South Carolina, and Virginia. Came, too, mountains of paraphei>

nalia and foodstuffs. Ships continued to bring in men and supplies

during the summer and fall, until General Howe could count about

34,000 well-equipped men under his command. With that force,

vast for a British army in the eighteenth century, and with the aid

of his older brother's fleet, he would put the patriots to the supreme

test. As the younger Howe moved toward New York, he cherished

no dream of easy and overwhelming victory, and the patriot Dec-

laration did not reduce his tasks. Nevertheless, the months of most

grievous trial for the patriots were about to begin. Fortunately for

them, the British attack upon the Southern colonies had already

failed.

Let us first follow Clinton and Sir Peter Parker, who commanded

a fleet sent to co-operate with Clinton, in their Southern adventure.

It had been hoped in England that the General and the Admiral

90
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would receive powerful assistance from Carolinians loyal to the

crown and possibly some aid from diversionary attacks by the Creek

and Cherokee nations upon the frontiers of the Carolinas and

Georgia. The two tribes were pro-British and largely under the

influence of John Stuart, royal Indian superintendent in the South

after 1762; but Stuart, who operated after 1775 from St. Augus-

tine and Pensacola, was for many months opposed to the use of the

savages, partly because his wife was held as a hostage in South

Carolina, partly because he was only too familiar with their cruelties

in warfare. While Stuart strove to preserve the influence of the

crown among his charges, he also desired that they remain neutral,

at least until they could be supplied with white officers and white

allies who might limit their barbarities.
1 As a result, most of the

Creeks remained quiescent. When the Cherokee, nursing old griev-

ances against the backwoodsmen, independently took the warpath

in June, 1776, they moved too tardily and in too small force to help

Clinton and Parker.

Nor did the two British officers secure support from Southern

Loyalists. Clinton, traveling in leisurely fashion by sea from Boston

with a few scores of redcoats, did not reach the coast of North

Carolina, where the British were to gather, until the spring of 1776;

and Parker's fleet, which brought the bulk of the expedition's land

forces from England, straggled into the rendezvous after April 17.

While Clinton and Parker were still on the ocean, the numerous

Loyalists of North Carolina rallied prematurely to the royal stand-

ard. On February 5 General Donald McDonald called upon them

to rise. Hundreds of Highlanders recently come to the New World,

having now abandoned the lost cause of the Stuarts, responded to

the call; and with them came some of the old Regulators, nursing

their grievances against their low-country brethren since the battle

of the Alamance.2
Collecting about sixteen hundred men, Me-

i Philip M. Hamer, "John Stuart's Indian Policy during the Early Months

of the American Revolution," Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XVII

* Because governmental discrimination was practiced against back-country

people in North Carolina, particularly because tidewater officials in the uplands

charged excessive fees for public services, the back-country settlers resorted to

force to secure redress of their grievances. For the political ideas of their

leader, Hennon Husband, see W. K. Boyd (ed.), Some ^eenth Century

Tracto Concerning North Carolina (Raleigh, 1927), pp. 193-392. The Regu-



Q2 THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION, 1775-1783

Donald marched toward Wilmington to establish liaison, weeks

before the arrival of the British contingents. The North Carolina

patriots rose to the occasion. A thousand of them hastily gathered

behind a bridge over Moore's Creek, which the Loyalists were com-

pelled to cross in order to reach their destination. On February 27,

1776, the Highlanders tried to storm the bridge, but the patriots,

led by Colonel Alexander Lillington, an unsung hero, drove them

back with heavy fibre from artillery, rifles, and shotguns, and then

counterattacked, killing or capturing more than half of the Scots

and. routing the remainder.
8 This splendid little victory of the North

Carolinians chilled the ardor of their Loyalist neighbors for several

years.

Disappointed by the suppression of the Tory rising, Clinton and

Parker loitered off the shores of the Carolinas for weeks, partly

because they were obliged to await the arrival of delayed vessels,

partly because they did not quite know what to do. The Cabinet,

learning of the battle of Moore's Creek Bridge, hastily sent out

word to abandon the whole enterprise, unless some great advantage

could be gained, but the order reached the British commanders too

late to affect their actions. They resolved to attack Charleston, prin-

cipal city and seaport in the South. On June 4, 1776, the British

warships and over thirty transports loomed beyond the bar across

the entrance to its harbor and brought panic to the city. John Rut-

ledge, the patriot executive of South Carolina, frantically girding

for defense of his capital, was quite unprepared to meet a swift on-

slaught. He placed his slender hopes of successful resistance upon

a fort upon Sullivan's Island on the northern side of the channel

leading from the bar to the quays. However, this fort, commanded

by Colonel William Moultrie and afterward named in his honor,

was unfinished; nor were its works likely to be completed soon, for

the provincial soldiers disdained physical labor, which was left to

lators as they were called, were routed in the battle of the Alaraance in 1771

by militia under the command of William Tryon, then Governor of North

Carolina. They were kindly treated by Tryon's successor, -Josiah Martin, and

many of them supported the crown after 1775. At least a few joined the

patriots. Probably the Regulators tended to favor die crown because their

low-country enemies were patriots, but the relationship between the two con-

flicts has not been clearly established. Robert O. DeMond, The Loyalists in

North Carolina during the Revolution (Durham, N.G., 1940), pp. 46-50.

* DeMond Loyalists in North Carolina, pp. 94^-96; Samuel A. Ashe, History

of North Carolina (2 vols., Greensboro, N.C., 1908-25), I, 496-512.
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Negro slaves. It was highly doubtful that the fort could withstand

Parker's naval guns. Had it fallen, the scanty levies of South Caro-

lina could not have prevented the entrance of the British regulars

into Charleston; and the capture of the city, although it would by

no means have ended patriot resistance in the Southern colonies,

might have been seriously disturbing to the American cause.

The sight of the British ships at anchor off the bar threw Rut-

ledge into despair. "For God's sake/
3

he wrote to Charles Lee,

begging for help, "lose not a moment." 4
Help was on the way from

the winds, from North Carolina and Virginia, and from Parker's

incompetence. The bar and contrary winds prevented Parker from

entering the harbor for many days. Put ashore with hundreds of

regulars on Long Island, north of and adjacent to Sullivan's, Clin-

ton was virtually helpless because he lacked small vessels to cross the

channel between the two islands and because landing parties would

be opposed by several hundred American riflemen under Colonel

William Thompson. While Clinton fumed, Lee, to whom Congress,

in response to appeals from the South, had assigned the defense of

the Southern colonies, hurried into Charleston, followed by Conti-

nental troops from North Carolina and Virginia. Toiling incessantly

toward a successful defense of the city, Lee infused determination

into the American troops, who now numbered nearly six thousand

men. With every passing day British capture of Charleston became

more unlikely.

As it happened, the city itself was not assailed, for the British

failed even to pass the fort on Sullivan's Island. Lee had no faith in

the structure, but the South Carolinians insisted that an attempt be

made to defend it. He therefore strove to complete it. Clinton pro-

posed an infantry assault upon the island under cover of the guns of

the ships, but Parker refused to consider it. He requested the general

to threaten a diversion while the navy battered Moultrie and his

small garrison into submission. Late in the morning of June 28

Parker sent three of his smaller vessels up the channel to bombard

the fort from the west, while the major portion of his fleet, seven

ships, including two of fifty guns, hammered at it from the south.

In spite of Lee's efforts, the fort still lacked walls on its western side,

and Parker's plan might have succeeded. Fortunately for the Ameri-

* The Lee Papers, Collections of the New York Historical Society for the

years 1871-74 (4 vols., New York, 1872-75), II, 53-54.
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cans, two of the ships sent on the flanking maneuver were poorly

piloted, ran against a shoal in the channel opposite the fort, fouled

each other, and lay helpless in the water. Meanwhile Parker began

an eleven-hour frontal bombardment. Moultrie responded slowly

and intermittently with the few guns which he could bring to bear.

Toward evening Moultrie ceased firing for a time, and the British

expected surrender. But Moultrie was merely temporarily out of

ammunition, and as soon as he received more from Lee he resumed

the struggle. Meanwhile Colonel Thompson warded off two minor

attacks from Long Island by Clinton. Surprisingly, Moultrie and

his men suffered little from the vaunted cannon of Britain's navy,

the palmetto logs of the fort softly embracing the British shot. On

the other hand, the guns of the garrison caused increasing damage

to Parker's ships and over two hundred casualties, including Parker

himself, who lost the seat of his trousers. In disgust and dismay he

finally ordered his ships to retire.
5

Parker and Clinton lingered on in the harbor for days, hoping to

make some stroke that would reverse the verdict of June 28, but the

fighting ships were in poor condition, and supplies of food began to

run low. At last the British commanders relinquished their dreams

of conquest in the Carolinas and sailed off to New York to join the

powerful forces gathering for the major attack upon the patriots.

An expedition conceived in the hope of gaining important results at

small expense had failed. The victory of Lee, Rutledge, and Moul-

trie, and that of Moore's Creek Bridge, followed by successful

attacks upon the towns of the Cherokee in the summer of 1776,

prevented any serious military threat to the South for more than

two years.

In New York Harbor Clinton and Parker found General Howe

far less confident of victory than he had been earlier. He had hoped

to move in strength early in the year before the patriots could

organize effective resistance. Germain had given him more troops

than he had asked, but it had proved impossible to put ashore a

large force at New York in the spring. He had envisaged a, rapid

conquest of that city and an easy triumph over the Continental

army, although he had anticipated lengthy and tedious "mopping

8 There is a good brief account of the battle in Wfflard M. Wallace, Appeal

to Arms: A Military History of the American Revolution (New York, 1951),

pp. 91-96.
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up" operations. With the passing months he had come to realize

that, save for some bad mistake on Washington's part, the American

army would be difficult to destroy. If Washington refused to hazard

that army in combat, if he retreated inland and contented himself

with keeping his force in being, Howe could see no way in which

the Continentals might readily be crushed. In view of the short

period of good campaigning weather at his disposal and in expecta-

tion of meeting serious opposition from the main American army,

Howe reduced his objectives. Before his men moved from Staten

Island, he came to the conclusion that he would capture New York

City, then do whatever time and circumstance permitted. If the

British army in Canada marched southward as far as Albany, he

would, of course, try to co-operate with it.
6

In General Howe's military thinking time was of the essence.

Still he did not hurry. There was no sound reason why he should

not have assailed New York City within a few days after the arrival

of his brother's fleet. He then had sufficient strength to act, even

though Washington had brought his Continentals from Boston and

was moving heaven and earth to protect the city. Yet the British

army remained quiet in their crowded cantonments in the bay until

August 22. In part, possibly, this surprising delay was caused by

efforts of the Howes to use their authority as peace commissioners.

Viscount Howe had officially spread the news of the appointment

of the commission even before he touched land, and had made

much of the pardoning power entrusted to his brother and to him-

self. He had not thought it necessary to tell the Americans that they

were authorized, not to negotiate, but merely to accept submission.

King and Cabinet had insisted that no concessions, except for a

promise of personal safety, be offered the rebels. If they laid down

their arms, governments existing before 1775, save for those of

Rhode Island and Connecticut, were to be restored. Rhode Island

and Connecticut were to be compelled to accept royal governors

and councils.
7
Moreover, the Americans were to contribute toward

imperial expenses under the terms of Lord North's Conciliatory

Trover S. Anderson, The Command of the Howe Brothers during the

American Revolution (New York, 1936), pp. 119-124. The present writer has

relied heavily upon Professor Anderson's excellent monograph for analyses of

Howe's intentions and actions throughout the period of his service in America.

*Weldon A. Brown, Empire or Independence: A Study in -the-Fa&trv

Reconciliation, 1774-1783 (Baton Rouge, 1941), pp. 84-88.
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Resolution. The olive branch tendered by the brothers Howe lacked

foliage. Their inability to offer more than pardon for supposed

offenses was so obvious that the Continental Congress actually as-

sisted in circulating Lord Howe's first pronouncements to the end

that all patriots might know the truth.

Not content with mere proclamations, the brothers attempted on

July 14 to open discussions with Americans in high office. They sent

into the patriot lines at New York a letter addressed to "George

Washington, Esq. etc., etc.
33 The Virginian refused to receive it,

since the letter did not recognize his position as an American gen-

eral. A few days later a British officer acting in behalf of the Howes

succeeded in obtaining an audience with Washington. He ex-

plained, not convincingly, that "etc., etc." had been intended to

cover all of the American leader's tides. He told Washington that

the Howes were eager to reach an accommodation and that they

desired to open negotiations. Washington observed that conversa-

tions would be to no purpose, since they were without power to

propose anything beyond pardons. In any case, he could not reply

to their overture since he lacked authority to deal with peace pro-

posals.
8 When unfounded rumors spread through his army that the

Howes had offered generous terms, Washington was forced to issue

a denial.
9

Nonetheless it is highly doubtful that the attempts of the Howes

to parley seriously interrupted their preparations for battle in July,

1776. Nor does it appear that the delay of the British attack upon

New York City enabled Washington more effectively to defend that

place. Washington did, indeed, have time to brace for the coming

struggle. Unfortunately, he could not materially increase or improve

his ten thousand Continentals, the backbone of his army; and it

was useless for him to try to make his works more robust. The city

was indefensible; to endeavor to hold it was to invite entrapment.

Early in 1776 Charles Lee had begun to throw up defenses against

the day of British attack, but he had told the Continental Congress

that the city could be used only as a battleground it could not be

made strong enough to withstand the British army and navy. The

Congress, however, had urged Washington, if possible, to hold the

*Th*
9

0?derly Book of Colonel William Henshaw, October 1, 7775, through

October 3, 1776 (Worcester, Mass., 1948), p. 223.
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city. Believing that the British could be fended off, at least for a

time, he had committed his forces to its defense. He was accordingly

compelled to occupy Brooklyn Heights, from which Manhattan

could be cannonaded, and thus to divide his army in two, with the

East River between. That part of his army on Long Hand was in-

evitably exposed to British assault, its line of retreat in danger of

being severed by the British fleet. Even more serious, Washington

could not prevent the British fleet from moving up the Hudson,

because Forts Washington and Constitution, built on northern

Manhattan and on the Jersey shore opposite in the hope of closing

the river, were weak and incomplete. Had General Howe chosen to

land a large flanking force on the northern end of Manhattan,

Washington's army would have been lucky, even by the most rapid

evacuation of the city, to make its escape across the Harlem River

to the mainland.

In short, New York confronted General Howe with great

military opportunities. Washington's army was far inferior to

his own in quality, if not in numbers. Late in August the Ameri-

can General had over 33,000 men on paper, but two-thirds of

these were militia, largely untrained and unreliable, in service

for varying periods. Moreover, Washington's paper returns were

well above the actual number of men ready for duty, perhaps

no more than twenty thousand. Happily for the patriots, Howe

was far less venturesome than his old commander at Quebec,

James Wolfe, from whom he seems to have learned very little

of the art of war. On August 22 he put his redcoats in motion,

not up the Hudson, but toward the Americans on Long Island.

Twenty thousand royal troops, with forty pieces of artillery,

landed in perfect order at Gravesend Bay. During the night of

August 26, having secured information regarding the American

forces and entrenchments on the island, Howe sent his British

and German regular into action. He knew that the Americans

had built a formidable fortified line on Brooklyn Heights be-

tween Wallabout and Gowanus bays, also that the major part of

the patriot troops on the island were not within that line. Most of

the eight thousand patriots stationed on the island by Washington

had been placed along a ridge to the southward, in order to delay

the expected British advance against the American fortifications.

Moreover, because of shortcomings among the American com-
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manders, particularly Washington and Israel Putnam, the left \ving

of the patriots on the ridge rested on thin air. Thanks to Tory in-

formants Howe knew that the Jamaica Pass, by which the British

STATEN
ISLAND

BRITISH GHQ
22 Aug.
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MBiM^MMMMMMMMX^^^

could march around that flank, was unprotected and unguarded.

Howe made his batde plan accordingly. A detachment under

General James Grant, who now had an opportunity to prove that

the Americans could not fight,
moved slowly northward along

the shore of New York Bay against the patriot right wing. General
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Von Heister deliberately pushed forward a second body against

their center. Meanwhile, Howe personally led ten thousand men

through the pass tinder cover of the night. In the morning of the

twenty-seventh the valiant but incompetent Putnam, who had as-

sumed the command on Long Island only a few days earlier, learned

that his troops were being attacked, suddenly and almost simul-

taneously, in front and on the unprotected left flank. It was too late

for Putnam to ward off the British blow. The American force on

the ridge, outflanked and outnumbered, faced annihilation. The

American left wing under General John Sullivan managed for a

time to hold off Howe, but his defenses collapsed before bayonet

charges. On the American right wing Maryland and Delaware

Continentals under the Earl of Stirling fought gallantly and then

desperately against Grant.
10 At length, after suffering two thousand

casualties, the remains of Putnam's detachment found their way
back to the entrenchments in their rear. Two American major

generals, Sullivan and Stirling, together with a thousand other

patriots, were captured by the British. British casualties numbered

about three hundred.

Washington himself was at least partly responsible for the miser-

able choice of position for Putnam's men, and he did not redeem

himself when the news of the British attack reached his head-

quarters on Manhattan. He promptly moved six regiments of

reinforcements across the East River and personally assumed com-

mand within the patriot lines on Long Island. The reinforcements

filed into the American entrenchments and were soon joined by the

battle fugitives, who were closely pursued by the British. Both the

reinforcements and those whom they were to reinforce were accord-

ingly exposed to capture. The positions of the patriots could have

been stormed, and their line of retreat* across the East River was

exposed to attack by Admiral Howe's ships. In spite of insistent

urging from some of his officers, General Howe refused to let them

attempt the American works. Giving too great weight to the risks

and too little attention to the profits of overwhelming triumph, he

adopted the dilatory tactics which were to characterize all his deal-

ings with the patriots.

On the day after the battle Howe began cautious and convert-

1 Christopher L. Ward, The Delaware Continentals, 1776-1783 (Wilming-

ton, 1941), pp. 30-41.
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tional siege approaches. Almost simultaneously Washington realized

the full extent of his peril. That day he actually brought over three

more regiments from Manhattan, but one of these was composed of

fishermen from Marblehead, a fact which suggests he was consider-

ing evacuation. By evening, following a council of war, he definitely

decided upon withdrawal across the East River. That night the

Marblehead men and others acquainted with watercraft. manned

numerous small boats and began to ferry militia and Continentals

over the river. Rain and a stiff northwest wind made their task at

first a difficult one, and it was prolonged until well after dawn.

Since the storm and early morning fog hid the movements of the

Americans, the British knew nothing about the retreat until it had

been completed. Thomas Mifflin, who covered the evacuation with

a rear guard, was not even forced to fight in order to execute his-

assignment. Washington had had the fullest co-operation from the

elements, for wind and tide prevented Admiral Howe from entering

the East River until the patriots were safely landed.

With his army collected on Manhattan, Washington was on safer

ground but was far from secure. The patriots were still exposed

to the danger of entrapment, their only feasible route of retreat

being across a bridge at Kingsbridge leading to the mainland. Their

morale was low, and the militia were departing for home by com-

panies, almost by regiments. Those who remained had no great

faith in Washington and his staff. "Would to Heaven General Lee

were here is the language of officers and men/' wrote a Delaware

officer.
11

Strangely enough, although Washington more or less an-

ticipated that Howe would now enter Westchester and strive to pin

the Americans against salt water and the British fleet, he loitered

for weeks on Manhattan. Fortunately for him, Howe also did some

loitering and when he did move, proved ineffectual.

Meanwhile Admiral Howe, hoping that the recent British

triumph had taught the patriots the virtues of appeasement, again

tried to enter into negotiations to end the war. He persuaded Gen-

eral Sullivan that he and his brother had larger powers than they

had; and Sullivan was freed, with the understanding that he would

Rvden (ed.), Letters to and from Caesar Rodney, 1756-1784

. 112. On September 6 another officerwrote thatLeewas

1848-53), II, 197.
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go to Philadelphia to relay the news to the Continental Congress.

Sullivan did so. The Congress, less impressionable than the General,

appointed a committee to visit the Admiral and to discover what

he had to say. The Congress made it dear that the Congress, and

the Congress alone, must be recognized as officially representing the

patriots. Franklin, John Adams, and Edward Rutledge accordingly

conversed with the naval officer on Staten Island on September 11.

The Admiral expressed a fervent desire for peace and hinted at

gracious acts which might be expected from Britain when the rebels

should submit. He limned a lovdy picture, but he was forced to

dedare that he could not even deal officially with the Congress. The

patriot leaders were not decdved by the suggestion that American

grievances would be removed by the British government if the

patriots would only lay down their weapons. They told the Viscount

that they would settle for nothing less than independence, and the

conference quickly adjourned.

While the Admiral conferred, General Howe made ready for

battle. In anticipation of his next movement, the talented

Nathanad Greene urged that New York City be evacuated and

burned. If this advice, offered to Washington on September 5,"

called for heroic measures, it was also sound. Greene would yidd to

the British a valuable position the Americans could not hold but

would deprive them of cover for themsdves and their supplies.

Joseph Reed, Washington's Adjutant General, supported Greene.

However, some of Washington's officers opposed the use of such

strong medicine, and the Continental Congress had instructed the

commander in chief not to injure the city on the naive assump-

tion that, if lost to the British, it would be regained before much

time had passed.
18 On September 12, Washington dedded to with-

draw from the city and to concentrate in the northern reaches of

Manhattan. Before he could complete his arrangements, Howe took

up the pursuit. Two large bodies of royal troops, protected by a

naval bombardment, landed on Manhattan at Kip's Bay and

Turtle Bay on the fifteenth. Overcoming feeble opposition, they

pushed forward rapidly to the west and north. Patriot detachments

12 George W. Greene, Life of Nathanael Greene (3 vols., New York, 1871),

*'

"WoiLgton G. Ford et al. (eds.), Journals of the Continental Congress,

1774-1789 (34 vols., Washington, 1904^-37), V, 733.
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stationed to the south and west of Kip's Bay were in grave danger

of being surrounded, but they managed to evade the British thrusts.

Washington now took up position on Harlem Heights. The Ameri-

can retreat, "disgraceful and dastardly," as Washington called it,

had really been a rout. The next day a skirmish between a patriot

scouting party and the British advance guard brought on a series

of small encounters. These, known collectively as the battle of

Harlem Heights, were not decisive. However, the Americans fought

bravely and held their own.

In possession of New York City Howe remained cautious. He

occupied himself for four long weeks in building works to protect

the town, thenceforth to be the principal base for British operations

in North America. Meanwhile, his army stood still. Howe had con-

cluded as early as September 2, immediately after his smashing

victory on Long Island, that the rebellion could not be crushed in

1776.
14 That conclusion should have led him to another: that he

should move as fast as he could during the year in order to complete

his task by 1777. Instead, he allowed day after day of good cam-

paigning weather to pass while he threw up defenses against a weak

and retreating enemy. Washington, still in grave peril, also made

poor use of the early autumn. He remained of the opinion that he

could fight on Manhattan without too great risk "until the British

troops were once more in motion. He strengthened his position on

Harlem Heights and tried to buttress it by completing Forts Wash-

ington and Constitution on the opposite sides of the Hudson. He

still hoped to dose the Hudson to the British fleet through these

forts, and chains, booms, and sunken ships strung across the river

between them.

On October 9 the British resumed the offensive. Admiral Howe

1* British Captain W. Glanville Evelyn, ignorant of Howe's thought, wrote on

September 24: ". . . We expect that another grand stroke will take place

before winter, which will not only clear this island of the rebels, but probably

disperse the great numbers they have collected; which, once done, the game is

up of G. Scull (ed.), Memoir and Letters of Captain W. GlanvMe

Evelyn . . . 1774-1776 (Oxford, 1879), p. 86.

w John G Fitzpatrick (ed.), The Writings of George Washington (39 vols.,

Washington, 1931-44), VI, 197. On September 25 General Henry Knox as-

serted that the army was safe on Manhattan, that it could have held New York

had the Jamaica Pass been protected! Knox to John Adams, Sept 25, 1776,

Proceedings of the American Antiquarian Society, New Series, LVI

217.
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sent out frigates which pushed their way up the Hudson through

the patriot obstructions, despite cannon fire from the American

forts. Three days later the younger Howe, having made New York

City secure, finally began to move into Westchester. Apparently his

intention was merely to force Washington to leave Manhattan, but

h was not unlikely that he would try to exploit the opportunity to

pin the patriots against the Hudson. The American army's only

feasible line of retreat, to the northeast, was immediately en-

dangered. However, leading a large force through the East River

and Long Island Sound, Howe landed his men at Throws Neck

rather than at a more suitable location to the eastward. Throws

Neck turned out to be a peninsula connected with the mainland

only by a narrow causeway, an unpleasant surprise for the British

General. Learning of the British advance, Washington sent a few

riflemen and then two regiments to delay it. These defended the

causeway, prevented the British from fording, and persuaded Howe

to alter his plan. He then led his men farther up the Sound and

landed near New Rochdle. The patriot commander had not

ordered a general retreat when he was informed of Howe's

maneuver, but the fumbling and ill luck of the British gave him

time in which to reconsider his tactics. Charles Lee, who had been

ordered to rejoin the main American army after his victory at

Charleston and who had just appeared in the American camp,

joined by other members of Washington's staff, strongly urged that

the army fall back to the northeast to escape encirclement.
16 Wash-

ington took this advice, and the major part of the patriot forces,

about fourteen thousand men, trudged off to White Plains, arriving

just ahead of the British. The patriot araiy had slipped out of a cul-

de-sac, and Howe had lost a splendid opportunity. Washington dug

in near White Plains, occupying fairly strong ground. Howe

brought up his men and on October 28 assailed a part of the Ameri-

can right wing on Chatterton's Hill. After stiff fighting, he carried

the hill, but achieved nothing. Waiting briefly for reinforcements

whose arrival brought his numbers up to twenty thousand, he pre-

pared once more to advance. Then a heavy rain prevented action.

Before he could attack, Washington prudently withdrew to an easily

i See J. R. Alden, General Charles Lee: Traitor or Patriot? (Baton Rouge,

1951), pp. 140-142. and references cited therein.
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defensible position at North Castle. Perhaps Howe had again been

too slow.

By November 1 the prospect had brightened for the patriots.

Washington had eluded Howe and managed to maintain a fairly

strong army in the fidd. Winter was coming on. Moreover, afl was

weU on the New York-Canadian frontier. The northern American

army, under the command of Schuyler and Gates, had a relatively

easy time after its retreat from Canada. It dug in at Ticonderoga

and prepared for a hard struggle. Guy Carleton and John Burgoyne

pushed southward in the summer and early fall but could not move

against Ticonderoga until they obtained control of the waters of

Lake Champlain. Accordingly, Carleton constructed a fleet for

service there. However, Benedict Arnold, his health restored, simul-

taneously built an American squadron. Many weeks passed while

the carpenters plied their tools, and Carleton's ships did not sail

down the lake until October. Outmanned and outgunned, Arnold

nevertheless led out a "mosquito fleet" to battle. He fought skillfully,

but was decisively defeated on October 11 and again on October

13 off Valcour Idand. Although Arnold himself and most of his

men escaped, his little navy was almost destroyed. Nevertheless,

Arnold was the real victor, for his enterprise and bravery had

effectively delayed the British. The cautious Carleton, in view of

the lateness of the season, decided not to venture forward against

Ticonderoga. The British did not try to reach Albany and the lower

Hudson from Canada until the following campaign. A junction

between Carleton and Howe in 1776 would probably have been

fatal to the American cause.

Although all seemed well for the Americans on November 1, the

seeds of disaster had been sown. When evacuating Manhattan,

Washington had left behind at Fort Washington on the northern

end of the island a garrison of almost three thousand men. He had

placed another force of 4,500 at Fort Lee 1T across the Hudson.

Howe was now between Washington and the fort named in his

honor, which had open communication only with its counterpart on

the Jersey side. Howe decided to take advantage of this fact, turned

his back on Washington, and marched westward. The Virginian

quickly concluded that Fort Washington had become the imme-

diate British objective and that it could hardly be defended. He

17 Fort Constitution had been renamed Fort Lee in October.
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promptly warned Greene, who was stationed at Fort Lee and whose

jurisdiction included Fort Washington, to abandon the latter post,

at the same time instructing him to use his best judgment. Believing

that the fort could be held, at least temporarily, without much risk,

Greene took no steps toward evacaution to Jersey.

To deal with the awkward situation resulting from Howe's

change of front, Washington also took the apparently desperate step

of dividing his army. Leaving Charles Lee at North Castle with half

of it to ward off a possible British thrust into New England and

General William Heath with two thousand men at Peekskill to

guard the Hudson, he led the remainder across that river and

pushed down its west bank toward Fort Lee. He arrived there on

November 13 and conferred with Greene and other officers about

the predicament of the garrison across the river. He was inclined to

order its immediate withdrawal, but yielded to Greene's insistence

that there was no reason to hurry. Greene's bad judgment and

Washington's irresolution cost heavily. While they debated, Howe

brought up overwhelming numbers to attack the fort. HI planned

and incomplete, it could not resist. Moreover, through information

obtained from a deserter who had served in it, Howe was perfectly

acquainted with its defects. On November 16, while Washington

and Greene looked on helplessly from Fort Lee, British and Hessian

troops swarmed up to its outworks, driving its defenders before

them. In the afternoon, since there was no chance to make a suc-

cessful resistance or to dip across the river, Colonel Robert Magaw,
the commandant, surrendered. Something like three thousand men

with all their equipment and scores of cannon were thus lost. The

American cause had suffered a near-catastrophe.
18

Worse was yet to come. Acting with unaccustomed energy, Howe

promptly dispatched Lord Cornwallis and twelve regiments across

the Hudson by way of Yonkers. Cornwallis rapidly marched south-

ward down the west bank of the river. The troops available to

Washington in Jersey, dispirited and dwindling every day in num-

bers, could not hope to stand against him. Retreating in confusion,

they fled to Newark, abandoning Fort Lee without a struggle.

*8
Responsibility for it must be placed upon Greene and especially upon

Washington. Washington tried to put at least part of it upon Congress, and

some of his admirers among historians have been misled by his statements.

Bernhard Knollenberg, Washington and the Revolution . . . (New York,

1940), pp. 12&-139.
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Immediately after the middle of November Howe was once more

faced by great opportunities. He could easily have dealt with

Heath at Peekskill and with little trouble could have gained control

of the lower Hudson. He could also have sent at the same time a

large force into New England with a fair chance of beating down

resistance in that area. Alternatively, he could have pursued Wash-

ington with vigor into the streets of Philadelphia, into the very laps

of the Continental Congressmen, and beyond. He could have struck

blows which might have brought the American Revolution to a

halt. Howe's brain did not burn with such thoughts. Rather, he was

thinking of going into winter quarters, in the conventional way, in

an unconventional war. He favored order against celerity, and

system against discomfort. It was not in him to push the sword to

the hilt if the blade were clouded with frost. Setting aside what he

would have called grandiose and dangerous schemes, he proposed
instead to make ready for the next campaign. He therefore ordered

Cornwallis to drive Washington beyond New Brunswick,
19 in order

that a part of the British army could find winter quarters in eastern

New Jersey. In addition, with the objective of mounting an expedi-

tion into New England in the spring, he made preparations to send

a strong detachment to seize and hold Newport as a base. Accord-

ingly Clinton and six thousand men sailed from New York for

Rhode Island on December 1, accomplishing their mission with

ease.

At Newark Washington believed his situation to be critical. Soon

he thought it desperate, for he mistakenly believed the British would

not stop short of Philadelphia. He did not know the mind of his

opponent. On November 29 advanced British detachments tinder

Cornwallis moved against Newark, and Washington fled to New

Brunswick, with his enemies in hot pursuit. As Cornwallis drew

near, Washington again withdrew, leaving behind a broken bridge

over the Ilaritan. Stopped momentarily at the bridge, Cornwallis

recalled that he had orders not to pursue the patriots beyond that

town. Moreover, his men were tired, though hardly so exhausted as

Washington's, and he was unnecessarily worried about the detach-

ment under Lee, then crossing the Hudson. Accordingly, he halted

to refurbish and to await reinforcments. When he again moved

toward the southwest, Washington was forced to retreat across the

19 Then known as Brunswick.
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Delaware. However, the American general, with three thousand

men, reached the relative safety of the west bank of the river. Then

he assembled all the boats for many miles on both sides of Trenton,

maiing a further advance on the part of Gornwallis difficult. Arriv-

ing at the river, Cornwallis decided to go into winter quarters. With

Howe's approval he established outposts on the east bank, prin-

cipally at Bordentown and Trenton, and an advanced base at New

Brunswick. Howe fancied that this arrangement was a bit venture-

some, inviting American attack, but safe enough nevertheless. The

British were calling it quits for 1776.

Not so their opponent, who might well have been content to

nuise his wounds and to prepare for battle in the spring. Wash-

ington's spirits had sunk low after the disaster at Fort Washington,

and they had fallen still further during the subsequent retreat.

While hundreds of Jerseymen pledged themselves to be thenceforth

loyal to the King, and the Continental Congress prudently retired to

Baltimore, his army dwindled away. Nevertheless the Virginian was

thinking of taking the offensive, in an attempt to regain control of

western New Jersey.
20 He had not yet displayed much of that

Fabian genius for which he has been perhaps overpraised; he was

now to play in masterly style the part of Metdlus. Tom Paine

helped to set the stage with the first number of The Crisis, which

was read to the patriot troops: 'These are the times that try men's

souls. The summer soldier and the sunshine patriot will, in this

crisis, shrink from the service of their country; but he that stands it

now, deserves the love and thanks of man and woman."

Early in December Washington called for assistance from the

northern patriot army, and twelve hundred troops marched south-

ward from Albany to join him. He sent urgent appeals to Charles

Lee to bring his men over the Hudson and across northern New

Jersey. After some delay, probably necessary, Lee reached the

neighborhood of Morristown on December 5. There he lingered for

a week in the hope of striking a blow against Cornwallis' exposed

line of communications, although Washington entreated him to

proceed to the Delaware with all speed. On December 13, after

having ordered the 2,700 men in his command to march toward the

river, Lee himself was surprised and captured by a scouting party

*o Writings of Washington, VI, 367-368.
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of British cavalry at Basking Ridge.
21

However, John Sullivan,

again in active service, assumed Lee's duties and rapidly marched

into Pennsylvania. Washington also was strengthened in December

by two thousand militiamen who were raised in Philadelphia and

sent forward by Thomas Mifflin.

On December 20 Washington had above six thousand men avail-

able for duty, while in the vicinity of Monistown New Jersey militia

BATTLE OF TRENTON
DECEMBER 26, 1776

were assembling. The patriot commander felt sufficiently strong

to attempt a series of surprise attacks against the British out-

posts along the Delaware.22
Shortly afterward his arrangements

were completed. Washington himself proposed to lead 2,400 men
across the river at a ferry above Trenton in the night of December

25 and to attack its garrison, comprising fifteen hundred men, mostly

Hessians, under Colonel Rail, near dawn of the twenty-sixth. His

21 At the time many patriots thought the capture of Lee to be another very-

heavy loss. See Alden, Lee, pp. 159-160.
22 On December 20 Washington even countermanded an earlier order to

General William Heath to bring on reinforcements from PeekskilL Ibid., p. 407.
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plan was to move against it from the east and southeast. Meanwhile

General James Ewing and a body of Pennsylvania militia were to

pass the river below Trenton. Ewing was to prevent the garrison

from fleeing southward toward Bordentown, where the Hessian

Colonel Count Von Donop and two thousand more German troops

had their headquarters. He was also to fend off Donop should he

attempt to come to Rail's assistance. A further blow against Donop
was to be struck by Colonel John Cadwalader, who was to cross the

Delaware at Bristol with more Pennsylvania militia and to move

toward Bordentown. If Trenton fell, the Americans were to con-

verge on Donop with the help of a detachment of militia moving

forward from Philadelphia under orders from Putnam, then mili-

tary governor of that town.

It was a daring and splendid plan, and it was brilliantly executed,

in part. Ewing and Cadwalader failed to move over the river, find-

ing the cold and floating ice in the stream insuperable obstacles.

However, the militia sent out by Putnam caught the attention of

Donop, and he marched off from Bordentown to the southward,

away from Trenton, in a vain effort to catch them. Rail was thus

left without support. Washington carried out his own assignment

perfectly. He managed to traverse the river, and his ragged men

suddenly moved into Trenton in two columns at frigid dawn. Rail

had been ordered to build fortifications against just such a con-

tingency, but had failed to do so; he had received a warning that

the Americans would attack him and he had ignored it. The ap-

pearance of the patriots so soon after the celebration of a German

Christmas was for him untimely and unexpected.
28 He attempted

to organize resistance, but it was too late. After brief fighting, in

which the patriot losses were exceedingly small, five hundred royal

troops fled toward Bordentown. The remainder were forced to sur-

render, among them Rail, mortally wounded. The Hessians who

hastened off to Bordentown alarmed Donop, and he retreated

toward Amboy.
On December 26 Cadwalader also reached the Jersey side of the

2 The patriot soldier John Greenwood, who fought at Trenton, according

to his recollections did not see "even a solitary drunken soldier belonging to the

enemy" Isaac J. Greenwood (ed.), The Revolutionary Services of John Green-

wood '. . . (New York, 1922), p. 37. It seems likely, however, that the Hes-

sians were in poor shape for battle because of libations during the preceding

night.
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Delaware and occupied Donop's headquarters. Some of Washing-
ton's generals were then in favor of further ventures, but the com-

mander in chief, anticipating that the British would come up in

force from New Brunswick, cautiously withdrew from Trenton

across the Delaware. He might well have been content with his

achievement, and prudence dictated that he should undertake no

further offensive measures. However, Washington changed his mind

and resumed the aggressive in the hope of striking further at the

British detachments. Again pushing through the ice with great

difficulty, on December 30 and 31, the Virginian reoccupied Tren-

ton and collected there about five thousand men, including Cad-

walader's force. His rashness almost cost him dear. Learning of

Rail's defeat and capture, Cornwallis, who had gone off to New

York, hurried forward from that town, collecting men as he went.

On January 2 he entered Trenton with six thousand British regu-

lars, and more were just behind him. As Cornwallis advanced,

Washington withdrew to the southward behind Assanpink Greek.

The Americans were now in great peril. They could not hope to

retreat across the Delaware, for Cornwallis would hardly let Wash-

ington traverse that stream as he had traversed the East River. A
flight southward along the left bank of the river would probably be

equally in vain. It was not likely that they could hold their own in

battle. Happily, the British commander, after unsuccessful pre-

liminary attacks, decided to wait until the following day to strike a

decisive blow. Before midnight Washington and his generals found

the answer to their difficult problem. Leaving their campfires burn-

ing to deceive the British, the patriots quietly filed off in the dark-

ness to the south and east, marched around the British army by a

side road, and arrived at Princeton in the morning.
Cornwallis learned of Washington's maneuver when he heard

firing in the direction of Princeton. He retraced his steps toward

that town, too late to achieve anything. For a few moments the

patriots were in serious trouble at Princeton, where they encountered

three British regiments moving toward Trenton. One of these, under

Lieutenant Colonel Charles Mawhood, made a bayonet attack

which disrupted the American van. However, Washington person-

ally restored order and finally drove off the redcoats.
24

2* For detailed accounts of the Trenton-Princeton operations see William S.

Stryker, Battles of Trenton and Princeton (Boston, 1898); Leonard Lundin,
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Washington momentarily considered making a further advance

against the British base at New Bninswick, but his men were tired,

and Cornwallis was at his heels. Instead he marched on to the hills

of Morristown, where he could easily defend himself, could estab-

lish comfortable winter quarters, and could be on the flank of the

British line of communications. Howe could not readily attack, nor

could he maintain his advanced posts. Accordingly he withdrew

his forces to New Brunswick and other stations to the eastward of

that town.

The campaign of 1776 had ended, somewhat tardily according

to the calendar. The main American army was still in being. After

enduring a series of defeats, it had struck back in startling fashion

and had reconquered West Jersey. The little victories of Trenton

and Princeton, and the good fortune, splendid courage, and bril-

liant maneuvers of Washington, had infused new vigor into the

patriot cause.
25 Howe had been proffered several chances to strike

heavy, even mortal blows, and he had refused to seize them. He had

lost face, and he was less confident of ultimate triumph than he was

at the beginning of the campaign.____
Cockpit of the Revolution: The War for Independence in New Jersey

ton, 1940), pp. 157-217; Alfred H. Bill, The Campaign of Princeton, 1776-

1777 (Princeton, 1948). . , ,.

2* The young Englishman Nicholas Cresswell wrote in his journal regarding

the effects of Trenton and Princeton upon the patriots: "A few days ago they

had given up the cause for lost. Their late successes have turned the scale and

now they are all liberty mad again. . . . They have recovered their panic and

it will not be an easy matter to throw them into that confusion again. The

Journal of NicholasCresswell, 1774-1777 (New York, 1924), pp. 178-180.



CHAPTER 8

Philadelphia Takes Howe

CAMPAIGN of 1777 opened auspiciously for the British.

JL However, because of overconfidence, divided command, and

poor communications, they blundered in their strategy. Burgoyne

and William Howe, especially the latter, made tactical errors, and

the patriots fought well. The result was disastrous for Britain. At

the end of the year the independence of the United States seemed

almost assured.

On November 30, 1776, immediately after the fall of Fort Wash-

ington, when Washington's army was threatening to disintegrate,

Howe, now Sir William because of his triumph on Long Island,

wrote to Lord George Germain recommending a plan for the next

campaign. The new knight was not especially optimistic concerning

the possibilities for the year 1777. He proposed to continue with

the design he had developed upon taking command. He proposed

placing eight thousand men in Jersey to hold off Washington, five

thousand at New York City, and perhaps two thousand at Newport
to protect his bases; he would send ten thousand up the Hudson to

meet at Albany the Canadian army, which he expected to march

southward, and to join forces at that town some time in September;

and he would put another ten thousand in motion against Boston

from Rhode Island. New England cut off and cut down, he would

parade in power against Philadelphia in the fall, traverse Virginia

in early winter, and stride through the far South in time to see the

magnolias blossom in 1778. In a word, he would accomplish great

deeds provided he had greater strength. His army had dwindled

112
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during 1776. He told Germain he would need fifteen thousand

additional troops, knowing full well that the Colonial Secretary

would be hard put to supply them. Perhaps more Germans and

some Russians could be secured, the general suggested.

Howe could hardly have sent a better plan across the Atlantic.

Moreover, its execution did not really entail the large reinforce-

ments he sought. New England might have been reduced. Possibly

Howe could have held the Yankees in subjection while staging a

triumphant march toward Carolina, with or without the desired

new contingents of Germans and Russians. But he failed to insist

upon the execution of these measures. Only three weeks later he sent

across the water to London an alternative plan containing star-

tiingly different proposals.

Immediately before Trenton, when the fortunes of the patriots

had reached their nadir, the British General placed in the mail a

suggestion that an invasion of Pennsylvania be the principal busi-

ness of his army in the next campaign. Convinced that patriot

morale was rapidly deteriorating, that there was much affection for

Britain in the City of Brotherly Love and its vicinity, and that the

Pennsylvania Tories, once relieved of the incubus of the Continen-

tal army, could dominate their patriot neighbors, Howe drew for

Germain a new design. On the assumption that he might have no

more than nineteen thousand effectives, he would lead ten thousand

into Pennsylvania; two thousand would remain in garrison on

Rhode Island and double that number within the lines at New York

City; and three thousand would be stationed on the lower Hudson,

in part to serve as additional protection for the main British base, in

part to "facilitate in some degree the approach of the army from

Canada." 1

Did Howe expect that this new plan would win the war in 1777,

or early in 1778? Perhaps he did, for he sent off his second proposal

only five days before Washington routed the Hessians at Trenton.

Howe was unable to estimate patriot strength with any assurance,

nor could he anticipate with any degree of accuracy what help he

would get from England. Hence, he was probably trying to propose

an alternative plan for employing nineteen thousand men rather

than the full quota of 35,000 previously demanded. In any case, it

iTroyer S. Anderson, The Command of the Howe Brothers during the

American Revolution (New York and London, 1936), pp. 218-220.
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is obvious that his mind was unsettled, for he asked Germain for

instructions while at the same time he indicated that his own opera-

tions might be dictated by "the exigencies of the moment." More-

over, it is apparent that in his thought there was a seed of disaster

for Britain. The Canadian army advancing southward through the

Lake Champlain-Hudson trough, although it might achieve little,

would not be in great danger if the bulk of Howe's forces were

moving on the Hudson and in New England. But this second plan

would place only three thousand troops on the lower Hudson to

"facilitate in some degree" the advance of their comrades from the

north. The three thousand might, indeed, be of assistance to the

Canadian army. Nevertheless, it was likdy that the Canadian

expedition would encounter difficulties in the northern wilderness,

both because of transport troubles and because of American opposi-

tion in the woods of New York and Vermont. Howe should have

postulated that the New Englanders, Yorkers, and Green Mountain

Boys, relieved of fear of an advance in force on his part, might give

the Canadian army a very bad time of it. He certainly knew that

Montgomery*s army traversing that same trough had suffered crudly

before reaching Montreal, and therefore that the geographical

obstacles in the path of the Canadian army were formidable. Howe

was giving insufficient attention to the fortunes of that army, which,

to be sure, was not under his command.

When Sir William's first plan reached the imperial capital, it

created something like consternation, since no one knew where to

obtain fifteen thousand recruits. Moreover, Germain could not

believe so many were needed, for he fancied that the end of the war

was near. He therefore refused to sanction the plan. On March 3,

however, he sent off to Howe his endorsement of the General's

second plan.
2
Several weeks afterward he arranged to forward to

Howe a copy of instructions to Sir Guy Carleton which informed

Howe that the Canadian army would march toward Albany. He
failed to insist that Howe take specific measures to co-operate with

that army/ In addition, he was able to send only 2,900 troops to

2 Germain to Howe, Mar. 3, 1777, Colonial Office, 5/94, Library of Congress

transcripts.
8 The sending of the instructions is mentioned in Germain to Howe, Apr. 19,

1777, ibid. See also Royal Historical Manuscripts Commission, Report on

Manuscripts in Various Collections, VI (1909), 277.
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New York to strengthen Howe, and 1,700 of these did not arrive

until September.

Consenting to Howe's second plan, Germain, by that time aware

of the resurgence of the patriot army under Washington, gave, like

Howe, too little thought to the dangers which an advancing Ca-

nadian army would face with Howe marching the bulk of his forces

to Philadelphia. Meantime, glory-seeker John Burgoyne had has-

tened back to England as soon as the campaign of 1776 had ended

in Canada. Late in February he submitted to Germain a plan for a

three-pronged attack to isolate New England. Under this plan he

himself was to lead an army from Canada to the upper Hudson, an

auxiliary force was to push eastward from Oswego, these forces

to meet at Albany. This plan was also approved. Why did the

King and the Cabinet allow themselves to be persuaded by Bur-

goyne? To be sure, such a movement had long been considered and

approved with Howe advancing northward in major strength.

Germain probably calculated that the patriots could not withstand

Burgoyne, and that the three thousand men Howe proposed to

place on the lower Hudson would assure the safety of Burgoyne's

army, should it need support as it drew near Albany. Overswayed,

perhaps, by the assurances of the too-confident Burgoyne, Germain

underestimated the problem of transport from Montreal to Albany

and the great tactical advantages possessed in the trough by the

defenders. It is hardly to be doubted that he also erred in appraising

patriot power on the middle Hudson. Even so, had Howe carried

out his second plan, had he sent three thousand regulars toward

Albany, Burgoyne might have escaped disaster.

If Germain undervalued the peril to which the Canadian army

would be exposed, he blundered even more seriously in measuring

the benefits which would result from the execution of the plans of

Howe and Burgoyne to which he vouchsafed his approval. Like

Howe, he expected that the Tories of Pennsylvania would rise in

numbers at the General's appearance and that they would be able

to hold the patriot element in check, thus leaving the General free

to move on to further conquests. Yet there was grave doubt that

Howe could achieve anything decisive by driving into Philadelphia,

if Washington's army remained in being as a fighting machine. It

was also doubtful that British control of the Lake Champlain-

Hudson line would mortally hurt the patriots. It has often been said
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that such control would have caused an immediate patriot collapse.

However, the mere severance of communications between New

England and the states to the southwest would have left the Yankees

unconquered and defiant still. In time the separation of the New

Englanders from their fellow Americans would have weakened the

patriots seriously but could Britain afford the time? And would it

have been easy for the British to hold a line along the Hudson

against American attempts to re-establish their communications,

simultaneously carrying on major operations elsewhere? It might
also be argued that there was no point in sending an army south-

ward from Canada in order to cut the states in two. Patriot trans-

port routes ran across the lower Hudson, not through Ticonderoga
or Albany. A British advance in force from New York City up the

river toward Albany would have been a cheaper and less dangerous

way to achieve Germain's purpose.
' Commonly it is asserted that the year 1777 was above all others

critical for the patriots. Yet American military power, although the

number of enlisted Continentals had diminished, was greater than

in the preceding year, while the British were actually weaker. Had
British strategy been better calculated, the patriots would have been

subjected to a harsh test. It is not at all certain that the most effec-

tive use of their might by the British would have brought them a

decisive or even a favorable result. Through defective planning

and in some degree faulty execution they failed. dismally, and lost

the war. In retrospect it would seem that the patriot cause was in

direst peril in November and December of 1776, and that Trenton

marked a momentous turning point, perhaps more significant than

the change in the course of events which followed upon the British

capitulation at Saratoga and the ultimate failure of Howe in Penn-

sylvania.
9
Before Germain's letter of March 3 giving assent to Howe's

second plan reached New York City, the British General sent off

to London, early in April, a third plan. He now intended to leave

in the New York City and Rhode Island bases 4,700 and 2,400 men

respectively; he would place under Governor William Tryon three

thousand Tories in the vicinity of his principal base, these to operate

"upon the Hudsons River, or to enter Connecticut as circumstances

may point out"; and he would personally lead eleven thousand

regulars to Philadelphia, not across New Jersey, but by sea to the
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head of Chesapeake Bay and thence northward by land.
4 La conse-

quence, Howe did not order three thousand regulars to act offen-

sively on the lower Hudson to "facilitate" the approach of Bur-

goyne, as Germain expected he would do. And he did not even put

the Tories in motion, although he promised Carleton and Bur-

goyne that he would try to do so.* Moreover, Howe and the main

British army were too far distant to help Burgoyne when he was

trapped in the northern wilderness. Howe erred seriously, and he is

not to be excused because he promptly wrote to Carleton to warn

the Canadian governor and Burgoyne of the change in his in-

tentions. Neither could he offer in extenuation his later assurance to

Carleton that he would come to the aid of the Canadian army,

should Washington move toward Albany. Nor is he to be held

blameless because he, not he alone, but Germain, Carleton, and

Burgoyne as well, mistakenly believed the Canadian army could

advance independently in relative safety.

When Germain received Sir William's third plan, he apparently

realized that Burgoyne would receive little, if any, support from

Howe. He seems to have had some misgivings. On May 18 he

signed a dispatch which urged Howe to finish his business in Penn-

sylvania in time to "co-operate with the army ordered to proceed

from Canada. . . ."
8 The letter lingered in passage almost three

*Howe to Germain, Apr. 2, 1777, ibid.

5 Howe to Carleton, Apr. 5, 1777 (confidential), ibid.

Germain to Howe, May 18, 1777, ibid. The first detailed and sound

analysis of British strategy in 1777 was offered by Anderson in Howe Brothers,

chaps. 12 and 14. Professor Anderson disproved the assertions (1) that Howe
was ordered in the spring to lead his army up the Hudson and (2) that an

order to that effect was prepared hut not sent from England because of

Germain's negligence. A careful and independent study of British planning

in Gerald S. Brown, 'The Policy of Lord George Germain Toward the Ameri-

can Revolution, 1775-1778" (PhD. thesis, University of Minnesota, 1948),

April
clusive statements from a document which apparently escaped their notice. In

1777 both Alexander Wedderburn and William Eden were in position to know

the business of the Colonial Office, and the following passages in a letter from

Wedderburn to Eden of September 10 are therefore illuminating. "That both

armys will succeed in some enterprizes I have no doubt, but while they act

without concert & the operations of the campaign are conducted without any

apparent plan, I doubt the efficacy of our successes to subdue the rebel-

lion. ... But surely the want of authority to direct the conduct of a general

[Howe] if the indecision of his own judgment makes it necessary to direct him;
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months, possibly because it was not promptly mailed, and did not

reach Howe until August 16, when that general was at sea en route

to Philadelphia, He could not then alter his arrangements. He could

not finish his task in Pennsylvania in time to send a force to meet

Burgoyne. Nor could he immediately detach a part of his army and

send it back to New York, for he needed all the strength he had to

achieve his own objective. He left Burgoyne to his fate, assuming

that Burgoyne could take care of himself. -

The British strategy for the campaign was sadly defective. In

considerable part the difficulty of communication across the Atlantic

explains its faults. Another cause was the existence after the recall

of Gage of a divided command in America. Had Canada been

placed under Howe, he could hardly have failed to recommend a

more profitable distribution of the British troops, and Burgoyne, the

inveterate seeker of fame, would have had less opportunity recklessly

to cajole for an independent status. Burgoyne and Germain must

share responsibility for the British debacle. Yet Howe was perhaps

more at fault than they. His shifting from plan to plan made a

coherent British effort impossible. Moreover, he erred in substituting

an expedition by sea into Pennsylvania for a concentrated assault

upon New England. Why he did so cannot now be surely ascer-

tained. It is likely that he was as jealous of Burgoyne as Burgoyne

was of him and that he was not eager to do anything which might

assist his junior up the ladder of military renown. He was probably

misguided by Tories who assured him that the Pennsylvania Loyal-

ists would flock to the royal standard when he should appear on the

Delaware. He was not duped by Charles Lee, who as a prisoner

proffered some dubious advice to Howe and who afterward claimed

that he had hoodwinked the British General into taking the sea

route to Philadelphia.4

Although historians have commonly agreed that the year 1777

was that of greatest peril to the patriot cause, Howe did not expect

after Trenton and Princeton to annihilate his opponents in one

campaign. He hoped only that the close of 1777 would find Wash-

the giving unlimited power without any confidence; the rewarding misconduct

are errors in systems that leave us no right to blame fortune." Benjamin

Franklin Stevens (ed.), Facsimiles of Manuscripts in European Archives Re-

lating to America ... (26 vols., London, 1889-95), XVIII, No. 1682. If

there was neglect concerning a dispatch, it was in connection with that of May
is.
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ington's army weak, and New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania

under British domination. He did not intend to attack Washington's

army at all costs. He proposed to proceed slowly and methodically,

taking as few chances as possible, for he knew that one major defeat

might be fatal to British power in America. Washington's army, on

the contrary, could be beaten once and again, and continue still to

fight. Even so, Howe would have been wise to risk heavily to secure

quick victory. He knew, or should have known, that he did not have

then and would not have later, even with the help of the Tories,

enough men to overrun area after area while simultaneously polic-

ing his conquests. But the Howe of 1777 was the Howe of 1776.

-'After making another vain effort in the early months of the year

to open peace negotiations with members of Congress, this time

through Charles Lee as intermediary, Howe made ready at his

characteristically leisurely pace to take the field, and waited until

June to begin operations, by which time he had about eighteen

thousand men available for offensive action.

'While Howe pondered plans for the campaign, the American

anny experienced a new birth. In the fall of 1776 the Continental

Congress proposed to raise a vast force of 75,000 men, to be en-

listed for three years or the duration of the conflict. It promised

every recruit a bounty of twenty dollars and one hundred acres of

land at the end of his period of service. Various states offered addi-

tional bounties. Fewer than a thousand of the Continentals promptly

re-enlisted under the new system. Moreover, no new recruits joined

Washington until spring, partly because some of the states offered

better pay to soldiers for service at home than Congress gave, partly

because of the dangers and especially the hardships to which Wash-

ington's Continentals were exposed during the campaign of 1776

and the following winter. The men at Morristown had suffered

because of inadequate clothing, inconstant food supplies, and a

pitiful medical department. Their lot was far more distressing than

that of the British and Hessians at New Brunswick and Amboy, who

also suffered. Washington was forced to commandeer food and

dothing from New Jersey civilians. Men deserted him rather than

joined him in the first months of 1777. But something like one

thousand Continentals dung faithfully to him, and a larger number

of militia hdped to preserve the semblance of an army. Then came

milder weather, and about eight thousand Continental recruits. By
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the end of May, Washington had on his rolls nine thousand regu-

lars. Thereafter, although Congress was able to raise in all only

34,000 men in 1777, Washington's forces never lacked a hard core

of veterans.
' In the late spring of 1777 Washington had only nine thousand

Continentals, but they were well-equipped Continentals. In addition,

he could call upon the services of additional thousands of decently

outfitted militia. Formerly the patriots had been forced largely to

produce their own equipment or to seize it from the British. They

had managed to produce in some quantity. The army had made

valuable captures on land; the Continental navy and patriot priva-

teers had brought into port many British vessels carrying military

stores. The patriots had also managed to purchase supplies from

French and Dutch merchants. Yet these sources had been uncertain,

and the patriots had often lacked powder, clothing, blankets, and

even guns. But now secret aid from France and Spain, sent through

the agency of the charming Caron de Beaumarchais, had begun to

arrive. In March the Mercury from Nantes landed in New Hamp-
shire twelve thousand muskets, fifty tons of powder, and large

quantities of doth, caps, shoes, stockings, and blankets. Shortly

afterward, the Amphitrite reached New Hampshire from Havre/

bringing ten thousand more muskets, more powder, cannon, tents,

and other paraphernalia. During most of the ensuing campaign the

men with Washington, seldom handsomely uniformed, were neither

naked nor poorly armed.

/ Toward the end of May Washington led his new army from

Morristown to a strong position on the heights of Middlebrook,

where he hoped to thwart an advance by Howe toward the Dela-

ware and Philadelphia. Howe was about to evacuate his troops

from New Jersey preparatory to embarkation. Apparently his trans-

ports were not ready, for he now led his men forward from New-

Brunswick, hoping to entice his antagonist into battle upon condi-

tions favorable to himself. Washington would not be snared. Sir

William then prepared a second trap, withdrawing his troops hur-

riedly toward New York as if in disorderly retreat. The Virginian

almost took the bait, left his prepared position, and followed in

pursuit. Howe then suddenly struck at the left flank of the patriots

7 Francis Wharton (ed.), Revolutionary Diplomatic Correspondence of the

United States (6 vols;, Washington, 1889), II, 314, 328.
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with the intention of forcing them to do battle in relatively open

country. In the nick of time Washington managed to slip back to

Middlebrook. A disappointed Howe then withdrew to New York at

the close of June.
But still Howe delayed embarking for Philadelphia. The great

amphibious operation which he and his brother were about to

undertake required much preparation. Moreover, Howe may have

considered a last-minute change of plan. Except for Cornwaflis,

James Grant, and the Admiral, British officers in New York were

bitterly protesting against the scheme. Henry Clinton (now Sir

Henry), assigned to command at the British base, was especially

forthright in opposition, insisting that Howe carry out his first

plan. Howe may also have waited until he. could learn what Bur-

goyne was doing and what Washington proposed to do. At length

he was informed that Burgoyne was optimistically advancing and

that Washington did not intend to go to the aid of the northern

patriot army, but rather to defend Philadelphia. Finally, on July 23

the British armada of more than 260 ships carrying about fifteen

thousand troops and all their baggage set sail. Before departing

Howe assigned seven thousand men, almost half of whom were

Tories, to Clinton for the defense of New York City. He did not

instruct Clinton to assist Burgoyne.
8 So far as Howe was concerned,

neither regulars nor Tories would take the offensive in the lower

Hudson Valley. Clinton believed, not without reason, that the

troops given to him were hardly more than enough to assure the

safety of New York City. He was to conduct what he afterward

called a "d d starved deffencive."
9

Spring and a part of the summer had gone before the British

warships and transports sailed down the New Jersey coast, and

summer was almost at an end before Howe's army again set foot on

shore. The fleet reached Delaware Bay on July 29 and moved up

toward the Delaware River as if to discharge its cargo. Sir William

seems to have considered such a step seriously, probably in order

more quickly to pursue Washington in the event that his adversary

had started for Albany. He discovered, however, that Washington

was near Wilmington. Besides, the Americans had erected defenses

Howe to Germain, July 7, 1777, Colonial Office, 5/94, Library of Congress

Quoted by Jane Clark in American Historical Review, XXXV (1930), 554.



122 THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION, 1775-1783

in the river. The fleet therefore turned about and made its way into

the Chesapeake as originally planned. At the head of that bay the

expedition began to disembark on August 25, an army weary and

weak from a voyage in cramped quarters and seasonal heat. A few

days later it began to push northward toward Philadelphia, and

promptly found itself face to face with Washington's forces amount-

ing to some eleven thousand men. Howe has been criticized for this

move on the ground that the distance between his landing place

and the Quaker City was ten miles longer than that between Phila-

delphia and New Brunswick. In justice to Howe it should be pointed

out that by taking the longer route he avoided the difficulty and

danger of crossing the Delaware in the teeth of the main American

army. In any case, Howe now had an opportunity to retrieve his

strategic errors by smashing Washington on the battlefield.

While the British fleet tossed about on the waters between New
York Harbor and Delaware Bay, Washington was sorely puzzled.

He was convinced that Sir William intended to move up the Hud-

son. He could hardly believe that the British general was en route to

Pennsylvania, and he even sent a part of his troops toward Albany,

in the belief that the British were trying to deceive him. Nevertheless,

he moved the bulk of his men toward Philadelphia, suffering great

anxiety lest he had erred in his arrangements.
10 When he learned

that the British fleet was off the Delaware Capes, he concentrated

near Wilmington. When the British sailed out into the Atlantic

again, he and his generals concluded that the Howes intended to

attack Charleston. He was "compdd to wander about the country

like the Arabs in search of corn."
"

Receiving news of the British

landing, he decided to fight rather than to keep out of reach. Wash-

ington refused to abandon Philadelphia to his enemies without a

struggle.

After some preliminary skirmishing, Howe's army entered Ken-

nett Square, Pennsylvania, on September 10 to find itself confronted

by Washington, who had taken position on the rough and rugged

w He wrote to Gates on July 30, "Genl Howe's in a manner abandoning

GenL Burgoyne, is so unaccountable a matter, that till I am fully assured it is

so, I cannot help casting my eyes continually behind me." John G. Fitzpatrick

(ed.), The Writings of George Washington, (39 vols., Washington, 1931-44),

VTII 499.
** George W. Greene, Life of Nathanael Greene (3 vols., New York, 1867-

71),I,43&-*39.
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northern banks of Brandywine Creek. With eight thousand Conti-

nentals and three thousand militia he dared Howe to do his worst.

Anticipating a frontal attack, he placed a strong body of Continen-

tals under Nathanael Greene at and above Chad's Ford, his center;

another under John Sullivan to the westward, his right flank; and

a small force of militia, his left flank, to the eastward, where Acre

were no good roads across the creek. Two brigades were held behind

the center in reserve. Knowing Howe's fondness for flanking move-

ments, Washington should have been thoroughly prepared for an

advance around his right wing. On September 11 the British Gen-

eral sent about half his men forward under General Knyphausen
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to Chad's, where they amused themselves with desultory firing

against the patriot center. Meanwhile, Gornwallis led the remainder

to the westward, crossed the creek at unprotected fords well above

the American right wing, and descended upon its rear in early

afternoon. Washington received news of the flanking movement and

rashly undertook to attack Cornwallis in the rear and Knyphausen

in front. Told that there was no sign of Cornwallis' men to the

westward, he dropped the plan. The American right wing resisted,

but was driven back. Greene led the reserve to the danger spot, and

was repulsed. Then Knyphausen rather easily crossed the creek at

Chad's, driving the patriot center before him. However, the Ameri-

can army, although it finally fled in great confusion, managed to

hold off its assailants until sunset. At nine o'clock in the evening the

British refreshed themselves and celebrated their victory 'Svith some

cold pork and grogg," but the patriots were permitted to retreat

northward without molestation, and quickly to re-form. Such was

the battle of Brandywine, in which Howe's casualties numbered

over five hundred, Washington's one thousand or more.12

After Brandywine Howe trudged slowly northward and was

again confronted by Washington at Warwick Tavern, twenty miles

west of Philadelphia. The Virginian was still disposed to fight

Fortunately, perhaps, for the patriots, a violent two-day rainstorm

wetted the cartridges in both armies and compelled Washington to

withdraw behind the Schuylkill River until he could obtain more

powder. Howe then made a feint toward the patriot right wing,

leading the American general to move to the westward. A path to

Philadelphia was thus opened, and the British entered the city on

September 25.

In Philadelphia, Howe posed as an all-powerful conqueror, with

a view to emboldening the Pennsylvania Tories and causing dis-

affection among the patriots. He placed nine thousand troops at

Germantown, seven miles away, to hold off Washington, but did

not order them to fortify, because entrenchment might be con-

sidered a sign of weakness. Moreover, he kept three thousand

grenadiers, his best troops, in Philadelphia.
18
Usually so prudent, he

12 Washington's operations at Brandywine were carried on as if he were ct
in

a daze," asserts Douglas S. Freeman, George Washington ... (5 vols. to date,

New York, 1948 ), IV, 488.

"Robert F. Seyboldt (ed.), "Journal of the Proceedings of the Army under
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was rmomentarfly incautious, as he had been when he permitted the

estalUshment of scattered posts in New Jersey the preceding year.

Hlis rashness might well have cost him heavily, especially because

he taji sent detachments to try to open up the Delaware River for

the fl.eet. These could not be brought quickly into action against

Washington,
Thie British line at Germantown, about three miles long, was well

placeod with reference to terrain. The left rested on the SchuylkDl,

anda fairly deep gorge covered its front. Nevertheless, Washington,

learning of the weakness of the arrangements made by Howe, saw

an opportunity to make a surprise attack. At dusk on October 3, his

arcaf advanced toward Germantown from its quarters near Skip-

pad Creek, sixteen miles distant. Reinforced, the patriots again

lumbered about eleven thousand. They marched in four columns

along* four separate routes. The two columns on the flanks, com-

poxdB of militia, were ordered to pass around the British line and to

assaQlit from the flanks and rear; the others were to make frontal

assaults. Washington's plan was daring and involved,
1*

yet it almost

succeeded. The militia failed to execute their assignments. However,

ttic Continentals surprised the British advance guard at dawn and

dro-m it back. Then, luckily for the British, both columns of the

Continentals wasted some time in vain attempts to drive a part of

the British advance guard from the Chew house, a stone structure

abort two miles from the royal lines. Finally both resumed their

march in a heavy fog, leaving the fight at the Chew house to a

masking force. Meanwhile, the main body of British and Hessians

had Ibeen warned and hastily formed. The Continentals drove them

back, at one point and threatened to break through. At this critical

momient Cornwallis dashed from Philadelphia with the troops sta-

tioned there, but was still at some distance when the tide of battle

sudBienly turned. Confused in the fog, patriots in one column fired

upon the other. The sounds of the continuing conflict at the Chew

howss, which was successfully defended, led some of the patriots to

bdicflre that they would be surrounded. The Continentals fell back.

Pressed by the royal troops, they finally fled in great confusion to

tie Command of Sir Win. Howe in the year 1777," Proceedings of the Ameri-

ca* Antiquarian Society, New Series, XL (1930), 87.

u 3t is described as "too intricate for inexperienced officers and imperfectly

dimplined troops" in Sir John Fortescue, A History of the British Army (13

vch/New York, 189&-1930), in, 221.
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their camp. Howe reported his casualties to be 535; the patriot

losses were soxne\vhat greater,

Still Washington was not unwilling to fight. Reorganizing, he

took post toward the end of October at Whitemarsh and dared

Howe to attack him. The British came out of Philadelphia, and the

two armies were again face to face on December 5. But Washing-

ton's position was strong, and Howe returned to the city. The

Americans then moved into winter quarters at Valley Forge, twenty

miles away. Howe \vas now firmly in possession of Philadelphia, for

the Delaware River had been opened to British shipping during

October and November. In a series of actions beginning on October

6 Admiral Howe's fleet and detachments of royal infantry had cap-

tured three American redoubts on the river and rid its channel of

obstructions placed therein by the patriots.

Had Howe captured Philadelphia or had Philadelphia taken

Howe, as Benjamin Franklin is reported to have said? The British

General had reached his destination, but he had not attained his

objective, for Pennsylvania gave him no joyous welcome and few

more than three hundred Tory troops. In southeastern Pennsylvania

he found numerous neutrals and some supporters of the crown.

However, many of the latter were Friends, averse to carrying arms.

They and other Pennsylvanians were commonly willing to sell him

foodstuffs for hard cash. Remaining in Philadelphia until June of

the following year, the British army was safe and not uncomfort-

able. Its presence enabled the Tories to assert themselves; they re-

sponded feebly. The presence of the troops and the frolicking of

both the British and the Germans at civilian expense also steeled

many a Pennsylvania^ against Britain. A British officer thought that

the faces and actions of most Philaddphians on the day of German-

town evinced their desire for .a patriot victory.
16

Before the end of October Howe knew that he had failed, and

that Burgoyne had met disaster. He now had no hope that Germain

would send "him the numerous reinforcements he needed to carry

on the war in the style %vhich he desired. He submitted his resigna-

tion.
16

It was eventually accepted, and Clinton replaced him in

May, 1778.

i* G. D. Scull (ed.), Th* Adontresor Journals, Collections of the New-York

Historical Society for the Year 1881 (New York, 1882), p. 462.
. . ,

i Report on the Manuscripts of Mrs. Stopford-Sackvtile, Royal Historical

Manuscripts Commission (2 vols., 1904-10), II, 83.
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Howe was the only British commander who had a real chance to

crush the American rebellion. He failed to achieve what many at

the time expected of him overwhelming victory. Frequently his-

torians, ascribing tactical genius to Howe, and making litde of his

tasks and much of the powers of the British army and navy, have

expressed surprise that his accomplishments were in the end so

small. In the final analysis he achieved so litde because he moved

too slowly, too carefully, and too conventionally, and refused to take

substantial risks. Had Washington's army been destroyed, American

morale and the American cause might have collapsed in 1776, pos-

sibly in 1777. There can be no assurance, however, that the patriots

would have quit the conflict or that they would not have raised new

armies.

It has even been suggested that Howe failed because he did not

wish to win. This curious thesis stems from the well-known fact that

both the General and his brother had a sentimental tie with the

Americans. However, their lack of personal rancor toward the

patriots hardly supports the inference that they preferred American

independence to subjection of the rebels upon the terms laid down

by the King and his counselors. They stood first for maintenance of

the empire, secondly for sympathy toward the erring colonists. Their

personal reputations and sense of honor required that they do their

best to put down the rebellion, and there is no good reason to

believe that their political sentiments persuaded them to do other-

wise.
17

Nor is Sir William's lack of success to be entirely explained, as it

was in his own day and since, by his devotion to alcohol, to gam-

bling, and to his mistresses, one of them the beautiful Mrs. Joshua

Loring, whose husband as British commissary of prisoners is said

to have prospered by feeding the dead and starving the living. An

English wag wrote in the spring of 1777 :

17 There is no reliable evidence that the Howes wished to offer to the patriot*

peace terms substantially more favorable than those sanctioned by George III

and the British Cabinet in 1776. Their older brother George Augustus, the

second Viscount Howe, was idolized by colonial troops with whom he served

in the Seven Years' War. He was killed at Ticonderoga in 1758, and the

colony of Massachusetts erected a memorial to him in Westminster Abbey.

Richard and William valued the generous appreciation of their brother's men*

displayed by the Ai
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Awake, arouse, Sir Billy,

There's forage in the plain.

Leave your little filly,

And open the campaign.
18

Despite Howe's devotion to pleasure, to diversions not tin-

known to other commanders whose measures prospered, it would,

perhaps, be more judicious to ascribe his failure equally to self-

indulgence, to ignorance, and to lack of ability.
1* He merely fol-

lowed British military traditions and practices. He lacked percep-

tion, initiative, and boldness. He feared the seemingly dangerous

disorganization which proceeded from rapid movements of an

eighteenth-century British army. Disorganization would lead to a

loss of fighting power, which might in turn bring defeat in battle.

One such defeat could be fatal. To Howe it seemed wise to advance

slowly and to be ready for conflict at any time; to assail American

forces as opportunity and need dictated; and to win a succession of

victories at the smallest possible cost, thus persuading the Americans

of the futility of their efforts and of the expediency of negotiating

with a generous victor. Howe's military policy was based upon

routine, caution, and lack of insight. Unfortunately for him, as he

himself early realized, successful execution of that policy required

large forces and much time. Appreciating the fact that he might not

be given either the necessary power or the requisite years, he never-

theless clung doggedly to his erroneous concepts, and so perhaps un-

intentionally insured American independence. Strange to relate, on

the two occasions when he calculatingly dared, he fumbled in

defeat at Trenton and in fruitless victory at Germantown.

i* James Boswell reports the General as saying in 1781, "A husband quite

constant must be a cold companion not worth having, and the best is one who,

after being away a while, likes his wife better than any other woman."

Geoffrey Scott and Frederick A. Pottle (eds.), Private Papers of James Boswell

from Malahide Castle (18 vols., Mount Vernon, N.Y., 1928-34), XIV, 229.

"In The Journal of Nicholas Cresswell, 1774-1777 (New York, 1924), p.

257, Howe is described by a contemporary as "the great chucclehead." Cress-

well's judgment is possibly too harsh.



CHAPTER 9

Surrender at Saratoga

\TC THILE Howe was winning indecisive victories in southeasternW Pennsylvania, Burgoyne and his British expedition from

Canada were defeated on the Hudson. Thirteen days after German-

town the soldier-playwright was forced to capitulate at Saratoga.

Burgoyne capitalized on a bitter quarrel between Germain and

Carleton to secure this ^expedition for himself. The origins of the

conflict between the Colonial Secretary and his subordinate are

shrouded in mystery. It is certain, however, that by 1776 the two

men cordially disliked each other. In August of that year, when

nothing but praise was on British lips for the commander who had

saved Canada, Germain undertook to deprive Carleton of oppor-

tunities to win new glories. He dispatched an order directing him to

turn over to Burgoyne or some other officer the command of the

British troops then moving southward toward Ticonderoga. His

dispatch would have confined Carleton to garrison duty on the St.

Lawrence. As it happened, because of bad weather the ship carrying

the letter failed to reach Quebec and was forced to return to Eng-

land.

Late in 1776 Burgoyne came to London with news that Carleton

had gone no farther south than Crown Point that the Canadian

Governor, after securing control of Lake Champlain, had decided

to withdraw rather than risk an attack upon the American army

posted at Ticonderoga. Carleton's failure to invade New York

caused disappointment in London. Perhaps he had been too pru-

dent, although a setback at Ticonderoga at the beginning of winter
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would have been a severe blow to the northern British army. In any

case, thoughts of the London military planners ran toward appoint-

ing a more aggressive general to lead the bulk of a northern expedi-

tion into the Thirteen Colonies. There were two candidates,

Burgoyne and Clinton, each of them eager to distinguish hiinsdf,

each desiring an independent command, and each with rather im-

portant political connections. Clinton, although he was a member of

the Newcastle clan of Whigs and was senior in rank and a more

experienced soldier, lost the contest. Perhaps he failed to secure the

plum because Burgoyne had influential in-laws, perhaps because

Burgoyne asked first and more persistently. Burgoyne arrived in

London on December 9, and promptly gained audience with

Germain and the King. On the thirteenth, while Clinton was en

route to London from Rhode Island but still far to the west of

Land's End, George III informed Lord North that Burgoyne might

have the post. After Clinton reached England, he and his friends

must have spoken earnestly into official ears, for Germain and the

King agreed on February 20 that he should be chosen. Nevertheless,

the final decision, taken at a Cabinet meeting in March, was in

favor of Burgoyne. Since Clinton was made a Knight of the Bath

less than a month later, supposedly as a reward for his services in

the battle of Long Island, it may be inferred that he was given a

consolation prize.

John Burgoyne, by scandalous rumor an illegitimate son of Lord

Bingley, himself later a father without sanction by Church or state,

acquired dignity and influence by eloping with and marrying a

daughter of the great Stanley family. A cavalryman, a dandy, and

a playwright, he was also a steady and convivial drinker, an in-

veterate and almost too successful gambler, and generally a bit of

a rake. Handsome, courageous, and bold, he was a poseur and

addicted to romantic rodomontade.

Yet Burgoyne was not without military talent and he anticipated

most of the difficulties he later encountered, although he under-

estimated them. He expected to face an enemy in great force at

Ticonderoga, to encounter other patriot fortifications to the south-

ward, and to find roads in northern New York blocked by felled

trees and broken bridges. Nevertheless, he proposed to force his way

to Albany from the north and to join forces at or near that town

with Lieutenant Colonel Barry St. Leger. According to a plan
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developed by Burgoyne and London officials, Burgoyne himself,

with seven thousand regulars and Canadian, Tory, and Indian

auxiliaries, was to push toward the old Dutch town from Lake

Champlain, while St. Leger would create a diversion and advance

toward the same objective with a smaller body of regulars, Tories,

and Indians via Lake Ontario and the Mohawk Valley. Burgoyne

was not promised aid from Howe in great force. However, accord-

ing to his later statements, he assumed that Howe would mount at

least a minor offensive on the lower Hudson.1 At the close of the

campaign it was understood that Burgoyne's army would come

under the direction of Howe and that communications between

Albany and New York City would definitely be established.
2

Leaving London on March 27, Burgoyne reached Quebec on

May 6. There he presented to Carleton a letter from Germain which

insultingly informed the Governor of Burgoyne's appointment and

specified in great detail precisely what Carleton should do to assist

him. Burgoyne must have expected that the Governor would resent

the rather shabby treatment given him and that he himself might

fed the effects of Carleton's wrath. Sir Guy was certainly angry,

and he sent off to Germain a contemptuous rebuke, along with his

resignation as governor. Nevertheless, he gave Burgoyne a full

measure of cooperation.

Early in June Fort St. John's on the Richelieu River was again

a-throb with military activity.
8 There on June 14 the royal standard

of Britain was ceremoniously raised aloft; there on the following

day Carleton politely bade farewell and good fortune to Burgoyne,

now surrounded by formidable though heterogeneous forces and

possessing a fleet in control of Lake Champlain. Shortly afterward

Burgoyne and his army began to move up the river and across the

lake. Only three thousand regulars were left behind in Canada.

Under Burgoyne were 6,700 rank-and-file infantry, British and

German; 600 artillerymen; 250 dismounted German dragoons;

* John Burgoyne, A State of the Expedition from Canada . . . (London,

1780, 2nd ed.), pp. 22, 188-189.
2 The substitution of Burgoyne for Carleton is doubtless explained in part oy

the fact that Carleton was superior in rank to Howe. Had Carleton reached

New York, he might have claimed the supreme command in the Thirteen

Hoffman NIckerson, The Turning Point of the Revolution . . . (Boston,

1928), offers a good description of the Burgoyne campaign.
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about 650 auxiliary troops, Canadians and Tories; and some 400

Indians. Altogether his army comprised some 9,500 officers and

fighting men. Accompanying the troops were no fewer than 138

cannon, so numerous because it was expected that Ticonderoga

would not surrender without a battering, and scores of women, the

usual camp followers. A week later St. Leger, a veteran officer who

was familiar with warfare in America, led about nine hundred regu-

lars, well-trained Tories, and Canadian scouts westward from

Montreal. On July 26, having collected almost one thousand Indian

allies, he set forth from Fort Oswego toward Albany.

Before he left St. John's, Burgoyne read Howe's letter to Carleton

stating that Howe would give him little and probably no help,

unless Washington attempted to join the northern American army.

Therefore, he should have been aware that he could count only

upon his own forces and those of St. Leger.* Yet there is no indica-

tion that he was troubled at this stage.

Nor had Burgoyne suddenly acquired prudence or practicality.

Sailing down the lake, he issued a most remarkable proclamation to

the patriots. His and other British armies and the royal navy were

trying to restore constitutional government, and also to protect the

"general privileges of Mankind"! The patriots had set up "the

compleatest system of tyranny that ever God in his displeasure

suffer'd for a time to be exercised over a froward and stubborn

generation." They were responsible for "arbitrary imprisonment,

confiscation of property, persecution and torture, unprecedented in

the inquisitions of the Romish church. ..." He offered encour-

agement to those "whom spirit and principle may induce to partake

the glorious task of redeeming their countrymen from dungeons and

reestablishing the blessings of legal government." He wished to safe-

guard "the industrious, the infirm, and even the timid inhabit-

ants. . . .," but would strike hard "by the blessing of God" at

rebels. Moreover, although he was conscious of his own Christianity

4 Burgoyne afterward asserted that for a long time thereafter he counted on

co-operation from Howe. He claimed that he expected Howe to alter his plans
as soon as Howe received instructions from Germain concerning the Canadian

army. Burgoyne, Expedition from Canada, pp. 22, 188-189. Burgoyne's claim

is not implausible but hardly exonerates him of all blame for the disaster which

befell him. On July 11 he did not want help from Howe. He regretted then

that his orders did not permit him to turn his march against New England,
which he fancied he could easily conquer. Ibid., pp. xxxviii-x
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and sense of honor and of the King's clemency, none should think

they could escape his wrath because of distance. "I have but 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. . . ." And so on. En route to Ticonderoga Burgoyne

also addressed some bombast to the Iroquois warriors who accom-

panied him. These brothers" were cautioned not to slay or to scalp

old men, women, children, or wounded patriot fighting men. He

likewise issued a general order to the army in which he blandly

asserted that his Hessian mercenaries were as eager as his redcoats

"to contend for the king, and the constitution of Great Britain, to

vindicate law, and to relieve the oppressed." "This army must not

retreat,'
5 he declared.

6 Few generals have been able to match Bur-

goyne's elegant and pompous clowning.

On July 1 Burgoyne began operations against Ticonderoga and

found its garrison and the northern American army as a whole un-

prepared to resist. That army, like Washington's, had almost dis-

integrated during the preceding winter; at Burgoyne's approach it

contained just above five thousand men, almost half militia. The

problem of supplying even so small a force seemed to be almost

insoluble, and the northern patriot forces were hard hit by troubles

of command. Philip Schuyler had directed its fortunes until March.

Then the Continental Congress had given his post to Gates. In May,

however, the same body had removed Gates in favor of Schuyler.

The northern army was troubled even more seriously by regional

jealousy, for the Yankees and New Yorkers who composed it were

on occasion almost as hostile toward each other as they were toward

George III himself. Antagonistic in terms of national origins, re-

ligion, and social structure, they were also at odds because of the

conflicting claims of New York and New Hampshire to the region

of Vermont. To make matters worse, the Yankees hated and dis-

trusted Schuyler as a New Yorker, a Dutchman, an aristocrat, and

a snob. They admired Gates. Conversely, the New Yorkers were

devoted to their leader and had little use for Gates.

In command of Ticonderoga when Burgoyne made his appear-

ance was General Arthur St. Qair, once a British army officer. He

Burgoyne's remarkable pronouncements may be conveniently inspected in

Edward B. De Fonblanque, Political and Military Episodes . . . &*"** f

the Life and Correspondence of . . . John Burgoyne . . . (London, 1875),

pp. 245, 489-92.
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had 2,300 Continentals and 900 militiamen with him in the

moment of crisis. Off to the south was Schuyler with two thousand

patriots, too weak to offer much hope of relief. Then, too, Hconder-

oga, though described on occasion as an American Gibraltar, was

no unassailable citadel. Actually, in 1777 the patriots occupied two

fortresses, the one on the western shore of the lake captured by

Ethan Allen and Benedict Arnold two years earlier, another opposite

on the eastern shore on Mount Independence, built in 1776, and

some outworks as well. Between the major fortifications there was a

boom designed to hinder the passage of the British fleet. Although

much time and money had been spent in an effort to make the posi-

tion impregnable, St. Glair could not hope to resist for very long.

He did not have enough troops to man both fortresses, and it was

doubtful that he could maintain even one against Burgoyne, es-

pecially since both could be cannonaded from Mount Defiance, a

lofty and commanding eminence immediately to the south and

west. The patriots^-like the British and French before them had

neglected to fortify this hill. Perhaps St. Glair neglected it because

he did not have enough men to defend it. He suspected the weak-

ness of his position and was alert. As Burgoyne's Indians, Tories,

and then regulars neared and opened a desultory fire, he concen-

trated in the two fortresses. He hoped for a few days that Burgoyne

would stage a foolish frontal attack in the fashion of Howe at

Bunker Hill. Instead, the British General sent artillerymen with

cannon to the summit of Mount Defiance. It was time to depart,

and St. Glair ordered evacuation and retreat in the night of July

5, the British entering the fortresses on the heels of the fleeing

patriots*

So easy was the capture of Ticonderoga and its cannon, a task

upon which Burgoyne had expected to spend much more than five

days. The news of the victory of the British was joyously received

everywhere by their partisans. It is reported that George III, wav-

ing a report of it, rushed into the dressing room of Queen Charlotte,

when she was en dtshabiltt, shocked the ladies-in-waiting, and

shouted, "I have beat them ! I have beat the Americans." Burgoyne's

name was on everyone's lips.
6 In contrast, the patriots were down-

cast, and John Adams talked of shooting a general who gave up his

Correspondence of Mr. Ralph Izard of South Carolina, from the Year 1774

to 1804 . . . (New York, 1844), p. 333.
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post without offering battle pour encourager les autres.
7 Both sides

exaggerated the importance of Ticonderoga. St. Qair had actually

been prudent. Moreover, if he lost cannon and stores, his retreat

was successfully executed. A small part of his garrison which he

sent southward on Lake Champlain was pursued and attacked, but

was finally rescued by an advanced detachment of Schuyler's men.

The larger portion fled southeastward. Its rear guard was assailed

by the British at Hubbardton, Vermont, and was defeated after a

fierce fight, but the British victory was expensively bought. Although

American losses were larger, Burgoyne's men suffered almost two

hundred casualties, including thirty-five or more dead. He could

not afford many such conflicts and still reach Albany. Most of St.

Glair's Continentals lived to join Schuyler, and to fight on other

days. Some of the American militia also returned to the fray.

After the fall of Ticonderoga the northern American army was

both distracted and dispirited. Luckily for that army, Burgoyne,

assuming triumphal entry into Albany, only seventy miles away,

was in no great hurry. Moreover, he decided, for reasons not clearly

ascertained, to move to Fort Edward on the Hudson by way of

Skenesboro (now Whitehall) and Wood Creek rather than by the

easier route of Lake George. He also made the mistake of taking

with him fifty-two pieces of artillery, which made his progress in-

finitely slow. He was still further retarded by lack of horses, badly

made baggage carts, and such superfluous equipment as his own

silver plate, choice wines, and extensive wardrobe. Schuyler, doing

everything possible to gain time, slowed down Burgoyne's advance

by having huge stones rolled into Wood Creek, turning water across

the British route, and felling thousands of trees across the wagon
tracks that Burgoyne used. As a result, Burgoyne did not pass beyond

Skenesboro until July 24. Five days later he reached Fort Edward.

Shortly afterward his army moved forward another seven miles

down the east bank of the Hudson, stopping at Fort Miller, just

north of the Batten Kill. There Burgoyne remained until September

13, partly because of lack of supplies, partly because of increasing

American opposition. Before he again gave the order to march

Fortuna and many of his Tory and Indian allies had deserted

him. By August 20 he knew that his situation was difficult, possibly

desperate.

Charles F. Adams (ed.), Familiar Letters of John Adams and His Wife

Abigail Adams, during the Revolution (New York, 1876), p. 292.
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It has often been suggested that Burgoyne's delay was unneces-

sary and fatal to his hopes. It may be, however, that his failure to

move forward merely postponed his final defeat for some weeks, for

the patriots were gathering to oppose him. Retreating before Bur-

goyne down the west bank of the Hudson to Saratoga, thence to

Stillwater, and again to the mouth of the Mohawk, Schuyler, who
from the time of his appointment had written almost despairingly to

the Continental Congress, sent off a series of gloomy dispatches to

his employers* Since he had failed previously to give a solid demon-

stration of a will to fight, which he may or may not have pos-

sessed, the men at Philadelphia became alarmed. At length the

delegates, who were fuming because of what they regarded as the

needless evacuation of Ticonderoga, once more, on August 4, gave
the command of the northern army to Gates.

8 Ten days later they

clothed him with something like dictatorial powers. On August 19

Gates reached Albany from Philadelphia. Thanks in part to the

efforts of Schuyler, the tide was already turning in favor of the

northern patriots.

Even as it retreated the northern American army gained strength.

Six hundred Continentals from Peekskill joined it and soon after-

ward two valuable officers, Major Generals Benjamin Lincoln and

Benedict Arnold, sent forward by Washington. Schuyler promptly
ordered Lincoln to direct operations in Vermont against Burgoyne's

left flank and communication lines. He performed useful service

there. Arnold was to achieve even more than Lincoln. Early in

August Schuyler had under him about 4,500 men, the majority

Continentals; a month later Daniel Morgan and five hundred rifle-

men reached Albany. Moreover, the New England militia were

slowly gathering and advancing toward Ticonderoga and the

Hudson. Nor were they coming to consume supplies for a week or

two and then suddenly vanish. The Yankee farmers and woodsmen

were determined to defend their homes. The news of the murder,

before the end of July, of innocent Jane McCrea by one of Bur-

goyne's Indians and of "Gentleman Johnny" Burgoyne's failure to

punish the slayer steeled them in their stand.

However, the honor of striking the first telling blow to the splen-

did dream of Burgoyne fell, not to the Yankees, but rather to the

* Bernliard Knollenberg, Washington and the Revolution . . . (New York,

1940) pp. 12-20.
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defenders of the Mohawk Valley. The patriots of that valley,

which held many Tories, dreaded the approach of St. Leger,

both because of his Indian auxiliaries and because of his occa-

sionally even more vengeful Loyalist contingent, but there was

little faltering. In old Fort Stanwix, only recently renamed Fort

Schuyler, which barred St. Leger from Albany, Colonel Peter

Gansevoort and Lieutenant Colonel Marinus Willett, a pair of

stouthearted Dutchmen, made ready in the spring and summer

for the day of battle. Counting on the 450 Continentals who

formed the bulk of its garrison, they refused to be unnerved by
Indian raids and threats, steadily improved their fortifications, and

stored munitions and foodstuffs for weeks of siege. Moreover, on

August 2, just as St. Leger's force began to emerge from the woods,

more than two hundred patriots bringing supplies entered the fort

from the east.

St. Leger expected to capture the fort with ease. On August 3 he

paraded before it all his forces, hoping to intimidate its occupants.

They noted his Indians hideously undressed for war but also

observed that his white troops were no more numerous than them-

selves. Colonel Gansevoort refused to surrender. Since St. Leger

could not storm the walls of the fort, he surrounded and loosely

invested it, simultaneously sending back more than two-thirds of his

white troops to bring up some light cannon and supplies and to

improve his line of communications.

At the moment when the British forces were thus divided, General

Nicholas Herkimer and eight hundred patriot militia forced their

way up the Mohawk in an attempt to relieve the fort. The be-

siegers, 250 whites and four times as many Indians, were thus

exposed to danger of attack by overwhelming forces. Whatever his

faults as a commander, St. Leger was courageous. He dispatched

400 Indians and a small detachment of Tory rangers to make a

surprise assault upon Herkimer and his men. They took post cover-

ing two ravines six miles east of the fort, near Oriskany. On August

6 the patriot militia, accompanied by sixty friendly Oneida warriors,

carelessly moved in column through the ravines. Suddenly the

British Indian fired upon their rear guard, rushed it, and put it to

flight^A second attack, this time upon the main patriot body, was

unsuccessful, for the patriot militia formed a circle, found shelter

behind trees and brush, and fought desperately. The struggle, inter-
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rupted by a rainshower, endured for hours. It was carried on hand

to hand with musket, tomahawk, pistol, and knife. At length the

Indians and Tories had their fill and withdrew toward their camp,

leaving the militia masters of the field. The attackers carried off

dozens of prisoners, and the patriots suffered two hundred other

casualties, but the aggressors had lost almost as many as the patriots

in slain and wounded.

Herkimer, mortally wounded, felt compelled to withdraw, and

his men retreated down the Mohawk. Though they had failed to

achieve their mission, they had held off their assailants and cast

dread into the hearts of St. Leger^s fickle red-skinned allies. They

had also made it possible for the defenders of Fort Stanwix to strike

for themselves. Informed by messengers from Herkimer of his

approach, Gansevoort ordered Wfflett to lead 250 men on a sortie.

Had Gansevoort moved out with the whole garrison, he might have

routed St. Leger. As it was, Willett effectively raided the British

camp, destroying quantities of supplies, and returned to the fort

with little loss. At least for the time being St. Leger had been

checked.

The tide of warfare in the North had begun to run against the

British. St. Leger, now gathering all his forces around Stanwix,

seemed less assured that he would ride a conqueror into Albany.

While his savages burned and otherwise tortured their captives, he

sent flag after flag of truce to Gansevoort, demanding the surrender

of Stanwix. He claimed that Burgoyne was aU-victorious, that^the

fort could not withstand him, and that it was best for the garrison

to give up immediately. Should the patriots attempt further and

vain resistance, he would be unable to prevent the commission of

further atrocities by his forest brutes. Gansevoort, certain that the

fort could be held for many days and guessing that St. Leger was

bluffing, steadily refused all his demands, declaring he would fight

to the last. He sat tight, and he sent Wfflett out through St. Leger's

lines to seek help. Willett had not far to go, for he shortly encoun-

tered Benedict Arnold and a thousand Continentals coming up the

Mohawk. These reinforcements were by no means premature, for

St. Leger was beginning to make regular approaches to the fort.

Fortunately for the besieged within Stanwix, Schuyler risked

dispatching an expedition to their assistance immediately after re-

ceiving news of the events of August 6. This step temporarily weak-
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ened the main northern army, but he guessed, correctly as events

proved, that Burgoyne would not attack in the near future. Arnold

volunteered for the command, and reached Fort Dayton by August

2L There he was joined by a few dozen militiamen. Even Arnold

had his moments of cold caution. After a council of war, he decided

to ask Schuyler for another thousand troops. Time, he believed, was

on his side. Then he learned that Stanwix was really in grave

danger. He marched forward on August 23.

Scenes of bloody conflict might well have been anticipated by
Arnold's men, but they conquered without striking a blow. Prior to

departing from Fort Dayton, Arnold, whose fertility in expedients

was matched by his boldness in fighting, tried stratagem as a pos-

sible substitute for force. The patriots held prisoner two brothers,

both Tories and one a half-witted feUow named Hon Yost. Arnold

informed Hon Yost his life would be spared if he went to the British

camp and told St. Leger's Indians that the patriots were at hand in

overwhelming numbers, that they would do well to flee for their

lives. Hon Yost leaped at the chance to save his life, and Arnold

retained his brother as a hostage. The madman's clothing was then

shot full of bullet holes, and he was sent off in the guise of an

escaped prisoner. Accompanying him was a friendly Oneida, pre-

pared to tell the same story; en route the two unlikely emissaries

met several Indians, who joined them and agreed to help. Yost

reached the British camp and related his tale, accepted at face value

by the hostile braves because of their respect for any madman. One

after another the Oneida and his associates stepped forward to

repeat the same story. St. Leger scoffed, but his Indians grew

alarmed. They had lost their blankets in Wffletfs raid; scores of

their warriors had fallen at Oriskany; and they believed that St.

Leger would place the burden of battle upon them. They began to

depart in groups, and finally fled en masse, forcing the British com-

mander to abandon the siege. Retreating helter-skelter, St. Leger's

army dissolved.
9 He loyally tried to lead his white troops to the aid

of Burgoyne but was forced to travel by way of Montreal and was

unable to reach him in time. Arnold, his special assignment so easily

executed, hastily rejoined the main American army, leaving the

patriots in firm control of the lower Mohawk Valley. Thus ended

the British effort to reach Albany from the west.

St. Leger>s report to Burgoyne on his misfortunes is printed in Burgoyne,

Expedition from Canada, pp. Ixrvii-bDodiL
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The disastrous failure of the St. Leger expedition was followed

by a serious defeat of part of Burgoyne's own army. Before the end

of July that army was suffering from a lack of pack horses and was

generally in need of provisions in order to press on to Albany.

Informed that there were in Vermont oxen, cattle, draft horses, and

saddlehorses (which could be used to mount his dragoons), General

Baron von Riedesd, commander of the Germans under Burgoyne,

urged his chief to send a raiding force toward the Connecticut

River. After some hesitation the British General adopted the

scheme and bungled it He chose Lieutenant Colonel Friedrich

Baum to head the foray and placed under his command a motley

collection of Germans, British marksmen, Tories, and Indians, over

seven hundred in all. Originally Baum was ordered to proceed to

Manchester. However, on August 11, the day of departure, Bur-

goyne was informed by a Tory that the needed animals, and flour

as well, could be obtained at Bennington, that three or four hun-

dred patriot militiamen were guarding the village, that the roads

leading toward it were extremely bad, and that three thousand men

should be sent upon the ertrand/Burgoyne saw several bf his prob-

lems solved. He told Baum to march to Bennington but failed to

give him more troops. Too confident, he assumed that the men

already assigned to the expedition would suffice. Three days later,

Baum, after struggling through rough and unfriendly country, was

still some miles from Bennington when he suddenly came into con-

tact with the advance guard of a body of New Hampshire militia

led by Brigadier General John Stark. After repulsing Starts de-

tachment, he then found himself confronted by a large body of

patriots, which he estimated at fifteen to eighteen hundred men,

about four miles west of his destination.

By the merest chance John Stark was at Bennington at the right

time The New Hampshire legislators, rousing themselves to meet

the enemy at their rear door, had voted on July 18 to raise a brigade

of militia for two months' sendee. A resolute and experienced leader

was easily found in the person of Stark, who had quit the Conti-

nental arniy because he had not been promoted with sufficient

dispatch. Quickly collecting fifteen hundred men, a prodigious force

for the small state of New Hampshire, Stark pressed westward in

the hope of hitting at Burgoyne's long communication line. He and

his volunteers had already reached Bennington when Baum ap-
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peared from the west. Since five hundred Vermont and Massachu-

setts men were also at the village, there were at Bennington in all

some two thousand patriot militia^ not the petty detachment that

Baum had expected to face.

Baum prudently chose not to attack. He had been joined on the

march by bands of Tories, but he was too weak to take the initia-

tive. However, he imprudently decided not to retreat. He took a

defensive position and set off a request to Burgoyne for reinforce-

ments. Stark, determined to attack, also called for help, asking

Golond Seth Warner, who commanded 350 Continentals at Man-

chester, to hurry to his side. In a heavy rain on August 15, under

orders from Burgoyne, Lieutenant Colond Francis Breymann and

650 Hessians, burdened by artillery and military formality, made

slow progress from the Hudson toward Baum's camp, while Warner

moved more rapidly toward the same spot. The following afternoon

Stark drove fiercely and in overwhelming force against Baum's

variegated troops holding badly chosen positions, and routed them.

Pursuing Baum's scattered command, he encountered and was re-

pulsed by Breymann. Then Warner's men joined in the fray, Brey-

mann ran out of ammunition, and Breymann took advantage of

a covering night to flee back to Burgoyne.
The defeat of the royal troops at Bennington was a bitter blow to

Burgoyne. Stark and Warner counted only about eighty patriot

casualties. They had captured some seven hundred prisoners, while

the slain and wounded of Baum and Breymann numbered about

two hundred. Burgoyne had gained no horses and no supplies, but

had lost a tenth of his army. Since he had been forced to leave a

strong garrison at Ticonderoga, he now had with him no more than

5,500 regulars and 800 Tory and Indian auxiliaries. He still had

cannon, some forty-two pieces. The patriots were steadily gathering
to the eastward and threatening to cut his long supply line; before

him was the northern patriot army, burgeoning rather than dimin-

ishing. It was now extremely doubtful that he could force his way
to Albany.

10 On August 20 he sent off a report to Germain in

10 It has been contended that there were many zealous Loyalists in the valley
of the Connecticut River, that Burgoyne neglected to supply them with arms,
that they could have covered his left flank and so saved hfrn from final Defeat.
George B. Upham, "Burgoyne's Great Mistake," New England Quarter^ III

(1930), 657-680. The argument has not been substantiated.
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which he asserted that he would remain where he was or retreat to

Fort Edward, were it not that his orders absolutely required him to

push on across the Mohawk. He would run great risks, but he

would try to execute his instructions. He was probably preparing an

apologia for his own conduct in the event of failure.
11

Burgoyne

was too reckless, too much of a gambler to be cautious. He would

hardly have retreated, or even made preparations to fall back,

unless his instructions had positively demanded that he do so. He

still had some chance to achieve success. After spending a month

collecting supplies, he moved his men across the Hudson to its west

bank, on September 13 and 14.
12 In so doing, he virtually cut off

his own chance of retreat and committed his army to victory or

decisive defeat.

Before Burgoyne crossed the Hudson, Arnold's contingent and

Morgan's riflemen joined Gates. Although Stark and his militia

refused to serve beyond the two months for which they had en-

listed, Gates by September 8 had more than seven thousand troops,

the majority Continentals. He wisely decided to go forward to meet

Burgoyne's expected attack, and he took position at Bemis Heights.

There he occupied strong ground with the Hudson on his right and

bluffs and woods on his left. His engineer, Thaddeus Kosciuszko,

promptly laid out a plan of fortification, and his men immediately

began to dig entrenchments. On September 18 Burgoyne encamped

three miles to the north. He knew little about either the terrain or

the disposition of Gates' troops, for patriot irregulars had driven his

Indians and scouts within his lines. Nevertheless, he determined to

attack. He ordered Riedesel with twelve hundred Germans to push

forward along the riverside, Brigadier General Hamilton with an

equally large force of British regulars to move into the woods to the

right, and Brigadier General Simon Fraser with 2,200 regulars,

Tories, and Indians to advance into the woods further to the right.

He hoped that Fraser would envelop or, with Hamilton's help,

break through the patriot left wing.

Burgoyne's scheme was ill chosen, particularly because the woods

prevented easy communication between his three columns. To be

11 Burgoyne, Expedition from Canada, pp. xKv-adviii.

12 Burgoyne's men were then apparently dependent upon a supply of pork.

They were eating "Pork at noon, pork at night, pork cold, pork hot." Roy W.

Pettengffl (ed), Letters from America, 1776-1779 . . . (Boston and New

York, 1924), p. 99.
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sure, a frontal assault against the patriot entrenchments on the

riverside was perhaps equally hazardous. In any case, the move-

ments of the royal troops early in the morning of the nineteenth

were observed by the patriots. Gates would have waited within his

lines, but Arnold urged him to send a force forward into the woods

on the patriot left. Gates agreed, and dispatched picked men under

Morgan, who at Freeman's Farm came into contact with Hamil-

ton's column (which Burgoyne himself accompanied) . Morgan was

driven back, but American reinforcements came to the scene. There

followed hours of bitter fighting near and on the farm. Meanwhile,

Fraser was off to the westward, out of touch with Burgoyne and

largely inactive. Badly battered by superior numbers, the British

center was about to break when Riedesd came up to its rescue.

Forcing the patriots back from Freeman's Farm at dusk, Burgoyne

held the field of battle. The patriots had suffered from British

bayonet attacks and artillery fire, and their casualties were more

than three hundred. On the other hand, American rifle and musket

fire had been extremely effective in the forest; Burgoyne's losses

were almost double; and his thrusts had been definitely halted.

The day after the battle of Freeman's Farm Burgoyne was dis-

posed to resume the offensive, but his men were tired. On Septem-

ber 21 he decided to await a favorable opportunity, for he received

word from New York that Clinton would soon lead three thousand

men up the lower Hudson. Burgoyne hoped that Clinton's advance

northward would create a diversion, perhaps persuade Gates to

send a part of his army to protect the southern approach to Albany.

The British troops dug in, and remained where they were for three

weeks. During this period Burgoyne's situation changed from dan-

gerous to critical.
13

Wisely refusing to divide his army to fend off

Clinton, Gates merely ordered the garrison of Fort Stanwix to

Albany. During this interval his forces were further augmented by
New England and New York militiamen who poured into his camp
by the hundreds. Gates was also strengthened by the efforts of

Schuyler, who labored diligently at Albany to send him supplies.

18 Baroness Riedesd, who had little affection for Burgoyne, afterward de-

clared that he "spent half the nights in singing and drinking, and amusing
himself with the wife of a commissary, who was his mistress, and who, as well

as he, loved champagne." William L. Stone (ed.), Letters and Journals Re-

lating to the War of the American Revolution . . . by Mrs. General Riedesel

(Albany, 1867), p. 125.
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Had he taken the offensive then, Burgoyne could probably have

withstood an American attack. On the defensive he could have used

his cannon to advantage. Gates sent out parties which bedeviled

Burgoyne's men and made British scouting operations impossible;

he continued to fortify his lines until they were almost impregnable;

and he waited for his antagonist to move. He had every reason to

believe that Burgoyne the gambler would eventually attack and

that he would be repulsed.
1*

As late as September 27 Burgoyne was claiming that he could

break through to Albany, although he doubted that his army could

subsist there during the coming winter. Actually his situation was

becoming desperate. His stores of food were so low that he was com-

pelled to put his men on half rations a few days later, and he had

had no good news from Clinton. His officers and his men were dis-

couraged.
15 On October 4 in council of war he proposed to try

again to flank the American left. His suggestion aroused no en-

thusiasm, and the next day Riedesd and Fraser urged, instead, that

he retreat. Burgoyne characteristically regarded a withdrawal as

ignominious. Instead, he determined to make a reconnaissance in

force toward the patriot left wing on the seventh. If all went well, he

would order a general assault against that wing on the following

day.
On the seventh Burgoyne personally led fifteen hundred regulars

and about six hundred Tories and Indians southwest from Free-

man's Farm, leaving fewer than 3,500 men in his entrenchments.

Ignorant of Gates' arrangements and even of the terrain, he halted

in a wheat field, after advancing less than a mile, to take stock of

the enemy's position. For a time he discerned nothing in the way of

strong patriot units. Early in the afternoon, however, under orders

from Gates, who had been accurately informed of the British move-

ment, Continental infantry and Morgan's riflemen assailed him

from the woods both on his left and on his right. Then a large body

i* Gates informed his troops on September 26 that the British "must en-

deavour by one rash stroke to regain all they have lost, that failing, their utter

ruin is inevitable." James P. Baxter (ed.), The British Invasion from the

North . . . with the Journal of U*ut. William Digby . . . (Albany, 1887),
OOO

n On September 24 bodies of the dead buried near the British camp became

exposed as the result of heavy rains. The sight of them and the odor from

them were not encouraging. Ibid., p. 281.
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FREEMAN'S FARM
SEPTEMBER 19, 1777

Americans
British

Roads at n of battle

of patriots attacked him frontally. Burgoyne's detachment was badly

mauled, and was forced to fall back into the British entrenchments.

The Americans sought to improve their advantage by storming the

British lines. Arnold, who had quarreled bitterly with Gates and

who was actually without command on that day, nevertheless took

part in the American assaults and with his characteristic heroics in-

spired the patriots. He twice led detachments against the entrench-

ments on the British right flank. The second succeeded, but dusk

prevented further action.

The second battle of Freeman's Farm spelled catastrophe for

Burgoyne. While the patriots suffered no more than 150 casualties,

the royal army counted about seven hundred killed, captured, and

wounded. Among the slain was Breymann; mortally wounded was
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BEMIS HEIGHTS
OCTOBER 7, 1777

Americans
British

s Roads at tirn* of battl*

Simon Fraser. The British lines were now untenable, and Burgoyne

withdrew the night after the battle. Retreating slowly, he took his

stand two days later on strong ground surrounded by open country

at Saratoga. He hoped Gates would be rash enough to attack him,

but the American General merely followed at a distance, meanwhile

sending out militiamen to prevent flight by Burgoyne to
Ticpnder-

oga. By October 12 Burgoyne knew that Clinton was moving up

the Hudson. But Clinton seemed far away, and after a council of

war Burgoyne decided to flee northward. It was too late, for his

army was completely surrounded on the following morning. After

another council of war he felt obliged to offer to surrender on

honorable terms. Gates demanded unconditional surrender. On the

fourteenth Burgoyne grandiloquently but courageously refused
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Gates' terms. He proposed instead an agreement a convention

whereby the royal army would lay down its arms and be permitted

to sail to England, with the stipulation that none of its members

would serve again in America during the war. During the ne-

gotiations Gates had received a message from Israel Putnam, com-

mander of the American forces on the lower Hudson. Putnam

reported that Clinton had broken through the American defenses on

the river and that a British fleet and army were moving toward

Albany, and warned Gates "to prepare for the worst
5* Another

letter from Putnam was less alarming. Gates was worried, however,

and he accepted Burgoyne's proposal. Then Burgoyne, learning of

Clinton's successes, momentarily attempted to withdraw from his

engagement. But he knew what Gates apparently
did not, that

Clinton had never expected to proceed so far as Albany. The Ameri-

can forces about him were now triple his own. He ratified the con-

vention. On October 17 his once splendid army, now ragged, worn,

and numbering no more than five thousand in all, laid down its

weapons. Gates was generous in victory. Burgoyne entered Albany,

but as a prisoner.
16 "This is the Lords doing and marvellous in our

eyes!" declared Governor Jonathan Trumbull of Connecticut.
17

The triumph of the patriots in the North was not yet complete.

The surrender of Saratoga was followed by a British evacuation of

Ticonderoga, no longer useful as an advanced base. Moreover,

Clinton's expedition was in the end fruitless. Receiving at the end

of September reinforcements from England, he decided to make a

gesture toward helping Burgoyne. With three thousand men and a

fleet he brilliantly broke through American defenses in the High-

lands. Part of his forces reached Esopus (now Kingston) on Oo
tober 15. They were too few, and perhaps too late as well,

18 and they

w Many writers have contended that credit for the American triumph

should go to Schuyler and Arnold rather than Gates. They have placed faith in

the statements of enemies of Gates. They have used him as a '^whipping boy*' to

exalt Washington, and they have argued that his failure in the Camden cam-

paign of 1780 proves his incompetence on the Hudson in 1777. While Schuyler

and Arnold contributed to the patriot victory, the dictum of Edward Channing

still stands: "Prima facie the verdict is for Gates; the burden of proof is on

the other side." For his analysis see Edward Cham-ring, A History of the

United States (6 vols., New York, 1905-25), III, 276-278.

"Roger S. Boardman, Roger Sherman . . . (Philadelphia, 1938), p. 189.

A British officer wrote, "It's true, it's pity, and pity is, it's true." E. A. Benians

(ed.) 9 A Journal by Thos. Hughes . . . (Cambridge, 1947), p. 26.

18 Had Clinton arranged to withdraw the British garrison from Rhode



SURRENDER AT SARATOGA 149

were quickly withdrawn to New York City in order to permit the

sending of additional troops to Howe.
The Saratoga agreement was never carried out. Both the British

and the Americans sought to break it. The prisoners violated it in

minor ways, and Howe tried to arrange to ship the British troops

to New York, proposing to use them immediately.
19 American

leaders failed to keep the major pledge made by Gates, that the

royal troops would be permitted to embark for England. They
feared that Burgoyne's men would be assigned to garrison duty in

Britain, thus releasing an equivalent number for service in America

in 1778. Washington himself recommended that provisions be with-

held from Burgoyne's men in order to delay their sailing.
20 The

Continental Congress found various reasons why the convention

should be nullified. Burgoyne's soldiers were finally sent off to

Virginia, where they were treated as prisoners. There, largely

because of desertion, the British army mdted away. Burgoyne him-

self was allowed to return to England, to tell his tale of defeat and

to try, not without some success, to place the blame for it upon
Germain, upon Howe, upon anyone but himself. The news of his

failure preceded him, causing consternation at the British court.

It reached Paris early in December, was joyfully received there, and

led Louis XVI and his ministers to recognize the independence of

the United States of America and to take France into the war as the

open ally of the patriots.

Island, he might have led five thousand men up the Hudson, enough to make
a real attempt to rescue Burgoyne. He had not been authorized to take that

step, but the emergency justified it.

"Howe to Clinton, Nov. 16, 1777, American Historical Review, XXXVII
(1932), 722-723. Howe did not want the Hessians. He claimed that Washing-
ton had cheated *" in an earlier exchange of prisoners and that the patriots

owed him as many men as there were in Burgoyne's British contingents. Gates

suggested to Congress that the convention troops be kept in custody until

Howe entered into a satisfactory cartel for the exchange of prisoners. Digby

Journctly p. 58.
20 John C. Fitzpatrick (ed.), The Writings of George Washington ... (39

vols., Washington, 1931-44), X, 10-11.



CHAPTER 10

Reformation in the States

\\THILE the Continentals and militia fought against Britain,

VV other patriots, assuming ultimate victory, remolded their

political and social institutions. They created written constitutions

both for the several states and for the United States; made careful

provision for the protection of personal liberties; struck at religious

privilege; assailed barbarous punishments for crime; moved halt-

ingly in the direction of political democracy; redistributed land;

and even ventured to attack the institution of Negro slavery. They
initiated an "Internal Revolution" which continued beyond the

war and exercised an enduring influence.

The War of Independence was hardly begun when the patriots

began to try to form legal and permanent governments in the

colony-states. (>rerturning regimes sanctioned by Britain, they

were often forced for a time to govern through revolutionary and

cxtralegal if not illegal conventions and committees. But they

desired political institutions more stable, more ordered, and better

calculated to preserve and enhance their own liberties, if not those

of the Tories. Very generally, in part because of their long ac-

quaintance with colonial charters, they looked upon the written

constitution as indispensable. In the fail of 1775 John Adams de-

veloped a model constitution;, early in 1776 Tom Paine proposed

another. Even before Paine'sf model appeared, the New Hampshire

patriots adopted for temporary use a written constitution which

endured until 1784. The South Carolina patriots adopted a tem-

porary constitution in March, 1776, one intended to be permanent
in 1778. Two such documents designed for long use were actually

150
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promulgated before the Declaration of Independence, in Virginia

and New Jersey, and six others before the dose of 1777. Rhode

Island and Connecticut continued in effect their colonial charters

-with minor revisions. Massachusetts similarly, but temporarily,

operated its charter until 1780, when a carefully drawn basic docu-

ment was put into effect,
1

*

It is a striking fact that the early state constitutions were neither

prepared by conventions especially elected for the purpose nor sub-

mitted to the voters for approval. In a few instances they were

drawn up and declared in operation by legislative bodies chosen in

elections in which constitution-making was not an issue. More com-

monly, they were conceived and declared in effect by legislators to

whom the voters had entrusted the tasks of fashioning statutory

and fundamental law. Thus even those who enjoyed the privilege of

the ballot had little or no opportunity to voice their desires. This

fact was a matter of concern to many patriots, including Jefferson,

who insisted that any constitution intended to be more than tem-

porary should be sanctioned by the voters.

That the basic law guaranteeing the rights of the individual and

establishing the framework of state government might be adopted

without ratification aroused the citizens of Massachusetts. When, in

September, 1776, the towns of that state were asked whether they

would permit the General Court to draft a constitution, Concord as

well as other towns vigorously replied in the negative. Concord

insisted that a prime purpose of such a document was "to secure

the subject in the possession and enjoyment of their rights and

privileges, against any encroachments of the governing part." If a

General Court could mold a basic document, then another such as-

semblage could later alter it at will. Of what avail then a funda-

mental law? Accordingly Concord urged that a convention be

specially elected to draw up a constitution and that the citizens of

the state be given an opportunity to inspect and comment upon

the result before it should be put into practice.
2 A mass meeting at

Pittsfidd proposed that a constitution should become valid only

a Allan Kevins, The American States during and after the Revolution 1775-

1789 (New York, 1924), contains a vast amount of information concerning

these constitutions and about conditions in the states in general during this

2 The Concord resolutions may conveniently be examined in Henry S. Cony

mager (ed), Documents of American History (New York, 1934), 104-105.



152 THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION, 1775-1783

when approved by a majority of the voters. The General Court

decided to draft such a document, which it submitted to referen-

dum, but its handiwork was overwhelmingly defeated at the polls.

In consequence the legislature called a state constitutional conven-

tion, which met in 1779-80 and which at least pretended to submit

its product to the voters-^lore than a year earlier the first such con-

vention had met in New Hampshire, but its work had been disap-

proved by the towns of that state. In 1783 another New Hampshire

convention produced a document which received their consent.

Massachusetts and her neighbor thus inaugurated the familiar and

exceedingly important devices of the constitutional convention and

the constitutional referendum. Further, since their method of con-

stitution-making implied the supremacy of constitutions over legis-

lative acts, the road was opened for the development of judicial

review.

The Revolutionary state constitutions were often hurriedly

drafted in the midst of other business, even by legislatures in flight

before advancing British troops. In some cases there was little

quarreling regarding their provisions, in others heated controversy.

Nevertheless, on the whole, the work was amazingly well done,

since the majority of the constitutions intended for permanent use

remained in force for a generation or more.

On the surface, the new basic state laws were much alike. As a

general rule, they contained a Bill of Rights; all provided for an

elected legislature, usually consisting of two houses; all arranged

for a governor (or president) elected either by the voters or by the

legislature; all granted the suffrage only to property owners or tax-

payers; and most of them gave at least lip service to the principle

of separation of powers. But if the governments set up by these

documents differed little in form, there were important variations

in substance. In some instances these constitutions were devised by

patriots who wanted little or no change beyond separation from

Britain by Conservatives; in others, they were composed by

patriots who desired independence and alterations in the direction

of political democracy and social equality by Radicals; in still

others, neither the influence of the Conservatives nor that of the

Radicals was decisive.

In the main, the forms of government under the new state consti-

tutions were patterned after those in vogue in the colonies before
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1775, with elected governors and senates replacing governors and

councils chosen by the crown or the proprietors. The substance was

largely derived from the colonial experience of 150 years and from

the doctrines of natural rights and compact so splendidly asserted

in the Declaration of Independence, and again in the Massachusetts

constitution of 1780. In the latter document it is declared that "The

body politic is formed by a voluntary association of
individuals;^

it

is a social compact, by which the whole people covenants with

each citizen, and each with the whole people that all shall be

governed by certain laws for the common good";
3 and also, that

"The people alone have an incontestible unalienable, and indefea-

sible right to institute government, and to reform, alter, or totally

change the same when their protection, safety, prosperity,
and

happiness require it."
4 These ideas were derived from study of the

writings of a galaxy of British and European political theorists,

especially those of John Locke. From Locke, and perhaps more

particularly from Montesquieu, came another concept of great im-

portance, separation of powers among the branches of government

in order to prevent any one of them from becoming dominant and

tyrannical.

Although the makers of the first state constitutions quite uni-

formly subscribed to Lockeian principles, they did not agree with

respect to their meaning and their application. The drafters quar-

reled little about statements inserted in the Bills of Rights guaran-

teeing trial by jury, the right of petition,
freedom from self-

incrimination, and other rights familiar to English
law. They fought,

and often bitterly, over provisions regarding religion, the suffrage,

qualifications for office-holding, the powers of the governor as

against those of the legislature, and other crucial issues. In fact,

the Conservatives and the Radicals were seriously at odds regarding

the political and social goals of the Revolution.

In essence, the Conservatives, though devoted to the ideal ot

independence, feared excessive change. In the seats of authority

formerly occupied by royal appointees, they now wished to place

the propertied, the educated, and the socially qualified. They

despised and dreaded majority rule because they conceived the

Francis N. Thorpe (ed.), Federal and State Constitutions ... (7 vol..,

Washington, 1909), III, 1889.

*Ibid., p. 1890.



154 THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION, 1775-1783

humbler and less learned patriots to be incapable and even de-

praved. They opposed "mob rule" as leading to anarchy or dic-

tatorship. Not a few of them defended established churches, feudal

arrangements of primogeniture and entail, and privilege generally

for the select and the superior. Had they been able to impose their

will, the great planters, the wealthy merchants, and a portion of

the clergy the upper middle dass would have formed an Ameri-

can aristocracy and an American oligarchy. The Conservatives

read their Locke as the British landed aristocracy and the British

merchants read him after the Glorious Revolution of 1688. In the

compact mechanics, small farmers, and slaves were not full and

equal partners.

The Radicals refused to concede that the only great purpose of

the patriots was separation from Britain. They would not admit

that their rights the rights of mankind would be secured by the

mere disappearance of royal and proprietary officials. To them

Lockeian philosophy was a system of thought which sanctified

neither rule by Britain nor domination by privileged Americans.

They argued that all citizens were equal participants in compact.

They were likely to look upon government as at best a necessary

evfl and to seek to limit its powers. They insisted that the suffrage

should be generously granted, even that it should not be denied to

any adult white male. They demanded just apportionment of legis-

lative seats, so that the vote of the farmer and the frontiersman in

the interior would have equal weight with that of the seaboard

merchant and planter tidewater areas were then frequently over-

represented. The Radicals would place power in the legislature

rather than in the executive or the judiciary, since the legislature

would be most responsive to popular will. Conceding that the

wishes of a minority should be given thoughtful consideration, they

were prone to insist upon majority rule.

Nor was Radical thought confined to things political. Enlightened

"leftists" of the War of Independence demanded complete religious

freedom; they inveighed against hereditary aristocracy and legal

and customary arrangements which favored the eldest son at the

expense of his brothers and sisters. They asked at least a modicum

of free public education for the sons and daughters of all free men.

They urged reform of civil and criminal law to prevent injustice

and cruel punishments, and they assailed brutal treatment of
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prisoners.
Some even attacked the institution of Negro slavery as

inhumane and unwarranted either by Locke or by God. In short,

many Radical leaders, and at least a portion of their followers, en-

tertained views which may be described as liberal or progressive

and as logical. ,

To be sure, all the Radicals were not occupied with altruistic

designs for present and future improvement they were not all

Jeffersons. Some were shiftless, irresponsible, and unprincipled folk

who found in the Revolution opportunity to evade payment of

taxes and debts, to pull down to their own level envied neighbors,

and to exalt themselves without resort to toil. Nor were all the

Conservatives mere crass devotees of personal and class interests. A

number, among them Henry Laurens of South Carolina, were

troubled because they were fighting for the rights of man while con-

tinuing to hold Negroes in bondage. Many of them desired re-

ligious freedom. Indeed, many Conservatives were moderate men

hardly to be distinguished from the milder Radicals. In fact, no

hard and fast line can be drawn between Conservatives and Rad-

icals. Within both groups there were infinite variations, and some

individuals shifted from one camp to the other.

In the struggle between the Conservatives and Radicals the latter

group possessed important advantages. The Tories, who in the main

would have been natural allies of the Conservatives, were com-

monly excluded from public life and even from the ballot. More-

over, many men who had not been permitted to vote before the war

had been allowed to help choose Revolutionary conventions and

legislatures. These dung to the ballot as more permanent regimes

appeared. The Second Continental Congress itself advised "a full

and free representation of the people" in constitution-making;^

and the influence of the new voters is to be discerned in the basic

state documents. Inevitably, the majority of these suddenly en-

franchised men joined the Radicals. In addition, the Conservatives,

crying out against Britain, had come forth in defense of the rights

of man and against taxation without representation, and had thus

supplied their fellow patriots with ammunition which could be

used against themselves. They could hardly deny the logic of the

demands by the Radicals that the franchise be given to many of

Worthington G. Ford et al (eds.), The Journals of the Continental Con-

gress, 1774-1789 (34 vols., Washington, 1904r-37), III, 319, 325.
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those votdess in colonial days; nor could they easily counter Radical

aiguments for redistricting of seats in the legislatures. The interior

regions, "the Old West," had long been so patently
^

under-

represented in the colony-states, especially in Pennsylvania, Vir-

ginia, and South Carolina, that the justice of those arguments was

obvious. Yet in giving way to the Radicals on these points the

Conservatives suffered serious diminution of their influence, not

only because the new voters were inclined toward the Radicals, but

also because
ec
the Old West'* was their stronghold. In sum, the

Conservatives found it impossible to control the patriots as a whole

and to insist that the only great goal of the war was severance from

Britain.

Among the patriots were divisions along socio-economic lines. The
small and tenant farmers, the frontier folk, and unpropertied

people of the seacoast towns and cities tended to oppose the planters

and merchants in the camp of the Conservatives. Class lines were

not always clearly drawn, however. Jarring concepts were debated

rather than settled by force; conflicting interests were compromised
rather than decided by blows; and the Radicals found their most

effective leaders among planters and certain merchants, lawyers,

and other men of wealth, such as Jefferson, Richard Henry Lee,

George Mason, George Wythe, Franklin, George Bryan, Thomas

McKean, and Elbridge Gerry.

The influence of the Radicals may readily be discerned in the

provisions of the new state constitutions concerning the ballot and

qualifications for office-holding. Under these any taxpayer in Penn-

sylvania, Delaware, North Carolina, Georgia, and Vermont could

vote. Any Virginian owning twenty-five acres of improved sofl or

five hundred acres of undeveloped land possessed the ballot. In the

other states the suffrage was less generously offered to men who

possessed either land or personal property in some quantity, or paid

fairly substantial amounts in taxes. Very commonly, higher quali-

fications in the way of property or payment of taxes were required
for members of the lower house of the legislature, still higher ones

for membership in the upper house, and occasionally even higher
ones for persons serving as governors. Office-holding was thus fre-

quently reserved for men of means; no state conceded manhood

suffrage; and plural voting on the basis of ownership of land was
still possible in several states. But if political democracy had not
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been achieved, it is nevertheless true that the voting population was

larger than it was in colonial days. Land was cheap, and the privi-

lege of the ballot was often easily within the reach even of the poor.

Since the Tories were usually disfranchised and since many sought

safety in exile, there came a more or less permanent swing to the

left in American politics.

The influence of the Radicals is also to be observed in the pro-

visions of the early constitutions concerning the powers of the

respective branches of government. While expressions of respect for

the principle of separation of powers were freely offered, authority

was usually centered in the legislature, and especially in the lower

house. The Radicals feared strong executives and distrusted inde-

pendent judiciaries. As a result the governor was given an effective

veto only in Massachusetts, and he was in some states a mere figure-

head. In several states judges were chosen by the legislature, and

for very short terms. The Radicals believed, and not without reason,

that the legislatures would be more responsive to the public will,

particularly since they were also able in a number of states to re-

quire frequent elections. The political systems set up in states where

the Radicals were dominant for example, Pennsylvania, Virginia,

and North Carolina were accordingly ill balanced and not too

efficient. They were, however, far more democratic than those es-

tablished in states under Conservative domination for example,

Maryland.
Much redistricting in the direction of political justice and

democracy is also to be found in these constitutions. In Pennsyl-

vania the southeastern counties, almost absurdly overrepresented

before 1775, lost their special and privileged position. In Virginia

the Piedmont and Shenandoah regions received for the first time

representation in accordance with their numerous population. Sec-

tional favoritism was also eliminated in North Carolina. Concessions

were made to interior folk in South Carolina and Massachusetts,

although the Lowlands about Charleston continued for some years

to hold a favored position. Frontier democracy was given larger

opportunity to express itself, an opportunity which was not wasted.

The makers of fundamental law in the Revolutionary period also

took long strides toward religious freedom. Before the war there was

a relatively large measure of toleration everywhere in the
^Thirteen

Colonies, but complete religious freedom nowhere except in Rhode
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Hand. In no fewer than nine colonies there were established tax-

supported churches, enjoying privileges varying greatly from place

to place. In New England, except for Rhode Hand, the Congre-

gational Church had the support of the state, while the Anglican

Church was official in a few counties of New York and in all the

colonies from Maryland to Georgia. It was usually difficult and

sometimes impossible for a member of a dissenting sect to escape

taxation for the support of the established church in his colony;

and he who was attached to no religious organization could not

evade it. Universally, save in Rhode Island (which in the eighteenth

century restricted the political
activities of Catholics and Jews),

there were discriminations of one sort or another, relatively mild in

Pennsylvania and Delaware, onerous in Congregational New

England and Episcopalian Maryland and Virginia. Connecticut

law still required church attendance; Roman Catholics could not

hold office in Maryland.
The movement for disestablishment was facilitated by the fact

that in no state were the Anglicans in a numerical majority. Except

in Virginia, it was easy to reduce the Church of England to the

level of other churches, for Presbyterians, Lutherans, Baptists,

Roman Catholics, its own laymen, and deists (numerous among

the leaders of the patriots) joined in the attack upon it. In Virginia,

where the Anglicans formed perhaps half of the churchgoing popu-

lation and included the bulk of the planters, there was a bitter

struggle. However, Anglican clergymen in the upper South were

distinguished for neither piety nor learning, and they were fre-

quently Tories. Finally, the Church was definitely disestablished in

the Old Dominion. The Congregational state churches in New

England were less vulnerable; they lost some of their privileges, but

were not deprived of all vestige of official sanction until the nine-

teenth century was well under way.

Disestablishment was, of course, not the equivalent of complete

religious freedom, which was not attained in most of the states for

some years. Thus New Jersey and the Carolinas continued to re-

quire that officeholders be Protestants; Massachusetts insisted that

they declare themselves to be Christians; and Delaware demanded

from them, and also from members of the legislature, that they

declare their belief in the Holy Trinity. These and similar restric-

tions were soon to disappear. The trend was toward total religious
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liberty, with Jefferson and James Madison pointing the way in

Virginia. In the Old Dominion the principle of toleration was in-

corporated in the Declaration of Rights of 1776. In the following

year statutes requiring church attendance and the use of public

money to support the Episcopal Church were repealed. The

Episcopal Church fought bitterly against disestablishment and re-

ceived powerful assistance from other Protestant sects, which de-

sired that public funds be devoted to the maintenance of all the

major Christian churches. Although the Episcopalian Church was

deprived of all official status two years later, Patrick Henry, young

John Marshall, and apparently Washington joined the ranks of

those who wished to compel all citizens to help finance the Christian

sects. Henry was able to mobilize a large majority in the assembly

in favor of the scheme, but Jefferson, James Madison, and George

Mason fought it persistently and imaginatively. At length the pro-

posal was dropped, and the Statute of Religious Liberty, drawn

UP by Jefferson and sponsored by his friends, became law in 1786.

In a long, rhetorical, and yet moving preamble the act condemned

utterly all efforts to employ the power of government in behalf of

any species of religion and affirmed that "truth is great and will

prevail if left to herself. . .

"
It was accordingly enacted "that no

man shall be compelled to frequent or support any religious wor-

ship, place or ministry whatsoever, nor shall be enforced, restrained,

molested, or burthened in his body or goods, nor shall otherwise

suffer on account of his religious opinions or belief; but that all men

shall be free to profess, and by argument to maintain, their opinion

in matters of religion, and that the same shall in no wise diminish,

enlarge, or affect their civil capacities
" *

Jefferson was justly proud

of his contribution to religious freedom.

The Revolutionary generation, seeking to assert the natural rights

of mankind, could not but be conscience-stricken when it considered

the lot in America of some of the children of Nature's God, the

Negroes, who composed one-fifth of the total population and half

of that of South Carolina. Almost all of the Negroes were slaves.

Generally they were held in mild subjection. Nevertheless, slavery

The text of the law is readily accessible in Documents of American History,

pp. 125-126. For the drafting of the act see Jdian P.^ *^edO,
Tfcf

Papers of Thomas Jefferson (6 vols. to date, Princeton, 1950 ), II, 5*5-

547.
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then, as later, had its horrors, the worst of which was the traffic in

human bodies between Africa and America. That brutal com-

merce had aroused indignation before the war, and the im-

portation of slaves had been halted in Rhode Island, Connecticut,

and Pennsylvania, but the British government and its representa-

tives in the colonies had prevented the passage of similar laws in

the royal colonies. When Britain and British officials could no

longer interfere, American legislatures, with that of Delaware lead-

ing the way in 1776, undertook to put an end to the traffic.
7
During

and immediately after the war the introduction from foreign lands

of enslaved blacks was forbidden in all the states, save for South

Carolina and Georgia. Even in the far South there was much senti-

ment in favor of such action, and importation was temporarily for-

bidden in South Carolina in 1787 and again in 1788.

The patriots did not content themselves merely with endeavors to

destroy the oceanic slave trade. In the spring of 1775 there was

formed at Philadelphia the first antislavery society in America,

and many patriots, Conservative and Radical, including Washing-

ton, Jefferson, Madison, Patrick Henry, and Horatio Gates, were

soon afterward urging the outlawing of Negro bondage. Economic

interest, ignorance, feelings of racial superiority, and fear of the

consequences of emancipation usually postponed or prevented

action. Nevertheless, a few Negroes received their freedom in return

for honorable military service in the war; and many thousands ob-

tained it by manumission, made relatively easy by law in Virginia

in 1782 and also by other states in the South. Moreover, Pennsyl-

vania provided for gradual emancipation by a law of 1780; and

statements of the Massachusetts Bill of Rights of the same year,

including one which declared that "AH men are born free and

equal," were construed three years later by the highest court of that

state to mean that slavery was outlawed. Certain other Northern

states soon followed the examples of Pennsylvania and Massachu-

setts. Others did not act until after the dose of the century. In the

South, however, where there were both proportionately and abso-

lutely many more slaves, sentiment began to swing after the war

toward protecting that institution.

7 The nonimportation agreement sponsored by the First Continental Con-

gress included a pledge not to indulge in the trade and to boycott those who
did.
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If the patriots indirectly gave support to the concept of aristocracy

by their failure to abolish slavery, they struck hard at that concept

nonetheless. Provisions that there should be neither a privileged

class nor hereditary offices were inserted in several of the first state

constitutions. Two denied the legislature the power to create titles

of nobility ! Georgia even refused the privileges of voting and office-

holding to persons claiming titles. Manorial rights and quitrents

vanished. What was more important, the patriots demolished those

twin props of landed aristocracy, primogeniture and entail. At the

beginning of the war entailment, though forbidden in South Caro-

lina, was more or less legal elsewhere. Primogeniture flourished in

New York and the Southern colonies; in Pennsylvania, Delaware,

New Jersey, and New England the eldest son received a double

share in inheritance. With Jefferson and Virginia once again lead-

ing the way, these arrangements so well calculated to preserve

family estates collapsed before the assaults of the reformers. By

1786 entails had been abolished or rendered innocuous in every

state; by 1792 primogeniture had disappeared; indeed, by that

time equality in intestate succession was universally established.
8

The results of these wholesale changes are difficult to measure, but

in some areas they may have contributed to a more equitable dis-

tribution of land. Whatever the actual results, the social structure

had been altered in the direction of equality.

The importance of redistribution of land, as Jefferson fully ap-

preciated, can scarcely be overestimated. Ownership of soil brought

relative economic independence, and with it advance in social and

political status. More owners meant more democracy, social and

political. Happily, redistribution proceeded during and immediately

after the War of Independence, not only through the eradication of

laws forcing and permitting concentration of ownership, but also

through the abolition of British authority over the trans-Allegheny

West and the confiscation of Tory property. The bars to westward

settlement set up by the Proclamation of October 7, 1763, and later

British restrictive measures vanished. Moreover, the great specu-

lators in lands beyond the mountains, highly favored under the

royal regime, found it somewhat more difficult to secure large

grants from the state and federal governments at the expense of the

a See Richard B. Morris, Studies in the History of American Law (New

York, 1930), chap. 1.



l6a THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION, 17751783

small farmer. Thus the path of the humble to landownership in the

eastern part of the Mississippi Valley was made somewhat broader

and smoother. To be sure, this result was hardly discernible until

the war had ended and large-scale expansion beyond the mountains

began.
The effects of confiscation of lands owned by Tories, however,

appeared almost immediately. On November 27, 1777, the Conti-

nental Congress recommended that the states seize and sell the

estates of Loyalists,
9 the proceeds to be used to finance the war. The

idea of paying for the war in part at the expense of the Tories was

a popular one among the patriots. Indeed, some states had already

begun the process of confiscation. Now it was greatly hastened, and

every state without exception declared Tory lands forfeited or at

least subject to forfeiture. The result was a spate of sales of those

lands which continued even after the dose of the conflict. Whatever

may be said about the treatment thus meted out to the supporters

of Britain and the widespread corruption attendant upon such sales,

many large estates were broken up and dispersed in smaller hold-

ings among the patriots. In New York the lands of Tory James
De Lancey became the property of 275 different persons; those of

Tory Roger Morris went to nearly 250; and large tracts owned by
Tories in the central and northern parts of the state were sold to

poor farmers in quantities from one hundred to five hundred

acres.
10 Since many of the Loyalists sooner or later went into exile

(although some returned), it may be said that conservatism was

permanently weakened both by their departure and by the fact that

the less affluent were often enabled to acquire their properties and
to move upward economically and socially.

If this analysis of change in the states accompanying and result-

9 Continental Congress Journals, DC, 971.
10 In North Carolina forty thousand acres belonging to Tory Henry Me-

Culloch were confiscated and sold in plots averaging two hundred acres.

Robert O. DeMond, Loyalists in North Carolina during the Revolution (Dur-
ham, N.C., 1940), p. 180. It should be noted, however, that confiscated lands
were often bought, at least in New York and Maryland, by merchants, army
contractors, and Revolutionary leaders, men who already possessed land. Such
speculators sometimes resold to poorer folk. Harry B. Yoshpe, The Disposition

of Loyalist Estates in the Southern District of the State of New York (New
York, 1939), pp. 115-117; Philip A. Growl, Maryland during and after the
Revolution . . . , The Johns Hopkins Studies in Historical and Political

Science, Series LXI, No. 1 (1943), pp. 45-63.
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ing from the war is already lengthy, it should nevertheless be re-

called that the era of the Revolution brought increased pressure for

more lenient treatment of debtors, for improvement in prison condi-

tions, and for the revision and modernization of civil and criminal

law. Certainly, education, hi some part at least because of Revolu-

tionary ferment, entered upon a new course. The concept of educa-

tion at public expense received added impulse. In 1776 John Adams

declared that "Laws for the liberal education of youth, especially

of the lower class of people, are so extremely wise and useful, that,

to a humane and generous mind, no expense for this purpose would

be thought extravagant."
1X

Jefferson, who was equally convinced

with Adams of the values of education and of the desirability of

spreading widely its benefits, proposed three years later that Vir-

ginia establish public schools for elementary instruction and remold

the College of William and Mary into something approaching a

university. Five Revolutionary state constitutions urged that pro-

vision be made for schools, in some instances specifically for free

schools. It was apparent to many patriot leaders that the new Ameri-

can society in process of formation required diffusion of education,

if for no other reason to the end that the less affluent citizens who

were wielding influence in public affairs should be sufficiently en-

lightened to carry their burdens. Although the war temporarily

interfered with the operations of schools and colleges, and although

the proposals of Jefferson, and others like him, were temporarily set

aside, the concept of a freer and more democratic educational

system gained converts. Indicative of the future was the action of

the legislature of Georgia in 1783 giving one thousand acres of land

to every county for the support of schools.

11 Charles F. Adams (ed.), The Works of John Adams (10 vols., Boston,

1856), IV, 199.



CHAPTER 11

Congress and Confederation

npHE BRITISH subjects who lived on the mainland of North

JL America definitely acquired the name "Americans" in the

third quarter of the eighteenth century. The term was a useful one,

making it easy to distinguish between them and the British at home.

Its popularity did not rest on its convenience alone. That it was

frequently and increasingly employed on both sides of the Atlantic

after 1750 *
attests both to the community of interest of the conti-

nental colonists and to the growing divergences from the British.

Indeed, not long before Lexington, Hector St. John de Crfevecceur

posed a meaningful question, "What then is the American, this new

man?'*

It would be idle to contend that the colonists had been cast in

one rigid mold. There were very real dissimilarities between the

Connecticut farmer and the Carolina planter, the Albany towns-

man and the tidewater Virginian, the Maine mariner and the

Quaker merchant. The differences among the colonists were so

marked that some contemporary observers believed it almost impos-

sible to bring them together politically. Certainly the Albany Plan

of Union had been very coldly received in 1754r-55. Descended

from disparate European stocks, the colonists exhibited variety and

contrariety in religion; they were a product of diverse economic and

social systems, of different climate and geography, and they were

wedged apart by intercolonial strife over boundaries, lands, and

trade. Intellectual and cultural contacts between colony and colony,

1 It was used even before 1 700.
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though steadily increasing, were still relatively modest.
2 Commercial

relations and travel by land were limited. There were colonists,

especially Southerners, who were closer to the people of the mother

country than they were to some of their fellows.

Nevertheless, the Americans were moving steadily in the latter

part of the colonial period toward that community of sentiment

which has been the basis of the modern national state. After all, in

origins, except for the Negroes, they were not too sharply differen-

tiated, since they almost universally had their roots in Britain and

Europe west of the Elbe River. They were very generally Protestants.

With minor exceptions (notably the Pennsylvania "Dutch") they

spoke English, the mother tongue of the majority. All had been ex-

posed to British cultural influences. Moreover, the impact of the

American environment had in the main tended to make them alike

rather than different. In the French, the Spanish, and even the

Indians they had shared common enemies. Their association in the

struggle against Britain after 1763 was a powerful cementing force,

perhaps best evidenced first in the Stamp Act Congress and later in

the Continental Congresses.

The War of Independence once again provided the colonists

with a common danger and a common enemy. Virginians fought

at Quebec and Saratoga; Delaware men marched to the defense of

New York; New Englanders served at Brandywine and German-

town; and Marylanders moved to the defense of South Carolina.

True, both the militia and the Continental troops exhibited on

occasion sectional jealousy and distrust, but the Continentals, if not

the militia, came to look upon themsdves as American soldiers

under the command of an American commander in chief chosen

by an American government. It is difficult to believe that even

one of them at the dose of the war would have contended that he

had been fighting for this or that truly "independent and sovereign"

state, whether New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, or Geoigia.

The war exercised similar though less influence upon civilian

patriots. When Patrick Henry early in the struggle proclaimed him-

self an American rather than a Virginian, he was no solitary spirit.

In October, 1775, the freemen of Botetourt County, in Henry's

colony, declared that "when the honest man of Boston who has

2 Michael Kraus, Intercolonial Aspects of American Culture on the Eve of

the Revolution . . . (New York, 1928), passim.
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broke no law, has his property wrested from him, the hunter on

the Allegany must take the alarm."
s
Sectional and local suspicions

and ancient antipathies did not promptly vanish, yet the patriot

civilians became more united in sentiment. Washington's victory at

Trenton was celebrated in Salem and Savannah. Both civilians and

soldiers realized promptly that it was "Unite or die/' and their

leaders concluded that they might hang separately, should they fail

to hang together. It was evident to all the patriots that their security,

present and future, required them to give their loyalty to a central

government. In turn, that central government furnished additional

bonds of union, bringing the foremost patriots into intimate and

more or less enduring association.

In some measure even the First Continental Congress exercised

governmental powers. The Second Continental Congress, with its

committees and administrative servants, was the central govern-

ment of the United States down to 1781,
4 when the first national

constitution, the Articles of Confederation, went into effect. The

Congress declared the independence of the United States; ap-

pointed the commander in chief and higher officers of the Conti-

nental army; established the American navy and the marine corps;

formed a diplomatic service; negotiated treaties with European

nations and Indian tribes;, organized a postal service; issued cur-

rency; and borrowed money. It even gave advice to the colony-

states with respect to the making of their constitutions; and it drew

up the Articles of Confederation.

It has often been said that the Second Continental Congress was

little more than a council of ambassadors from the several states.

One distinguished authority would have it that the Congress was

"merely the central office of a continental political signal system."
5

It has been argued without sufficient evidence that the states

were more important in the conduct of the war than the Congress

was. It has been pointed out that some states asserted their inde-

pendence through their own legislatures; that some were solemnly

described in their constitutional documents as "independent and

8 Hezekiah Niles (ed.), Principles and Acts of the Revolution in America

(New York, 1876), p. 286.
* Edmund C. Burnett, The Continental Congress (New York, 1941), con-

tains a thoughtful history of the congresses of the period 1774-89.

Claude H. Van Tyne, The American Revolution, 1776-1783 (New York,

1905), p. 188.
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sovereign"; that one or two sent diplomatic representatives abroad;

that a few attempted to borrow money in Europe; and that most of

the Continentals were organized on the basis of states* Further, it

has been noted that the actions of the delegates at Philadelphia

were directed in part by the governments of the states which they

represented, and that they were often specifically instructed with

respect to questions before them. Thus the Declaration of Inde-

pendence was not approved until most of the delegates were

ordered or permitted to sanction it. In sum, it has been contended

that in practice the states were almost all-powerful and the Con-

gress extremely weak, also that the states were legally sovereign.

The scope of state sovereignty has been a matter of endless

controversy. Suffice it to say that able historians have challenged

that sovereignty and that the whole question is clouded in seman-

tics. With regard to the fundamentally important matter of the

location of power among patriot assemblages, it would seem that

the Congress exercised a larger portion of it than some scholars

have been willing to concede. The authority and the achievements

of that body have been minimized both by defenders of states
5

rights

and by those who would enlarge the fame of Washington at the

expense of his employers. If it be true that many measures taken by

the delegates required prior consent or later supporting action by

the states, even in such cases the Congress was much more than an

advisory council; and a very large number of basic decisions and

policies were the product of the Congress itself, without state action

or even consultation.

To be sure, the delegates who labored at Philadelphia, among

other towns, did not always impress observers by their dignity and

majesty. As time passed, they lost the services of Washington, Jef-

ferson, Franklin, and John Adams. After the dose of 1776 the

greatest stars in the Revolutionary galaxy were not to be found

among them, but shone in military camps, in European drawing

rooms, and even at the state capitals. Several resigned from the

Congress to accept state offices. Nevertheless, even at its lowest ebb

Congress numbered some industrious men among its members.

After 1776 talent, integrity, and energy were not lacking in the

Congress; genius was. Moreover, the body was riven by conflicting

interests and by personal, interstate, regional, and ideological an-

tagonisms. Its not infrequent errors in policy were matched by its
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faulty execution of its program. Members faltered in their tasks,

were absent from duty at critical moments, and bickered inter-

mittently on the floor and in committee. There was self-seeking

among them. At times, especially in oppressive weather, so many

delegates were absent that business was seriously interrupted. Vot-

ing was carried on by states, and the vote of a state was frequently

omitted because it was insufficiently represented.
6 Even though the

Congress deliberated in secret, its various shortcomings could not

be long concealed from the public.

Too much has been said, perhaps, regarding the failings of the

Congress. It was created in emergency, endowed with uncertain

authority, and plagued by rapid changes in personnel. Hence it

exhibited obvious defects lacking or less conspicuous in long- and

well-established legislatures. Yet the delegates toiled almost inces-

santly, compromising most of their differences and striving rather

generally for the common good. They were compelled not only to

take part in deliberation and debate, but also as members of a

myriad of committees to fulfill a host of executive functions, and

some judicial ones. John Adams, not one to avoid duty, served on

more than eighty committees. Not until 1781 was the burden of

clerical and routine duties in great part lifted from the shoulders of

the members of Congress by the creation of four executive depart-

ments.

The failures of the delegates have doubtless been overpublicized.

They did not succeed in creating a stable currency; they made
serious mistakes in military promotions; on occasion they gave

Washington bad military advice; and they exhibited naivet6 in the

conduct of foreign affairs. But their record, when the difficulties to

be faced are taken into account, is splendid rather than dismal.

They did about all that could be done toward solving the problem
of finances. They chose Washington as commander in chief and

kept him in that office. They proffered him counsel both good and
bad but generally permitted him freedom of action. If they dis-

played crudity and a measure of ignorance in dealing with foreign

countries, nevertheless they and their representatives in Europe
achieved the greatest diplomatic victories ever won by the United

States. John Adams declared at the beginning of the war that the

6
Burnett, Continental Congress, passim.
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services of the patriot military men would be overvalued at the

expense of civilian workers like himself. If the deeds of the Conti-

nental officers and men have not been excessively praised, too little

credit has usually been given to the faithful in the Congress who

struggled in adversity. Historians have at times been overly harsh in

their appraisal of the delegates. They have condemned them for

removing from Philadelphia to Baltimore as Howe's men moved

across New Jersey late in 1776.
7 Should they recklessly have risked

capture of the government of the United States?

The Second Continental Congress served for almost five years.

Although the patriots were virtually unanimous after 1776 in desir-

ing a central government based upon a written constitution, it was

not feasible to put such a constitution into effect until 178L

In the minds of the patriots independence and American union

were virtually inseparable. The Second Continental Congress had

hardly convened when some delegates began to talk of forming a

confederation in order the better to defend American liberties.

Soon Benjamin Franklin was displaying a plan called "Articles of

Confederation and Perpetual Union." The majority of the dele-

gates, rightly conceiving Franklin's scheme to be almost inextricably

associated with independence, were against both the one and the

other. The plan was circulated among the delegates. However, in

the early summer of 1775 Congress declined even to enter any

reference to the document in its journals; and two Revolutionary

legislatures, those of New Jersey and North Carolina, which shortly

afterward examined Franklin's proposals, rejected them. The North

Carolinians were certain that "a further confederacy ought only to

be adopted in case of the last extremity." In January, 1776, the

Congress debated whether Franklin's plan should be considered,

but the project was again set aside, since sentiment among the dele-

gates was still opposed to separation. However, as the patriots in-

creasingly turned to thoughts of independence, they also became

converted to political union. Indeed, for various reasons union was

slightly more popular than independence. When on June 7 Richard

Henry Lee formally urged a declaration of independence, he also

^ Typical is the statement, "Congress took fright, and retired to Baltimore,"

in John Fiske, The American Revolution (2 vols., Boston, 1891), I, 228. See

also George A. Trevelyan, The American Revolution (New York, 1903), Pt.

II, VoL II, pp. 60-61.
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called for the establishment of a confederation and for the con-

summation of foreign alliances. Thereafter it was generally assumed

that the Thirteen Colonies and their people had to be constitution-

ally united both to win and to preserve their independence. Thus

could be secured, Lee later asserted, "present strength, credit and

success" and "future peace and safety/'
8
It was also assumed that

Congress must undertake to make a constitution to submit to the

states. The creation of a special convention for the purpose was not

even considered.

It need scarcely be pointed out that there was no unanimity

among the patriots in 1776, or at any later time, regarding the

nature of the union which was to be established. On June 12 the

Congress appointed a committee of thirteen, one from each colony,

to draft a constitution. The principal figures in the committee were

John Dickinson, Samuel Adams, Roger Sherman, Robert R. Liv-

ingston, and Edward Rutledge. Exactly one month later the draft

was completed and presented to the Congress for discussion and

action. It had been cast into good form by Dickinson, an acknowl-

edged master of the pen; part of its content was derived from

Franklin's plan; part was drawn from the model of the Second

Continental Congress; Dickinson was probably more responsible for

its specific provisions than any other member of the committee,

even though he had left the Congress by July 4.

The Dickinson draft called for a one-house American legislature

composed of delegates chosen annually by the states, and for voting

in Congress by states. By express provision and by implication this

body was given large powers, with the notable and extremely im-

portant exception that authority to tax was reserved to the states.

Those powers, except in the area of taxation, could conceivably

have been construed to be as ample as those given to the central

government under the Constitution of 1787. Among them was

authority to settle boundary disputes between the states, to set limits

to states claiming lands westward to the Mississippi, and to form

new states "on the principles of liberty/' The states were to con-

tribute toward the maintenance of the common government in

proportion to population. These specific provisions, together with

the magnitude of the central power envisaged by the Dickinson

8 James C. Ballagh (c<L), The Letters of Richard Henry Lee (2 vols., New
York, 1912-14), I, 308.
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draft and the arrangement for voting by the states as equals, caused

bitter controversy in Congress and led to prolonged debate among
the delegates.

When the Dickinson draft was presented to Congress on July 12,

speedy adoption was anticipated. Quickly printed and distributed

among the delegates, it was discussed in committee of the whole for

about three weeks after July 22, and again on August 19 and 20,

when a revised plan was submitted to Congress itself. Meanwhile,

optimistic belief that the instrument could be rapidly completed

faded, to be replaced by fear of failure. Delegates from the states

with larger populations were soon vehemently protesting against

equal representation of the states in the proposed Congress and in-

sistently demanding that representation be based upon numbers or

upon financial contributions made to the central treasury by the

states. Their colleagues from the states with smaller populations,

anticipating domination by Virginia, Pennsylvania, and Massa-

chusetts, strenuously clung to the principle of state equality as the

only protection against such domination. There was also sharp

disagreement as to the method of assessing the states* contributions

to the central government. Delegates from areas where slaves were

numerous contended that population was a proper basis only if

slaves were not counted. Northern members urged that the slaves

be included. When it was suggested that wealth was a more suitable

criterion, hot dispute ensued over the possible modes of computing

it.
9

Perhaps no phase of the debate over the Dickinson draft was

more bitter than that prompted by the proposal to give Congress

authority to set westward limits to the states, to grant lands beyond

those limits, and to make arrangements for the creation of new

states. Massachusetts, Connecticut, Virginia, the Carolinas, and

Georgia claimed by charter and other rights to extend to the

Mississippi, and New York upon the basis of overlordship over the

* The Dickinson draft has been characterized as a document dominated by

Conservative thought, which is represented as demanding a strong central gov-

eminent in 1776, as it did eleven years later. Merrill Jensen, T*' A ?*r
Confederation (Madison, Wis., 1940), chaps. 5-7, especiaUy pp. 126-127, 163.

But one should caution against overemphasizing the clash between Conserva-

tives and Radicals over the making of the Articles of Confederation. Perhaps

more stress should be laid upon the struggle between the representatives of the

small and large states.
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Iroquois and their possessions, asserted a pretension to vast lands

lying toward the setting sun. By virtue of its charter of 1609

Virginia claimed not only Kentucky but also that vast region which

was later known as the Old Northwest. Six states, New Hampshire,

Rhode Island, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, and Maryland,

possessed neither sea-to-sea charter title nor shadowy suzerainty

over an Indian confederacy. From the latter three, especially from

Maryland, came powerful support for the phrases permitting Con-

gress to set bounds to the so-called "landed" states. Delegates from

these three insisted that, should the trans-Allegheny West be Ameri-

can territory at the end of the war, it would be as the result of

common efforts in a common cause. Hence all Americans ought to

have equal opportunity to settle in and to exploit the area. If the

'landed" states were allowed to assert possession, their people would

be given great advantage over others, since they would have easier

access to and greater influence at their state capitals and county

seats, where the lands would be granted or sold. Equal opportunity,

the argument continued, could be secured in the immediate future

only by placing the distribution of the lands beyond the mountains

in the hands of Congress. There was justice in this contention, but

less ground for complaint in another argument, that without central

control over the West the population and wealth of the 'landed"

states would be increased at the expense of the others. Residents of

the "landless" states would surely migrate in numbers beyond the

Alleghenies into the interior of the 'landed" states, but the only

injury resulting would be to local pride.

The delegates from the "landless** states had a strong case, and

they made the most of it, but it was morally weakened by the fact

that the placing of Western lands under the control of Congress
would favor the interests of numerous speculators in Pennsylvania

and Maryland who had acquired stock in the Indiana, Illinois, and

Wabash land companies. Largely on the basis of purchase from the

Indians before 1775, the first of these claimed a vast tract south of

the Ohio in what is now West Virginia, and the others great areas

north of the Ohio in what is presently Illinois and Indiana. If the

validity of Virginia's claims were upheld, these speculators could

hardly hope to realize anything from their investments, for Virginia
had not recognized the legality of their purchases from the Indians,

Moreover, in view of the opposition of the Old Dominion's own
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speculators, it was very unlikely that Virginia would make any con-

cession to them in the future. The Pennsylvania and Maryland

speculators looked to the central government for more generous

treatment, and were accordingly anxious to vest the territories in

Congress.

Contrariwise, delegates from the "landed" states, especially Vir-

ginia, denounced the attempt to deprive them of a Western empire.

They made much of their legal "rights," and denied that any sub-

stantial inequity would follow such recognition. Virginia delegates

did what they could to expose the selfish interests attempting to

invalidate their claims under the old charter. In rebuttal, James

Wilson and Samuel Chase of the "landless" states reiterated their

arguments, Wilson hinting that Pennsylvania might refuse to enter

into a combination with her sister states unless her wishes were

met. Since the Articles needed unanimous approval to go into effect,

an impasse resulted.
3*

By August 20, a revision of the Dickinson plan was before the

Congress, one which neither satisfied all the patriots nor could

muster the required backing from the legislatures of all thirteen

states. Delay was therefore inevitable. Moreover, Howe's offensive

moves, initiated immediately thereafter, gave the delegates other

food for thought. The flight of the Congress to Baltimore at the

dose of the campaign of 1776 provided further interruption. Not

until April of the following year was the Congress able to resume

discussion of the problem at Philadelphia. Then it was attacked

with renewed vigor, and a decision to set narrow bounds upon the

powers of the proposed central government was reached. But

summer, absenteeism, and the approach of Howe on Chesapeake

Bay prevented solutions to other questions. In September the Con-

gress again took wing to escape Howe's army and found refuge in

York, Pennsylvania. With the military fortunes of the United States

seemingly at low ebb, a more effective union both to achieve greater

efficiency and to gain foreign aid was believed to be more necessary

than ever before. The delegates once more came to grips with the

great issues still unsettled. There was a strong disposition to com-

10 Thomas P. Abernethy, Western Lands and the American Revolution (New

York 1937), deals in detail with the influence of the trans-Allegheny West

upon the course of the American Revolution, enlarging upon and superseding

at some points Clarence W. Alvord's Mississippi Valley in British Politics (2

vols., Cleveland, 1917).
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plete the constitution and to subordinate and override minority

opinions. It was decided that voting in Congress should be by

states, that contributions to the central treasury be made in accord-

ance with the value of improved lands, and that no western bound-

aries should be set for the "landed" states. The Articles of Con-

federation were finished by November 15 and were then submitted

to the states for approval. In an accompanying message the dele-

gates acknowledged that the instrument could hardly be completely

satisfactory to all, if indeed to any, but begged that local and special

interests be jettisoned and that it be sanctioned for the general

patriot good.
The Congress too optimistically hoped that the Articles would

be ratified by March, 1778. The states were slow to act, and most

of them clogged acceptance with conditions and amendments. In

June every one of these was rejected by the Congress, which de-

manded and expected to obtain prompt and unqualified assent.

That body was then permeated by a high hope that the union could

be proclaimed before the second anniversary of the Declaration of

Independence. But many long months were to pass before con-

federation was achieved. On July 8 the delegates of eight states

formally signed the constitution on behalf of their constituents. Soon

afterward two more states were officially committed. However,

Maryland, New Jersey, and Delaware refused to concur, insisting

that the instrument must give Congress the authority to lay down

western boundaries for the "landed" states. The delegates appealed

again to the "patriotism and good sense" of the dissentients, ap-

parently not without result, since New Jersey and Delaware gave

their signatures in the following winter. Maryland obdurately with-

held her consent for another two years and was finally able to

force a further revision of the Articles.

The uncompromising stand of Maryland's delegates impelled the

Virginia delegation to propose in the late spring of 1779 the estab-

lishment of the union without Maryland." Connecticut supported

Virginia, but to many other states an incomplete union seemed as

dangerous as none at all. Moreover, sympathy with Maryland's

view upon the Western lands continued and even increased in other

states. Even the assembly of Virginia, pursuing a line of thought

Worthington G. Ford et d. (eds.), The Journals of the Continental Con-

gress, 1774-1789 (34 vols., Washington, 1904-37), XIV, 617-618.
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proposed by Jefferson over three years earlier, hinted toward the

end of the year that the Old Dominion might "at a future day"

concede the wisdom of establishing new states beyond the moun-

tains. In February, 1780, New York, urged on by Robert R. Living-

ston, Philip Schuyler, and Governor George Clinton, indicated its

willingness to give up at least a part of its shadowy claim to Western

lands, largely in order to cement the union. A special committee

examining the Western problem recommended in July, 1780, that

the Congress reverse itself and that it ask the "landed" states to

make "a liberal surrender of a portion of their territorial claims"

for the common good and security of America. The recommenda-

tion was adopted in the following September.
12

Except for Maryland the response of the "landless" states to

requests to abandon their special interests for the sake of union had

not been ungenerous. Now the "landed" states, especially Virginia,

were put to the test and were equally magnanimous. As early as

November, 1778, Richard Henry Lee had suggested that Virginia

should cede her daim to territory north of the Ohio River both for

the cause of union and for the welfare of Virginia. He believed that

too extended borders would lead to a loss of efficiency and even of

democracy in Virginia. Jefferson harbored even more generous

sentiments. Joseph Jones and James Madison,
18

Virginia delegates

to the Congress in the summer of 1780, supported Lee and Jeffer-

son. They urged the necessity of the cession
" and also of the future

formation of new states beyond the Ohio. On October 10 the Con-

gress formally resolved that areas ceded by the landed" states

should be granted and settled under the direction of
Congress^

and

that new states fully equal to those existing should be located within

them.15

Nor was the Virginia legislature lacking in liberality. Under-

standably sympathetic both toward the interests of some Virginia

speculators in Western lands and toward the daim of Virginia

soldiers to bounty lands, the legislature was not willing to see the

region north of the Ohio selfishly exploited by the speculators of

12 Ibid., XVII, 86,806-807. .

18 The statesmanlike work of Madison in connection with the thorny proo-

lem of Western lands is splendidly described in Irving Brant, James Madison,

The Nationalist, 1780-1787 (Indianapolis, 1948), chap. 11.

14 Jensen, Articles of Confederation, pp. 225-234.

i Continental Congress Journals, XVIII, 915-916.
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Maryland and Pennsylvania, and their associates. On January 2,

1781, that body agreed to cede to the union Virginia's trans-Ohio

claims, subject to certain stipulations, including one which declared

illegal and void aH pretensions of private persons to ownership of

soil beyond the river. The Old Dominion thus gave powerful im-

petus toward a solution of the problem of the West. Simultaneously

Connecticut offered to give up at least a part of its daim to Western

empire. It became apparent that all the 'landed" states would

sooner or later follow the lead of New York, Virginia, and Con-

necticut.

In January, 1781, the objections of Maryland on the score of

Western lands had been largely met. To be sure, Virginia's offer

was not too palatable to Marylanders like Thomas Johnson, Charles

Carroll of Carrollton, and Samuel Chase, who held stock in the

Illinois-Wabash company, recently formed from the Illinois and

Wabash combinations. But personal interests could not be openly

advanced as grounds for refusing to enter the Confederation, and

there is litde evidence of any deeply rooted opposition to entry.

Indeed, Johnson now urged that Maryland ratify the Articles. The

Chevalier de la Luzerne, French envoy to the United States, to

whom the state was appealing for naval aid, also pressed for favor-

able action. Early in February the Maryland legislature authorized

its delegates in Congress to sign the constitution.
16 On March 1, at

long last, Congress was able to announce amidst public rejoicing the

creation of a 66

perpetual" union.

Experience would reveal deficiencies in that first constitution of

the United States. There was widespread feeling, even before Mary-
land finally gave its assent to the document, that the central govern-
ment established by it could not function satisfactorily. Because of

the time-tested virtues of the Constitution of 1787, it has been the

fashion to judge its less durable predecessor severely. Yet the

founders of the Confederation, in spite of their assertion that it was
to be "perpetual," scarcely expected that their work would endure

without change. Moreover, the Confederation was a very long step

16 Upon the ratification by Maryland, see Kathryn Sullivan, Maryland and
France, 1774-1789 (Philadelphia, 1936), pp. 97-100; St. George L. Sioussat,
'The Chevalier de la Luzerne and the Ratification of the Articles of Con-
federation by Maryland/* Pennsylvania Magazine of History and Biography,
LX (1936), 391-418; Jensen, Articles of Confederation, pp. 236-238.
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toward the making of a more perfect union. Indeed, the much
abused Articles, with a few amendments, might have served as a

workable scheme of federal government for many years. In any

case, the central government after 1781 had powers beyond those

of the Second Continental Congress and powers based upon a

solemnly ratified written constitution.



CHAPTER 12

The Bcwrbvns Enter the War

rinHE MAKING and the ratification of the Articles of Con-

JL federation might have been merely a long exercise in political

theory, had not France and Spain secretly helped the patriots

before 1778, and had not the former become their fighting ally in

June of that year. The entry of Spain into the conflict in 1779,

sharply increasing Britain's difficulties, further assisted the patriots.

The courts of the Bourbon princes at Versailles and Madrid now

sought retaliation for the losses which they had suffered at the

hands of Britain, especially in the course of the Seven Years9 War.

The Anglo-American war provided them with a long-awaited op-

portunity.
In 1761, in the midst of overwhelming defeat, fitienne-Frangois,

Due de Choiseul, favorite of Madame de Pompadour and head of

the French Foreign Ministry, began to rebuild French power in

preparation for a war of revenge. He had won no laurels in the

Seven Years9

War, but now laid the keels for a new and powerful

navy. After the Peace of Paris, he and other patriotic Frenchmen

strove to build ships, to supply them with efficient artillery, and to

man them with sturdy and experienced sailors. The result was the

eventual restoration of French sea power and the development of a

French navy which proved to be superior in all but numbers and

morale to that of Britain. Ghoiseul and other Frenchmen also did

what they could toward rebuilding that army which had achieved

so little against Frederick the Great and Ferdinand of Brunswick.

They improved the quality of the muskets and effected such minor



THE BOURBONS ENTER THE WAR 1 79

reforms as the issuance of national uniforms, but could not force the

replacement of higher officers chosen for family by others selected

for merit. In consequence the army failed to keep pace with the

navy. In addition, Choiseul's efforts to win friends for France

among the powers of Europe, great and small, were crowned with

a measure of success.

Choiseul shrewdly foresaw that Britain would alienate the affec-

tions of the Thirteen Colonies and that France might be able to

take advantage of British mistakes in colonial policy. After 1764 he

sent to America various secret agents, including the Baron de

Kalb, to plumb colonial discontent, and he maintained an espion-

age service in England for that and other purposes. He hoped that

the Thirteen Colonies would gain their independence and that they

would divert their trade from England, in part at least, to France.

Since he, with other French politicians of the generation after 1763,

believed commerce to be the real basis of British strength, he calcu-

lated that such events would wound Britain almost mortally and

bring wealth to France. Because he and his associates had no great

desire to undertake to restore the shattered French empire,
1
they

saw no good reason why France should not enjoy friendly and

profitable relations with an independent America. Unhappily for

Choiseul's plans, the reports of his agents were contradictory. Some

informed him that the Americans were ready to revolt; others held

such a move premature. By 1770 he had come to the conclusion

that the colonial troubles of Britain were unlikely to cause her

downfall for some years. He then undertook to support Spain in a

bitter quarrel which had arisen between Spain and Britain over the

Falkland Islands, expecting that war would follow and hoping that

the two Bourbon kingdoms could subdue their old enemy. Unable

to persuade Louis XV and the French ministry of the wisdom of this

course, he was forced out of office.

That Choiseul in 1770 was willing to wage war against Britain

in alliance with Spain is to be explained in part by the fact that

Spain had also entered upon a period of reform and revival. Whfle

such a conflict would probably have ended in stalemate or defeat

i After 1763 Choiseul strove to develop the colonies remaining under the

French flag, with little success and much expense. His Mure provided ^an

additional argument against attempts to regain or rebuild the French onpire.

See Carl L Lokke, France and the Colonial Question: A Study of Con-

temporary French Opinion, 1763-1301 (New York, 1932), pp. 15-62.
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for the Bourbons, the Spanish government was not unwilling to risk

it Under the leadership of the benevolent despot Charles III, sup-

ported by able officials such as the Marquis Grimaldi, Count

Aranda, and Count Campomanes, Spain was making rapid eco-

nomic progress, and both her civilian and military officers were

displaying unwonted ability and energy. At Madrid, too, there was

keen desire to strike at Britain. Charles III and his advisers wished

to safeguard the Spanish colonies in America, to regain Gibraltar

and Minorca, and to obtain revenge. They were forced for lack of

French support to bend before Britain in the matter of the Falkland

Islands. They were the more eager, when opportunity came, to

When the news came to France that Britain and the Thirteen

Colonies had come to blows, the Comte de Vergennes occupied the

Foreign Office. Although he was quite new in the ministry, having

been appointed by Louis XVI after his accession to the throne in

the preceding year, Vergennes was an experienced diplomat His

policies varied little from those of Choiseul,
2 but he was more

cautious. Devoted to duty, gifted with a subtle intellect, unscrupu-

lous when the needs of France seemed to require duplicity, Ver-

gennes hovered on the fringe of greatness. He had feared that the

crisis in Anglo-American relations might drive the North ministry

from power and bring to the British helm the Earl of Chatham;

further, that Chatham would be able to satisfy the Americans and

that he would then once again lead the united forces of the British

Empire against France and Spain. Hence, he decided to be most

circumspect. As early as December, 1774, Americans in London,

including no doubt Arthur Lee, had hinted to a French diplomat

that the colonists might be interested in French aid, in the event

that their quarrel with Britain ended in military conflict. Ver-

gennes prudently avoided committing himself. But reports of

Bunker Hill and of American determination to fight led Vergennes

to believe that the opportunity so long hoped for by Choiseul had

perhaps arrived. In September, 1775, he sent to Philadelphia a

special agent, M. Achard Bonvouloir, to encourage the colonists

and to intimate that they would be permitted free use of French

ports. Almost simultaneously he entered into dose association with

2 Henri Doniol, Histoire de la participation de la France, b Fttablissement

des tats-Unis d'Amtrique (6 vols., Paris, 188^-92), I, 243-244.
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Caron de Beaumarchais, a trusted French agent, who was eager to

offer hidden help to the colonists for the benefit of France.

Whether Beaumarchais influenced Vergennes or Vergennes used

Beaumarchais to execute a decision already reached by the Foreign

Minister is not known. In any case, the two men worked hand in

hand after the fall of 1775; and Beaumarchais, son of a watch-

maker, self-made man, possessor of intellect, courage, comeliness,

wit, and charm, was a very valuable helpmeet to Vergennes. In

December, undoubtedly with the approval of the Minister, Beau-

marchais wrote a letter to Louis XVI urging the young monarch to

undertake to supply secretly munitions, and even cash, to the

Americans. The King hesitated to strike clandestinely at a nation

with which France was at peace. Beaumarchais emphasized that the

chance to injure Britain seriously at little expense must not be

ignored because of scruples laudable in private life but out of place

in statecraft, and insisted that Britain's policy was to degrade and

undermine France. As the winter passed Beaumarchais and Ver-

gennes, who was encouraged to act by a report from Bonvouloir,
8

pushed their idea more and more strenuously, and they secured

support in the French ministry. In March, 1776, Vergennes asked

the Spanish government whether it would join in the project. The

Marquis Grimaldi responded affirmatively and with a frank expres-

sion of hope that their aid might lead to the mutual exhaustion of

both Britain and America.
.

Assured of co-operation from Spain, the French Foreign Minis-

ter formally laid the scheme before his colleagues. Its execution

should be accompanied, he urged, by deceitful assurances of friend-

ship to Britain There should be no commitments to the Americans

which would give Britain excuse to declare war upon France. He

admitted that his proposals might bring such a declaration. France

and Spain should therefore be constantly prepared for battle. Ver-

gennes's plan contemplated the establishment of an American

republic, or many American republics.
Like Choiseul, he believed

that American independence would cripple Britain commercially

while at the same time assisting French trade. In support of his

scheme he argued that the Americans, republican and weak, would

not move against the French colonies in the West Indies. On the

Tohn I Meng, "A Foot-note to Secret Aid in the American Revolution,"

American Historical Rtvitw.-XLin (1938), 793.
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other hand, he contended, perhaps without faith in his assertion,

that there was real danger of an Anglo-American reconciliation and

of an Anglo-American attack upon the French islands/
^ ^

There was opposition to Vergennes's project The King saw in it

both dishonorable conduct and potential disaster, and Turgot, his

Comptroller General of Finances, shared his alarm. In a lengthy

state paper
5 he vehemently insisted that war with Britain

must^be

avoided, for it would ruin his grandiose designs for the renovation

of the French economy and would drive the nation, already heavfly

in debt, into bankruptcy. He was opposed to such a conflict,

whether to defend the colonies of France or to free those of Britain.

He predicted that Europeans in America would in any case before

long secure their freedom. If Britain should conquer the Thirteen

Colonies, she could hold them only by force, thus weakening seriously

her position with reference to France. Wisdom and morality dic-

tated that France should remain at peace, declared the great Minis-

ter. However, Turgot very reluctantly consented to the giving of

secret hdp to the Americans; the King's advisers, except for him,

stood with Vcrgennes; and Louis accepted the view of the majority.

On May 2 he directed that one million livres be turned over to

Beaumarchais, who now became Roderigue Hortalez and Company

and who undertook in the guise of a merchant to use the money to

purchase and send munitions to the Americans. Beaumarchais was

even permitted to buy royal ordnance from the manufacturers.

The Spanish government promptly gave him another million livres.

So it was that France and Spain, before an agent of the Conti-

nental Congress reached French soil, and because their rulers saw

the situation as capable of being exploited to their own advantage,

determined to offer concealed assistance to the patriots. Using as

capital the two million livres, to which France added a similar sum

in the following year, Beaumarchais sent off the supplies to America

which arrived after the end of 1776 and which hastened, if they

did not assure, American independence. Later French subsidies and

loans brought France's cash investment in the United States by

1783 to more than eight million eighteenth-century dollars. Since

* Samuel F. Bemis, The Diplomacy of the American Revolution (New York,

1935), pp. 19-20. The present writer has relied heavily upon this splendid

work.
5 CSuvres de Mr. Turgot ... (9 vols., Paris, 1808-11), VIII, 534-604.
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Beaumarchais's operations were essentially political and since he

simultaneously tried to secure money for them from France, Spain,

and the Americans, it is not certain even today whether the sub-

sidies which he handled were entirely gifts, although they were so

in the main. Beaumarchais and his heirs preferred to think of loans

rather than gifts and long claimed that Congress had failed to pay

3,600,000 livres due to him. Finally, his heirs were paid by the

United States, in 1835, 800,000 francs (the equivalent of livres) to

settle the dispute. The validity of the daim may well be questioned,

especially since the firm of Roderigue Hortalez and Company closed

its activities with a small net profit. In any case the United States

did not pay beyond their value for Beaumarchais's services.
6

Happily for the patriots, assistance from Spain did not cease with

the million livres granted in 1776. Spain soon prudently abandoned

its connection with Beaumarchais, but found his counterpart in

Don Diego de Gardoqui of Bilbao, and through him and her

colonial officials contributed as much again in the form of cash and

munitions. Spain also later lent to the patriots about $250,000.

It was well for the United States that the Bourbons decided, with-

out being asked, to offer their help, for the patriots were unable to

bring themselves to request it until months of fighting had passed. So

long as there remained among them a widespread belief in the pos-

sibility of reconciliation, they could not and would not turn to

France and Spain. Indeed, Congress would not even permit the

patriots, save under special license, to trade with France and Spain

until April, 1776, when American commerce was declared to be

free, except with Britain. However, in November, 1775, after it had

become evident that Britain would try to conquer rather than con-

ciliate, Congress set up a "Committee of Secret Correspondence,"

the forerunner of the Department of State, to make contacts with

"our friends in Great Britain, Ireland, and other parts of the

world."
7 This body, later known as the Committee for Foreign

On secret aid from France see Charles J. Stille", "Beaumarchais and the

Lost Million," Pennsylvania Magazine of History and Biography, XI (1887),

1-36; Elizabeth S. Kite, Beaumarchais and the War of Independence (2 vols.,

Boston, 1918), passim; and by the same author, "French 'Secret Aid
9 Precursor

to the French American Alliance 1776-1777," French American Review, I

(1948); 143-152; Claude H. Van Tyne, "French Aid before the Alliance of

1778," American Historical Review, XXXI (1925), 20-40.

*Worthington C. Ford et al. (eds.), The Journals of the Continental Con-

gress, 1774-1789 (34 vols., Washington, 1904-37), III, 392.
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Affairs, immediately employed Arthur Lee as its agent in London

and sought and obtained the friendly services at The Hague of

Charles W. F. Dumas, formerly an associate of Benjamin Franklin.

In March of the following year, as independence approached, it

was chiefly instrumental in sending to Paris Silas Deane, a merchant

of Connecticut, to try to buy munitions and other materials on

credit and to discover whether the French government would assist

the patriots.

Every step toward seeking foreign help was reluctantly taken.

Only France and Spain could assist in major degree, and the

Americans had looked upon them for generations as dangerous,

papist, and inveterate foes. It was difficult suddenly to abandon

traditional animosities, yet when it became apparent that the aid

of France would be extremely valuable, if not indispensable to the

winning of independence, the patriots were ready to embrace these

old foes. Congress then gave its approval to Richard Henry Lee's

proposal to seek "foreign alliances" along with others calling for

independence and union. A committee "to prepare a plan of

treaties to be proposed to foreign powers" was chosen on June 12,

and reported on July 18J
5 The plan, drawn up with special refer-

ence to negotiating with France, was the basis of the famous Franco-

American treaty of friendship and commerce of February 6, 1778,

and of other later agreements to which the United States was a

party. It was not immediately sanctioned by the whole body of dele-

gates, and a few changes were made before it was approved on

September 17.* Within the week following, Silas Deane, Franklin,

and Jefferson were designated commissioners to the court of Ver-

sailles. Since Jefferson was unable to serve, he was soon replaced by

Arthur Lee. Instructions were completed by Congress on October

16.

In order to obtain from Louis XVI French munitions and recog-

nition of united American independence, Lee, Franklin, and Deane,

characterized by one Loyalist as "fanatic, deist, and dunce," were

empowered to offer privileges in commerce and to promise that

America would never again acknowledge allegiance to Britain. In

the event that France recognized the United States and as a result

became involved in war with Britain, the commissioners were

, 433, 575-589.

Ibid., pp. 768-779.
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authorized to give a pledge that the patriots would not make peace

without giving France six months' notice. The patriot emissaries

were instructed in addition to employ a few good military engineers

and to buy or borrow from France eight warships of the line. They

were ordered likewise to seek official recognition of the United

States by other European governments and to propose commercial

treaties to them. In December the "Secret" Committee gave the

commissioners a powerful weapon: they should suggest to France

that delay might lead the patriots to rejoin the British Empire. A

month later Congress authorized them to offer territorial and other

concessions to France and Spain in return for their entrance into

the war concessions at the expense of Britain rather than of the

United States.
10

Meanwhile, Franklin had crossed the ocean, land-

ing in France on December 6.
11

.

While the Congress of the new nation was laying the foundation

of its foreign policy, Vergennes, and apparently the French govern-

ment, reached a tentative decision to declare war upon Britain,

provided that Spain also entered the conflict. Turgot had been

driven from office, and his restraining influence was no longer felt.

Leaders at Madrid were eager to fight, but demanded as the.price

of action Minorca and Portugal. While Vergennes was willing in

August, 1776, even to sanction an attack on Portugal in order to

obtain the support of the Spanish army and fleet, he drew back

when news came to Paris of the rout of the American army on

Long Island, dinging to the policy of secret aid, he decided that

no further step should be taken until it was certain that the Ameri-

cans would continue to fight in force and for some time. In accord-

ance with that decision Vergennes cautiously watched events until

July, 1777, when he again officially proposed armed intervention.

He then urged the formation of a Franco-Spanish-American

alliance, defensive and offensive, which would wage war until all

the parties to it were willing to make peace. Louis XVI gave his

approval, but Spain refused her consent. Charles III had now

dropped plans for the conquest of Portugal; he had also acquired a

new Foreign Minister, Count Floridablanca, who was more cautious

little.
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than Grimaldi. Like his predecessor,
he was opposed to American

independence. He disliked republics and feared that the American

one would serve as a dangerous example in both the Old World

and the New. He also foresaw that an independent American nation

might eventually prove to be a greater threat to the Spanish empire

beyond the Atlantic than Britain had been. Floridablanca and

Charles III therefore suggested Franco-Spanish mediation between

Britain and the patriots,
the result to be, they hoped, an uneasy

truce between the contestants, one which would leave both weak

to the advantage of Spain, and France. Once more Vergennes re-

traced his steps. He found further reason for prudence in reports of

Burgoyne's easy capture of Ticonderoga.

Nevertheless during 1777 Vergennes and France were moving

toward the fateful plunge, with or even without Spain. Surrep-

titiously, yet almost openly, munitions and military supplies of all

sorts left French ports for America, partly through the machinery

set up by Beaumarchais, partly through the activities of genuine

French merchants eager to trade with the patriots. Patriot vessels

frequented French harbors, and American privateers brought their

prizes into them. In fact, the patriot commissioners actually fitted

out three warships in those ports. French officers, including the

Marquis de Lafayette, crossed the ocean in numbers to join the

Americans often on leave of absence from the forces of France.12

Well informed of these goings-on by Viscount Stormont, its am-

bassador at Versailles, and by a very efficient espionage service, the

British government protested on several occasions, not vigorously

enough to bring them all to an end, since Britain wished to avoid

precipitating hostilities.

During 1777 Franklin achieved front rank as a diplomat. Since

Silas Deane, if an adequate envoy, was less than single-minded in

his devotion, and since Arthur Lee,
18

suspicious, quarrelsome, and

cursed with a persecution complex, was temperamentally unfitted

for his duties, Franklin promptly assumed the leadership of the

American commission in France. In Congress before the end of

1775, and later in France, he declared that the patriots should no

12 That Lafayette left for America with the approval of some French officials

is well established in Louis Gottschalk, Lafayette Comes to America (Chicago,

1935), pp. 69-152.
1S Deane and Lee are two of the patriot leaders whose careers have escaped

close scholarly analysis.
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more seek allies than a virgin should suitors; but he did not carry

the principle to an extreme. Certainly he himself was neither naive

nor unsoiled after seven decades of a crowded life. He had had long

experience in politics, was well versed in the wiles of mankind and

a master of propaganda. He was also tolerant, witty, charming, and

astonishingly adaptable. Moreover, Franklin was very well known

in France as a scientist and as a philosopher. He could read the

Romance languages, and could at least stammer in French. He was

ideally equipped to serve as the representative of America. Learn-

ing of his appointment, the Marquis of Rockingham ruefully re-

gretted that day in 1774 when the British Privy Council had

vulgarly applauded Wedderburn's denunciation of the Philadd-

phian. To no avail, Lord Stormont spread it about that Franklin

had fled to France because the American rebellion was collapsing.

Neither Louis XVI nor Vergennes received Franklin and his

colleagues publicly for many long months. The Minister, however,

consulted privately with them, and even helped "Poor Richard" to

find outlets for his propaganda, giving assistance which the astute

American publicist scarcely needed. Franklin was able to publish

some very persuasive pieces, including a fictitious letter in which a

German prince expressed the hope that the troops he had sold to

Britain should sacrifice themselves as had the Spartans at Ther-

mopylaesince a prince received added pay for soldiers slain!

Officially without recognition, Franklin was decidedly in the favor

of the French government. More important, he possessed or won

the admiration and affection of powerful groups of men and women

who molded public opinion in France.

Franklin was popular in France from the moment he landed.

Well known for his experiments with electricity, believed to be the

guiding force among the patriots,
considered to be in the flesh the

simple and virtuous man created by Jean Jacques Rousseau, his

advent was hailed in Paris. He took advantage of every opportunity

to create good will for America. A Mason, he fraternized with his

fdlows of the French lodges, and not without result. He associated

freely with scientists and other scholars, winning favor even with

Turgot. When it became apparent that he was thought to be a

Quaker and that Quakers were in high esteem in France, he did

not try to make public his real religious views. He dressed simply

and modestly and permitted the French to draw their own con-
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elusions. The followers of Rousseau, numerous among the middle

classes and the nobility and even at the French court, believed that

he and the Americans whom he represented were the unsophisti-

cated and unspoiled children of Nature, of a new and glorious

world. He took pains not to convince them to the contrary and

carefully avoided artificiality and affectation. He dazzled the sup-

porters of Voltaire with his intellectual gifts and philosophical wis-

dom and captivated the influential ladies of the French court by

his gallantry and wit. Franklin became the rage among the

scholarly, fashionable, and liberal elements, and as "Pater Patriae"

created immense good will for the United States.
14

Although sympathy for the Americans in 1777 permeated all

classes in France and even official circles, there is little evidence that

French policy was much altered, although Vergennes and those

who wished to intervene openly in the Anglo-American conflict

were doubtless encouraged so to act. As long as the news from

America continued to tell of British advances and patriot setbacks,

France would not move for fear that the patriot cause was collaps-

ing. To many in France the capture of Philadelphia by Howe
seemed to mark the beginning of the end. By November 24, how-

ever, it was known in Paris that Washington's army had performed

creditably at Germantown and that the Baron de Kalb, who was

serving with Washington, believed the patriots could drive the

British into the sea.
15 Then on December 4 came the startling tid-

ings that Burgoyne had capitulated.
16 The shattering blow dealt to

British arms by the northern American army convinced even the

most cautious Frenchman that the patriots would not readily sub-

mit;
1T the more acute concluded, and not without reason, that

since Britain would almost certainly now offer the patriots conces-

sions leading toward peace, France must move promptly if she

14 Bernard Fay, Franklin, the Apostle of Modem Times (Boston, 1929), pp.

405-500, offering an impressionistic account of Franklin's French period, throws

some light on French opinion of the sage. See also Carl Van Doren, Benjamin
Franklin (New York, 1938), pp. 569-575, regarding Franklin's activities before

the signing of the French alliance.
15 Benjamin Franklin Stevens (ed.), Facsimiles of Manuscripts in European

Archives Relating to America, 1773-1783 (26 vols., London, 1889-95), VIII,
No. 755.

i* Richard Henry Lee, Life of Arthur Lee (2 vols., Boston, 1829), I, 357.
17 The news of Germantown doubtless exercised minor influence upon French

opinion; Saratoga was in itself an overwhelming argument.
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moved at all. On December 15 and 16 Paul Wentworth, a British

agent who had hurried across the Channel, informed Silas Deane

that Britain was ready to offer generous peace terms. Was Ver-

gennes told of these conversations? On December 17, without even

waiting to discover whether Spain would join with France, the

French Foreign Minister promised the United States formal recog-

nition, a step certain to bring upon his country a declaration of war

from London. In return, he asked a pledge from the American

commissioners that the United States as an ally would not make a

separate peace, a pledge which they gave.

Some weeks elapsed before the promise of Vergennes was ful-

filled. He wanted assurance from Madrid that Spain would also

enter the conflict. He urged the government of Charles III to act,

and his plea was supported enthusiastically by Aranda, then Spanish

Ambassador at Paris, but the Spanish ministry unanimously de-

cided to maintain its official neutrality. The fact is that Spanish

politicians were piqued because Vergennes had committed France

without consulting them. Spain, they felt, was not yet ready for

war. Above all, Floridablanca remained convinced that war to

secure the independence of the American states would hurt rather

than enhance the interests of the Spanish crown. Early in 1778

Vergennes learned that Charles III wished to avoid war. Almost

simultaneously a crisis arose in central Europe because of the death

of the Elector of Bavaria without a direct heir. It was likely that

Joseph II, Holy Roman Emperor, would try to seize the Bavarian

lands, that he would be opposed by Frederick the Great of Prussia,

and that France, a defensive ally of Joseph, would become involved

in their quarrel. Nevertheless, Vergennes was faithful to his

promise.
18 On January 7 the French ministry and Louis XVI gave

him their support. Accordingly, the texts of two treaties between

France and the United States were prepared; and they wereJ5nally

signed on February 6, despite receipt by Vergennes of a definite

refusal from Spain to join in the war and despite renewed efforts by

Wentworth and others to persuade Franklin and Deane to make

peace with Pritain.

The two treaties with France contained numerous provisions.

By the terms of a Treaty of Amity and Commerce 'France officially

** The connection between the Bavarian crisis and French policy toward the

patriots is ably discussed in Bemis, Diplomacy, pp. 70-74.
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recognized the United States of America, and the two nations

agreed to encourage trade with each other. The Treaty of Alliance

carried far-reaching pledges. If France and Britain fell to blows

before American independence was achieved, France and the

United States were to be loyal allies and were not to lay down their

arms until that independence was "formally or tacitly assured."

Neither was to make a separate truce or peace without the consent

of the other. France renounced forever all pretensions to the North

American mainland east of the Mississippi and agreed to keep

hands off the Bermudas, leaving the United States free to seize these

territories. France was permitted to seize the British islands in the

West Indies. Mutual guarantees were included. France guaranteed

the independence and territories of the United States as they should

be at the close of their war with Britain, the United States the exist-

ing possessions of France in the New World, together with such

other territory as she might acquire as the result of participation in

the war.19

The treaties of February 6 required, to be effective, the consent

of Congress, which might have been refused, since the patriot repre-

sentatives had exceeded their authority in their commitments to

France. Nevertheless, while French officials were making hasty last-

minute preparations for war, the French Ambassador in London

notified the British government, on March 13, that Louis XVI had

recognized the United States and had entered into a treaty of com-

merce with them. A week later the French King officially received

Franklin, Deane, and Lee at Versailles. No doubt remained that

Britain, though deeply committed in America, would retaliate with

blows. The government, fully informed by the British espionage

service regarding the course of Franco-American negotiations,

reacted first by pressing its own efforts to negotiate with the Ameri-

cans at Paris and beyond the Atlantic, and then, on June 17, with

gunfire against French ships.

Dangerous though the situation of Britain was after she had been

driven into war with France, it deteriorated still further when, in

June, 1779, Spain entered the conflict. After France had taken the

plunge, Vergennes continued his efforts to induce the Spanish

i The best texts of the treaties are to be found in David Hunter Miller (ed.),

Treaties and Other International Acts of the United States of America (8 vols.,

Washington, 1931-48), II, 3-29, 35-41.
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court to do likewise. In return he suggested all sorts of compensa-

tion, including Florida, Minorca, and even Jamaica. Floridablanca,

desiring above all else the return of Gibraltar, refused to be enticed

by Vergennes's offers. He hoped for many months to obtain Gibral-

tar, and perhaps Minorca, from Britain as the price of Spanish

neutrality. Should the British refuse, he was prepared to fight.

When it was apparent that Britain would make no concession to

Spain, Floridablanca, after exacting a heavy price from Vergennes

for Spanish military assistance, consented to the secret Franco-

Spanish Convention of Aranjuez, in April, 1779. Simultaneously

Spain sent an ultimatum to the Court of St. James offering media-

tion between Britain and the patriots on terms which George III

and Lord North were certain to reject, and which they did in fact.

Thereupon, in accordance with the agreement of Aranjuez Spain

declared war.

The Treaty of Aranjuez was hardly a triumph for Vergennes*

True, Spain promised to go to war by France's side, in the event

that Britain turned down the ultimatum. In return, France was

compelled to pledge that she would make no separate peace and

that she would fight until Gibraltar was restored to Spain. In addi-

tion, France pledged all possible aid to Spain to wrest from Britain

Minorca, Mobile, and other areas and privileges. Spain promised

support to her ally's efforts to acquire territorial and commercial

advantages in Newfoundland, Senegal, the East Indies, and else-

where. It should be emphasized that Spain did not become the ally

of the United States, that Spain did not even engage to recognize

them, and that Spain offered such recognition only at the dose of

the war. The point should also be made that the obligations as-

sumed by France at Aranjuez were to a degree incompatible with

her prior commitments to the patriots. The unpleasant task of har-

monizing the conflicting interests of Spain and the United States

was left to Vergennes.
The list of Britain's open enemies was not yet complete. Ver-

gennes managed to seduce other European states from their neutral

course. From the beginning of the war Dutch merchants profited

by selling munitions to the patriots; and St. Eustatius, the tiny

Dutch colony in the West Indies, became the scene of a great traffic

between the patriots and the European continent. Indeed, even

British merchants sent to St. Eustatius goods which later reached
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he American mainland. When Britain protested against the be-

aavior of Johannes de Graaf, Governor of the little island, he was

ecalled for investigation. Although it was evident that he had

encouraged trade helpful to the patriots and injurious to Britain, he

aras exonerated nonetheless and ordered to return to his post
2

Still

rreater offense to Britain was offered by Dutch merchants after the

-ntrance of France and Spain into the war by carrying to those

lations masts and other naval supplies. Needled by the Due de la

Vauguyon, French Ambassador at The Hague, the Dutch govern-

ment turned down British demands that Dutch merchants cease

supplying Britain's enemies with naval stores. When The Nether-

lands finally prepared to join the League of Armed Neutrality and

to build a fleet to protect Dutch commerce, Britain sent to The

Hague in November, 1780, an ultimatum which was followed in

December by armed attacks upon Dutch shipping. The Netherlands

bad finally joined Britain's foes. But the damage to Britain was in-

consequential. As neutrals the Dutch had been able to hurt. As

belligerents they had no strength to strike, and their ships and their

colonies were exposed to attack. Admiral George Rodney promptly

captured and sacked St. Eustatius, closing off an avenue by which

the patriots had received large quantities of supplies.

At war with three European states, Britain was also confronted

after 1780 by the League of Armed Neutrality, which was

fomented and encouraged by Vergennes. The Baltic world after

1778 harbored much resentment against Britain because British

warships searched and seized neutral vessels carrying enemy and

contraband goods. Taking up a suggestion offered by Count Bern-

storff of Denmark and pushed by Vergennes, Catherine the Great

proposed in February, 1780, that the neutrals jointly adopt a series

of principles which would effectively protect their ocean commerce,

and that they bind themselves to carry them out, by collective force,

if necessary. Denmark and Sweden promptly agreed. Together with

Russia they also declared the Baltic closed to the warships of the

fighting nations. With the support of France and Spain the League

acquired adherents until, by 1783, all the major and most of the

minor European states had joined. As a result, and thanks in large

20 John Franklin Jameson, "St. Eustatius in the American Revolution/'
American Historical Review, VIII (1903), 683-708.
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part to Vergennes, Britain suffered isolation both military and

diplomatic.

Thus, Britain's position after 1778 was perilous. Yet, though con-

fronted with three major enemies, the United States, France, and

Spain, it was still possible that her army and navy might retrieve

some of the mistakes of her King and politicians.



CHAPTER 13

Stalemate in the North

TVTEWS of Saratoga, reaching London on December 2, 1777,

IN caused panic among British officials who had hoped for major

triumphs and who had expected nothing worse than minor victories

from the campaign of 1777; and Howe's failure to crush Washing-

ton and his desire to be relieved of command neither alleviated their

concern nor removed their confusion. Lord North, who had re-

cently expressed a heartfelt wish "to get out of this d d war93 *

and who knew a catastrophe when he saw one, began to talk of

resigning. Nevertheless, the King and the North ministry soon

evolved a shabby and ill-designed plan to meet a desperate situation.

They proposed to offer concessions to the patriots sufficient to per-

suade them to make peace; to avert, if possible, French interven-

tion; and to send a new and abler commander and reinforcements

to America. None of the three parts of this program was success-

fully carried out.

Reconciliation with the patriots, if an alliance between them and

France was to be prevented, required the most rapid action, to the

end that Congress might be committed to peace and re-entry into

the empire before receiving a French offer. At the very least it was

essential that the terms of the British offer be fully known to the

patriots before they formally allied with France. But British officials

drew up their proposals in leisurely fashion and failed to present

them to Parliament until February 17, 1778; and emissaries sent

to America to lay them before the patriots did not leave England

i Reginald Lucas, Lord North (2 vols., London, 1913), II, 54.
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untfl another two months had passed. Parliament, in session when

the tidings of Saratoga arrived, actually recessed from December 1 1

to January 20 for the holiday season* Chatham, speaiing in the

House of Lords against a recess of six weeks in the midst of one of

the greatest crises ever to face the British people, riddled the pro-

gram and the behavior of the government. He urged that the

attempt to conquer the patriots be abandoned, if for no other

reason than because it was doomed to fafl; he proposed that the

most generous offer of peace within the empire be made to them by

persons whom they did not hate and distrust; and he called for

preparations for the war with France which could hardly be

avoided.
2 The masterful Chatham was never more statesmanlike.

Nor was he alone in his desire for conciliation, for the Rockingham

Whigs joined in a sharp attack upon the ministry. To no purpose.

Whatever were the private opinions of the supporters of the King

and the North ministry and many of them sympathized with

Pitt the King's political machine continued to run rather

smoothly, and the Cabinet received its customary votes of confi-

dence by majorities of more than two to one.
8

When Parliament reconvened, the Opposition resumed its at-

tacks. Charles James Fox, the Duke of Richmond, and the Rock-

ingham group urged the recognition of American independence as

a step toward better Anglo-American relations and as a measure to

forestall war with France, while the Pittites supported the proposals

of their leader, absent because of illness. But ministerial leaders

would not even admit that there was genuine danger of war with

France until February 17, when North finally conceded in the

Commons that "it was possible, nay too probable" that France had

recognized the United States.* Yet North knew at least as early as

February 2, in part apparently because SHas Deane sold informa-

tion to Paul Wentworth, that the French had made their decision.
5

Indeed, Dr. Edward Bancroft long afterward asserted that as a

* William Cobbett (e<L), Parliamentary History of England, 1777-1778

(36 vols., London, 1806-20), XIX, 597-602, 741.

a
Ibid., pp. 590-592, 606-614.

*Ibid., pp. 769. 774-775. , , , A

That Deane in the later years of the War of Independence worked to

^reserve the British Empire is well known. That he sold Wentworth informa-

ST2 has recently been established in Carl Van Doren, Secret

History of the American Revolution (New York, 1941), pp. 62-63.
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result of his efforts the texts of both Franco-American treaties were

in London within forty-two hours of their signature.

On February 17 North confessed to a dejected House of Com-

mons that the war had gone badly and asked that Parliament give

its support to an effort to save America for the empire by negotia-

tion.
6 Parliament complied, passing bills which repealed the Town-

shend tea duty, the Massachusetts Government Act, and the

Prohibitory Act, and authorized the sending of negotiators to

America.
7 TTie adherents of the ministry were disgruntled; and the

Opposition was unhappy but could not easily object to principles

which it had earlier preached. Four days later, on March 13,

George III was officially notified by the French Ambassador at

London that France had recognized the United States; and after

another four days Lord Stormont was called home. Conflict with

France now seemed inevitable. Still the commissioners who were to

go to America lingered in England, receiving instructions, making

preparations, saying farewells. Finally, on April 16, they set out.

The commission comprised the Earl of Carlisle, an attractive young

nobleman; William Eden, an experienced diplomat; and George

Johnstone, windbag, brawler, and former Governor of West

Florida. With them went Sir John Temple and John Berkenhout,

special agents who were to be used to cajole and if necessary to

corrupt American leaders. Funds for bribery were made available.

The Howe brothers were also to serve on the commission, which

was authorized to offer much to the patriots, and in effect to con-

cede home rule. It was authorized to deal with the Congress, with

other patriot bodies, and with Washington. However, it was

permitted neither to recognize American independence nor to with-

draw British forces from the thirteen states. Moreover, any agree-

ment into which it entered required the consent of Parliament.

Meanwhile, military instructions for the campaign of 1778 in

America had been prepared, two sets of them. On March 7 orders

Parliamentary History, XIX, 762-767.
T On February 18, David Hartley hurried off a letter to Benjamin Franklin

to tell him of the change in British policy. "I hope in God that no fatal step

has yet been taken between America and the Court of France. . . ." The

Franco-American alliance had been signed, and Franklin described North's

policy as "frivolous" and intended to drive a wedge between the new allies.

Benjamin Franklin Stevens (ed.), Facsimiles of Manuscripts in European

Archives Relating to America, 1773-1783 (26 vols., London, 1889-95), VIII,

Nos. 789, 793.
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were signed by Germain appointing Clinton in the place of Howe

and instructing him to spend the year ravaging the coast of New

England, holding or abandoning Philadelphia as he should think

fit. He would be sent large reinforcements. On March 21, however,

after the open break with France, additional secret instructions to

Clinton were signed by the King personally. According to them,

Clinton was to evacuate Philadelphia, and, if need be, New York;

if possible, he was to maintain control of Newport; he was to send

an expedition to Georgia and to supply troops for an attack on the

French West Indian island of St. Lucia. In sum, Clinton was to

assume the defensive on the American mainland, except in the far

South. Amusingly enough, Commissioner Eden, who earned the

confidential orders to Clinton, was not told of their contents. The

commissioners knew before departing that they could not order

the British army to evacuate in order to persuade the patriots to

deal with them; had they known that the army would ignominiously

retreat at the very moment when they were to begin their work,

they would never have left England.

Again and again during the four months after the receipt of the

news of Saratoga North tried to resign. When it became evident

that war with France could not be avoided, he begged George III

to call the ailing Pitt back to Downing Street to assume the helm.

A general cry arose for his return to power. But the King replied

that he would abandon his crown rather than ask Chatham to serve

as Prime Minister. Nor would he have Rockingham. If Pitt or

Buckingham would serve under North, he would not object! The

King, who had recently presented to North some thousands of

pounds from public funds, appealed to North's sense of loyalty and

duty, alternately entreating and commanding him to remain in

office. After Chatham's famous last speech in the Lords on April 7,

it was obvious that the great statesman's career was ending in final

illness. Renewed pressure from his royal master led North to agree

to stay in office; and that unhappy man continued to preside over

an administration which he recognized as utterly unequal to its

While the British Parliament meditated upon new leadership and

a new program and contented itself with a half-measure, Washing-

ton's army underwent the Gethsemane of Valley Forge. Howe's

forces rested, well nourished, warm, and secure, in Philadelphia
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during the winter of 1777-78, but Washington's men, hardly more

than twenty miles away, were tortured by cold, hunger, and disease.

The encampment at Valley Forge lay in a region swept dean dur-

ing the preceding campaign of cattle and grain. Worse, the com-

missariat established by Congress had broken down, and meat,

bread, dothing, and blankets reached the army irregularly and in

insufficient quantities. Shivering in their hastily built huts, the

patriot soldiers underwent hardships greater even that those they

had endured at Morristown. Many despaired of relief and deserted

to their homes. Washington was forced to commandeer foodstuffs

in order to preserve the semblance of an army. The Continental

officers, who shared at least some of the hardships of the men and

whose pay was too small to support them in a time of rising prices,

were equally discontented. Many resigned, or threatened to resign,

their commissions. At length Congress appointed Nathanad Greene

to the post of Quartermaster General, and the energetic Greene saw

to it that supplies were delivered to tie army; at last Congress also

undertook to placate the officers, by promising them half-pay for a

period of seven years following the war, and to reward the men, by

pledging to them a cash bonus at the dose of hostilities.

That winter, despite the good news from Saratoga, was marked

by dissension in Congress. There was no news for months from the

commissioners at Paris, for their dispatches had been intercepted

by the British navy. Moreover, the ddegates were chagrined at the

fall of Philaddphia. At least a few sought to find a scapegoat in

Washington. Some ddegates had long harbored the fear that

Washington might attempt to make himself a dictator, and John
Adams had actually once suggested that the higher army officers be

annually dected. There was no doubt that Washington had ac-

quired a strong following among the Continental officers, including

Greene, Lafayette, the Earl of Stirling, Alexander Hamilton, and

John Laurens. Now the Virginian was privatdy accused of incom-

petence. It was said of the man who was willing, perhaps too will-

ing, to fight at Brandywine and Germantown and afterward

that he was too much of a Fabius. Somehow or other he should

have beaten Howe. The defeats which his army had suffered were

contrasted with the victories won by the northern army, and a con-

clusion was reached that Gates the conqueror should replace Wash-

ington the failure. Whether any of the members actually pushed
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for the elevation of Gates to the supreme command is not and in

all likelihood will never be known. James LoveU of Massachusetts

may have; and possibly also Samuel Adams and Richard Henry

Lee. Dr. Benjamin Rush, once but no longer a member of Congress,

went so far as to propose the replacement of Washington by Gates

as a remedy for the ills of the main American army.

It is unlikely that Gates ever had a real chance to win Washing-

ton's post. No one ventured to propose on the floor of Congress that

Washington be removed. General Thomas Conway, Irish-born

French officer who had joined the Continentals, said or hinted in a

letter to Gates that he hoped Gates would supersede Washington,

The fact was revealed, apparently by James Wilkinson, Gates' aide,

while drunk. The subsequent behavior of Conway, Gates, and Wil-

kinson exposed them to ridicule from Washington's supporters, and

it became patent that a drive to dismiss the commander in chief

would surely fail. Because of his supposed offenses against Washing-

ton, Conway, a good though an imprudent officer, was challenged

and gravely wounded in a duel by General John Cadwalader. Be-

lieving himself about to die, Conway wrote a gentlemanly letter to

the commander in chief to express his "sincere grief for having

done, written, or said any thing disagreeable to your Excellency."

He recovered and returned to honorable service in the French army.

The sinister phrase "Conway Cabal" immortalizes him, although

there is no evidence that he was a major opponent of Washington

or even that he was in close touch with members of Congress who

are supposed to have desired the replacement of the Virginian by

Gates.
8

Despite a heavy toll of dead and maimed among the patriot

soldiers at Valley Forge, the spring of 1778 saw a reinvigorated

American army. News from abroad revived drooping spirits. Copies

of the conciliatory acts passed by Parliament had been sent off to

America in a belated attempt to persuade the patriots not to enter

* Edmund C. Burnett, The Continental Congress (New York, 1941), chap.

15, expresses the traditional view that there was a "plot" against Washington.

However, Bernhard Knollenberg, Washington and the Revolution . . . (New

York, 1940), pp. 65-77, points out in a cool and closely reasoned essay that

evidence of a "Cabal" is almost completely lacking. L. H. Butterfield in his

edition of the Letters of Benjamin Rush (2 vols., Princeton, 1951), II, Appen-

dix 1, pp. 1197-1208, discusses relations between Washington and Dr. Rush

and reaches the same conclusion.
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into an agreement with France before the arrival of the Carlisle

Commission. They reached New York in mid-April, and were

zealously distributed by William Tryon, the royal governor. It was

now evident that King, Cabinet, and Parliament were ready to

make substantial offers in order to secure peace with the colonists.

There must have been many among the patriots who were more or

less willing to accept peace and autonomy within the British

Empire,
9 but by 1778 such persons were in a minority. Goaded by

the sufferings inseparable from war, exasperated by British brutal

treatment of American prisoners, resentful of the depredations of

Hessian and British troops, the majority of the patriots in 1778

would have settled for nothing less than independence. Moreover,

distrust of the existing British regime was so thoroughly fixed in

American minds that even those who would have been satisfied

with autonomy questioned how far Britain was really willing to go

and feared, not without cause, that attempts would be made to

divide them. Above all, they were afraid that promises made to

them when they were able to defend themselves would be broken

when they no longer had weapons in their hands. Many patriots

were disposed to refuse even to discuss peace terms until independ-

ence had been acknowledged. In effect, the British peace offer was

virtually rejected before it was made. On May 2, a month prior to

the arrival of Carlisle and his colleagues at Philadelphia, the

Franco-American treaties were delivered at York by Silas Deane's

brother Simeon. Two days later, Congress, setting aside some minor

provisions, unanimously ratified both treaties. On May 5 Washing-

ton's army joyfully celebrated the momentous news.

Moving up Delaware Bay early in June, the Carlisle commis-

sioners received the unwelcome news that, as the result of the

William Eden asserted in June that there was at the dose of May a strong

party in Congress and an even larger one in the American army in favor of a

negotiated peace. Facsimiles, V, No. 501. On June 4 Joshua Lpring, Jr., British

commissary of prisoners, conversed with Charles Lee, Daniel Morgan, and

Alexander Hamilton at the American lines outside Philadelphia. The next day

he reported that "all wished very much for peace. Morgan went so far as to

say, that 99 in a 100, were of the same sentiment & wd. be glad to give up

independency upon the terms offered by the acts, and that none (as he ex-

pressed it) but a few low dirty rascals who had got into the lead of affairs were

for it They were afraid however it was too late now. . . ." Edward H. Tatum,

Jr. (ed.), The American Journal of Ambrose Serle, Secretary to Lord Howe,
1776-1778 (San Marino, CaL, 1940), p. 305. Perhaps the Americans were

pulling Loring's leg.
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King's orders sent forward by William Eden, preparations to

evacuate Philadelphia were already well under way. Sir William

Howe had formally resigned his post to Clinton, had been given a

magnificent farewell party, the famous Mischianza, and had sailed

for England. In Philadelphia the commissioners found Clinton

busily executing Germain's orders to take the British army back to

New York. Now they could hardly threaten the patriots with attack

by the redcoats. Infuriated because of the deceit practiced upon

himself by his employers and shocked by their stupidity, Eden

bitterly asserted that it was "impossible to see even what I can see

of this magnificent country and not go nearly mad at the long train

of misconducts and mistakes by which we have lost it."
10

The disillusioned commissioners did what they could, formally

requesting the Congress to begin negotiations.- The Congress gave

a rather clear-cut answer on June 17. It would not treat until

American independence had been recognized or until the British

military forces had been withdrawn. The commissioners could meet

neither the one requirement nor the other. Sailing off to New York

with the evacuating fleet, they despairingly continued their labors

from that place until the following winter. Johnstone fumblingly

tried to deceive, bribe, and flatter patriot leaders into bargaining,

but his maneuvers were exposed and ridiculed. In August Congress

refused to have anything further to do with the commissioners.

Soon afterward Berkenhout turned up in Philadelphia in the guise

of a physician seeking a new home. He conferred with Richard

Henry Lee and Samuel Adams, to no avail. His real errand becom-

ing suspected, he was jailed and sent back to New York. Later

Temple turned up in the patriot capital and conferred cautiously

with American leaders, but to no purpose. An appeal of October 3

addressed by the commissioners over the heads of patriot officials to

the American people was no more effective.
11 The patriots had

taken an irrevocable decision, that they would accept nothing short

of independence.
On their voyage from Philadelphia to New York the Carlisle

commissioners had much company, for they sailed with a vast fleet

of transports carrying stores, three thousand Tories, and many

Facsimiles, V, No. 500.
11 The best account of the Carlisle commission is in Van Doren, Secret

History, pp. 63-116. See also Weldon A. Brown, Empire or Independence,
. . . 1774-1783 (Baton Rouge, 1941), pp. 205-290.
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Hessians, escorted by Admiral Howe. It was impossible for Clinton

to evacuate even his whole force by sea. He therefore sent off by

water the least reliable of his Germans and those Tones who did

not dare to remain in Philadelphia at the mercy of the patriots.

Clinton himself set out by land for New York on June 18 with

about ten thousand troops, marching across New Jersey. Washing-

ton promptly left Valley Forge in pursuit.

The patriot army which advanced eastward from Valley Forge

was nearly as large as that of Clinton. It was an army improved by

the labors of the highly publicized
Baron von Steuben, who had

begun to drill it in March; what was more important, it was well

equipped and contained many veterans among both officers and

men.12 As it moved into New Jersey, hundreds of militia from that

state took the field, attempting to harass Clinton. Since Clinton

traveled slowly, the two armies converged at Monmouth Court-

house on June 28. Washington had held two councils of war to

consider the wisdom of assailing the British. Charles Lee, recently

returned to active service, along with all the other American officers,

had advised against an all-out attack. Defeat in battle, a not un-

foreseeable result of such a conflict, might have vitiated the benefits

of the French alliance and of the British retreat to New York. But

Washington, although he also doubted the wisdom of engaging in a

head-on dash, was more inclined to fight than many of his generals.

He had decided to strike a partial blow at the British rear guard

rather than permit Clinton to retire unmolested.

In the morning of the twenty-eighth Charles Lee led the attack-

ing force of about 4,200 men forward across an open plain cut by

three ravines and surrounded by woods. Washington followed in

column at a distance of several miles. Near the courthouse Lee was

confronted by the British rear guard, advantageously posted. The

redcoats were soon joined by Clinton himself, who had sent on his

baggage, was annoyed by militia assaults upon his flanks, and now

prepared to cover his retreat by the classic remedy of an attack

upon the patriot center. Clinton had with him six thousand men,

12 Steuben's considerable services have commonly been overpraised. The

army with which he worked was not a rabble in March or a perfect fighting

machine in June. The traditional very high estimate of the value of his labors

at Valley Forge appears in John M. Palmer's recent biography, General Von

Steuben (New Haven, 1937), pp. 136-161. The studies of the adventurer-

patriot by Friedrich Kapp and Palmer are by no means exhaustive.
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foot and cavalry, the heart of his army. After desultory firing, Lee

-withdrew across the three ravines, in order to avoid being pinned

against them, until his men reached high and easily defensible

ground at the western edge of the plain. There Washington, coming

up with the main body of patriots, assumed command of the Ameri-

can forces. When Clinton, following Lee, mounted two probing

attacks, he was beaten off. At sundown both armies were exhausted

by their exertions and by extreme heat. During the night, leaving

his wounded behind, Clinton marched quietly eastward toward

Sandy Hook and New York, which he reached without further

difficulties.

The fighting at Monmouth was indecisive. The losses were

approximately equal, about three hundred casualties on each side.

Clinton obtained the fruits of victory in that his army was able to

move on safely to New York. Washington had the pleasure of stand-

ing firmly against two attacks by British veterans and of claiming to

hold the battleground. To Lee Monmouth brought humiliation. He

exchanged sharp words with Washington on the field, and Wash-

ington implied that he had disobeyed orders. Lee demanded an

opportunity to defend his behavior. Washington then formally

accused him of disobedience of orders, unnecessary and shameful

retreat before the enemy, and disrespect to the commander in chief.

A court-martial, softening the accusations, found Lee guilty on all

three charges and deprived him of the right to command for a

period of one year. Eventually, after much debate, Congress con-

firmed the verdict. Later Lee angrily informed Congress he was in

no mood to serve again, and he was formally removed from the

patriot army. It is not certain that Lee deserved the treatment

which he received. In any case, he took no further part in the war,

dying obscurely in Philadelphia in 1782.
18

The British retreat from Philadelphia was only the first of the

military profits derived by the patriots from the participation of

France in the war. Unprepared for a major naval conflict, Britain

did not have sufficient power at sea in the spring of 1778 to match

French fleets in the Atlantic and the Mediterranean. Fearing to

18 The battle of Monmouth and the subsequent court-martial of Lee have

been re-examined in detail in J. R. Alden, General Charles Lee, chaps. 13-16.

Therein Lee appears in a more favorable light than in general histories of the

War of Independence. That Washington on the field called Lee a "damned

poltroon" is a myth.
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weaken the defense of the home islands, the Cabinet permitted a

French squadron of twelve ships of the line and five frigates under

Count d'Estaing to sail unmolested from Toulon to America. After

d'Estaing's appearance on the American coast a French fleet re-

mained either off America or in the West Indies until the dose of

the war. While Britain was still renovating her navy, the ships of

Spain became active. As a result, Britain's power on the seas was

strained to the uttermost after 1779. Ships were needed to defend

the home islands against a projected Franco-Spanish invasion; to

supply and reinforce Gibraltar, long besieged by the Bourbons; to

protect the British islands in the West Indies; to deal with a French

squadron in the Indian Ocean; and to convoy merchantmen. In

consequence the British navy could not establish its supremacy in

all the theatres of water warfare. It was necessary in 1782 to sur-

render Minorca because it could not be reinforced, and the French

were intermittently superior in force in the Caribbean Sea and on

the coasts of the thirteen states. French sea power in the western

reaches of the Atlantic made it possible for the patriots and their

allies to attack British bases along the coast.
14

French strength at sea also permitted a revival of patriot naval

activities. Before the end of 1775 Washington had commissioned

several craft, the majority of the states had outfitted war vessels, and

the Congress had initiated the Navy and the Marine Corps. But all

the American navies together, if for no other reason because they

included no ships of the line, could not hope to cope with Howe's

fleet. With many dozens of privateers and merchant ships carrying

letters of marque, they had attacked with some effect British trans-

ports and merchant vessels. They had raided in the waters of the

West Indies and of the Bay of St. Lawrence, and even in those sur-

rounding the British Isles. It has been estimated that 342 British

ships were captured between March and December, 1776, and 464

in 1777.
15

Early in 1778 something like ten thousand Americans

were engaged in privateering. Nevertheless, the British had struck

14 Two authorities on British naval history contend that the indecisive naval

battle off Ushant between the British and French in July, 1778, spelled the

loss of the colonies. See Sir Herbert W. Richmond, Statesmen and Sea Power

(Oxford, 1946), pp. 149-150. A British victory at Ushant would hardly have

assured triumph in America.
*5 Gardner W. Allen, A Naval History of the American Revolution (2 vols.,

Boston, 1913), I, 181-182, 289. The figures are at the best only approximations.

They do not take into account recaptures by the British.
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vigorously at the Amercian commerce destroyers, had managed to

set up a workable convoy system in the Atlantic, to blockade quite

tightly the coasts of the middle states, and to carry the British army

without molestation from place to place along those coasts.

When their fleets were compelled to deal with those of France,

and later of Spain, the British could not effectively blockade Ameri-

can ports, and American privateers multiplied. Over four hundred

of them were operating in the latter years of the war, and they

injured severely the British merchant marine and British trade as

well. Before the war ended they had cost Britain something like

two thousand ships, 18 million and twelve thousand captured

sailors. The patriot navy, however, was permitted to dwindle

away ships cost money and the French had them until it con-

tained only two vessels by the end of the war. Yet it did not lack

for glory, since John Paul Jones' capture of the Serapis with the old

Indiaman renamed the Bon Homme Ricfrard was a feat worthy of

the highest naval traditions of the British themselves.

The presence of French warships in the western Atlantic forced

Clinton to take the defensive. Had D'Estaing not loitered in his

passage across the Atlantic, he would have arrived at the Delaware

Capes in time to intercept the British evacuating Philadelphia by

water. Since Admiral Howe's fleet was decidedly inferior to

D'Estaing's, the French officer might have struck a decisive blow.

He did not reach the Capes until July 8, by which time Howe had

cast anchor at New York. Washington and D'Estaing then block-

aded New York, and the Admiral considered attacking the British

fleet, which contained only nine ships of the line, within Sandy
Hook. Howe's fleet was far outgunned, since his largest vessels were

64's, while the French had six 74's, an 80, and a 90-gun ship. How-

ever, the British were more eager to fight against their traditional

enemy than they had been to engage the patriots; Howe was un-

daunted, and his dispositions were skillful; and D'Estaing, dis-

covering that his heavier ships could not pass the bar at the mouth
of the harbor, failed to assault." The capture of the main British

16 A. T. Mahan, Major Operations of the Navies in the War of Independ-
ence (Boston, 1913), pp. 63-68, overemphasizes the danger to the British at

New York at this juncture. Mahan contends that D'Estaing could have attacked

successfully and that the city must then have fallen. Francis Vinton Greene,
The Revolutionary War and the Military Policy of the United States (New
York, 1911), p. 150, following Mahan, says that "Clinton's armyon Man-
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base in North America was attempted neither now nor at any later

time*

Temporarily abandoning all thought of investing New York,

Washington and D'Estaing quickly turned their attention to the

more or less isolated British garrison on Rhode Island. At the end

of July General John Sullivan and D'Estaing moved against the

island by land and sea. But General Robert Pigot, the British com-

mander, stoutly resisted at Newport; and Howe, having received

reinforcements from Halifax, came to the rescue. The British fleet

was still decidedly inferior to the French, and D'Estaing sailed to

attack him. A great storm interrupted the maneuvering for position

of the two fleets, damaging and scattering both. Howe soon re-

appeared off Rhode Island, ready for further action, and Clinton

led a relieving army from New York to Newport. D'Estaing, dis-

illusioned by his experiences in northern American waters, moved

to Boston to make repairs and then sailed for the West Indies in

November. Sullivan, accomplishing nothing at Newport, withdrew

to the mainland before superior forces. The Franco-American

allies had posed two major threats and failed to carry them out. A
period of mutual recriminations ensued.

The French navy, concentrating its American efforts in the

Caribbean, failed to return in major force to co-operate with Wash-

ington for almost three years. Throughout 1779 the British domi-

nated the waters adjacent to the American states, except for the

coast of Georgia, where D'Estaing operated for a brief period in the

fall of that year. News of the departure of D'Estaing from West

Indian waters led Clinton to evacuate his exposed garrison on

Rhode Island and to bring it to New York. In the summer of 1780

a French squadron and a French army of six thousand men under

the Comte de Rochambeau took post at Newport. However, the

hattan Island and without ships would have been caught like rats in a trap,

and not a man would have escaped." But D'Estaing would hardly have con-

quered Howe without suffering losses. Indeed, the British Admiral, in spite of

the odds against him, was confident of victory. William B. Willcox, "British

Strategy in America, 1778," Journal of Modern History, XIX (1947), 111.

Moreover, D'Estaing had to include in his calculations the naval reinforcements

he knew to be en route from England to Howe. It should be added that the

city was well fortified against assault by land, and that Clinton's army, includ-

ing the garrison and all the troops evacuated from Philadelphia, was more

powerful than the Franco-American land forces, Washington's army, and the

four thousand French troops accompanying D'Estaing. Clinton would not have

surrendered without trial by battle on terra firma.
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British were strong enough to cover Newport from tfcp
sea without

straining their naval forces. They were not again exposed to peril

such as they had faced in the summer of 1778 until Admiral de

Grasse sailed from the West Indies to Chesapeake Bay in 1781.

Washington was thus deprived of an opportunity to attack New

York during the campaigns of 1779 and 1780. Had his army been

superior to that of Clinton, he still could not have blockaded it effec-

tively or have carried out a successful assault. The fact is, however,

that his army, even after the appearance of the French regulars in

Narragansett Bay, was numerically weaker than the British forces

at New York.17

The Continental troops dwindled in numbers as the war pro-

gressed.
18 In part this decline is explained by the continuing hard-

ships in the American service. Supplies of food and clothing

remained inadequate. Pay, usually in the form of depreciated Con-

tinental currency, was low in buying power and, even more senous,

highly undependable. Winter encampments brought suffering, that

at Morristown in the bitter cold season of 1779-80 causing greater

agonies than the stay at Valley Forge.
19 In January, 1781, dangerous

mutinies broke out among Pennsylvania and New Jersey troops, in

the course of which one officer was killed. These were put down

only by lavish promises, much cajoling, and the threat of attack by

faithful regiments.
20

Military life was not attractive to the patriots,

especially when men prospered in civil pursuits and in privateering.

Moreover, after the entrance of France into the war many soldiers

fdt that their services in the field were no longer necessary, even

that victory was already assured. Such men as James Monroe and

Alexander Hamilton considered themselves free to resign their

commissions*

Even had Clinton assumed the offensive from New York after

the British navy recovered control of the shores of the thirteen states,

i*In the fall of 1779 Washington's paper strength was 27,000, that of

Clinton almost 38,000. Clinton reported over 28,000 fit for duty; Washington

could not have mustered half so many.
18 Accurate figures for the number of Continentals in service year by year,

which would permit close comparisons, are unavailable. The estimates pre-

sented by Henry Knox in 1790, in Walter Lowrie and Matthew S. Clarke

(eds.), Papers, Military Affairs, I (Washington, 1832), 14-19, are obviously

not trustworthy.
i* Carl Van Doren, Mutiny in January (New York, 1943), pp. 18-19.

20 Ibid., passim.
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there wasJitde reason to believe that much could be gained by

marching ^against Washington. The British General would have

been compelled to leave a large garrison in New York, and thus

would have been able to put in motion forces no stronger than those

of his opponent. Except for some stroke of fortune or a gross mis-

take on the part of Washington neither to be expected such an

effort would probably fail. In fact, a defeat in the field could not be

ruled out. Had Clinton concentrated at New York all the troops

available in America, it is doubtful that he could have achieved

major success. In any case, although he was instructed by Germain

early in 1779 to make one effort to engage Washington,
21 Clinton's

forces were increasingly concentrated in an effort to reconquer the

Southern states, while simultaneously seeking to wear down resist-

ance of the patriots elsewhere. To that end efforts were continued

to corrupt patriot leaders, and destructive raids were constantly

mounted. The new British policy, inspired in part by waning su-

periority to the patriots and the French on the mainland and in the

West Indies, in part by hope of a Tory rising in the Southern states,

began to take form in 1778 and crystallized the following year.

Efforts on the part of the British to win over influential patriots

by persuasion and bribery began even before the war; and various

minor Americans, in some cases secretly, in others publicly, had

resumed their allegiance to the crown. In 1779 the Cabinet gave to

Clinton the pardoning power which had been vested in the Howes

three years earlier. In the spring of 1779, within a month after his

marriage to the Tory belle of Philadelphia, Peggy Shippen, Bene-

dict Arnold began a secret correspondence with Clinton which con-

tinued for sixteen months. It led to an agreement on the part of

Arnold as commanding officer at West Point to turn over that im-

portant post to the British. Afterward Arnold claimed that he had

never approved of the Declaration of Independence and that his

treason was prompted by lofty motives. However, he bargained

coolly and lengthily concerning financial rewards and other ad-

vantages in return for his services. His conspiracy was discovered

before it could bear fruit. In September, 1780, Major John Andr,
British Deputy Adjutant General sent out by Clinton to make final

arrangements with Arnold, was captured in civilian clothes within

21 Germain to Clinton, Jan. 23, 1779, Sir Henry Clinton Papers, in William

L. Clements Library, University of Michigan.
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the American lines on the Hudson and was executed as a spy.

Arnold escaped to New York; and he and his family were gener-

ously compensated for his efforts. Although the patriots were

shocked by Arnold's apostasy, their cause did not suffer. Nor were

they injured by the unexecuted schemes of Clinton and his aides to

seduce to the royal cause such patriots as Ethan Allen, Philip

Schuyler, John Sullivan, and General Samuel Holden Parsons of

Connecticut.
22 In the end the arts of corruption employed by the

British proved even less effective than their arms.

More dangerous to the patriots were the continuing blockade of

their coasts, the attacks upon their shipping, and the punishing raids

by British regulars and Loyalist contingents. The royal navy and

privateers struck savage and profitable blows at American maritime

commerce, causing injuries almost as serious as those inflicted upon
British trade by patriot vessels.

28 In the period 1778-81 General

Charles Grey ravaged New Bedford and its vicinity, William Tryon
made a destructive attack upon New Haven, and Benedict Arnold

as a British commander plundered New London. A series of

devastating invasions of Virginia began in the spring of 1779. These

and other minor incursions caused heavy losses of property, aroused

fear and panic in the areas overrun, and brought the war home to

many patriots as never before. In most of these raids Tories par-

ticipated. After the disastrous campaign of 1777 they came in

increasing numbers to realize that they themselves must fight if the

patriots were to be defeated. Now they were aligning themselves by
the hundreds and the thousands under the royal banner. Both they

and the British soldiers, who after the Franco-American alliance

came to regard the patriots as national enemies, used the torch; and

22 In Secret History of the American Revolution, Carl Van Dorcn has de-

scribed the efforts of the British to persuade various Americans to leave the

patriot camp. He fails to discuss the scanty evidence concerning the behavior

of Joseph Reed hi 1776-77. (Reed's fidelity to the United States seems well

established in John F. Roche, "Was Joseph Reed Disloyal?" William and Mary
Quarterly, Third Series, VIII (1951), 406-417.) In chaps. 6-16 Van Doren

gives the best account of the Arnold conspiracy. He contends (pp. 200-202,

440), correctly it would seem, that Peggy Shippen Arnold was from the begin-

ning privy to her husband's dealings with Clinton. The Andr&Arnold corre-

spondence may be read in pp. 439-495.

It should be added that the fall of West Point to the British would by no

means have brought an end to the war.
**

Allen, Naval History, I, 289-290.
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both were accused of brutality to civilians and the killing of prison-

ers.

The new policy pursued by Clinton soon brought results in the

middle and Northern states. These successes, coupled with British

victories in the South, of which more hereafter, have led American

historians to speak of the "dark days of 1780." They have exag-

gerated the difficulties of the patriots.
24
Washington was not strong

enough to attack New York, but he kept his army on or near the

Hudson, and Clinton did not dare to assail him. Although Wash-

ington could not prevent British raids, he sent out General Anthony

Wayne, who brilliantly stormed the British fort at Stony Point in

July, 1779, and Light-Horse Harry Lee, who successfully attacked

another British post at Paulus Hook 25 a month later.

Washington in addition was able to put in motion Continental

forces and officers to assist in the defense of the western frontiers of

the Northern states. New York and northern Pennsylvania had suf-

fered cruelly at the hands of Tories and warriors of the Six Nations

operating from the British post at Niagara. In 1778 they savagely

raided the Wyoming and Cherry valleys. To deal with this menace

Washington commissioned John Sullivan. In 1779 Sullivan led

five thousand men toward Niagara. He failed to reach it, but he de-

feated his Indian and white enemies at Newtown and burned many

Iroquois villages in central New York. Although the Six Nations

and their Loyalist allies continued hostilities to the very end of the

war, their long-waning military power was struck a mortal blow.

To Pittsburgh also Washington sent assistance, toward the defense

of western Pennsylvania and in the hope of mounting an expedition

against the British base at Detroit. Detroit remained in the hands of

the British, but their Indian auxiliaries north of the Ohio felt the

weight of the long arm of the commander in chief. It was, to be sure,

Virginia's George Rogers dark who operated most effectively for

December, 1779, George III told Lord North, "I do believe that

America is nearer coming into temper to treat than perhaps at any other

period." Sir John Fortescue (ed.), The Correspondence of King George the

Third from 1760 to December, 1783 (6 vols., London, 1927-28), IV, 526.

Patriot James Duane, accurately weighing the situation in May, 1780, looked

forward to a happy end "of our arduous conflict. We have not experienced half

the distresses . . . every contemplative mind must have expected." Edmund C.

Burnett (ed.), Letters of Members of the Continental Congress (8 vols., Wash-

ington, 1921-36), V, 125.
25 NOW part of Jersey City.
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the patriots in the Ohio Valley. He, too, was unable to reach

Detroit, but in 1778 he occupied the French towns in the Illinois

country and captured a British force under Lieutenant Governor

Henry Hamilton after a desperate march to Vincennes early the

following year.
26 Clark was unable to maintain ground north of the

Ohio, but he took some of the sting from Indian attacks upon the

new settlements in West Virginia and Kentucky, and he gave the

United States a technical case for claiming the Old Northwest.

After the landing of the French army under Rochambeau on

Rhode Island Washington once more revived the American dream

of conquering Canada. Early in 1778 an invasion under the leader-

ship of Lafayette was planned, but it was beyond the military

potential of the patriots at that time. In the following winter the

project was revived in Congress, with Lafayette pushing it, but

Washington now advised against it, partly on the ground that

France might demand the return of her ancient territory. Although

Vergennes indicated no desire to recover Canada, the scheme was

again dropped. Washington himself, his fears of French ambitions

having abated, twice again considered a Franco-American descent

upon Canada from the sea, only to abandon the design as im-

practicable.
27

In essence, after the appearance of d'Estaing in American waters,

the war in the Northern and middle states, moving into stalemate,

became one of endurance. In that contest the patriots held their

own; and there is little doubt that their powers were sufficient to

carry on the struggle until a tired Britain should consent to inde-

pendence. As it happened, British defeats at sea and in the South

hastened the end.

28 Recent research has somewhat revised the unfavorable reputation of

"Hair-buyer" Hamilton. John D. Barnhart, Henry Hamilton and George

Rogers Clark in the American Revolution (Crawfordsville, Ind., 1951), pp.
93-101.

27 A. L. Burt, Old Province of Quebec (Minneapolis, 1933), pp. 246-247.



CHAPTER 14

The Home Front

A LTHOUGH large numbers of patriots rendered military service

J\. of one sort or another in the War of Independence, only a

small fraction was in the field at any one time. Some areas of the

thirteen states, such as the interior of New England, never felt the

tread of British troops except as captives; and other regions, like

Maryland, experienced little fighting. Civilian life went on, even in

the immediate vicinity of the armies. The war was not total. Never-

theless, no one was unaffected. If there were proportionately few

homes in which the loss of a father, son, or brother was mourned,
1

all were touched by economic dislocation and inflation.

The war inevitably brought wrecking and plundering of civilian

property. The Howe brothers, hoping for Anglo-American recon-

ciliation, displayed solicitude toward unarmed patriots and dis-

couraged needless destruction and looting. Sir William, however,

could not consistently restrain his men, and both British regulars

and Hessians under his command pillaged and robbed, notoriously

in New Jersey in the latter months of 1776 thereby converting

many to the American cause. The raids carried out under Clinton's

direction added official theft and desolation to the havoc created by

1 It is impossible to estimate with accuracy patriot casualties. However, there

was no battle in the war in which as many as five hundred patriots were slain.

In February, 1778, Lord Barrington informed the Commons that the number

of British killed in action up to that time was no more than twelve hundred.

William Cobbett (ed.), The Parliamentary History of England, 1777-1778

(36 vols., London, 1806-20), XIX, 721. Of course, deaths from wounds,

disease, and hardship would form a large part of the totals.
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private enterprise. Stock and grain were taken from farms, tobacco

from warehouses, and Negroes from plantations; and what could

not be borne away was frequently set on fire. Desperate patriot

troops contributed to civilian distress, by despoiling not only the

property of Tories but on occasion that of their own people.

Patriots suffered in addition from the interruption of their occu-

pations by the presence of British troops and ships. Farmers and

merchants were unable to make their customary purchases and to

reach their usual markets. Familiar channels of trade were closed

or impeded. Hardest hit of all were the New England fishermen,

who were kept ashore by the British naval blockade and forced to

seek other means of livelihood.

Ultimately farmers found new markets and fishermen discovered

new employment, but a scarcity of finished products caused by

patriot refusal to buy them from the British and by British efforts to

prevent their importation from other countries brought far more

complex problems. Before the war the colonists had purchased large

quantities of such goods from Britain. Importation substantially

ceased through the labors of the Continental Association, and the

patriots continued, so far as it was within their power, to bar British

manufacturers from American markets throughout the war. There

followed a great shortage in clothing, linen, glass, ironware, paper,

wines, and many other commodities. Goods obtained from non-

British sources in spite of naval blockade helped to fill civilian needs

from time to time and in one place or another; and American

manufacturing sprang up. But the shortage was never generally

relieved until after the dose of hostilities. Civilian demand did

not fKmjTiish with supply. In consequence merchants raised their

prices again and again, profiting hugely. The requirements of the

army uniforms, shoes, blankets, tents in vast quantities aggra-

vated the situation. The result was soaring prices and an inflationary

spiral.

Generous printing of paper currency by all the thirteen states and

particularly by the Continental Congress augmented the evils of

inflation. Hard money, British, French, and Spanish, was scarce in

the early years of the conflict, although much French and Spanish

cpdn circulated toward its end. There was never any lack of the

patriot paper variety. In 1777 the Congress asked the states to cease

their issues. Had they complied, the amount of paper in circulation
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would have been limited and that put out by the Congress would

have been more acceptable. The states refused to co-operate, how-

ever, and the presses everywhere continued to print money. Even-

tually the currencies of the states were restricted to local use, since

each strove to bar the paper, save for its own and that of Congress.

Nevertheless, large quantities of paper money, notoriously the ever

increasing Continental currency, were placed in circulation. Before

the end of 1779, 200 million Continental dollars had been put out.

Buying power, even though these dollars soon depreciated, was thus

enormously enhanced when goods were scanty.
2

Inflation was early recognized as a danger, and strenuous efforts

were made to deal with it. In 1776 the New England states found a

corrective in the fixing of prices and wages. At a convention which

opened at Providence near the close of the year representatives of

the four states called for rigid controls, and all four states responded

by passing legislation for the purpose.
3 On February 15, 1777,

Congress, although several members doubted both the wisdom and

the feasibility of such controls, gave measured applause to the

Yankee scheme and suggested that other states participate in similar

gatherings to consider its adoption. Nine months later Congress

urged the* establishment of a grand program of price and wage

regulation; and New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania copied

the example of the Yankees in 1778.
4
Many states also turned to the

panacea of laws which required that their paper currencies be

accepted as legal tender. TTiere was powerful opposition to both

remedies, especially from merchants who professed to believe it

"inconsistent with the principles of liberty to prevent a man from

the free disposal of his property on such terms and for such con-

siderations as he may tfrmlc fit."
5
Legal tender provisions were

2 Ralph V. Harlow, "Aspects of Revolutionary Finance, 1775-1783," Ameri-

can Historical Review, XXXV (1929), 52, asserts that the cause of inflation

was excessive printing of paper money. But the shortage of goods was a basic

difficulty, a fact emphasized in Oscar and Mary F. Handlin, "Revolutionary

Economic Policy in Massachusetts," William and Mary Quarterly, Third Series,

IV (1947), 11. ^ t .
_

Richard B. Morris,
ctLabor and Mercantilism in the Revolutionary Era,*

in Richard B. Morris (ed.), The Era of the American Revolution: Studies

Ascribed to Evarts Boutelle Greene (New York, 1939), pp. 94-97.

*Ibid.a pp. 98-109.

J. T. Scharf and Thompson Westcott, History of Philadelphia (3 vols.,

Philadelphia, 1884), I, 417.
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unjust to the seller and to the creditor when they required the ac-

ceptance at par of depreciated paper currency; and public opinion

was finally forced to admit the fact. Merchants, some of them,

"profiteers," "forestaflers," and "monopolizers," evaded or defied

the restrictions and indulged in "black market" operations. They

frequently put profit and personal liberty ahead of patriotism. Both

the overwhelming public opinion and the machinery needed to

enforce the laws were lacking, and the two remedies failed. In June,

1778, Congress, revelling its earlier stand, recommended that at-

tempts to set prices be abandoned. In 1779-80 there was another

spate of state legislation regarding wages and prices, but it quickly

came to an end.6

There were other weapons with which to fight inflation. Taxa-

tion and public loans would drain off purchasing power. But taxes

had come to be associated in patriot thinking with British tyranny,

and in any event Congress lacked authority to collect them. Most of

the state legislatures neither fully recognized the need for large

levies both to finance the war and to strike at inflation nor had

the courage to impose them, until the end of the war was in sight.

At the beginning of the war taxes were low and they remained so,

except in Massachusetts and Connecticut. They were often paid

in depreciated currency. There was strong opposition even to pay-

ment in cheap money, and defiance of the collector was not un-

known. Moreover, neither Congress nor the states were able to

borrow from citizens in sums sufficient to reduce their buying power

materially. Certificates of credit issued by the national government
and the states had no great appeal, in part because they bore interest

at no more than 6 per cent when the investor could easily double

and triple his capital in commerce. Inflation with respect to im-

ported goods accordingly ran on almost unrestrained. In 1778 an

interstate convention at New Haven recommended that prices be

set at a point 75 per cent above those existing before the war.7

Morris, "Labor and Mercantilism/* pp. 110-122.
7 Robert A. East, Business Enterprise in the American Revolutionary Era

(New York, 1938), p. 205. Prices were estimated to have risen 50 per cent in

hard money in Philadelphia by July, 1780. Julian P. Boyd et al. (eds.)> The
Papers of Thomas Jefferson (4 vols. to date, Princeton, 1950 ), III, 484.

Anne Bezanson, Prices and Inflation during the American Revolution: Pennsyl-

vania, 1770-1790 (Philadelphia, 1951), p. 323, states that rises of 50 to 100

per cent occurred in Pennsylvania, but suggests that they were often temporary



THE HOME PRONT 217

Who profited by the war? First of all, the farmers, who formed

more than 90 per cent of the American population. If their costs

rose, so also did their income, for their products were in heavy

demand by the armies. Secondly, many persons engaged in priva-

teering, which was a business as well as a method of striking at

Britain. Proprietors, officers, and seamen of privateers filled their

pockets when fortune was favorable. The privateering ventures of

John and Andrew Cabot of Beverly, Massachusetts, were remark-

ably lucrative. The Cabots began that rapid rise in the world which

permitted them to restrict their earthly acquaintance to the Lowells.

Richard and Elias Hasket Derby of Salem and Stephen Higginson

of the same town similarly profited. Other investors in privateering

in Newport, Rhode Island, Egg Harbor, New Jersey, Philadelphia,

and Baltimore were extremely active and sometimes very successful

in the business. It has frequently been remarked, perhaps without

conclusive statistical data, that the number of men engaged in it

was at times equal to the whole Continental army. To be sure,

privateering involved great risks, and patriots devoting themselves

to it were in the long run perhaps as likely to lose as to gain, while

those who confined themselves to trade encountered fewer hazards.

All businessmen did not make money in the course of the War of

Independence. Nevertheless, the times offered a golden opportunity

for the merchant, the contractor, and their ally the lawyer. Goods

imported from Europe and the West Indies sold at such remarkable

advances in price that importers could afford rather frequent losses

of ships to the British navy and privateers. The continuing demands

of the Continentals and the patriot militia for meat, flour, clothing,

weapons, horses, and military paraphernalia could be exploited to

the trader's advantage. It was possible for the shrewd merchant to

corner supplies urgently needed by troops and civilians and to

extort excessive profit. Late in the war the contractors who under-

took to supply the patriot and French armies made handsome

gains.

Army commissaries and quartermasters were also in a position

to profit. Their favor was sought by those with whom they dealt.

and restricted to scarce items. It would seem that inflation in terms of hard

money occurred rather generally with reference to imported goods, that in-

flation in hard money in connection with other items was prevalent only in the

vicinity of armed forces.
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Moreover, commissaries commonly carried on private and public

business simultaneously, perhaps emulating Robert Morns, the

financial agent for the Continental Congress.
8 Morris and Jeremiah

Wadsworth, Continental Commissary General, in public service

and in personal operations turned small fortunes into large ones.

The Englishman John Barker Church, who came to America at the

beginning of the war as John Carter and who married a daughter

of Philip Schuyler, similarly amassed great wealth. Another mer-

chant who thus climbed the financial ladder was William Bingham

of Philadelphia. While there were some "new" men in commerce

who rose from poverty to property, the majority who acquired

wealth were men of some means at the beginning of the wax.

Nevertheless, many of the leaders in the mercantile world of 1775,

especially those who were Tories, were unable to cling to their top

positions. The changes in individual rankings attributable to Revo-

lutionary commerce were not marked by broad dass upheavals.
9

Those who suffered most from war inflation were the clergy, the

public officials, the town laborers, and the soldiers and officers of

the Continental army. The clergyman's fixed salary rose too slowly

to keep pace with rising prices, and he was driven more than before

the war to seek solace in things spiritual.
The public functionary

without private means or occupation was similarly hurt, and could

find comfort only in the thought of patriotic duty done. National

officials whose income consisted of salary in the form of Continental

currency were especially heavy loseis, and more than one member

of Congress was personally embarrassed by the cost of food and

lodging.
Town laborers, artisans, clerks, wagoners, dock workers formed

only a small part of the American population, fortunately, for they

and their families and poorer folk generally in the towns were vic-

timized by inflation as was no other group save the Continentals.

Wages increased, to be sure, as the war went on, but in Massa-

chusetts they merely doubled while prices tripled and quad-

*East, Business Enterprise, pp. 86-88. This volume contains a balanced

survey of the effects of the War of Independence upon commerce. The oppor-

tunities and complex problems which the war presented to merchants engaged

in foreign and West Indian trade are thoroughly handled in James B. Hedges

illuminating study, The Browns of Providence Plantations: Colonial Years

(Cambridge, Mass., 1952).

East, Business Enterprise, p. 213.
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rupled.
10

Although skilled labor had been scarce and consequently

well paid before the war, the carpenter, the mason, and the printer

soon were hard pressed. They fought for higher wages, in some cases

even going on strike.
11
Employers who were not making large profits,

and even those who were, looked upon their demands as exorbitant.

The town workers quite naturally were ardent supporters of price

fixing. They organized committees and even mobs to force merchants

to reduce their prices. In October, 1779, amob of desperate poor folk

in Philadelphia actually besieged the house of James Wilson. Inside

were Wilson himself, Robert Morris, David S. Franks, Thomas

Mifflin, and others lawyers, merchants, and commissaries per-

sons known or suspected of profiting in public service or private

enterprise, or both. Shots were exchanged, and the siege was ended

only when Philadelphia silk-stocking militia arrived in force. Such

outbreaks and physical violence was at most sporadic brought at

best temporary and partial relief. No check was ever devised which

could permanently curb the profits which merchants and specu-

lators considered their due.

Among all classes of patriots who suffered from inflation none

were injured so much as those who deserved it least, the Continen-

tals, officers and men. They could hardly have been rewarded

beyond their deserts. Had they received their low wages in hard

money, they would have been drubbed by rising prices. Since they

were compensated in Continental paper, they were twice scourged,

by soaring prices and by depreciating currency. Men in the ranks,

where food, clothing, and lodging were furnished them after a

fashion, could at best toward the close of the war buy inconsequen-

tial items with a month's pay. Officers were possibly worse off; given

more dollars, they were required to feed and clothe themselves. And

unhappily, pay, even in Continental paper, was often months in

arrears. The families of both officers and men lacking private

means shared some of the hardships of their heroes in arms.

After 1776 the presses putting out Continental currency worked

overtime. By the end of that year $25* million had been put in

circulation, perhaps as much as could be absorbed at the time.

10
Morris, "Labor and Mercantilism," pp. 131-133.

Several authorities assert that the first strike by American wage earners

occurred in 1786. But see Richard B, Morris, Government and Labor in Early

America (New York, 1946), pp. 200-201, n. 28.
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Congress issued another $13 million in 1777, and its dollars by this

date were rapidly losing their buying power. More than $63 million

came from the presses in 1778, followed by fifty more early in the

next year. In the summer of 1778 four Continental dollars were

equal to one in gold; at the end of 1779 the ratio was fifty and

even one hundred to one. Congress was well aware as early as 1776

that excessive issues would reduce the value of its money, but^the

Continental paper was its major financial resource. Since sufficient

means to carry on the war could be obtained in no other way, Con-

gress continued to put it forth for what it would bring. In Sep-

tember, 1779, the delegates resolved that no more than $200 million

should be printed, but the downward march of the Continental

dollar continued until it was almost worthless. On March 15, 1780,

Congress announced repudiation, declaring forty Continental dol-

lars equal to one in gold. Almost $200 million of debt were thus

wiped out. But a simultaneous effort to set up a new paper currency

supported by state taxation failed miserably. "Paper money," wrote

Edmund Randolph in July, 1781, "is viler than the rags, on which

it is printed.
9912

Continental soldiers paid in such paper eventually came to fed

that there were perhaps no patriots outside the army. Washington

again and again bewailed the cruel lot of the troops in the midst of

a country filled with foodstuffs,
18 a nation flourishing and defaced

by profiteers. "The long and great sufferings of this army is un-

exampled in history,"
14 he wrote. Ebenezer Huntington, a loyal

officer maddened by the hardships endured by his comrades and

himself, wrote on July 7, 1780: "I despise my countrymen. I wish

12 Edmund C. Burnett (ed.), Letters of Members of the Continental Con-

gress (8 vols., Washington, 1921-36), VI, 51.
.

18 Joseph Jones wrote on Nov. 5, 1780, "The states never were blessed with

greater plenty or had it more in their power to lay up ample provisions for

the army." Letters of Joseph Jones of Virginia, 1777-1787 (Washington, 1889),

p. 41.
^ While it cannot be questioned that the Continentals underwent great

hardships, every statement made by Washington concerning them is not to be

taken at face value. In January, 1781, he wrote that they "seem to reach the

bounds of human endurance." In the following month he mentioned "sufferings

almost beyond human patience." On January 30, however, in general orders to

his troops, he declared, "History is full of examples of armies suffering with

patience extremities of distress which exceed those we have suffered. . . ."

John C. Fitzpatrick (ed.), The Writings of George Washington ... (39 vols.,

Washington, 1931-44), XXI, 121, 159, 208.
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I could say I was not born in America. I once gloried in it but am

now ashamed of it."
15 At times a prediction made by the Loyalist

poet Jonathan Oddl in 1778 seemed likely to be fulfilled:

Mock-money and mock-states shall melt away,

And the mock-troops disband for want of pay.

Lafayette declared that officers and men would receive their reward

only in the next world. They did not receive it in this.

It was perhaps slight consolation to the Continentals and their

families that equal if not greater sufferings were endured by the

Tories, whose trials, proceeding from different causes, not only

began before the war but continued after its close. They too were

hurt by inflation, sometimes being forced to accept in exchange for

goods Continental money which the patriots were permitted to

refuse. The troubles which came from inflation, however, were

doubtless the least of their lot. They suffered severely from persecu-

tion at the hands of the patriots. Some, to be sure, escaped mal-

treatment. Goldsbrow Banyar of New York lived unmolested on his

estate at Rhinebeck, and Peter Kemble of New Jersey, father-in-law

of General Gage, was not disturbed. Other Tories, prudently quiet

on the subject of politics, not only eluded chastisement by the

patriots but even made money as merchants and farmers. Many of

them, the indiscreet, the socially and economically conspicuous,

and the active supporters of the crown, underwent social ostracism,

loss of civil rights, discriminatory taxation, confiscation of property,

physical violence, and banishment.

In twentieth-century America it became rather fashionable to

look with sympathy upon the Loyalists,
16 once the object of popular

hatred. They are pitied for their sufferings and admired for their de-

votion to a lost cause. It is not now held against them that with

Lord Tennyson they gave their allegiance to

A land of settled government,
A land of just and old renown,

Where Freedom slowly broadens down
From precedent to precedent. . . .

** Letters Written by Ebenezer Huntington during the American Revolution

(New York, 1914), pp. 87-88.
.

i* The trend in America toward a more favorable opinion of the Tones was

given impetus by Claude H. Van Tyne's Loyalists in the American Revolution

(New York, 1901). It was later possible for Kenneth Roberts to make a Tory

the hero of his popular novel Oliver Wiswell.
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Much has been said about the intellectual power, the character, the

respect for law, and even the social grace which were lost to the

United States as the result of the departure of Loyalist exiles. That

the Tories were harshly treated cannot be denied. That they num-

bered men of ability and character is also true. Among them was

Benjamin Thompson, CountRumford, later distinguished as a scien-

tist. Nevertheless, genius old and young Franklin, Washington,

Jefferson, and John Marshall was on the side of the patriots, as

was the bulk of the talent.
17 In censuring the patriots for their

severity toward their enemies, it must be kept in mind that had the

Tories been on the winning side, it is extremely doubtful whether

either they or the London government would have exhibited any

Dicing degree of forbearance toward their opponents.

The stakes for the Americans were high, and the Tories were a

menace. They assisted the British armies and fleets in every way con-

ceivable. They suppEed the redcoats with food when Washington's

men were half-starved, put forth propaganda favorable to Britain,

and counterfeited Continental currency. They gave valuable mili-

tary service to the British as spies, guides, and pilots. The Tories led

Indians against the Western frontier settlements. They enlisted in

redcoat regiments; they formed their own provincial battalions and

their own militia; and they even engaged in privateering raids upon

American commerce. Moreover, they were so numerous in certain

areas that stern measures were required to keep them in check, par-

ticularly when British troops or ships were near. It is hardly sur-

prising that the patriots dealt vigorously with these dangerous

internal enemies, detested all the more because they had earlie]

been neighbors and friends. To be sure, the Americans erred wher

they accused the Loyalists of instigating the war by giving fals<

information and inflammatory advice to British officials and wher

they used this charge and others without greater validity to justify

expropriation of Tory property and banishment of its owners.

As war continued patriot feeling against the Tories, already higl

in 1775, steadily mounted, reaching a peak after the Loyalists begai

to take up arms. Washington, Franklin, and Governor Willian

Livingston of New Jersey, men who were generally cool and mod

17 It must be admitted that the careers of those who went into exile wer

interrupted and that they had fewer opportunities to develop and to displa

their gifts.
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crate, inveighed against them. The patriots even refused the services

of schoolmasters, physicians, and merchants inactive in politics and

warfare and inoffensive except for their Tory principles; and they

continued to employ mob violence against the active Loyalists until

after the end of the conflict. As early as January, 1776, the Conti-

nental Congress recommended that Tories be permitted neither to

speak nor to write against the patriot regime; on November 27,

1777, it urged the states to seize and sell their property and to

lend the proceeds to the central government.

The state legislatures needed no prodding from Congress. They

placed upon the statute books and enforced hundreds of laws re-

pressing and punishing the Loyalists. The states deprived them of

citizenship by requiring oaths of allegiance which they could or

would not take. Not citizens, they lost the right to vote. They were

denied access to the courts, were stripped of freedom to speak and

to print, and in some states were even barred from the legal and

teaching professions. Heavy fines and special taxes were imposed

upon them; and they were confined to their homes or moved from

them as patriot authorities dictated. The most grievous penalties

imposed upon them were confiscation of property and banishment.

Early in 1777 every state except South Carolina and Georgia

undertook to chastise as traitors those who actively supported

Britain. Acceptance of a royal commission, enlistment in the British

army, or an attempt to persuade another to enlist, were proofs of

treason. The penalties were death and forfeiture of property.
18

Thousands of trials followed, and many "caterpillars of the com-

monwealth" were found guilty and punished. It was impolitic, of

course, to put to death captured Tories clad in royal uniforms, lest

the British retaliate. Tory civilians were to a degree similarly pro-

tected, for their brethren were likely to exact life for life. Moreover,

the infliction of the extreme penalty upon them, except for espion-

age, was regarded by many patriots as an atrocious injustice. In

Philadelphia in 1778 the execution of two Loyalists, one of whom

had guided Howe at Brandywine, called forth vigorous protests.

That few Tory civilians were put to death is also explained in part

by the flight of thousands of the more enterprising and the more

conspicuous into the British lines.

If the Loyalists, except for those bearing arms, almost invariably

*8 Van Tyne, Loyalists, chap. 12.
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preserved their lives, they frequently lost their property. Patriot

leaders believed that they could finance the war, at least in part, by

taking and selling their lands, homes, slaves, cattle, shops, and

goods ;
and those same possessions caught the eyes of Americans who

coveted them for themselves. Seizure and sale became common-

place. The state treasuries profited, and so did many patriot ci-

vilians, the clever and the unscrupulous among them finding splen-

did bargains. The value of the seized Tory property cannot be

precisely ascertained, but it was several million pounds.

Forfeiture of lands and goods was often accompanied by banish-

ment. After 1777 eight states formally expelled the active^-and

wealthy Loyalists, with or without trial. In the other states the

same end was achieved by indirect legal methods. And everywhere

Tories unnerved by extralegal threats and violence sought safety in

flight before official action could be taken against them. The exodus

began before Lexington and continued throughout the war. They
fled in every direction, north to Halifax, west to Niagara and

Detroit, south to St. Augustine and the West Indies. Some went

directly to England. Many first found refuge in towns of the thir-

teen states occupied by British troops Boston, Newport, New

York, and Charleston. Later these again moved to escape the

patriots, thousands of them being evacuated with the redcoats from

New York and Charleston at the end of the war.

The sorrows of the Loyalist exiles were many. Early in the war

they expected to return triumphantly behind conquering British

regiments. Without homes or means they subsisted as they could,

in part through the bounty of British generals. They did not ordi-

narily enlist in British service, since they felt that the King did not

need them. Often they were looked down upon by insular-minded

Englishmen as unreliable colonials little better than the patriots

themselves. Their British allies did not eagerly seek their help, yet

censured them for failing to take up arms. As time went on, how-

ever, Loyalist refugees increasingly arrayed themselves for battle,

especially after it had become apparent that the King's soldiers and

sailors could hardly win without them. Some, perhaps not many,

joined the British army and navy. Others, performing services not

so useful, enrolled themselves as militiamen, doing temporary and

occasional duty, especially in the vicinity of New York and in the

far South. Thousands enlisted in "provincial" regiments officered
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by the Loyalists themselves and equipped like British regulars. These

troops, acquiring discipline and experience, fought valiantly for

their people and the empire in the later years of the war, especially

in the South.

In the end the sufferings and sacrifices of the Loyalists were in

vain. The majority, accepting the military verdict of the War of

Independence as decisive, chose to remain in the United States and

to share the destiny of their patriot neighbors. But perhaps

100,000
19 became exiles, either because they were banished or

because they refused to submit to the new order. Eleven hundred

are reported to have accompanied the British when they evacuated

Boston in 1776; nine thousand left Charleston and a similar num-

ber sailed from New York in 1783 with the departing redcoats.

About half of the exiles eventually settled in Canada especially

Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, and Ontario the remainder in the

Bahamas, the British West Indies, and Great Britain.
20 In Canada

they labored to build new homes as their ancestors had in the Thir-

teen Colonies. Because of them Canada became British as well as

French, and Canadian loyalty to the empire was confirmed. The

memory of their devotion to Britain, their sufferings, and their

achievements, pridefufly nourished by the society of the United

Empire Loyalists, lives on in the Dominion.

Hard though their lot was, the Tories were generously treated by
a grateful mother country. British commanders in America were

unable to do much for them, but the home government opened its

purse. The Treasury began to pay temporary pensions to needy

Loyalists early in the war. By 1782 the annual appropriation for the

Loyalists had mounted to more than 70,000. These grants were

sometimes given to those who could exercise political influence

rather than to the deserving. Permanent pensions were later created

for those who had lost offices, and almost 3,300,000 was awarded

to 4,118 persons as compensation for property losses.
21 As much

again was spent to assist the Tories to establish themselves in

Canada. Many were thus enabled to begin a new life. Loyalists

i* The figure is commonly given. It is probably too large.

20 Wilbur HL Siebert, "The Dispersion of the American Tories," Mississippi

Valley Historical Review, I (1914), 185-197.
21 Claims for property loss were presented to the British Loyalist commission

by 5,072 persons. The claims of 954 were abandoned. The total amount asked

by the Loyalists was 8 million.
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were also given offices in the colonies; and those who had held com-

missions in Tory regiments at least occasionally obtained permanent

rank in the British army.
The expatriates in Canada, largely from the Northern states,

were stricken by homesickness and regretted losing the sweets of

Canaan. Those who found refuge in England were often as not

unhappy souls. The distant England to which in the days of pros-

perity they had offered devotion was not the England which they

saw in adversity. There they were rather despised by thoughtless

persons who looked upon them as inferior colonials. Some were

exasperated by disparaging remarks about Americans, which they

took as personal affronts. One such, Samuel Curwen, who was

firmly opposed to American independence, was provoked to write

in December, 1776:

It is my earnest wish the despised Americans may convince these

conceited islanders, that . . . our continent can furnish brave soldiers

and judicious and expert commanders, by some knock-down irrefrag-

able argument; for then, and not till then, may we expect generous or

fair treatment. It piques my pride . . . to hear us called "our Colonies,

our Plantations/
9 ... as if our property and persons were absolutely

theirs, like the "villains" and their cottages in the old feudal sys-

tem. . . .**

When Curwen learned after the war that he would not be molested

in Salem, his former residence, he returned "home." Stephen

Kemble, British army officer and brother-in-law of General Gage,

came back to his native New Jersey to spend his last years. Joseph

Stansbury, Loyalist poet, was unhappy in Nova Scotia. He wrote:

Believe me, love, this vagrant life,

O'er Nova Scotia's wilds to roam,
While far from children, friends, or wife,

Or place that I can call a home,

Delights me not; another way
My treasures, pleasures, wishes lay.

28

Stansbury, though not permitted to return to his former residence

in Philadelphia because of patriot resentment there, was allowed to

settle in New York. Other Tories came back to America. If she had

misbehaved, they loved her nevertheless.

*2 George A. Ward (ed.), Journal and Letters of Samuel Curwen . . . (4th

ed., Boston, 1864), p. 97.

sswinthrop Sargent (ed.), Loyal Verses of Joseph Stansbury and Doctor

Jonathan Odell . . . (Albany, 1860), p. 90.



CHAPTER 15

Savannah to Yorktown

SPOKESMEN
for the Loyalists, insistent throughout the War of

Independence that they formed the bulk of the population of

the thirteen states, were stanch in asserting their eagerness to take

up arms for Britain in areas as yet untouched by British troops.

When the redcoats were in Boston, they were told they would be

welcomed with open arms in New York; on Manhattan, they were

informed that the Tories in New Jersey and Pennsylvania would

rise as soon as they should appear; in Philadelphia, it was said that

the supported of the crown in Maryland and Delaware needed

only minimal assistance to throw off the yoke imposed upon them

by their patriot neighbors. Disillusioning experience had convinced

British commanders in America by 1778 that the Loyalists exag-

gerated both their numbers and their will to fight. As they moved

into the American interior they had found themselves surrounded

by hostile militia rather than throngs of allies. In England, however,

it was easier to accept Loyalist assertions at face value. At least Lord

George Germain pretended to have faith in them. Such faith in part

prompted the British invasion of the Southern states which began

in the fall of that year. According to proponents of this plan, the

Tories of the far South were both numerous and belligerent. More-

over, the states of Georgia and South Carolina were sparsely settled

and so inaccessible by land routes from the north that the patriots

would encounter serious difficulties in sending reinforcements to

them. On the other hand, they could be easily reached by sea, there

were British forces at St. Augustine which could be employed, and

227
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the British could expect some help from the Creek and Cherokee

Indians. Accordingly, in March, 1778, when the British were forced

to modify their immediate objectives in America, Sir Henry Clinton

was instructed to mount an offensive in that area. In August

Germain confirmed the order. Clinton was to assail Georgia, and if

possible South Carolina.

There were risks, of course, in such a venture, greater risks than

Germain knew. The patriots in the South might prove to be dan-

gerous antagonists, and the French navy might cut off the British

avenue of retreat. Nevertheless, in the fall of 1778, even though he

was forced to send a large detachment to the West Indies to attack

the French colony of St. Lucia, Clinton undertook the Southern

campaign. When all was quiet at New York because of the ap-

proach of winter and the departure of D'Estaing, he ordered

Lieutenant Colonel Archibald Campbell to lead 3,500 men to

Georgia. There he was to join General Augustine Prevost, who was

to move northward from St. Augustine with two thousand troops.

On December 23 Campbell landed near Savannah, which was

weakly held by Major General Robert Howe, who commanded

under Congress in the South. Howe had available South Carolina

and Georgia Continentals and militia less numerous than Camp-
bell's force. Without waiting for Prevost, Campbell attacked the

city and easily captured it on December 29. Shortly afterward

Prevost made his appearance from Florida, and Augusta fell to the

British on January 29, 1779. Within litde more than a month

Georgia had passed under British control. This stunning success

was so impressive in London that Sir James Wright, the last

royal governor of Georgia, was sent back to Savannah to resume his

duties. He was able to maintain a British civil regime there for

about three years.

General Benjamin Lincoln, sent south by Congress to replace

Howe, did his best to deprive Governor Wright of territory to

govern. Virginia and North Carolina rushed militia to join him.

Gathering in South Carolina some six thousand men, of whom one

thousand were Continentals, he made two attempts to reconquer

Georgia. The first ended in defeat at Briar Creek, fifty miles above

Savannah; the second was interrupted by a swift counterstroke of

Prevost. As Lincoln crossed the Savannah River and marched

against Augusta, Prevost moved northward to Charleston. On May
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12 the British General demanded the surrender of that town. The

civil authorities were disposed to treat with him, hoping to make

Charleston neutral ground, its fate to be determined eventually by

the progress of the war elsewhere. This course was favored despite

the fact that the city was then rather well fortified, despite the

presence within it of three thousand armed men as many as the

British without. The approach of Lincoln, hurrying back to the

rescue, saved Charleston. Prevost withdrew to Savannah before

superior numbers. By June, 1779, summer heat had ended all mili-

tary activity. Prevost had not conquered Charleston, but he firmly

dominated Georgia.
That summer the Southern situation was viewed with alarm by

the more intransigent patriots. Lincoln, Governor John Rutledge of

South Carolina, and other patriots besought D'Estaing to come

from the West Indies to their assistance. Although Washington was

counting on the French Admiral's joining forces with him for a

major stroke in the North, D'Estaing chose to respond to the pleas

from Charleston. Early in September he appeared off Savannah

with his fleet and about four thousand troops. With Lincoln he

undertook to besiege the town, since Prevost had strongly fortified

it. Prevost made a stout defense. Finally, on October 9, because part

of D'Estaing's fleet was needed in the West Indies, the Franco-

American allies determined to force a quick decision and attacked

the British entrenchments. They were beaten back, suffering more

than eight hundred casualties. Eleven days later the siege was aban-

doned and D'Estaing sailed for France.1 Successful in the West

Indies, he had participated in three Franco-American joint opera-

tions, all of which were miserable failures.

Now began the great trials of the Southern patriots. The appear-
ance of D'Estaing in American waters led Clinton to evacuate

Rhode Island; the news of D'Estaing's defeat and departure
enabled him to attack South Carolina in great force. Entrusting the

defense of New York to the veteran soldier Baron Knyphausen,
Clinton sailed southward in December with eight thousand troops.

He was accompanied by a fleet under Admiral Marriot Arbuthnot.

A Cape Hatteras storm scattered the transports and warships and

compelled the destruction of all cavalry horses, but the army and

1 There is an excellent account of the siege in Alexander A. Lawrence,
Storm over Savannah . . . (Athens, Ga., 1951).
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the fleet gathered south of Charleston early in February, 1780, and

began a leisurely and orderly advance against it. Meanwhile Clinton

secured reinforcements from New York, and Lincoln gathered at

Charleston more than five thousand men, including two thousand

Continentals, among whom were North Carolina and Virginia

troops sent to help him by Washington. The city was fortified

against attack either by land or by sea. However, on April 1 Clinton

began formal siege operations from the land side against patriot

fortifications between the Ashley and Cooper rivers, $nd steadily

pushed forward; and Arbuthnot's fleet, sailing past Fort Moultrie

on April 8 with very small loss, anchored within cannon shot of the

shore. From the moment of Clinton's appearance Lincoln had

doubted the wisdom of trying to defend the city. It was now ap-

parent that it could not be held. He had kept open an avenue of

escape across the Cooper River to the northward, by which a part

of his forces might have escaped. Stirred by pleas of the civilian

authorities that the defense be continued, he delayed his withdrawal.

On April 14 Banastre Tarleton executed his first great exploit of the

war, surprising and driving off patriot militia protecting Lincoln's

escape route. Ten days later the British captured Haddreffs Point

opposite Sullivan's Island. The fall of Charleston became then

almost inevitable. On May 7 Fort Moultrie surrendered, followed

five days afterward by Lincoln and all his forces.

The loss of Charleston, over five thousand men, and three hun-

dred cannon was a heavy blow to the patriots, one of the most

severe strokes they had suffered in the war. At the end of May
Clinton was forced to return to New York because of the approach

toward Newport of a French fleet and army under Admiral du

Ternay and the Comte de Rochambeau, but he left behind Lord

Cornwallis, eight thousand men, and a South Carolina seemingly

subjugated. After the surrender of Charleston Tories in the interior

of the state flocked to the British colors, most of them, to be sure,

eager to fight against the French and Spanish rather than against

their neighbors.
2 Downcast patriots, offered a choice between

spoliation and taking an oath of allegiance to the King, pledged

their loyalty to him by hundreds. British troops occupied forts

^Bernhard A. Uhlendorf (ed.), The Siege of Charleston . . . , University

of Michigan Publications in History and Political Science, XII (Ann Arbor,

1938), 419.
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throughout the state without meeting serious resistance. For a

moment a joyful Clinton counted South Carolina and Georgia as

securely regained for the crown. Arrangements were even made to

send back to Charleston, as royal governor, William Bull, a re-

spected Carnlinian and Loyalist. Indeed, Clinton before his de-

parture declared, "In short if a French or Spanish fleet does not

interfere I think a few works if properly reinforced, will give us all

between this and Hudson's River. ... I leave Lord Cornwallis

here in sufficient force to keep it against the world, without a

superior fleet shews itself, in which case I despair of ever seeing

peace restored to this miserable country."
8

Many patriots were inclined to agree that they had lost at least

the far South. In June there was a widely spread rumor that the

Continental Congress was about to make peace, abandoning to

Britain the two southernmost of the thirteen states. But the Congress

resolved on June 23 unanimously "That this Confederacy is most

sacredly pledged to support the liberty and independence of every

one of its members; and ... will unremittingly persevere in their

exertions ... for the recovery and preservation of any and every

part of these United States that has been or may hereafter be in-

vaded or possessed by the common enemy."
4

It became evident

before long that the British would find it extremely difficult to hold

Southern areas they had not fully conquered.

If two hundred Charleston men congratulated Clinton upon his

capture of the city, if there were Tories in numbers in the South

Carolina back country eager to fight for the crown, if there were

many in the state seeking to be neutral, still there was in it a very

hard core of patriot resistance. The patriots of both South Carolina

and Georgia turned to guerrilla warfare. Under the leadership of

the astute and courageous Francis Marion, Thomas Sumter, Andrew

Pickens, and other partisan leaders they soon were bedeviling

British and Tory detachments by attacks in dark, dawn, and day-

light. Before long many who had been disposed to accept British

victory were so angered by the depredations of the Tories that they

allied themselves to the patriots. Moreover, help continued to come

8 Clinton to William Eden, May 30, 1780, Sir Henry Clinton Papers, in

"William L. Clements Library, University of Midiigan.
* Worthington C. Ford et al. (eds.), The Journals of the Continental Con-

gress, 1774-1789 (34 vols., Washington, 1904-37), XVII, 554.
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to them from the northward. In April Washington and the Conti-

nental Congress put in motion from New Jersey the Maryland and

Delaware Continentals, about fourteen hundred men, and a small

force of artillery. Led by the Baron de Kalb, these forces reached

North Carolina in June. On July 25 they were joined by Horatio

Gates, who had been appointed by the Congress to Lincoln's post,

without Washington's approval.

Although his army was suffering from lack of food Gates said

it was in "inconceivable" distress
5 he immediately ordered an

advance by the most direct route through poor, ravaged, and hostile

country against a British post at Camden, South Carolina. His

officers protested, urging a circuitous march to the westward

through rich territory dominated by the patriots. Gates insisted, for

he hoped to capture Camden before it could be reinforced. His

command, punished by both hunger and dysentery, moved sullenly

southward. It was reinforced on the march by eight hundred

Virginia and twelve hundred North Carolina militia. It was some-

what weakened, however, when Gates sent out one hundred Conti-

nentals and part of his militia on August 13 to assist Sumter in an

attack on a British supply train approaching Camden from Charles-

ton. Gates was then encamped thirteen miles north of Camden.

Simultaneously Lord Cornwallis, summoned to his aid by Lord

Rawdon, commander at Camden, arrived there with British re-

inforcements.

At ten o'clock on the night of August 15 Gates began a forced

march toward Camden; at ten o'clock on the night of August 15

Cornwallis set out from that place to attempt a surprise attack. To

their mutual astonishment they met on Saunder^s Creek early in

the following morning. Gates then discovered that Cornwallis had

joined Rawdon. Cornwallis had more than 2,200 men, about two-

thirds of them regulars; Gates could muster over three thousand,

but of these no more than one-third were Continentals. The two

armies, after preliminary firing, faced each other in an open forest

with swamps at both sides. The British were. at a disadvantage in

position because Saunder's Creek lay directly in their rear and cut

off their retreat. A council of war called by Gates decided to fight.

After daylight, as the British began to advance toward his right

5
Julian P. Boyd et al. (eds.), The Papers of Thomas Jefferson (6 vols. to

date, Princeton, 1950 ), III, 524.
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wing, composed of Continentals, Gates ordered the Virginians on

his left wing, made up of militia, to attack. The Virginians moved

forward hesitatingly and in disarray. Gornwallis saw his oppor-

tunity, assailed them, and quickly drove them back. They fled in

wild disorder, carrying with them most of the North Carolinians,

along with Gates. Cornwallis then turned most of his forces against

the Continentals. These fought desperately, and very effectively for

a few minutes, but soon were outflanked on their exposed left and

overwhelmed by numbers. Finally they fled, leaving behind them

De Kalb mortally wounded. Riding rapidly, Gates reached Char-

lotte, North Carolina, sixty miles distant, the following night. His

men, followed by cavalry under Tarleton, trailed on behind. Ten

days afterward Gates was able to muster at Hillsborough only seven

hundred men. In the battle the British had suffered more than

three hundred casualties; but those of the Americans, chiefly among
the precious Continentals, were possibly twice as great.

6

It has been said that Camden was eHhe most disastrous defeat

ever inflicted upon an American army"
T and that Gates lost as the

result of it North Carolina if not Virginia and his whole army.
8

That the triumph of Cornwallis was a jarring blow to the patriots

is not to be questioned; yet its importance has frequently been in-

flated. It did, however, make possible a British invasion of North

Carolina in much the same fashion that the capture of Fort Wash-

ington in 1776 exposed New Jersey. Cornwallis pushed on into

North Carolina as he had across New Jersey almost four years

earlier, and again in the end met failure. Upon leaving Charleston

Clinton had instructed his venturesome subordinate above all to

hold that city. Clinton wished to retain the recent conquests and to

avoid expensive operations which might lead to the collapse of

British power in the South. Cornwallis, however, believed that

North Carolina might easily be overrun and that the cost of such

an invasion would not endanger Charleston. Even before Camden
he was planning this step.* He had asked Clinton to assist him by

6 For a good account of the battle of Camden and of events immediately pre-

ceding see Christopher L. Ward, The Delaware Continentals 1776-1783 (Wil-

mington, 1941), pp. 332-355, 531-535. The author is, however, too severe in

his condemnation of Gates. Useful contemporary descriptions of the battle are

published in Jefferson Papers, III, 558-559, 594-597.
7 John Fiske, The American Revolution (2 vols., Boston, 1891), II, 197.

* Ward, Delaware Continentals, p. 364.

William B. Willcox, "The British Road to Yorktown: A Study in Divided

Command,*' American Historical Review, LII (1946), 6-7.
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sending a force to the James River in Virginia to create a diver-

sion.
10

Camden, and a smashing defeat inflicted by Tarleton upon
Sumter two days later, confirmed his resolution.

On September 7 Cornwallis marched northward toward Char-

lotte, reaching that town without encountering opposition, but the

North Carolina Tories, whose support he had sought, appeared

only in small numbers to help him. Before a month had passed he

must have doubted that he could break down American opposition

and establish contact with British troops in Virginia. In any case,

he was soon compelled to retreat. At Charlotte on October 7 he

learned that an auxiliary force of eleven hundred New York and

South Carolina Tories advancing parallel to his own army was

hard pressed; shortly afterward he learned it had been destroyed.

Major Patrick Ferguson, leading the Tories and pursuing patriot

militia, suddenly became the pursued. Riflemen of the Virginia and

North Carolina backwoods, including detachments from the new

settlements in East Tennessee, nine hundred in all, followed him

to Kong's Mountain in northern South Carolina. There on the

seventh the riflemen surrounded him. They swarmed up the lofty

hill. Three times Ferguson's men drove them back with bayonet

charges. Then Ferguson fell, the resistance of the Tories crumbled,

and they surrendered. In little more than an hour 224 had been

slain and the remainder wounded or captured. On learning the

news Cornwallis retraced his steps southward, his men plagued by

hunger and patriot militia. He took post south of Camden, remain-

ing there almost three months, an interval punctuated by strokes of

the South Carolina patriot guerrillas.

Cornwallis might well have avoided further excursions into the

interior of North Carolina, but he was joined early in January,

1781, by 2,500 regulars under General Alexander Leslie sent to his

aid by Clinton. As a result, Cornwallis had perhaps four thousand

men available for an offensive movement. About the same time the

British General learned that Clinton had sent Benedict Arnold with

another British force of twelve hundred men to Virginia. Once

again the patriot line of communications to the northward was to

be threatened. Undaunted by his recent failure, Conxwaflis resolved

to return to North Carolina.

10 Benjamin Franklin Stevens (ed.), The Campaign, in Virginia, 1781 . . .

(2 vols., London, 1888), I, 237-239.
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Meanwhile the American army in the South had reoccupied

Charlotte and had acquired a new leader, the fourth within two

years. The new commander was Nathanael Greene. Reports of

Camden caused the Continental Congress to recall Gates and to ask

Washington to appoint his successor. Washington immediately chose

Greene, who accepted the appointment and assumed command at

Charlotte on December 4, 1780.
11 He had hitherto won no great

battles, and he was to win none. Courageous, sanguine, active, and

ingenious by nature, he had acquired through experience caution

and steadiness in the face of adversity. He has occasionally been

described as superior in both strategy and tactics to Washington; it

is unlikely that any other American general could have surpassed his

achievements in the South.
12 When he accepted his new post, he

expressed a hope that he might check the British in that area. At

Charlotte he found only fifteen hundred troops, more than a third

of them militia. He also found there, however, General Daniel

Morgan, who had recently re-entered the Continental service; and

Light-Horse Harry Lee and his raiding corps were about to join

him.

Greene could not stand against Cornwallis in battle but never-

theless took the offensive. Dividing his men, he sent one part under

Morgan to the southwest and the other to the southeast. He planned

to harass Cornwallis' flanks and communications. Well aware that

Cornwallis might turn against and destroy either part or both, he

relied on the quickness of movement of the patriots to avoid de-

struction. To make possible a rapid retreat, even to Virginia, he

had Colonel Edward Carrington and Thaddeus Kosciuszko collect

boats and otherwise prepare for speedy crossings of the major

streams of North Carolina. This novel strategy puzzled Cornwallis.

He sent Tarleton with one thousand men after Morgan. Tarleton

caught him at the Cowpens on January 16, 1781, in an open wood

with unprotected flanks and the Broad River at his back. Morgan's

position was bad, but his numbers were equal to those of his op-

11 Gates drew the appropriate conclusion from his defeat at Camden. He
wrote to Jefferson, "Slow, and I hope sure, will be our next attempt." Jefferson

Papers, III, 650. He was left without command for many months and was not

again given an independent one.
12 Although Greene has been the subject of several biographies, his career

has not been closely and impartially examined. It is difficult, if not impossible,

to weigh his talents against those of Washington.
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ponent and his troops were superbly arranged. On the following

morning Tarleton attacked and pushed back two lines of American

riflemen, not without suffering losses. But the militia fled by a

prearranged route, and when Tarleton advanced to complete his

victory he was driven back by a steady line of Maryland and Dela-

ware Continentals supported by William Washington's cavalry. The

Americans, including the militia, who returned to the field, then

counterattacked and routed the British. At least six hundred of

Tarleton's command were killed, wounded, or captured. Morgan's

losses were relatively small.

Had Cornwallis been a cautious man, the British defeat at the

Cowpens, "a very unexpected and severe blow," as he described

it,
18 would have led him to abandon all thought of invading North

Carolina. Instead he hurried after Morgan, who retreated north-

ward. Determined that the Americans should not escape, Corn-

wallis destroyed all his heavy baggage in order to move the faster.

However, Greene managed to draw back both of his contingents

beyond Cornwallis' reach and to effect a junction at Guilford

Court House. With Cornwallis in hot pursuit, he then fled across

the Dan River into Virginia. There he was reinforced by four

hundred Continentals and by large bodies of militia who gathered

to meet the pressing danger. Further help for Greene was near at

hand. But the British prospects seemed less favorable. Arnold had

made little progress into Virginia. Accordingly Cornwallis chose not

to follow. He retired to Hillsborough, where he rested his army and

called the North Carolina Tories to his aid. Some three hundred

joined him. His regular now numbered hardly more than two

thousand.

From Virginia Green promptly took the offensive, moving back

into North Carolina. At Guilford Court House on March 15 he

offered battle on ground he had carefully chosen. Cornwallis ac-

cepted the challenge, perhaps gladly, even though he was faced by

more than 1,700 Continentals and at least 2,800 militia.
14 Greene's

arrangements were much like those of Morgan at Cowpens, two

lines of militia with the bulk of his Continentals in their rear.

Cornwallis, like Tarleton, attacked; and again the militia fled. But

18 Campaign in Virginia, I, 355.

* Estimates of the number of Greene's militia range as high as 3,900. David

Schenck, North Carolina, 1780-1781 (Raleigh, 1889), p. 312.
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they continued their flight far beyond the field. Moreover, Corn-

wallis had better fortune against the Continentals than his sub-

ordinate. Though unable to drive them from their positions, he

withstood American counter-assaults and finally forced the Conti-

nentals to retreat.

At Guilford Cornwallis won another victory, at the expense of

93 killed and 413 wounded. It was now apparent even to that bold

soldier that his triumphs in the Carolinas were empty. He could not

safely remain in the interior of North Carolina; his depleted army
was too weak even to risk defensive warfare there. He must move

elsewhere, and he did, not toward Camden and Charleston, but

rather to Wilmington. Unmolested by Greene, he reached that port

and thence marched off to Virginia and a meeting with destiny at

Yorktown.

Setting out for Virginia, Cornwallis did not leave South Caro-

lina and Georgia uncovered, for there were about eight thousand

British troops of one sort or another under Lord Rawdon in those

two states. Nevertheless, the British army in the far South had been

weakened by Cornwallis' operations. After his departure it consisted

largely of Tory "provincials" and militia, and was not strong

enough to hold more than seacoast bases. Greene saw his oppor-

tunity. Leaving to the patriots in Virginia and to the northward

the task of dealing with Cornwallis, he attacked the British in South

Carolina and Georgia. Marion, Sumter, Pickens, and Colonel

Elijah Clark of Georgia, working with Greene and also independ-

ently, inspired the patriots of the two states to great efforts. On
April 23 Fort Watson, one of seven British posts and forts ringing

Charleston and Savannah, was captured by Marion and Light-

Horse Harry Lee. Rawdon took the field to support his scattered

garrisons, and he attacked Greene near Camden, at Hobkirk's

Hill, two days later. The armies were equal in size, about fifteen

hundred men in each. Again Greene was defeated. Rawdon with-

stood the American onslaught and after a slugging match forced

the Americans to retreat. But, like Cornwallis after Guilford Court

House, he failed to follow, instead cautiously falling back toward

Charleston. It was impossible for him to maintain a long com-

munication line. The patriots then swarmed about and surrounded

the British garrisons at Forts Motte,
15

Granby,
1*

Orangeburg,

15 At the junction of the Congaree and Wateree rivers.
16 At modern Columbia.
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Augusta, and Georgetown, all of which were compelled to surrender

by June 20. Greene himself undertook to seize the British post at

Ninety-Six and as usual was repulsed. A Loyalist garrison there

fought desperately and was finally relieved after a month's siege on

Tune 20 by the approach of Rawdon, who had received reinforce-

ments from Ireland. Once more Greene fell back, and Rawdon

also. On July 3 Rawdon withdrew the Tories from Ninety-Six and

concentrated the bulk of his forces about Charleston. Within three

months after Cornwall departure for Virginia the British holdings

in the far South were reduced to Charleston, Savannah, and small

adjacent areas.
*

The tireless Greene was not yet content. In August, after receiv-

ing new troops from North Carolina men condemned to twelve

months' service as Continentals because they had misbehaved as

militia he advanced toward the South Carolina capital. At Eutaw

Springs on September 8 he was opposed by Colonel Alexander

Stuart, who had succeeded Rawdon. Each of the armies contamed

about 2,300 men. Green attacked, the battle swayed back and

forth, the British began to fall back, even abandoning their camp.

The tide turned against the patriots, however, when thirsty Conti-

nentals stopped to drink British rum to celebrate their victory. The

royal troops re-formed, counterattacked, and forced Greene to

retire. A fourth time defeated in the open field, he again profited.

The losses on both sides were heavy, but Stuart's reached almost 40

per cent. Thenceforth the British commander confined himself to

the defense of Charleston. Not strong enough to try to carry the

city, Greene hovered about it until the war came to a close. To the

end of the war the British dung to Charleston, Savannah, and St.

Augustine, but to no great purpose, since they were all abandoned

to the United States and Spain at the peace.

While the conquests of the British in Georgia and the Carolines

waxed and waned, they were driven from West Florida by Bernardo

de Galvez, the Spanish Governor of Louisiana, who consummated

the capture of the province by the seizure of Pensacola in May,

1781. Nor did the Southern Indian allies of the British have cause

at the conclusion of the conflict to celebrate their many scalpings.

Some of the warlike Creeks refused to fight against the Americans;

the others accomplished little; and their great chief Emistisiguo fdl

in battle in 1782 at the hands of the patriots near Savannah. The
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overrun by backwoodsmen, and their military power virtually

destroyed.
17 Below the southern boundary of Virginia the war

terminated disastrously for Britain. Had Cornwallis pursued the

cautious policy ordered by Clinton, the result in the Carolinas and

Georgia would scarcely have been altered, for the British could not

prevail against the combined forces of local patriots and Conti-

nentals. South Carolinians and Continentals contested for the credit

of their common triumph, which neither could have won without

the other.
18 The men of the line who held the British in check in

the open field and the men of the swamps and woods who inter-

rupted their communications and their sleep were equally indis-

pensable. There was sufficient glory for both.

While British dreams of victory below the Dan River faded,

Cornwallis brought the war to a decision in Virginia. On April 10,

1781, after retreating to Wilmington, he considered a plan to

return to the interior of North Carolina as soon as he could secure

reinforcements, but his heart was not in the project. Such an

offensive would probably end in failure. Moreover, he could not

quickly gather additional troops needed for the venture. Simul-

taneously, he was contemplating the conquest of Virginia, and urged

Clinton to concentrate his forces there, if necessary even to abandon

New York to accomplish this objective.
19 Two weeks later he set off

for Virginia with the remains of his army. By May 20 he was at

Petersburg. There he came into contact with Benedict Arnold's

army, recently enlarged by reinforcements sent by Clinton to Vir-

ginia under Major General William Phillips.
20 Cornwallis was the

senior officer, and he had been earlier given authority to issue com-

mands to the British contingents in the Old Dominion. Adding the

Phillips-Arnold forces to his own, and also three regiments from

New York which reached Petersburg on May 23, he had under him

more than seven thousand men.

"Elby Boosinger, "The Cherokees in the Revolutionary War,** Master's

thesis, in Love Library, University of Nebraska.
18 The Continentals were inclined to look down upon their comrades. Otho

Holland Williams, a Maryland officer, declared that the bulk of the inhabitants

of South Carolina and Georgia were "the most unprincipled, abandoned

vicious vagrants that ever inhabited the earth." Calendar of the General Otho

Holland Williams Papers . . . (Baltimore, 1940), p. 46.
w Campaign in Virginia, I, 399.
20

Phillips superseded Arnold in command in Virginia, but died shortly

before the appearance of Cornwallis,
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The news of Cornwallis' march to Virginia astounded Clinton.

He would have been pleased had Cornwallis appeared on the James

River after subjugating the Carolinas. He was unhappy because

Cornwallis had abandoned his troops in the far South and also

because he had concentrated an important part of the British army

in Virginia. The British commander in chief had undertaken opera-

tions on the Chesapeake for the purpose of carrying on raids, inter-

rupting American communications, and relieving the pressure on

Cornwallis in the Carolinas. He had also hoped eventually to use

the troops in Virginia as one arm of a pincers movement into the

valley of the lower Susquehanna and the peninsula between Dela-

ware and Chesapeake bays.
21 He had feared risking large forces in

Virginia which might be cut off by a French fleet in the Chesa-

peake Bay,
22 and that fear had doubtless been increased in the

preceding February when the French Newport squadron and

American forces in the Old Dominion attempted to trap Arnold.

The British navy had driven the French ships from the Chesa-

peake,
28 but it was possible that the French would return to the

bay and in greater strength.

Facing awkward problems posed for him in part by his aggres-

sive subordinate, Clinton resolved to do his best to meet them.

However, Jbe was not on good terms with Germain; he had quar-

reled with Admiral Arbuthnot; and he was expecting to be relieved

of his command at any moment.2* He failed to take a strong hand

with Cornwallis, who would in all probability succeed him. He

* Campaign in Virginia, I, 439-440, 444, 451-452, 454-455 460-462.

22 On April 23 Clinton described operations in Virginia as attended witfc

great risk, unless we arc sure of a permanent superiority at sea. He t^S
*

safer to hazard large forces north and east of Chesapeake Bay. Ibid., p. 459.

as On this preview of the Franco-American Yorktown strategy see Louis R.

Gottschalk, Lafayette and the Close of the American Revolution (Chicago,

1942) chap. 9; and William Willcox, "Rhode Island in British Strategy 1780-

1781,"' Journal of Modem History, XVII (1945), 318-321.
. .

2* In the spring of 1778, soon after Clinton became commander in chief,

Cornwallis was given a "dormant" commission which authorized him toassume

the supreme command if Clinton resigned or was unable to serve. The im-

portance of this "dormant" commission has sometimes been exaggerated. It was

intended to ward off a claim to inherit Clinton's authority by a German officer

superior in rank to Cornwallis. Charles Ross (ed.), Correspondence of Charles,

FM Marquis Cornwallis (3 vols., London, 1859), I 33 ^ conm^on
merely made certain that the American command would be held by the senior

British officer.
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repeatedly suggested to Cornwallis that he act offensively, prefer-

ably in conjunction with Clinton himself, against Pennsylvania;

alternatively, he should occupy a few posts in Virginia and send

the bulk of his men to New York.
25 He warned Cornwallis that

French ships might appear in major force in the Chesapeake. The

General in Virginia, given opportunity to debate with the General

in New York, did not fail to seize the opportunity. He refused to

move northward by land; and when Clinton ordered him to estab-

lish a base on the bay and to send troops not needed for its defense

to New York by water, he insisted that the base could not be held

with less than his whole army. Clinton, deferring to the judgment

of his subordinate, permitted him to keep his entire force.
26

For weeks strategy was debated. In the meantime Cornwallis

tried and failed to deal with the patriots in Virginia. Before his

arrival British commanders in the state had inflicted heavy punish-

ment with small forces. Jefferson as Governor had been unable to

mobilize the militia and to drive the invaders back to their ships.

Vigorous action on the part of Cornwallis might have crushed

American resistance there, at least temporarily. Steuben was near

Charlottesville collecting troops; Lafayette, sent with twelve hun-

dred men to the aid of Virginia by Washington, was at Richmond;
and Anthony Wayne with another one thousand men dispatched by

Washington was moving across Pennsylvania. Cornwallis drove

back Lafayette but did not, perhaps could not, prevent Wayne and

then Steuben from joining him. At Jamestown the British General

checked the combined patriot divisions under the Marquis. Raiding

parties which he sent out under Tarleton and John Graves Simcoe

penetrated far into the interior of the state. But Lafayette's army
was still in the field when Cornwallis began to erect fortifications

at Yorktown near the end of July, and it remained unmolested in

the field throughout August and into September while the British

General labored to build his base. Then Cornwallis was suddenly

besieged by almost overwhelming Franco-American forces.

While Clinton worried lest a great French fleet appear on the

^Clinton's strategy and his attitude toward Cornwallis are ably defended

in William Willcox, "The British Road to Yorktown: A Study in Divided

Command," American Historical Rtview, LII (1946), 10-15.
26 Clinton later claimed that Germain had ordered him not to weaken

Cornwallis' army. His assertion was widely accepted. It has been recently

proved that it is without basis in fact Ibid., pp. 19-20.
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American coasts, Washington, Franklin, and John Laurens, who

had been sent to Paris as a special emissary, urged the French to

dispatch such a fleet. Accordingly, Admiral de Grasse sailed from

Brest for the West Indies in the spring of 1781 with twenty warships

and orders to move in summer to the mainland, there to co-operate

with Washington and the French stationed at Newport. Receiving

the news, Washington and Rochambeau met in May at Wethers-

field, Connecticut, to ky plans for joint operations with De Grasse.

They decided to assail New York by land and sea.
Accordingly,

Rochambeau's troops, about five thousand in number, joined

Washington's in positions opposite Clinton's fortifications early in

July. The American commander also made arrangements to call

out the New England militia. However, Rochambeau, realizing

that an attack upon the British in Virginia might have a better

chance for success than one upon New York, pressed Washington to

alter his objective. At length the American General permitted him-

self to be persuaded. Washington and Rochambeau, together with

the Chevalier de la Luzerne, French Minister to the United States,

urged De Grasse to bring troops from the West Indies, and to come

to the Chesapeake. Washington kept in mind the alternatives of

joint operations against New York and Charleston. From Haiti

De Grasse promptly replied that he would proceed to the Chesa-

peake in August and that he would carry with him more than three

thousand French regulars from the West Indies. As good as his

word, he arrived at the entrance to the bay on the thirtieth of that

Washington learned of De Grasse' plans on August 14 and boldly

decided to transfer the bulk of the Franco-American army en-

camped in the environs of New York to Virginia in the hope of trap-

ping Cornwallis. He informed De Grasse and Lafayette of his plan,

warning the Marquis not to let the British General flee southward.

On August 21, leaving on the Hudson only ten regiments of Con-

tinentals and some militia under General Heath to occupy the

attention of the British at New York, he put in motion seven thou-

sand men, of whom five thousand were French troops. Almost

simultaneously the French squadron at Newport set out far the

Chesapeake. Most of Washington's command was beyond Phila-

delphia before Clinton could ascertain its destination. He wrote to
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Cornwallis on September 2: "By intelligence I have this day re-

ceived, it would seem that Mr. Washington is moving an army to

the southward/
5 2T He might then have assailed Heath, might have

secured control of the Hudson, but the advantages gained would

probably be only temporary should Cornwallis' army be lost. He

turned to thoughts of rescuing Cornwallis.

The land operations of the Franco-American plan were superbly

executed. Cornwallis remained immobile at Yorktown until Sep-

tember 7, when the troops carried by De Grasse joined Lafayette

and took positions covering the British base on the land side. The

British General was then confronted by a superior army. Knowing

that retreat by sea was doubtful, he might have made a desperate

attempt to cut his way either to New York or to Charleston and

safety; he did not. A week later it was probably too late even to try,

for Washington and his army, transported from Baltimore and

Annapolis down Chesapeake Bay, had reached Williamsburg. Corn-

wallis was then effectively penned against salt water by sixteen

thousand troops, half French and largely veterans. Behind these

were detachments of militia covering the roads in every direction.

K he was to be saved, he must be reinforced or evacuated by sea.

The French navy functioned with efficiency, and was assisted

by British bungling. As early as April Germain was aware that De

Grasse might appear off the coasts of the thirteen states; before the

end of June he knew that the French Admiral was scheduled to

reach those coasts in August. Yet he gave Clinton no explicit warn-

ing. Instead he assured him that the British fleet in the West Indies

under Admiral Sir George Rodney would counter De Grasse and

would if necessary follow him to the mainland. The burden of

maintaining British control of American continental waters thus

fell upon Rodney, who proved unequal to the task. Before the end

of July he knew De Grasse was about to sail for the Chesapeake,

but gambled that the French Admiral would leave some of his ships

in the Caribbean to protect the Bourbon island possessions.
He was

*7 Campaign in Virginia, II, 193.

** Francis Vinton Greene, in The Revolutionary War and the Military roltcy

of the United States (New York, 1911), p. 271, contends that Clinton, had he

possessed the vigor of U. S. Grant or Robert E. Lee, would have attacked Heath

and that the result might have been disastrous for the patriots. He overestimates

the value to the British of control of the Hudson and niinimizes the opposition

which Clinton would have met
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outguessed, for De Grasse boldly took his entire fleet of twenty-

eight vessels. On August 1 Rodney ordered Admiral Sir Samuel

Hood to the northward; he himself, in ill health, set out for England,

taking with him three ships of the line. He sent two more on convoy

duty to Jamaica, requesting Sir Peter Parker, in command there, to

put them in motion after Hood. He also suggested to Parker that

four ships of the line stationed at Jamaica be dispatched north-

ward. Without positive orders Parker did not act until too late.

Hood reached New York on August 28 with only fourteen war-

ships; he might then or soon afterward have had twenty or more.29

At New York Sir Thomas Graves, successor to Arbuthnot, had

seven ships of the line; with those of Hood fit for service, the

number mounted to nineteen. Ignorant of De Grasse' strength,

Graves, with Hood as second in command, hurried to the Chesa-

peake, hoping to intercept the Newport squadron before it could

join De Grasse. On September 5 he encountered De Grasse at the

mouth of the bay. The French Admiral attacked. The resulting

action was indecisive, but Graves felt forced to return to New York

eight days later. Meanwhile the Newport squadron slipped around

him and entered the bay, which thus came positively under French

control. The doom of Cornwallis was virtually sealed.

Clinton realized as early as September 7 that a crisis had arrived,

and he resolved to exert himself "to the utmost to save Lord Corn-

wallis."
80 He prepared to embark four thousand men for Virginia,

these to depart as soon as Graves had opened the Chesapeake. A
week later he received the news that the French could not be driven

from the bay. On September 23 he heard from Cornwallis: "If you

cannot relieve me very soon, you must be prepared to hear the

worst."
81

Through September and into October Clinton and

British officers at New York considered various plans to relieve him.

After returning from the Chesapeake Graves was gloomy about

* William B. Willcox, "The British Road to Yorktown: A Study in Divided

Command," American Historical Review, LII (1946), 1-35, particularly pp.

21-23, 34-35, ascribes the British disaster at Yorktown in considerable part to

the shortcomings of Rodney, but especially censures Cornwallis for getting him-

self and a large army into a position where they were dependent for their safety

upon the navy. Professor Willcox sees Clinton's conduct as less open to criti-

cism.
so Clinton to Germain, Sept. 12, 1781, Clinton Papers.

81 Campaign in Virginia, II, 158.



246 THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION, 1775-1783

projects
of forcing a passage into it and even more so about Ae

possibilities
of giving continued and adequate support to Bnteh

land forces pinned down on the peninsula. Fmally, after much
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delay and after receiving naval reinforcements, Graves set sail on

October 17 with a fleet no more than two-thirds the strength of

that of De Grasse. Accompanying him were Clinton and some seven

thousand troops. There was little chance that they could save Corn-

waffis, a big risk that they themselves would be defeated. As events
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turned out, they were to learn before reaching the bay that Corn-

wallis had surrendered on October 19, Disheartened, they turned

the fleet about and sailed back to New York.82

Gornwallis' position on the York River was weak. Part of his

men were at Gloucester, north of the river, the bulk at Yorktown

opposite. His fortifications were not strong, and many of his men

were unable to do duty because of sickness. On September 28 the

Franco-American army, well supplied with siege guns and engi-

neers, surrounded him on the land side. On October 6 the allies

opened a parallel against his works at Yorktown, five days later

another. In a night attack on the fifteenth they captured two British

redoubts, driving Cornwallis within his inner fortifications. Corn-

wallis had made only one sally. Now he planned an attempt to cut

his way out to the north through Gloucester. A storm intervened.

In any case it would doubtless have failed. He might have held out

for a week or ten days, until Graves and Clinton should appear; his

entrenchments might have been stormed before they could help

him. On October 17, four years to a day after the capitulation of

Burgoyne, he asked for terms. The surrender of all his forces was

demanded. He despondently agreed, and two days later he and

more than seven thousand men formally laid down their arms.

The war then virtually came to an end. Washington urged De

Grasse to join him in an attack upon New York, or upon Charles-

ton, but the French Admiral was needed in the Caribbean, and he

soon departed. He had done enough. Few besides George III be-

lieved after Yorktown that the thirteen states could be conquered
- by Britain. A British officer at New York hardly exaggerated when

he described the news of the surrender as "some of the blackest

tidings ever received from this country."
8S

2 Clinton afterward perfectly described the situation in a few words: ". . .

All depended on a fleet. S H Clinton was promised one Washington had one.'

* Mrs. E. S. Wortley (ed.), ^ Prim* Minister and His Son (New York,

1925), p. 173.



CHAPTER 16

The Path to Peace

A LTHOUGH the surrender of Cornwallis decisively put an end

J\. to major offensive efforts on the part of the British in North

America and so insured a victory for the patriots, the task of collect-

ing its fruits still lay before them. Would they insist upon and could

they achieve recognition of absolute independence? What would

they seek and obtain in the way of boundaries, fishing rights off

Nova Scotia and Newfoundland, privileges in trade with the British

Empire? The destiny of the United States was shaped in part by

soldiers in the field, in part by diplomats at the conference table.

The patriots proved to be as competent and fortunate in the conflict

of words as they had been in the contest of arms.

Had it been within the power of George III to prevent American

independence, the struggles and sacrifices of the patriots would

have been in vain. During the two years which followed the be-

ginning of hostilities with France Britain was threatened by invasion,

by revolt in Ireland, and even by national bankruptcy as the costs

of the war continued to mount;
1 meanwhile no progress was made

in the American war, and British possessions and bases in the West

Indies, the Mediterranean, Africa, and India were seized or en-

dangered. The discouraging outlook for England, combined with

high land taxes, whittled away the support which the King had

long received in the House of Commons from the independent

country gentlemen. In December, 1779, the leaders of the Opposi-

1 The British debt doubled as the consequence of the war.

248
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tiori agreed to sink their differences.
2 In April, 1780, they were able

to push through the Commons by a vote of 233 to 215 a trenchant

declaration "that the influence of the crown has increased, is in-

creasing, and ought to be diminished."
8
County associations and

committees of Whigs and Radicals, engines like those employed so

potently before 1775 by the Americans, were then springing up in

England.
Yet George did not despair. Previously he had offered to accept

some of the Whigs as members of the ministry, provided that they

undertook to fight for the preservation of the empire. Now he re-

peated that offer. In June the Lord George Gordon riots, which were

inspired by anti-Catholic fanaticism and which brought mob rule to

London for almost a week, made it possible for him to abandon ne-

gotiations with his internal foes. Reacting against the violence of the

religious zealots and released criminals who joined them, impressed by

the firmness of the King, who finally restored order by military force,

the public turned toward the camp of the monarch. The news of

the capture of Charleston and the victory of Camden gave added

impulse to the changing tide of opinion. The King and his sup-

porters exploited the favorable news and called a general election

for the autumn. George spent more than 100,000 in behalf of

friendly candidates and the ministry won a majority of more than

one hundred. Until the arrival of the news of Yorktown on Novem-

ber 25 the Opposition made little progress in the new Parliament.

Lord North, who had for years lacked faith in the King's policies

and his own administration, at first assumed that Yorktown was the

final blow.
4 The King, however, displayed a stubborn determination

which in another cause would have inspired admiration. The war

must be carried on, he insisted, "though the mode of it may require

alteration."
5 Once more North steeled himself to do his master's

bidding and sought to breast the storm which rose at Westminster.

2 H. Butter-field, George III, Lord North, and the People, 1779-80 (London,

8 William Cobbett (ed.), The Parliamentary History of England, 1780-1781

(36 vols., London, 1806-20), XXI, 347, 367.
.

* Sir Nathanael William Wraxall, The Historical and Posthumous Memoirs

of ... (5 vols., London, 1884, Henry B. Wheatley, ed.), II, 139, reports ^that

when he heard the news North exclaimed, "O God! it is all over!" It is at

least doubtful that these exact words were uttered by North.

5 Sir John Fortescue (ed.), The Correspondence of King George the Third

from 1760 to December, 1783 (6 vols., London, 1927-28), V, 304.
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To no purpose. The supporters of the King were downcast, the

Opposition was vehement, and the independent country gentlemen

under the leadership of Thomas Powis clamored for an end to the

American war. On December 12 Powis delivered a stunning blow,

a speech comparing the British Empire under George III to the

Roman Empire under Valentinian III and Honorius. Edward

Gibbon had the ironic experience of hearing the regime which he

himself supported witheringly castigated in his own majestic periods.

The ministerial majority sank to forty-one. With the reports of new

disasters early in 1782, it fell to nineteen. On February 11 the

resignation of Germain was announced. For his services to the

King he was made Viscount Sackville. Eleven days later a motion

to abandon efforts to coerce America was defeated by one vote; on

March 4 another to the same purpose was passed without a division.

The resignation of the North ministry was made known on March

20.

When George III failed in efforts to form a coalition govern-

ment, he prepared to abdicate.
6 But after sober second thought he

reluctantly accepted a ministry drawn almost entirely from the

Opposition. Buckingham became Prime Minister, Charles James

Fox and Shdburne the Secretaries of State. Both Secretaries had

diplomatic duties and powers, since Fox was placed in charge of

relations with Europe and Shdburne was given the responsibility of

dealing with America.7 The new Cabinet promptly dispatched Sir

Guy Carleton to New York to replace Clinton. He was instructed to

avoid offensive measures and to capitulate rather than to defend

himself against major attack. He was to conciliate rather than to

fight; he was to try to persuade the Americans to let him peacefully

withdraw the British forces from the thirteen states for service else-

where against the French and Spanish. Since the patriots could not

permit an undisturbed evacuation of the British army without

arousing France and Spain, it is dear that the Cabinet hoped not

only to create good will among them toward Britain but also to

insert a wedge between them and the Bourbons. At the same time

Shdburne sent Richard Oswald to Paris to open peace negotiations

with Benjamin Franklin, to foster Anglo-American amity, and to

.,..
7 The Colonial Secretaryship held by Hillsborough, Dartmouth, and Germain

was abolished.
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try to wean the patriots away from France. These measures were

not intended merely to divide Britain's enemies. Rockingham, Shd-

burne, and Fox still hoped that the Americans could be saved to the

empire, that they could be persuaded to accept some sort of union

with Britain. Carleton's maneuvers at New York deceived no one,

and he was not allowed tranquilly to embark his soldiers; British

diplomacy at Paris achieved a greater measure of success.

Certainly British hopes in 1782 of prying asunder the patriots

and the Bourbons were not without foundation, for the Americans

were quarreling with Spain and some of them distrusted France.

It will be recalled that the government of Charles III refused in

1778 to enter into an alliance with the United States and even to

recognize their independence. Spanish politicians had then feared

American republicanism and future American expansionism.
8 After

1778 Spanish officials in both the New World and the Old became

increasingly alarmed lest the patriots encroach upon the empire of

Castile, They saw Louisiana endangered; suspected American de-

signs upon the British colonies of East and West Florida which they

intended to secure for Spain; and perceived in the Mississippi River

an avenue of American aggression.
9
They therefore sought to limit

the United States on the west and the south, and if possible to con-

fine them to the territory east of the Appalachian Mountains. In

1780-81 Spanish troops occupied West Florida, seizing its ports

and penetrating into its hinterland;
10 and Spanish militia from St.

Louis captured the British post of St. Joseph in southwestern Michi-

gan, holding it for twenty-four hours, long enough for Madrid to

assert a claim by the right of conquest to the entire eastern bank of

the Mississippi.
11 Charles III persisted in refusing to recognize the

United States until Britain had done so, and his ministers used all

the arts of diplomacy to contain America and to keep her weak.

In fairness, it must be conceded that the Continental Congress

8 See pp. 182-186. . . __ ,

Samuel F. Bemis, Diplomacy of the American Revolution (New York,

en (ed.), Spain in the

Annual Report of the American Historical Association (1945), II (Washington,

1949^ 401

WM., p- 418; Bemis, Diplomacy, p. 102, note 17. For the military role

played by Spanish Louisiana in the war see John W. Caughey, Bernardo de

Galvez in Louisiana, 1776-17S3 (Berkeley, 1934), pp. 85-242.
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gave Spain cause for worry. In 1779, when the delegates prepared

to send one emissary to Europe to negotiate a peace treaty and

another to bid for a Spanish alliance, they debated at length the

terms to be proposed. It was suggested that the territory of the

United States should comprise the eastern third of North America,

including the Florida* as well as Canada, and that Americans be

guaranteed free use of the Mississippi. It was obvious, however, that

such objectives were incompatible with a Spanish alliance. In

August of that year the Congress determined to accept nothing less

than the Mississippi as a western boundary and to insist that Ameri-

can territory extend on the south to the line of latitude 31 between

the Father of Waters and the Chattahoochee River.
12 On Septem-

ber 17 it also resolved to offer to Spain a guarantee of the Floridas,

if Spain should acquire them in the war, in exchange for an alliance

and a pledge for the free navigation of the lower Mississippi.
18

When, early in the following year, John Jay appeared at Madrid

to push these proposals, along with a loan and a commercial treaty,

he was coolly received. Count Floridablanca conferred with him

informally, but patronizingly regarded
him as something of a beggar

and a nuisance. He gave the American small loans which supported

him at Madrid for more than two years and which helped Congress

to carry on the war.

Throughout 1780 Floridablanca refused to come to terms with

the United States, while at the same time he carried on long and

extended secret negotiations with Richard Cumberland, a British

agent. To Cumberland the Spanish Minister proposed as part of a

general peace settlement, not independence for the United States,

but a long-term truce between Britain and America, with the

parties maintaining control of the territories occupied by their

armed forces. According to this proposal, New York, Long Island,

Wilmington, Charleston, and Savannah would have been left in

British hands.14 In 1781, in accordance with new instructions from

Philadelphia, Jay expanded the American offer for an alliance to

included renunciation of the right of navigation on the lower Missis-

12 Worthington C. Ford et al. (eds.) The Journals of the Continental Con-

gress, 1774-1789 (34 vols., Washington, 190^-37), XIV, 920-921.

iIWa.,XV, 1084.
14 Samuel Bemis, The Hussey-Cumberland Negotiation and American Inde-

pendence . . . (Princeton, 1931), chap. 7.
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sippi;
15 but Floridablanca failed to seize what was actually a grand

opportunity for Spain, and Jay quickly withdrew the renunciation.

By that time he realized that the price of a Spanish alliance was

far greater than it was worth. Before he left Spain in May, 1782,

he also knew that the government of Charles III desired neither a

strong America nor American friendship; and he had learned that

France would lend little support to the patriots in disputes with the

dons.

The patriot leaders at home were also well aware long before

1782 that they could not count on the backing of France when their

interests clashed with those of Spain. Vergennes sought to reconcile

the conflicting aims of France's allies rather than to favor either

party. When he sent Conrad-Alexandre G6rard across the Atlantic

as the first French Minister to the United States before the en-

trance of Spain into the war he told the Spanish court that

G&rard would defend the interests of Spain in the New World as if

they were those of France. He instructed G&rard to -avoid the ap-

pearance of supporting that country but to do what he could

toward bringing to Spain the Floridas, Jamaica, and a share in the

Newfoundland fisheries. At the same time he assured the patriots

that the sole reason for French participation in the war was zeal for

the United States. In America Gerard, a trusted agent, undertook,

without orders from Versailles, but undoubtedly with full knowl-

edge of Vergennes's policies, to encourage Spain to come into the

war by holding out as bait for Spain a barrier region along the

eastern banks of the Mississippi to protect Louisiana. Ignoring the

presence of patriots on and near those banks, he proposed that

Spanish forces in Louisiana move eastward and sought to persuade

the Continental Congress to accept a western boundary short of the

Mississippi, a sacrifice he urged on the patriots in order to strengthen

the common enemies of Britain. It was a source of embarrassment

to Gerard that in the Franco-American alliance France had guaran-

teed the integrity of the possessions of the United States. He met

that difficulty by asserting that the guarantee did not apply before

*8 Franklin, with that insight into the future which he so frequently dis-

played, vigorously opposed this step. "Poor as we are, yet, as I know we shall

be rich, I would rather agree with them [the Spanish] to buy at a great price

the whole of their right on the Mississippi, than sell a drop of its waters. A
neighbour might as well ask me to sell my street door." Albert H. Smyth (ed.),

The Writings of Benjamin Franklin (10 vols., New York, 1905-07), VIII, 144.
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British recognition of American independence, a convenient inter-

pretation of the treaty not pleasing to all members of the Congress.
16

After Spain had come into the conflict Vergennes himself took

up the cudgels in behalf of her pretensions in America. He ordered

the Chevalier de la Luzerne, G&ard's successor, to insist that the

Florida* go to Spain at the peace and to push Spanish claims to

territory east of the Mississippi.
17 The Continental Congress,

although many of its members were desirous of placating France,

would settle for nothing less than the great river as a western bound-

ary, and the interference of France in behalf of her Bourbon ally

was keenly resented. A French request that the Americans moderate

their demands upon Britain for Newfoundland fishing rights also

irritated the patriots, especially since France was deeply interested

in securing similar rights for her own fishermen.

In the winter of 1780-81, at a time when Vergennes was plagued

by a dearth of French victories and a shortage of cash, he even con-

sidered a peace in which the patriots would receive no more than

Spain proposed for them a long-term trace between America and

Britain, with the latter holding the areas then occupied by her

forces. Such arrangements were dearly inconsistent with the pro-

visions of the Franco-American alliance; Vergennes would have

defended them on the basis of the necessities of France. That winter

Catherine the Great and Count Kaunitz, the Austrian Foreign

Minister, offered to mediate between the various combatants in

order to bring the war to an end, and to call a peace conference at

Vienna. Vergennes appreciated the fact that France could not

decently suggest "so painful" terms to the patriots; but once the

mediators brought them forward, France could accept them. In

the summer of 1781 the French Minister at Paris sounded out John

Adams, whom Congress had authorized to negotiate a peace.

Adams refused to go to Vienna unless the governments tendering

their "good offices" recognized American independence; nor would

16 Edward S. Gorwin, French Policy and the American Alliance of 1778

(Princeton, 1916), pp. 233-242, maintains that the guarantee, at least by im-

plication, went into effect when France entered the war, that France was

bound after 1778 not only to support the western boundary of the United

States at the Mississippi but also to defend American rights to navigation on

that stream below parallel 31. Tfce terms of the treaty are rather ambiguous.
*7 Henri Doniol, Histoire de la participation de la France & Vttablissement

des tats-Unis d'Amerique (6 vols., Paris, 1884^92), IV, 224^357.
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he consent to a truce with Britain until the redcoats had been with-

drawn from the thirteen states. Since Britain regarded such inter-

cession as meddlesome interference in her domestic affairs and since

Vergennes was not yet driven to extreme concessions, the attempted

mediation was abandoned. Adams had plumbed Vergeimes's

thought; not trustful by nature, thenceforth he was to be highly

suspicious of the maneuvers of the artful French Minister.
18

Though some members of Congress were disappointed that

France failed to uphold the claims of the United States against

those of Spain, to support the American stand on the fisheries and

the American designs upon Canada,
19 most patriot leaders stead-

fastly clung to the alliance of 1778 as a cornerstone of foreign policy.

Indeed, until the very end of the war the majority in Congress,

unlike some of its representatives in Europe, put great faith in the

friendship and altruism of "the great and good ally." Even the fact

that Vergennes looked upon the United States as a client failed to

arouse strong resentment. In August, 1779, when Adams was ap-

pointed as peace negotiator, he was instructed to govern his actions

in part "by the advice of our allies." In June, 1781, when Adams

was replaced by a commission consisting of Franklin, Jay, Henry

Laurens, Jefferson, and Adams himself, the commissioners were

ordered to insist only upon independence; as the result of pressure

from Vergennes and Luzerne they were told "to make the most

candid and confidential communications, upon all subjects to the

ministers" of France," to undertake nothing . . . without their

knowledge and concurrence; and ultimately to govern yourselves by

their advice and opinion . . ."
20

When Lord Shdburne sent Richard Oswald to Paris he acted

in response to a suggestion from Franklin; and it was Franklin who

acted for America in the early stages of the discussions which led to

the peace of 1783. Jefferson was distracted by the last illness and

death of his wife and declined to serve on the American com-

mission; Jay did not reach Paris from Spain until June 23; and

Adams, busily occupied in his efforts to secure a loan and in other

affairs at The Hague, did not arrive until October 26. Laurens, a

prisoner in the Tower of London at the beginning of tie negotia-

Bemis, Diplomacy, pp. 178-188.
i* Vergennes preferred that Canada remain in British hands.

* Continental Congress Journals, XX, pp. 651-652.
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tions, offered little assistance to his colleagues. He was sent by

Shdburne under parole to Holland to confer with Adams when

Oswald set out for Paris; soon afterward freed at the request of

Franklin, he pleaded illness and the death of his son John Laurens

in battle as reasons for failing to serve. He was not active on the

commission until its labors were almost at an end.
21

It was perhaps

to the advantage of the American people that the Sage of Phila-

delphia and Passy was for a time their sole negotiator; indeed,

although much has been said about the later contributions of Jay

and Adams to the success of the commission, it might have been

just as well had Franklin conducted all its business. Despite his age

Franklin's powers were undiminished, his vision was unclouded, his

personality was pleasing to the French and British as those of

Adams, Jay, and Laurens could never be. Shdburne was his long-

time friend; so also was Oswald, an dderly and rich merchant who

had profited from the African slave trade but who was neverthdess

liberal and catholic in viewpoint.

With respect to achieving agreement toward specific peace terms

Franklin and Oswald made no progress for many weeks. In part

this fact is explained by rivalry in the British Cabinet between Shd-

burne and Fox which retarded action in London; in part it arose

from the efforts of the British to isolate their enemies. While Frank-

lin and Oswald carried on their discussions, Thomas Grenville,

agent for Fox, dealt with Vergennes and also with Franklin. The

British representatives, attempting to revive Anglo-American ties of

friendship, strove to convince him that France did not have the

interests of the patriots at heart and to persuade him that America

would gain by bargaining separatdy and independently with the

mother country. Franklin did not bite at the bait. He displayed a

willingness to talk in confidence with the British, without the knowl-

edge of Vergennes, and in spite of the explicit instructions of Con-

gress. He insisted, however, as did Vergennes, that Anglo-American

and Anglo-French negotiations, though carried on separatdy, should

proceed simultaneously to a general peace settlement. Clinging

21 Laurens had been captured en route to Europe. Shelburne hoped to exploit

Laurens' awkward position as a prisoner to British advantage. Although the

South Carolinian was discouraged and sick and did not devote himself to busi-

ness, he seems to have remained faithful to American interests. George III

Corr., V, 487; David D. Wallace, The Life of Henry Laurens . . . (New York,

1915), pp. 390-419.
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firmly to the French alliance, Franklin hinted to the British that they

would find it to their own advantage to be generous to the patriots.

Conceding his ancient attachment to Britain, he suggested that

somehow or other at some vague time America and Britain might

be reunited, and intimated that the mother country could smooth

the way toward that end by making liberal concessions to an inde-

pendent America. This approach genuinely influenced Oswald

and his master Shdburne. It was the more effective because it was

not insincere; because Franklin sought the welfare of America first,

but also enduring peace and friendship between the United States

and Britain; because his supernational views did not bar eventual

Anglo-American reunion or an even broader federation of peoples.

The death of Rockingham on July 1 made possible more rapid

progress in the Anglo-American negotiations. Shdburne became

Prime Minister, and Fox resigned his post in a fit of jealousy. To a

degree America may have been the loser by the shake-up, since Fox

had been less averse to conceding independence than Shdburne.

However, the new Prime Minister, less circumscribed by serious

conflict in the Cabinet, had more authority behind him. His rise

to leadership resulted in a change in British representation at Paris,

Afleyne Fitzherbert replacing Grenville. Oswald, of course, con-

tinued his labors. Although Oswald lacked full
powers^

and despite

the fact that Parliament had failed to pass an act permitting a final

agreement, Franklin orally and informally proposed to him in July

terms which he personally fdt Britain should offer to the patriots.

Among them must be independence, a generously drawn American

boundary on the north, and "a freedom of fishing on the banks of

Newfoundland and elsewhere." Britain would do well also to admit

responsibility for the war, to give indemnity for destroyed patriot

property, to cede to the United States all of Canada, and to propose

freedom of trade between America and the British Isles. Franklin's

price for Anglo-American reconciliation and possible eventual

federal union was high, though not shocking to the broad-minded

Shdburne.
22 But the Prime Minister, clinging to a forlorn hope of

reconciliation within the British Empire, refused to recognize Ameri-

can independence before the signing of a peace treaty and brought

discussion of terms at Paris almost to a halt.

22 Gerald S. Graham, British Policy, and Canada 1774-1791 . . . (New York,

1930), pp. 41-52.
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Early in August Franklin and Jay, now working with him

learned that Oswald's formal commission would give him power

merely to deal with "any commissioner or commissioners" of the

"colonies or plantations" and that recognition of independence, if it

came, would be included in the treaty. This information disturbed

the Americans, who on August 10 consulted Vergennes. That

diplomat commented that the form of Oswald's papers meant noth-

ing and that recognition in the articles of peace ought to be suffi-

cient. Jay was then in the midst of discussions with Aranda, the

Spanish Ambassador at Versailles, concerning the conflict of Ameri-

can and Spanish interests west of the Appalachians. Long hostile to

Spanish aggrandizement in the Mississippi Valley and suspecting

Vergennes of favoring the interests of Spain against those of the

United States, Jay had found in the course of his talks with Aranda

that Spanish pretensions were vast and that Vergennes gave them

some support. Jay now became alarmed. He concluded that Ver-

gennes's advice was dictated solely by the interests of France and

Spain and that the French Minister was not even disposed to insist

upon American independence. In anger he immediately told

Oswald he would take part in no further negotiations until Britain

had officially conceded independence.

Continuing his talks with Aranda through August and into

September, Jay became ever more distrustful of France and Spain

and more and more eager to push American interests against those

of the Bourbons by dealing separately with Britain. Aranda at first

claimed for Spain not only the Floridas but the great bulk of the

territory between the Great Lakes, the Appalachians, and the

Mississippi. He would even have put some of the new American

settlements in Kentucky and Tennessee under the Spanish flag;

American dominion would have been limited by a zigzag line

running southward from the western end of Lake Erie.
28 When Jay

asserted the daim of the United States to the eastern bank of the

Mississippi above latitude 31 and also to free navigation below

that line, Aranda sought support from Vergennes, who offered him

the services of his secretary, M. de Rayneval. Rayneval and Aranda

then worked out a "compromise" which they presented to Jay as

the ideas of the French Minister. By this proposal the region be-

tween the Ohio and the Great Lakes was to remain British, and the

28 See Bexnis, Diplomacy, map opp. p. 216.
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area west of a staggered line running from the mouth of the Cum-

berland River to the eastern boundary of West Florida was to be

an Indian reservation under Spanish protection. Such arrangements

would have barred the United States from the "Old Northwest"

and the Mississippi and would have put under Spanish control the

state of Mississippi, most of Alabama, and large parts of Tennessee

and Kentucky.
24

Jay was not deceived by the maneuvers of Aranda and Rayneval.

When he learned on September 9 that Vergennes's secretary had

departed on a secret mission to London he concluded, correctly,

that Rayneval would urge French and Spanish interests at the

expense of those of the United States. He broke off discussions with

Aranda on the ground that the Ambassador lacked power to act;

and he told Franklin that an immediate and drastic countermeasure

was necessary. Franklin, though less fearful than his colleague of

the possible duplicity of Vergennes, had earlier agreed with Jay to

demand quick British recognition of independence in order to im-

prove the American bargaining position. He now joined Jay in an

offer to Britain which was not communicated to Vergennes and

which would hardly have received his approval. The two Americans

indicated to Oswald and to Shdburne that they would abandon

their demand for acknowledgment of independence forthwith if

American freedom were constructively admitted by a change in

Oswald's orders authorizing
him to deal with the commissioners,

not of the colonies, but of "the United States of America." They

made it dear that the patriots would not remain in the war to win

advantages for Spain, that they must have their share in the fisheries

regardless of the wishes of France; they argued that it was to

Britain's benefit that the United States extend to the Mississippi-

Britain could have free commercial entry into the transr-Allegheny

West by way of the great river and also the St. Lawrence; they

hinted that they might accept a separate peace, that Britain had an

opportunity to weaken the Franco-American alliance. To bring

** See ibid map opp. p. 218. It was once contended by American historians

that Clark's conquest of the Illinois country gave the United States a claim to

the "Old Northwest'
1 When it was pointed out that there were no American

military establishments north of the Ohio in 1782, it was argued that the

United States possessed a claim because they exercised at least a measure of

strategic control by reason of their forts on the south bank of the Ohio, particu-

larly one at the mouth of the river built and defended by Clark. Both con-

tentions are assailable; Jay apparently made no use of either.
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pressure on Shdburne, Jay sent to England the young British agent

Benjamin Vaughan, then in Paris.

In the meantime, on August 29, the Shdburne Cabinet had re-

luctantly decided, if necessary, to ask Parliament for permission to

grant immediate American independence. Shdburne was gratified

by the American offer and impressed by arguments in its "behalf

advanced by Vaughan.
25 He believed that the patriots could now be

wedged apart from France, an end he had so long sought; he pre-

ferred to make concessions, if any, to the Americans rather than to

Britain's other enemies, in order to further the restoration of Anglo-

American friendship; and he valued the commercial privilege held

out by the American commissioners. He gave little heed to hints

from Rayneval that France would approve British retention of the

"Old Northwest" and that France did not intend to support Ameri-

can daims to the fisheries. On September 19 the Cabinet resolved

to empower Oswald to treat with "the commissioners appointed by

the colonys, under the tide of Thirteen United States."
26 Before

the end of the month Oswald presented his new credentials to

Franklin and Jay. It was widdy believed in Europe and America

that the United States then became independent, but their position

was actually ambiguous, since the phrases employed by the Cabinet

were not equivalent to formal and precise recognition.

That the United States did not become technically free in Sep-

tember, 1782, was a matter of little moment, since Franklin and

Jay had only to insist upon an unquestionable acknowledgment to

secure it. That the American representatives had chosen to be neither

the clients nor the dupes of the subtle Vergennes was of greater

significance. That they had resolved to secure the trans-Appalachian

West and free access to the Gulf of Mexico, even at the price of

concessions to Britain, was of the first consequence. Without these

gains the whole history of our westward expansion might well have

been altered.

On October 5, eight days after Oswald received his revised com-

mission, he, Jay, and Franklin gave their approval to a draft of a

peace treaty which would take effect when France and Britain came

to terms. The negotiations moved with almost startling speed.

Vergennes was informed of them, not about them. It was agreed

. 225*
2 George III Corr., VI, 131.
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that the boundaries of an independent America should be drawn,

save for Canada, substantially as the American representatives

desired. On the north the limits of the United States were laid down

in much the same fashion as they were afterward finally established,

except that the peninsula of Ontario was included in the United

States. The patriot dream it had been no more than that since the

spring of 1776 of a fourteenth state of Canada came to an
end.^It

was abandoned in order to gain the empire of trans-Appalachia.

Other provisions called for the evacuation of British forces "with all

convenient speed," protected American access to the fisheries, and

permitted the British freedom of navigation and trade on the

Mississippi. It was also stipulated that American and British na-

tionals were to possess equal rights in commerce and navigation

throughout the dominions of both countries.

And still the American diplomats had not finished their labors.

Shdburne refused to ratify the draft treaty. He believed in freedom

of trade, but he knew that Parliament did not share his view. He

therefore proposed that the clauses concerning trade and navigation

be replaced by a mere statement that navigation of the Mississippi

was to be unrestricted, a change which the Americans were com-

pelled to accept. Stiffened by recent British military successes, in-

cluding the decisive repulse of the final Franco-Spanish attack on

Gibraltar in September, he now sought other alterations favorable

to Britain. He sent Sir Henry Strachey to Paris to join Oswald, tell-

ing Strachey to try to persuade the Americans to accept for tiieir

country narrower limits on the north and west The new British

representative was also instructed to attempt to secure promises that

the private debts of Americans to British citizens created before

1775 would be paid, and that the Loyalists would be compensated

for their losses.

At Paris on October 26 Strachey and Oswald resumed the peace

discussions with Franklin, Jay, and Adams, who had just finished

his business in Holland. Since the New Englander fully shared Jay's

distrust of the French and Spanish courts, the American agents

continued to avoid giving information to and seeking advice from

Vergennes. They felt compelled to make territorial concessions to

Britain, doubtless minor ones in their opinion. They accepted as a

boundary between the United States and Canada a line following

the St. Croix River, the height of land between the St. Lawrence
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and New England to latitude 45, and thence that latitude to the

St. Lawrence, and either the line of 45 westward from that river

to the Lake of the Woods and the Mississippi or the present river-

and-lake demarcation. They also approved, if Britain did not cede

West Florida to Spain, a line running eastward from the mouth of

the Yazoo River to the Chattahoochee as part of the American

southern boundary this stipulation to be inserted in a secret

article. They consented to validate American private debts. The

patriot emissaries would not, however, promise to compensate the

Loyalists. After pressing the point in order to satisfy the Loyalists

that their interests had not been neglected, the British representatives

consented to a clause according to which Congress would "recom-

mend" to the states that they revise their confiscation laws. By

November 5 the treaty draft was accordingly changed. The British

Cabinet chose to accept for Canada the river-and-lake line instead

of latitude 45; a few minor modifications were made in the draft

in the course of November; on the last day of that month the docu-

ment was formally signed.
27

Sending home the result of their labors, the American commis-

sioners were exceptionally modest in their appraisal. True, they

asserted that the boundary lines of the United States left "little to

complain of and not much to desire,"
** but in view of the fact that

both Britain and Spain attempted to "coop up" the Americans on

the west, it would seem that the limits of the United States could

hardly have been expanded. Happily for the new nation, the con-

cessions made to Britain in the Mississippi Valley in order to thwart

Spain proved to be of little importance. Had Britain kept West

Florida with its northern boundary at the Yazoo line, the future

growth of the United States might have been seriously checked.

When West Florida was returned to Spain in the general peace, the

Americans acquired a weak neighbor on the south and were able to

push immediately for the line of latitude 31, and later for posses-

sion of both Floridas. It has often been said that the American

commissioners were both able and fortunate. So they were.

When Vergennes was told by Franklin that the American ally of

27 For the text of the preliminary treaty see David Hunter Miller (ed.),

Treaties and Other International Acts of the United States of America (8 vol*.,

Washington, 1931-48), II, 96-101.
** Francis Wharton (ed.), Revolutionary Diplomatic Correspondence of me

United States (6 vols., Washington, 1889), VI, 132.
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France, without seeking his advice and without even informing him,

had agreed upon terms with Britain, he had grounds for bitter

reproaches, particularly since Franklin picked that moment to ask

for assistance in securing a new loan. In part his disappointment

stemmed from his ambition to serve as general manager of all the

peace negotiations; and he was chagrined because Jay and Adams

did not bother to conceal their personal coolness toward France. He

sent off a polite and gentle remonstrance to Congress and addressed

another directly to Franklin, who offered a deft apology, suggesting

that France and America as friends should conceal their differences

from their enemies. Vergennes gracefully accepted Franklin's ex-

planation and even secured six million livres for the empty Ameri-

can treasury.

Within a few weeks after the signature of the Anglo-American

agreement France and Spain came to terms with Britain. On Jan-

uary 20, 1783, Britain entered into preliminary treaties with the

two allies. A general armistice was then established, but the final

treaties were not signed until the following September. During the

intervening months Charles James Fox and Lord North joined

forces and overthrew the Shdburne ministry, which had suffered a

loss in popularity for having made peace on the best terms possible

to end a war for which it was in no way responsible. There was

further time and opportunity to discuss Anglo-American problems,

and Fox sent to Paris for that purpose David Hartley, who strove

to reunite America and Britain. With Fox's approval he proposed

freedom of trade between the two countries with the exception

that American ships be forbidden to carry to the British Isles goods

not produced in the United States, a concession to those in Eng-

land who clung to the Navigation Acts and a defensive military

alliance. Upon such foundations might have been built an Anglo-

American federation, a new empire. It was a little too late or per-

haps much too early for such arrangements. Fox, like Shdburne,

was unable to persuade either the Cabinet or Parliament to tear

down the barriers erected to defend British commerce; the British

West Indies were dosed to American ships in the very midst of

Hardens discussions with the American commissioners. The Ameri-

cans could not abandon the alliance with France r one with

Britain, and they could not have both. Hartley's efforts, though
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long continued, were fruitless.
29 As a liberal-minded Briton he might

have found consolation in the thought that Britain remained the

parent of America, that

. . . the single note

From that deep chord which Hampden smote

Will vibrate to the doom.

On September 3 the Anglo-American preliminary treaty became,
without change,

80
final. Early in the next year Congress unani-

mously ratified it at Annapolis. The United States, recognized as

independent by France since 1778 and by Holland since 1782, was
no longer to be denied full membership among the nations.

29 The Hartley mission is discussed in detail in G. H. Guttridge, David

Hartley, M. P., an Advocate of Conciliation, 1774-1783 (Berkeley, Calif.,

1926), pp. 294-317; Samuel F. Bemis (ed.), The American Secretaries of

State and Their Diplomacy (10 vols., New York, 1927-36), I, 212-222.
80 The secret article respecting West Florida was, of course, dropped.



CHAPTER 17

Conclusion

THE
MILITARY triumph of the patriots and their allies led

not only to independence but also to the firm establishment of

republican government in the United States, After Yorktown there

was very little chance for the Hanoverian dynasty either to maintain

or to regain sovereignty over the thirteen states. Nor was there any

danger that they would come under French domination. The fear

entertained by some patriots that the defeat of Britain would be fol-

lowed by a French attempt to assert authority over America proved

to be groundless. Had France entertained such a design, she lacked

the power to execute it. Moreover, France steadily clung to actual

or virtual independence of the United States as the major objective

of the conflict. Admiral de Grasse* fleet left the Chesapeake soon

after Yorktown, and the last of the French troops departed from

Virginia in the summer of 1782.

There was perhaps a greater risk that after Yorktown the Ameri-

cans would find themselves under the rule of George Washington,

either as monarch or as dictator. Some patriots familiar with history

had long dreaded that the Revolution would bring one-man rule.

That fear had given impetus to the movement to replace Washing-

ton in the winter of 1777-78. Before the dose of 1778 Dr. Benja-

min Rush gave forceful expression to that concern lest a struggle

begun for liberty should bring merely independence, and asserted

that there was no longer serious danger of tyranny from Britain,

that such tyranny now could come "only in the shape of a Whig."
*

iRush to Rev. William Gordon, Dec. 10, 1778, Pennsylvania Magaxine of

History and Biography, XXIX (1905), 21-22.
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In England the worldly-wise Horace Walpole, who had "no great

faith in virtue tempted by power," had indicated his belief "that

the American leaders will not easily part with dictatorships and

consulships to retire to their private ploughs."

In certain respects conditions were not unfavorable after York-

town for a seizure of power in America comparable to the coup

engineered by Napoleon in 1799. Had Washington sought to wield

the supreme authority, he would not have been opposed by all the

patriots. He would probably have obtained some support among

those who were suffering heavily from inflation and economic dis-

location, and from Conservatives alarmed both by the weakness of

the American governments and by the recent trend toward political

and social democracy. He would have received assistance from a part

of the Continentals, whose idol he had become. He might even have

been aided by some Tories. Moreover, the state governments were

relatively feeble and the national government under the Articles of

Confederation was seemingly almost helpless.

There were indubitably individuals in the forces under Washing-

ton's command, stationed near the Hudson after
Yorktpwn,

who

would have helped him to stage a coup fStat. In the period 1782-

83 his men were better clothed and fed than they had been since

the spring of 1778, the state governments supplying their needs with

some efficiency through a newly organized system of requisitions.

Yet dissatisfaction continued in his army, partly because of long-

standing arrears in pay, partly because of the officers' desire of

assurance of half pay when discharged. Both officers and men were

alarmed lest they be dismissed from the service without funds or

prospects. A delegation of officers who came to Philadelphia in the

winter of 1782-83 to appeal to Congress for action secured nothing

but soothing words. Some members of Congress would even have

referred their demands to the states. Resentment in the army

mounted ever higher, and led to the anonymous Newburgh Ad-

dresses
2
of March, 1783, which urged the army to take justice into

its own hands. Washington managed to soothe the discontented,

and a few days later Congress voted full compensation for five years

to the officers, in lieu of half pay for life as it had earlier promised.

Arrangements were also made by Robert Morris to forward three

2 Commonly ascribed to Major John Armstrong, Jr.
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months' pay, and the army finally went home peacefully. Before

that event some Pennsylvania troops who had done little or no

fighting so insulted and badgered the Congress that it withdrew

from Philadelphia to Trenton.8

In the spring of 1782, when it had become apparent that the

central government under the Articles of Confederation could not

function efficiently, when it had become almost equally clear that

they could not be amended so as to strengthen that government/

Colonel Lewis Nicola, an army supply officer, proposed to Washing-

ton a solution for the troubles of the army and the nation: the

establishment of an American limited monarchy, with Washington

ascending the throne. Apparently Nicola's scheme had some small

support among the officers stationed at Newburgh. The General

was shocked, and vigorously condemned the project. "Let me con-

jure you, then," he wrote to Nicola, "if you have any regard for

your country, concern for yourself or posterity, or respect for me,

to banish these thoughts from your mind . . ."
5 The scheme was

thus scotched. Had it been attempted, there must have been armed

conflict among the patriots. In all likelihood most of the patriots

would have fought as vigorously against George I of Mount Vernon

as they had against George III of Windsor Castle. But Washington

was as firmly attached to republican principles as the overwhelm-

ing bulk of his fellow patriots, and the Nicola incident actually

signifies the death of the monarchical idea in the United States and

the total triumph of representative government.

Washington returned to the Potomac and gracefully retired to

private life. Before leaving Continental service, he bade farewell to

his army, issuing an appeal for the creation of a stronger national

government
6
It was needed. There was, however, little chance that

the United States of America would collapse. In the fan of 1783

Franklin saw in America only "little discontents" and "domestic

misunderstandings ... of small extent." These "spots in the sun
5'

*This paragraph is largely based upon Edmund G. Burnett, The Continental

Congress (New York, 1941), pp. 551-580.
*An amendment which would have permitted Congress to levy 5 per cent ad

valorem import duties and thus to deal with its financial problems had been

defeated by the negative vote of the Rhode Island legislature.

John G. Fitzpatrick (ed.), The Writings of George Washington (39 vols.,

Washington, 1931-44), XXIV, 273.

*Ibid., XXVII, 226.
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did not mean "that the whole disk would soon be overspread with

them. . . . The great body of intelligence among our people sur-

rounds and overpowers our petty dissensions as the sun's great mass

of fire diminishes and destroys his spots."
7
John Montgomery, a

lesser figure in the Continental Congress, commenting upon the

news that peace was near and also using solar metaphor, was hardly

guilty of absurdity when he asserted that "the day is now come

when the sun will raise on amirrica never to set. I look forward with

pleasure to the happey days that our children will see/'
8

The homely wisdom of John Montgomery appeared also among
the British and patriot troops who waited out the peace negotiations

at New York. Reconciliation between America and Britain came

very slowly and haltingly during many generations. However, at

the lines about New York in December, 1782, redcoats and Conti-

nentals grounded their arms and drank in comradeship.
9
Before the

signing of the peace both the diplomats and the common folk of

Britain and America had taken steps toward the restoration of

friendship.

The successful rebellion of the patriots profoundly affected the

course of the future, not only for the Americans, but for all other

peoples. The American Revolution brought the first break in the

European colonial system. It inspired and continues to inspire

colonials of all colors to seek freedom from European domination.

It also brought into existence for the first time in modern history a

republican system of government in a large nation. The example of

republicanism successful over the vast territory of the United States

constituted a threat to monarchism everywhere, stimulated revolt

against kings and emperors. The proclamation in the Declaration

of Independence of the equality of men in the sight of the Creator

continues to serve as a battle cry for social and political justice. The

patriots won independence; they also made a good start on the long

rojwj toward establishing and securing "the rights of mankind."

7 Francis Wharton (ed.), Revolutionary Diplomatic Correspondence of the

United States (6 vols., Washington, 1889), VI, 678.
8 Edmund G. Burnett (ed.), Letters of Members of the Continental Congress

(8 vols., Washington, 1921-36), VII, 43.
* Katharine Roof, Colonel William Smith and Lady . . . (Boston, 1929),

p. 40.
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Major Manuscript Collections and Guides

In the study of the American Revolution the British official records are

obviously of the first importance. The British Public Record Office contains

a vast store of documents dealing with America in the period 1775-83, a

large part of which remains unpublished. Included among its holdings are

official reports of military, naval, and civil officers, and copies of instruc-

tions sent to them. Charles M. Andrews published a very useful Guide to the

Materials for American History to 1783, in the Public Record Office of

Great Britain (2 vols., Washington, 1912). Of importance also are the hold-

ings of the British Museum, described in Charles M. Andrews and Frances

C. Davenport, Guide to the Manuscript Materials for the History of the

United States to 1783, in the British Museum, in Minor London Archives,

and in the Libraries of Oxford and Cambridge (Washington, 1908). These

guides were sponsored by the Carnegie Institution of Washington, which

also was responsible for the appearance of several other volumes analyzing

documents concerning American history in various foreign archives. Waldo

G. Lcland reported upon the French archives and others upon the Spanish,

providing' helpful introductions to document collections essential to the

writing of the diplomatic history of the period.

Of prime value in the study of the Revolution are the magnificent holdings

of the Library of Congress, particularly the Papers of the Continental Con-

gress, the George Washington Papers, and the copies of documents from

European archives. The Handbook of Manuscripts in the Library of Congress

(Washington, 1918), though it does not cover recent acquisitions, is stiU

very useful. The library's immense collection of copies of papers from British

archives, which usually serve as adequate substitutes for their originals, is

described in Grace Gardner Griffin, A Guide to Manuscripts Relating to

American History in British Repositories Reproduced for the D*vtsu>n of

Manuscripts of the Library of Congress (Washington, 1946). Also of great

value are the papers of Thomas Jefferson, Benjamin Franklin, and Alexander

Hamilton*
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The Archives of the United States of America, which offer so much to the

student of later American history, do not contain vast quantities of docu-

ments upon the Revolution, although the student of that era will often find

it necessary to examine particular items and collections there. A useful

description of their holdings is to be found in Guide to the Records in the

National Archives (Washington, 1948).

The Revolutionary records of the original thirteen states, specially im-

portant for regional and local history, but of great worth also for the history

of the nation, are very generally preserved in the capitals of those states.

They have sometimes escaped publication and, at least occasionally, intensive

exploration by scholars.

Various historical societies and historical libraries shelter papers of the

first magnitude for an understanding of the period 1775-83. Among these is

the William L. Clements Library of the University of Michigan, which is

remarkably rich in documents dealing with the British side of the War of

Independence, and which also houses a valuable collection of General

Nathanael Greene Papers. Included in its holdings are the General Thomas

Gage Papers, especially important for the first year of the War of Independ-

ence as well as for the twelve years preceding the outbreak of hostilities.

These are the headquarters records of the British army in America during

the era 1763-75. The Sir Henry Clinton Papers, also preserved in that li-

brary, contain the headquarters records of the period 1778-82, many docu-

ments pertaining to the first years of the war, and other postwar items

indited by Clinton concerning the conflict, among them his still unpublished

history of the Revolution.1 The Clements treasures likewise embrace the

Papers of Lord George Germain, partly calendared by the Royal Historical

Manuscripts Commission* Lord Shelburne, Sir John Vaughan, William

Knox, and David Hartley, important for military, political, and diplomatic

aspects of the conflict. Mr. Howard H. Peckham has published a detailed

and very helpful Guide to the Manuscript Collections in the William L.

Clements Library (Ann Arbor, 1942).

Similar to the Gage and Clinton MSS are the General Sir Guy Carleton

Papers, now in the possession of Colonial Williamsburg, Inc. These are the

British headquarters records for the period 1782-83. -They have been cal-

endared by die Royal Historical Manuscripts Commission?

1 The headquarters papers for the period when General William Howe was

commander in chief, 1775-78, have, alas, disappeared. It is said that they were

destroyed by fire in Ireland. If unearthed they would unquestionably throw

much new light on the Revolution.
2 Report on the Manuscripts of Mrs. Stopford-Sackville (2 vols., London,

1904-10).
Report on American Manuscripts in the Royal Institution of Great Britain

(4 vols., London, 1904-09).
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New York City is rich in manuscript materials dealing with the Revolu-

tion. The New York City Public Library houses several collections, including

papers of Samuel Adams, Philip Schuyler, and the Livingstons, the still un-

published Revolutionary diary of William Smith, and the Bancroft transcripts,

which contain a very large body of documents concerning the Loyalists from

the British Public Record Office. Evarts B. Greene and Richard B. Morris,

Guide to the Principal Sources for Early American History (1600-1800) in

the City of New York (rev. ed., New York, 1952), is helpful with respect

to the holdings of that library as well as other repositories in New York

City. The New-York Historical Society also preserves several collections

valuable for the Revolution, among them the papers of General John Lamb

and especially those of General Horatio Gates. The latter, bulky as they are,

do not, unfortunately, contain the letters written by Gates. In the Long

Island Historical Society is a body of letters of Henry and John Laurens.

Philadelphia, the first national capital, does not lack manuscript treasures

for the period 1775-83. The American Philosophical Society has a very

important collection of Benjamin Franklin MSS, analyzed in J. Minis Hays

(ed.), Calendar of the Papers of Benjamin Franklin in the Library of the

American Philosophical Society (5 vols., Philadelphia, 1906-08), the Na-

thanael Greene-George Weedon Papers, and a body of manuscripts of Arthur

and Richard Henry Lee. The Historical Society of Pennsylvania is similarly

wealthy. Among its holdings, described in Guide to the Manuscript Collec-

tions of the Historical Society of Pennsylvania (2nd ed., Philadelphia, 1949),

are the General Anthony Wayne Papers. In the Ridgeway Branch of the

Philadelphia Free Library are the Dr. Benjamin Rush MSS.

The Massachusetts Historical Society has in its possession many Revolu-

tionary documents, including the papers of Governor Jonathan TrumbuU and

a collection of General Henry Knox MSS. Its treasures are listed in Hand-

book of the Massachusetts Historical Society, 1791-1948 (Boston, 1949) . The

General Otho Holland Williams Papers, analyzed in the Calendar of the

General Otho Holland Williams Papers . . . (Baltimore, 1940), are pre-

served in the Maryland Historical Society. In the State Historical Society of

Wisconsin are the Lyman Draper Papers, valuable for the history of the

Revolutionary West. These and other holdings of that organization are de-

scribed in Reuben G. Thwaites, Descriptive List of Manuscript Collections

of the State Historical Society of Wisconsin . . . (Madison, 1906). A large

collection of Henry Laurens Papers is preserved in the South Carolina His-

torical Society.

Newspapers
The American newspapers of the Revolutionary era are, of course, basic

sources. They have not been very thoroughly explored. Fairly complete files
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of most of them have been preserved, but they are scattered among various

repositories. The largest collection is in the American Antiquarian Society*

The Library of Congress, the Historical Society of Pennsylvania, the New-

York Historical Society, and the William L. Clements library, among others,

have substantial holdings. As a guide for research in the American news-

papers Clarence L. Brigham's History and Bibliography of American News-

papers, 1690-1820 (2 vols., Worcester, Mass., 1947), is almost indispensable.

The British newspapers of the period of the War of Independence have

been little used, although they contain many items of importance. Quite

complete files of The London Chronicle are available in the United States,

but most of the British newspapers can be examined only in England. Ronald

S. Crane and F. B. Kaye have published a very useful inventory of them in

A Census of British Newspapers and Periodicals, 1620-1800 (Chapel Hill,

N. C., 1927).

Maps
Contemporary maps are to be found in many repositories. The splendid

collection in the Library of Congress is described in Philip L. Phillips, List

of Maps in America in the Library of Congress (Washington, 1901 ) . A useful

introduction to the "Manuscript Maps in the William L. Clements Library"

was published by Lloyd A. Brown in The American Neptune,! (1941), 141-

148. Randolph G. Adams, British Headquarters Maps and Sketches (Ann

Arbor, 1928), supplies a complete list of the very large and valuable set of

maps in the Sir Henry Clinton Papers in that institution.

Guides to Printed Documents

Documents emanating from the period of the American Revolution and

printed at the time or later would, if gathered together, be enormous in both

numbers and bulk. It is impossible to list more than a fraction of the more

important published collections. There is no one complete guide to them.

The notes in Justin Winsor's Narrative and Critical History of America, Vol.

VI (Boston, 1889), are helpful in finding the older source publications

sometimes neglected. Writings on American History, 1902 (Princeton and

Washington, 1904 , ed from 1906 for many years by Grace G. Griffin)

gives an indispensable annual survey of printed documents and articles.

Moses Coit Tyler, Literary History of the American Revolution (2 vols.,

New York, 1897), is still a very useful reference work. William Matthews

(ed.), American Diaries; an Annotated Bibliography . . . to the Year 1861

(Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1945), offers a guide to the numerous printed

diaries and journals.
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Public Documents

Among the basic printed collections of public documents is Worthington

G. Ford et al. (eds.), The Journals of the Continental Congress, 1774-1789

(34 vols., Washington, 1904-37), indispensable for the activities of the

American central government. Edmund C. Burnett (ed.), Letters of Members

of the Continental Congress (8 vols., Washington, 1921-36), a very con-

venient compilation both of diaries and of letters written by the delegates,

is also of prime importance. Francis Wharton's Revolutionary Diplomatic

Correspondence of the United States (6 vols., Washington, 1889) and David

Hunter Miller, Treaties and Other International Acts of the United States

of America (8 vols., Washington, 1931-48), are standard collections.

William Cobbett (ed.), The Parliamentary History of England ... (36

vols., London, 1806-20), offering the best and the most complete record of

the debates in the British Parliament during the American Revolution, is

basic, though notoriously inadequate. British legislation concerning America

may be found in Danby Pickering et al. (.eds.),
Statutes at Large from

Magna Charter ... (46 vols., Cambridge and London, 1762-1814). Sir

John Fortescue has published The Correspondence of King George the Third

from 1760 to December, 1783 (6 vols., London, 1927-28), incomplete and not

too carefully edited, but neverthelessvaluable. Benjamin
Franklin Stevens (ed.),

Facsimiles of Manuscripts in European Archives Relating to America, 1773-

1783 (26 vols., London, 1889-95), offers a wide variety of documents espe-

cially useful for diplomatic and military history. Peter Force (ed.), American

Archives . . . , Fourth Series (6 vols, Washington, 1837-46), and Fifth Series

(3 vols., Washington, 1848-53) contains a vast quantity of documents gathered

from many American sources and dealing with almost every phase of the Rev-

olution during the years 1774-76. Other smaller collections of documents are

to be found in Hezekiah Niles (ed.), Principles and Acts of the Revolution in

America (New York, 1876), and Samuel E. Morison (ed.), Sources and

Documents Illustrating the American Revolution, 1764-1788 . . . (2nd ed^

Oxford, 1929), Francis N. Thorpe (ed), Federal and State Constitutions . . .

(7 vols., Washington, 1909), gives the state constitutions made during the

years 1775-83.

Several American states have published generously from their Revolu-

tionary manuscripts, among them New Hampshire, Connecticut, Pennsyl-

vania, and Maryland.

Works
The published papers of American and British leaders dealing with the

American Revolution are both rich and revealing. Jared Sparks (ed.), Cor-

respondence of the American Revolution: Being Letters of Eminent Men to

George Washington (4 vols., Washington, 1853), is an old but still useful
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collection. Charles Francis Adams (ed.), The Works of John Adams . . .

(10 vols., Boston, 1856), and Charles Francis Adams (ed.), Familiar Letters

of John Adams and His Wife Abigail Adams during the Revolution (New

York, 1876), are basic. The Writings of Samuel Adams (4 vols., New York,

1904-08) was edited by Harry A, Gushing. Also valuable is The Warren-

Adams Letters, Collections of the Massachusetts Historical Society (2 vols.,

Boston, 1917-25). The Manuscripts of the Earl of Carlisle appear in rather

complete form in Royal Historical Manuscripts Commission, Fifteenth Re-

port, Pt. VI (London, 1897). Charles Ross edited the Correspondence of

Charles, First Marquis Cornwallis (3 vols., London, 1859). James A. James

edited the George Rogers Clark Papers, 1771-1784, Collections of the Ufa

nois State Historical Library, VIII and XIX (Springfield, HI., 1912-26). A

large body of Silas Deane papers was published in the Collections of the

New-York Historical Society for the Year 1886, . . . 1887, . . . 1888, . . .

1889, . . . 1890 (5 vols., New York, 1887-91), and in The Deane Papers,

Collections of the Connecticut Historical Society, XXIII (1930). Paul L.

Ford edited the Writings of John Dickinson, Memoirs of the Pennsylvania

Historical Society, XIV (Philadelphia, 1895). The best edition of the works

of Benjamin Franklin is Albert H. Smyth (ed.), The Writings of Benjamin

Franklin (10 vols., New York, 1905-07). Important Franklin items concern-

ing the onset of the War of Independence not included in Smyth are pub-

lished in Verner W. Crane (comp. and ed.), Benjamin Franklin's Letters to

the Press, 1758-1775 (Chapel Hill, N. C., 1950). Clarence E. Carter edited

Correspondence of General Thomas Gage with the Secretaries of State . . . ,

1763-1775 (2 vols., New Haven, 1931-33) . Many letters of Nathanael Greene

are contained in George Washington Greene, Life of Nathanael Greene (3

vols., New York, 1871). Henry Cabot Lodge (ed.), Works of Alexander

Hamilton (11 vols., New York, 1904), is useful. Many of the papers of

Patrick Henry are printed in William Wirt Henry, Patrick Henry: Life,

Correspondence, and Speeches (3 vols., New York, 1891). Valuable for

military topics is the Letters Written by Ebenezer Huntington during the

American Revolution (New York, 1914). The Correspondence of Mr. Ralph

Izard of South Carolina, from the Year 1774 to 1804 . . . (New York,

1844) offers some interesting letters. Henry P. Johnston edited The Cor-

respondence and Public Papers of John fay (4 vols., New York, 1890-93).

Of the first importance is Julian P. Boyd et al. (eds.) ,
The Papers of Thomas

Jefferson (6 vols. to date, Princeton, 1950 ), which supersedes the earlier

collections of Jefferson's writings. The Letters of Joseph Jones of Virginia,

1777-1787 (Washington, 1889) is useful, also William G. Simms (ed.),

Army Correspondence of Colonel John Laurens in the Years 1777-8 (New

York, 1867). Richard Henry Lee, Life of Arthur Lee (2 vols., Boston, 1829),

contains a number of documents. Of great value is The Lee Papers, Collec-

tions of the New-York Historical Societv ior the Year 1871. . . . 1872. . . .
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1873, . . . 2874 (,4 vols., New York, 1872-75), in which is published a

mass of Charles Lee documents, many of them unavailable in manuscript.

James C. Ballagh has edited the Letters of Richard Henry Lee (2 vols., New

York, 1911-14), and Worthington C. Ford the Letters of William Lee (3

vols., Brooklyn, 1891). Kate M. Rowland, The Life of George Mason

(2 vols., New York, 1892), contains many documents. Philip S. Toner's edi-

tion of The Complete Writings of Thomas Paine (2 vols., New York, 1945)

supplements the earlier collection published by Moncure Conway. Charles

K. Bolton edited the Letters of Hugh Earl Percy (Boston, 1902). Many of

the papers of George Read appear in William T. Read, Life and Correspond-

ence of George Read (Philadelphia, 1870), and of Joseph Reed in William

B. Reed, Life and Correspondence of Joseph Reed (2 vols., Philadelphia,

1847). George H. Ryden (ed.), Letters to and from Caesar Rodney, 1756-

1784 (Philadelphia, 1933), is valuable. L. H. Butterfield (ed.), Letters of

Benjamin Rush (2 vols., Princeton, 1951), is a splendid collection. G. R.

Barnes and J. H. Owens, Private Papers of the Earl of Sandwich (London,

1932), and John H. Jesse, George Selwyn and His Contemporaries . . .

(4 vols., London, 1843), are helpful with respect to the British side. The

Letters and Papers of Major General John Sullivan (3 vols., Concord, N. H.

1930-39) is in the Collections of the New Hampshire Historical Society,

Vols. XIII-XV. The Trumbull Papers, Collections of the Massachusetts His-

torical Society (Boston, 1885), is useful. Mrs. Paget Toynbee's edition of the

Letters of Horace Walpole (16 vols., Oxford, 1903-05) and G. F. R. Barker's

edition of Walpole's Memoirs of the Reign of George the Third (4 vols,, Lon-
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George Washington's papers is that by John C. Fitzpatrick, The Writings of

George Washington ... (39 vols., Washington, 1931-44). Jared Sparks'

edition, The Writings of George Washington (12 vols., Boston, 1834-37),
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Diaries, Journals, and Memoirs

The printed personal accounts of the American Revolution would in them-

selves form a small library, and only a few of the more important can be
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Works, listed above. Ethan Allen's experiences during the period 1775-78

are described by him in A Narrative of Colonel Ethan Allen's Captivity . . .

(Boston, 1779). Henry Cabot Lodge edited [John] Andrfs Journal (2 vols,,
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Clark, George Rogers,-211-12

Cleveland, Reverend John, attacks

Gage, 36

Clinton, Governor George, 175

Clinton, General Henry, 19, 38, 55,

70 n.26, 71, 72, 77, 121, 206, 231,

232, 250; characterized, 35; ordered

to South, 69; fails at Charleston,

90-94; seizes Newport, 106; re-

places Howe, 126; refused command
of expedition from Canada, 130;

knighted, 130; advances up the

Hudson, 144, 145, 147, 148-49;
succeeds Howe, 197; instructions to,

197; retreat to New York, 201-203;
evacuates Newport, 207; his difficul-

ties, 208-209; policy of attrition,

209-11; and Arnold conspiracy,

209-10; begins Southern offensive,

227-30; captures Charleston, 231;

and Yorktown campaign, 234-35,
240-47

Cockpit, the, 27
Coercive Acts, 7, 11, 16, 46, 62, 196

"Committee of Secret Correspond-

ence," 183, 185

Common Sense, 75 n.2, 76-77, 78

Conciliatory Resolution, Lord North's,

18-19, 26, 95-96

Concord, battle of, 21-24, 25-26, 59,

73
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Congregational church, 158

Congress, 165, 267 n.4; ratifies peace

treaty, 264; First Continental Con-

gress, 8, 12, 14, 160 n.7, 166; ad-

dress of, to Canadians, 46; speaks
for the patriots, 15-16; Second Con-

tinental Congress, 25, 46, 48-49,

62, 90, 96, 101, 107, 133, 149, 155,

162, 177, 182, 196, 198, 212, 223,

232, 233, 236; disapproves of Con-

ciliatory Resolution, 26; member-

ship of, 26-28; assumes governmen-
tal powers, 29-30, 166; appoints

high army officers, 30-33; moves

toward separation, 80-81; asserts

independence, 81-82; approves Dec-

laration of Independence, 82; raises

new army, 119-20; replaces Schuy-
ler with Gates, 136; composition of,

167-68; failures and successes, 168-

69; and Articles of Confederation,

169-76; foreign aid, 183-84; sends

commissioners to Europe, 18485;
refuses to deal with Carlisle com-

missioners, 201; forms navy and

marine corps, 205-206; paper

money of, 214-15, 219-20; and

peace negotiations, 251-55, 263,

264
"Conservatives," 152, 160, 171 n.9,

266; views of, 153-^55; contest with

"radicals," 155-57

Constitution, federal, of 1787, 176

Constitutions, early state, 150-59

Continental army, enlistment of,

30-33, 40, 116, 119-20; mutiny in,

208; sufferings of, from inflation,

218, 219, 220-21

Continental currency, 214-15, 219-20,

222

Conway, General Thomas, duel with

Cadwalader, 199

Conway, Sir Henry Seymour, 63

Conway Cabal, 198-99

Cornwallis, Charles, Lord, 2, 121,

124, 125, 231, 232, 248; estimate

of, 71; invades New Jersey, 105-

107; deceived by Washington,

110-11; in Camden campaign,

233-35; invasion of North Caro-

lina* 235-38; Yorktown campaign,

240-47

Cowpens, battle of, 236-37

Cramahe, Hector, 54, 55

Creek Indians, 91, 228, 239

Crfcvecceur, Hector St John de, 164

Crisis, The, 107

Crown Point, 50, 129; American cap-
ture of, 47-48

Cumberland, Richard, 252

Curwen, Samuel, 226

Customs Commissioners, Board of, 6

Dartmouth, Earl of, 20; negotiations

with Franklin, 16; instructs Gage to

suppress "rebellion," 16, 19-20; or-

ders of April 15, 1775, to Gage, 35

Dawes, William, 22

Dean, Silas, 189, 190, 195, 200; com-

missioner to France, 184, 186

Deane, Simeon, 200

"Declaration of Causes of Taking up
Arms," 29

Declaration of Independence, 82-84,

151, 153, 167, 209, 268

Declaration of Rights, 15-16

Declaration of Rights (Virginia), 159

Declaratory Act, 5

D'Estaing, Admiral Count, 212, 228;

crosses Atlantic, 205; at New York,

206-207; at Newport, 207; at Sa-

vannah, 207, 230

De Lancey, James, 162

De la Place, Captain Wffliam, 47-48

Denmark, 192

Derby, Elias Hasket, 217

Derby, Richard, 217

Detroit, 211

Dickinson, John, 15, 29, 170; charac-

terized, 28; opposes independence,
80-81

"Dickinson Plan," 170-71

Dinwiddie, Robert, 28

Dislocation, economic, 214

Donop, Colonel Count von, 109, 110

Dorchester Heights, 34, 37, 39; occu-

pied by Washington, 40-41

Duane, James, 211 n.24

Duch6, Reverend Jacob, 85

Dumas, Charles W. F., 184

Dunmore, Earl of, 26, 77

East Florida, 41. See Floridas

East India Company, 6-7

East Indies, 191

Eden, Sir Robert, 81
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Eden, William, 117 n.6, 196, 197,

200 n.9, 201

Effingham, Lord, 61, 63

Emistisiguo, 239

Entail, 154; destroyed, 161

Eutaw Springs, battle of, 239

Ewing, General James, 109

Falkland Islands, 179, 180

Falmouth (Portland), 77

Feltham, ^Lieutenant Jocelyn, 48 n.7

Fenwicks, of South Carolina, 85

Ferdinand of Brunswick, 178

Ferguson, Major Patrick, and King's

Mountain, 235

Fitzherbert, Alleyne, 257

Floridablanca, Count, 191, 252, 253;
attitude of, toward patriots, 185-86,

189

Floridas, 191, 251, 253, 258, 262

Fort Chambly, 50; captured by patri-

ots, 52
Fort Constitution. See Fort Lee

Fort Crown Point, 46-47

Fort Dayton, 140

Fort Edward, 135, 142

Fort Granby, 238
Fort Lee, 97; capture of, 104-105

Fort Miller, 135

Fort Motte, 238

Fort Moultrie, 92, 231

Fort St. John's, 48, 50, 51, 54, 131,

132
Fort St. Joseph, 251

Fort Schuyler. See Fort Stanwix

Fort Stanwix, 144; investment of,

138-40
Fort Ticonderoga, 40, 50, 104, 116,

129, 133, 136, 142, 147; captured

by Americans, 34, 46-48; taken by
British, 133-34, 186; evacuated by
British, 148

Fort Washington, 97, 112; capture of,

104-105, 234
Fort Watson, 238

Foy, H.M.S., 26

Fox, Charles James, 62, 195; opposes

coercion, 17; in peace negotiations,

256, 257, 263

France, attitude toward Britain after

1763, 1-2; and Canada, 58; attitude

of, toward Anglo-American strug-

gle, 178-89; secret aid to patriots

from, 181-83; alliance with United

States, 189-90; in peace negotia-

tions, Ch. XVI
Franco-American treaties of Feb. 6,

1778, 184, 189-90, 200, 253-54

Franklin, Benjamin, 16, 18 n.9, 30,

76, 80, 82, 126, 167, 170, 190, 196

n.7, 222, 243, 267; characterized,

27; in Canada, 57; proposes consti-

tution, 169; commissioner to France,

184; qualities of, as diplomat,

186-87; popularity in France,

187-88; and peace negotiations,

250-63

Franklin, William, 81

Franks, David, 86, 219

Fraser, Brigadier General Simon, 143,

145; slain, 147

Frederick the Great, 178, 189

Freeman's Farm, first battle of,

143-44; second battle of, 145-47

Gage, General Thomas, 12, 14, 16,

22, 25, 45, 47, 51, 58, 71, 118, 221,

226; tries to enforce Coercive Acts,

7-8; warnings to cabinet, 19; re-

placement proposed, 19; sends

troops to Concord, 20-21; Bunker

Hill, 33-39; relieved of command,
39-40, 58-59

Galloway, Joseph, 85, 86

Galvez, Bernardo de, 239

Gansevoort, Colonel Peter, 138, 139

Gardoqui, Don Diego de, 183

Gaspte, H.M.S., 51

Gates, General Horatio, 52, 79 n.8,

86, 88 n.31, 104, 149, 160; at

Mount Vernon, 15; early career of,

32-33; rivalry with Schuyler, 133;
commands northern army, 136;
forces Burgoyne's surrender,
143-48; and Conway Cabal,
198-99; Camden campaign of,

23335
George HI, 10, 29, 43, 48 n.7, 95,

130, 133, 134, 191, 193, 194, 195,

196, 197, 211 n.24, 247, 267; builds

Sling's Friends, 3; responsible for

colonial policy, 8-9; demands coer-

cion of colonists in 1774-1775,

16-19; measures to reduce America,

60; opposition to, 61-63; controls

government, 64-65; assailed by
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Paine, 76-77; described in Declara-

tion of Independence, 83; persists

in carrying on war, 248-50

Gerard, Conrad-Alexandre, 253

Germain, Lord George, 65, 66 n,19,

71, 142, 149, 209, 227, 228, 241,

244; characterized, 68; sends large

forces to America, 68-69; plans for

1777, 112-19, 129-31; and Carle-

ton, 129, 131; resignation of, 250

Germantown, battle of, 124-26, 129,

165, 188, 198

Gerry, Elbridge, 156

Gibbon, Edward, 66, 250

Gibraltar, 1, 60, 180, 191, 205

Gordon, Lord George, 249

Graaf, Johannes de, 192

Grafton, Duke of, 63

Granby, Marquis of, 16

Grant, General James, 71, 98, 99, 121

Grasse, Admiral de, 208, 265; in

Yorktown campaign, 243-47

Graves, Admiral Samuel, 21, 33, 77;

urges Gage to attack patriots, 33-34

Graves, Admiral Sir Thomas, 245,

24647
Green Mountain Boys, 46, 47-48, 114

Greene, General Nathanael, 32, 79 n.8,

88 n.31, 101, 123, 124; and loss of

Fort Washington, 104-105; Quar-

termaster General, 198; assumes

Southern command, 236; takesi of-

fensive, 236-37; retreats 237;

Guilford Court House, 237-38;

Hobkirk's Hill, 238; Eutaw Springs,

239
Greenwood, John, 109 n.23

GrenviUe, George, program of, 4-5

GrenviUe, Thomas, 256, 257

Grey, General Charles, 210

Grinwldi, Marquis, 180, 181, 186

Guilford Court House, battle of,

237-38

Halifax, 41, 43

Hamilton, Alexander, 198, 200 n.9,

208 __ ...

Hamilton, Brigadier General, 143, 144

Hamilton, Lieutenant Governor

Henry, captured, 212

Harcourt, Lieutenant ,

Harlem Heights, battle of, 102

Harrison, Benjamin, 28 n.3

Hartford, 47

Hartley, David, 16, 63, 196 n.7,

263-64

Harvey, Adjutant General Edward, 20

Heath, General William, 105, 106,

243, 244

Heister, von, General, 98-99

Henry, Patrick, 11, 14, 15, 28, 159,

160, 165

Herkimer, General Nicholas, and Or-

iskany, 138-39

Hesse-Hanau, 67

Hesse-Kassel, Landgrave of, 67

Hessians, 68, 75, 108, 109, 113, 119,

125, 131, 133, 141, 142, 200, 213;

purchased by Britain, 66-67; mili-

tary value of, 67

Hewes, Joseph, 76

Higginson, Stephen, 217

Hobkirk's Hill, battle of, 238

Hood, Admiral Sir Samuel, 245

Hortalez, Roderigue, and Company,

182, 183

Howe, George Augustus, Viscount,

127 n.17

Howe, Richard, Admiral, Viscount,

90, 99, 100, 102-103, 121, 122,

127, 202; peace commissioner, 66;

peace overtures of, 95-96; Staten

Island conference, 101-102; opens

Delaware River, 126; checks D'Es-

taing, 205-207

Howe, General Robert, 228

Howe, General William, 19, 55, 68,

70 n.26, 71, 72, 129, 130, 131 n.2,

132 n.4, 134, 149, 188, 194, 197,

213, 223; qualities of, 35-36; at

Bunker Hill, 38-39; succeeds Gage,

39, 58; driven from Boston, 40-41;

Germain's instructions to, 1 776,

68-69; reinforced, 68-69; at Staten

Island, 90; negotiations with Amer-

icans, 95-96; battle of Long Island,

96-100; occupies New York, 101-

102; Westchester campaign, 102-

104; captures Fort Washington,

104-105; goes into winter quarters,

105-107; and Trenton-Princeton

campaign, 10&-11; plans for 1777,

112-19; knighted, 112; fails to trap

Washington, 120-21; invades Penn-

sylvania, 121-22; Brandywine,
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122-24; enters Philadelphia, 124;

victorious at Germantown, 124-26;

in Philadelphia, 126; resigns, 126;

and Mrs. Loring, 127-28; estimate

of, as commander in chief, 127-28;

farewell of, 201

Howe brothers, the, 66, 196, 209, 213

Hubbardton, fight at, 135

Husband, Hennon, 91 n.2

Hutchinson, Thomas, 73 .

He aux Noix, 50

Independence, movement toward, 11,

15-16, 26, 28-29, 59, 67, 73-81

Indian superintendents, British, 4

Indians, 46, 51, 76, 77, 130, 132, 134,

135, 136, 138, 139, 140, 141, 143,

145, 165, 166, 211, 222, 239

Inflation, 214-16, 218-21

"Internal Revolution," Ch. X
Intolerable Acts. See Coercive Acts

Irish, attitude of, toward America, 61

Iroquois, 49, 133

Jamaica, 1, 42, 191, 253

Jay, John, 15, 28; in peace negotia-

tions, 252-53, 255-63

Jefferson, Thomas, 11, 156, 160, 161,

167, 175, 184, 222, 242; character-

ized, 28; Declaration of Independ-

ence, 80-83; and Rousseau, 82 n.20;

champions religious freedom in Vir-

ginia, 159; and education, 163

Johnson, Thomas, 31, 176

Johnson family, 49

Johnstone, George, 16, 63, 196, 201

Jones, John Paul, 206

Jones, Joseph, 175

Joseph II, 189

Kalb, Baron de, 179, 188, 233; slain,

234

Kaunitz, Count, 254

Kemble, Peter, 221

Kemble, Stephen, 226

Keppel, Admiral Augustus, 61

King, Richard, 13

King's Friends, 64^-65

King's Mountain, battle of, 235

Knox, General Henry, 32, 40

Knyphausen, Baron "Wilhelm von,

124-25, 230

Kosciuszko, Thaddeus, 143, 236

Lafayette, Marquis de, 186, 198, 212,

242, 243, 244

Laurens, Henry, 155; in peace negoti-

ations, 255-56

Laurens, John, 198, 243, 256

League of Armed Neutrality, 192

Lee, Dr. Arthur, 180, 190; commis-

sioner to France, 184, 186

Lee, General Charles, 33, 57, 75, 77

n.7, 79, n.8, 96, 100, 103, 105, 118,

119, 200 n.9; at Mount Vernon, 16;

joins patriots, 14^15; character-

ized, 30-31; appointed American

major general, 30-32; defends

Charleston, 93-94; captured, 107-

108; at Monmouth, 201-203; leaves

American service, 203

Lee, Light-Horse Harry (Henry),

211, 236, 238

Lee, Richard Henry, 11, 15, 28, 75

n.1, 156, 169, 170, 175, 184, 199,

201; resolution for independence, 80

Leslie, General Alexander, 235

Lexington, battle of, 21-23, 25-26,

59, 73, 74, 224

Lillington, Colonel Alexander, 92

Lincoln, General Benjamin, 136; in

South, 228-31

Livingston, James, 51

Livingston, Robert R., 28, 80, 81, 170,

175

Livingston, Governor William, 222

Livingston family, 50

Locke, John, 82, 153

Long Island, battle of, 96-100, 185

Loring, Councillor Joshua, 86

Loring, Joshua, Jr., 200 n.9

Loring, Mrs. Joshua, 127

Louis XV, 179

Louis XVI, 79, 149, 181, 182, 185,

187, 189, 190

LoveU, James, 199

Loyalists, 41, 69, 77, 98, 113, 115,

117, 118, 124, 126, 130, 132, 134,

135, 138, 139, 141, 142, 143, 145,

155, 158, 209, 210, 211, 214, 218,

227, 231, 235, 237, 238, 266; at-

tacked by patriots, 12-14; thought

of, 84-85; socio-economic status,

85-86; numbers, 86-89; defeated at

Moore's Creek Bridge, 91-92; prop-

erty confiscated, 161-62; leave Phil-

adelphia, 201-202; sufferings of,



221-25; exiles, 225-26; British as-

sistance to, 225-26; troops, 224-25

Lutherans, 158

Lux, George, 75

Luzerne, Chevalier de la, 176, 243,
254

Lynch, Captain William, 13

Lynch Law, 12-13

McCrea, Jane, 136

McCuUoch, Henry, 162 n.10

McDonald, General Donald, 91-92

McKean, Thomas, 156

McLean, Lieutenant Colonel Allan,

20; in defense of Quebec, 51,

54-55, 56 n.16

Madison, James, champions religious

freedom in Virginia, 159; and the

West, 175

Magaw, Colonel Robert, 105

Manchester, Duke of, 63

Mansfield, Lord, 65
Marine Corps, United States, 205-206

Marion, Francis, 232, 238

Marshall, John, 159, 222

Martin, Governor Josiah, 92 n.2

Maryland, forces change in policy to-

ward West, 172, 174-76

Mason, George, 156, 159

Massachusetts, declared to be in rebel-

lion, 17; Provincial Congress in,

11-12, 20, 21

Massachusetts Bill of Rights, 160

Mawhood, Lieutenant Colonel

Charles, 110

Melvin, James, 54

Mtrcwry, the, 120

Middlebrook, 120, 121

Mifflin, Thomas, 100, 108, 219; sup-

ports Charles Lee, 32

Minorca, 1, 60, 180, 185, 191, 205

Mi?rhfon*frj 201

Mobile, 191

Money, paper, 214-15, 21^-20

Monmouth, battle of, 201-203

Monroe, James, 208

Montcalm, Marquis de, 56

Montesquieu, 153

Montgomery, John, 268

Montgomery, General Richard, 55,

77, 86, 114; leads attack on Can-

ada, 49-56; attempts to resign, 52
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n.14; slain, 56; eulogized by Fox,
68

Moore's Creek Bridge, battle of,

91-92, 94

Morgan, General Daniel, 54, 57, 136,

144, 145, 200 n.9; at Cowpens,
236-37

Morris, Robert, 81, 84, 162, 218, 219,
266

Morristown, 111, 119, 120, 198, 208

Moultrie* Colonel William, defends

Sullivan's Island, 92-94
Mount Defiance, 134

Murray, General James, 44; low opin-
ion of Americans, 18 n.9

Napoleon, 71, 266
Nassau (New Providence), 42

Navigation Acts, 4

Navy, United States, 205-206

Negro^, 76, 77, 86, 87, 93, 155, 159,

160,^65, 214

Netherlands, The, enter war, 191-92

New Brunswick, 106, 107, 110, 111,

119, 122

Newburgh Addresses, 266

Newfoundland, 191; fisheries, 17, 253,

254, 255, 257

Newport, 112, 116, 197, 231; evacu-

ated by British, 230

Nicola, Colonel Lewis, 267

Ninety-Six, siege of, 239

North, Frederick, Lord, 6, 63, 64, 65,

130, 195, 249, 263; negotiations with

Franklin, 16; Conciliatory Resolu-

tion, 18-19; attempts reconciliation,

194, 196; tries to resign, 194, 197;

resigns, 250
Nova Scotia, held for Britain, 42-43

Odell, Jonathan, quoted, 221

Olive Branch Petition, 29, 61-62, 65,

73

Oliver Wiswell, 221 n.16

Oneida warriors, 138, 140

Opposition, British, to North minis-

try, 16-18, 61-64, 67-68, 195-97,
248-50

Oriskany, batde of, 138-39, 140

Oswald, Colonel Eleazer, 54

Oswald, Richard, 250; in peace nego-

tiations, 255-61

Otis, James, 11
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Paine, Thomas, 75 n.2, 82 n.17, 86, / views of, 154-55; contest

107 150: calls for independence^/ "Conservatives,
9 155-157

' ' T^ii ri_l 1 1AO 1AQ

with

76-77

Parker, Captain Jonas, 22, 23 n.15

Parker, Sir Peter, 69, 77, 245; in

Southern expedition, 90-94

Parsons, General Samuel Holden, 47,

210

Pemberton, Israel, 86

Penn, Richard, 62

Percy, General Earl, 24, 25, 33, 34

Phillips, Major General William, 240

Pickens, Andrew, 232, 238

Pigot, General Robert, 39, 207

Pitcairn, Major John, and march to

Concord, 21-23

Pitt, William, Earl of Chatham, 5, 62,

180, 195; urges conciliation, 16;

death of, 197

Pompadour, Madame de, 178

Portugal, 185
fc

Powis, Thomas, 250

Presbyterians, 158

Prescott, Dr. Samuel, 22, 23

Prescott, Colonel William, 39

Preston, Major Charles, defends St.

John's, 51-52

Prevost, General Augustine, opera-
tions of, in South, 228-29

Price controls, 21516
Primogeniture, 154; destroyed, 161

Princeton, battle of, 109-111, 118

Privateering, 205-206, 210

Proclamation of Oct. 7, 1763, 161

Proclamation, royal, of Aug. 23, 1775,

75

Prohibitory Act, 65, 66, 196; effect of,

upon American opinion, 75-76

Provincial Conference of Pennsylva-

nia, 81

Putnam, General Israel, 15, 32, 98,

99, 148

Quakers, 126, 187 .

Quartering Act of 1765, 4-6;' of

1774, 7

Quebec Act, 44-46

Quebec (city), patriot attack upon,
54-57

Quebec, province of, 42. St* Canada

"Radicals," 160, 171 n.9, 152, 153;

Rail, Colonel, 108, 109

Randolph, Edmund, 220

Randolph, Peyton, 28

Rawdon, Lord, 233, 238, 239

Rayneval, M. de, 258, 259, 260

Redistribution of land, 161-62

Reed, Joseph, 84, 101; loyalty of,

210 n.22

Regulators, 91, 92

Religion, movement toward freedom

of, 154, 157-59

Revere, Paul, his ride, 22

Richardson, Ebenezer, 213 n.2

Richmond, Duke of, 68, 195

Riedesel, Baron von, 141, 143, 144,

145

Riedesel, Baroness von, 144 n.13

Rivington, James, 26

Roberts, Kenneth, 221 n.16

Robinson, Beverly, 86

Rochambeau, Comte de, 207, 212,

231; in Yorktown campaign, 243-47

Rockingham, Marquis of, 5, 62, 187,

195, 197, 257; and peace negotia-

tions, 250-51

Rodney, Caesar, 81

Rodney, Admiral George, 192, 244-45

Roman Catholics, 158

Rousseau, Jean Jacques, 187, 188

Rush, Dr. Benjamin, 265

Rutiedge, Edward, 15, 28, 170

Rutiedge, John, 15, 92, 93, 94, 230

Sackville. See Germain
St Clair, General Arthur, retreats

from Ticonderoga, 133-35

St. Eustatius, 191-92

St Leger, Lieutenant Colonel Barry,
leads expedition toward Albany,

130-31, 137-40

St Lucia, 197, 228

Sandwich, Earl of, demands coercion,

17-18

Saratoga, Convention of, 116, 148-49,

165, 188, 194, 195, 197, 198

Saunders, Admiral Charles, 43

Savannah, captured by British, 228;

siege of, 230
Savile Sir George, 62

Schuyler, General Philip, 32, 104,

148, n.16, 175, 210, 218; and at-



tack on Canada, 49-50; attitude to-

ward reconciliation with Britain, 84

n.22; rivalry with Gates, 133; op-

poses Burgoyne, 135-36; removed,

136; sends relief to Fort Stanwix,

139-40; aids Gates, 144

Seabury, Samuel, 85

Senegal, 191

Senter, Dr. Isaac, 54

Serapis, H.M.S., 206

Shelburne, Lord, 62; and peace nego-

tiations, 250-51

Sherman, Roger, 15, 28 n.3, 80, 170

Shippen, Peggy, 209, 210 n.22

Simcoe, John Graves, 242

Simpson, James, 86

Six Nations. See Iroquois

Skenesboro (Whitehall), 135

Slave trade, oceanic, 159-60

Slavery, 150, 155; assailed, 159-61
^

Smith, Lieutenant Colonel Francis,

leads British to Concord, 21-24

Spain, attitude of, toward Anglo-

American struggle, 12, 178,

179-80, 181, 182-83, 185-86, 189,

251-53, 258-59, 262; enters war,

190-91

Stamp Act, 13

Stamp Act crisis, 4-5

Stamp Act Congress, 165

Stanley family, 130

Stansbury, Joseph, quoted, 226

Stark, General John, at Bennington,

141-42

Steuben, Baron von, 242; trains army,

202

Stirling, Earl of, 99, 198

Stonnont, Viscount, 186, 187, 196

Strachey, Sir Henry, 261

Stuart, Colonel Alexander, 239

Stuart, John, Indian Superintendent,

policy of, 91

Suffolk, Earl of, 19

Sullivan, John, General, 32, 99, 108,

123, 207, 210; evacuates Canada,

57-58; attacks Iroquois, 211

Sullivan's Island, 231

Summary View of the Rights of Brit-

ish America, 28

Sumter, Thomas, 232, 235, 238

Sweden, 192
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Tarleton, Banastre, 231, 235, 242;

beaten at Cowpens, 236-37

Taxes, American, 216

Temple, Sir John, 196, 201

Tennyson, Lord, quoted, 221

Ternay, Admiral du, 231

Thomas, General John, 57

Thompson, Benjamin, Count Rum-

ford, 222

Thompson, Colonel William, 93, 94

Throws Neck, 103

Thurlow, Edward, 19

Tooke, John Home, arrested, 61

Tories. See Loyalists

Townshend, Charles, 6

Townshend, Viscount, 63

Townshend Acts crisis, 5-6

Townshend duties, 62, 196

Trenton, battle of, 107-109, 111 n.25,
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patriots, 180-81; sponsors secret aid

to patriots, 181-82; leader of war
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Wadsworth, Jeremiah, 218

Waldeck,67
Walpole, Horace, quoted, 266

Ward, General Artemas, 30, 32

Warner, Colonel Seth, 142

Warren, Dr. Joseph, 11,20,39
Warwick Tavern, 124

Washington, George, 11, 15, 25* J>,
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167! 194, 205, 206, 207, 222 230,
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upon Canada, 49, 52-53; forces
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independence, 75, 78 n.8; rejects

peace overtures, 96; battle of Long

Island, 96-100; retreats to Manhat-

tan, 100; forced out of New York,

101-102; Harlem Heights, 102;

Westchester campaign, 102-104;

and capture of Fort Washington,

104-105; victory at Trenton, 107-

109; battle of Princeton, 107-111;

new army, 119-20; maneuvers in

New Jersey, 120-21; goes to defend

Pennsylvania, 121-22; defeated at

Brandywine, 122-24; at German-

town, 124-26; at Valley Forge, 126,

197-98; and Conway Cabal,

198-99; at Monmouth, 201-204;

hovers about New York, 208-209,

211; assists in defense of frontier,
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212; Yorktown campaign, 242-47;

not interested in crown, 265-67

Washington, Colonel William, 237

Wayne, General Anthony, 32, 211,

242

Wedderburn, Alexander, 19, 117 n.6,
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Wentworth, Paul, 189, 195

West Florida, 264

West Indies, British, 1, 17, 190, 205

Western lands, disputes concerning,

170, 171-73, 174-76

Weymouth, Lord, 68

White Plains, battle of, 103-104

Whitemarsh, 126

Wilkes, John, 62, 63; opposes coer-

cion, 18

Wilkinson, James, 199
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Williams, Otho Holland, 240 n.18

Willing, Thomas, 81

Wilson, James, 28, 80, 218

Wolfe, General James, 43, 44, 71, 97

Wooster, General David, 57

Wright, Sir James, 228
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Yorktown, siege of, 238, 241-47, 265

Yost, Hon, 140
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