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CHAPTTR I
INTRODUCTICN

In the fall of 1791, Arthur St. Clair, Governor of
the Northwest Territory, and recently appointed Major General
of fﬁewUnited States Army, marched northward from Fort Wash-
ington, near present day Cincinnati, at the head of 2300
regular soldiers and 300 militia. The object of his mission
was to desl a decisive blow against the Indians of the Ohio
country which would settle, at long last, a critical situa-
tion which had been plaguingz the United States government
since its 1nception. The purpose of this paper is to inqguire
into the impact that this expedition and its fate had upon
tﬂé American nation. Before examining the nation's re-
sponse to this mission, however, it will be necessary to
describe briefly the events leading up to its formstion.

The war with England, resulting in the Treaty of
Paris, had led to the United States being granted extensive
boundaries stretching west to the Mississippri and north to
the Great Lakes. Of particular interest to the newly created
United States government was that land conprising the na-
tional domain which was located north of the Chio River.

The Articles of Confederation, ratified in 1781,.had created
1
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a weak central governmaent with insufficlent taxing powers to
s1low it to funotic r_nroperly. Tc the menbers of the Con-
federation soverruent, the now Horthwest area was of crucilal
importance, for, it was hoped, the sale of this lend to
prospective settlers would provide the economic base neces-
sary to establish a vieble centrzl governnant,

- Nor were the settlers themselves reluctant to try
tﬁeir fortunes on the rich, inviting lands of the Chio
region. WNo sconer had the war ended than eager, land hun-
gry pioneers began to move down the Chic River in search
of a new life. At first the flow of settlers was slow and
hesitant, but it gradually gained moaentum, and, by the end
of the first decade of Independence, thoussnds were moving

2
westward esch year.

lReclnald Horsman, The Frontier in the Formative Years,
1783-1815 (Naw York: Holt Rinehart and Winston, 1970),
pp.30-33; Horsmaan, “xpar51ﬁn and American Indian Policy,
1783-1812 (Michigen State University Press, 1967), op. 5, 36~
373 Horsman, '"American Indian FPolicy in the (ld Northwest,
53 1812," "Willizm and Mary Quarterly, XVIII (January,
1961) pp 35 363 Francis S. Philbrick, The Rise of the West,
175%-1830 (Hew York: Harper and Row, 193?7 “pp.12%, 132 -133.

2Philbrick, The Rise of the West, pp.f0-103; Hors-

man, The Frontier in the Formative Years, p.303 Allen S.
Brown "The Role of the Army in western Sptflenant. Josizh
Varmar s Command, 1789-1790," Pennsylvsnia Magazine of His-
tory and Biogranns, 93, (Aprll, 1959), p.1733 Howard Seck~
ha~, '"Josiah Harmar and His Indian 4xneditlon " Chio Archaeo~-
logical and Historical GQuarterly, LV, (Julv-oentember, 1946),
p.2333 L.C. Helderman, "The Northwest Expedition of George
Rogers Clark, 17¢6-1787," Mississippi Valley Historical Re-~
view, XXV, (December, 19383, ».31P; Francis Paul Prucha,

Thp Sword of the Leuubllc, the United States on the Frontier,
TI793-T008 (Tondon: Mecwillan Comnan3,1969 Y, pp.17-18; Nelson
. Russell The Brltlsh Regime in Michigan and the Cld North-




It was this attennt to settle the newlv acguired
vestern lands that inmedistely created a crisis situation
for the Confederation governuent. The problen zrose in
that this land was only noninelly under Lmericen control.

The area north of the Chio River that was the ob-~
ject of such interest to the new United States, wss at the
tine Sccupied by severel Indian tribes, such a&s the Shawanee,
Delaware and Miami, who had been allied to the =nglish
during the Revolutionary ‘war. M The Treaty of Peris had
transferred the British titie to the region to the United
States.) Congress, hcwever, made the =nistake of assuning
the Indianrs would recognize that title and passively retire
from the area. Unfortunatelv for the government's plans,
the Indians saw no resason to vield their lands to the United
Sta%es. They had not been defeated nilitarily in the war,
nor had they ever granted any right of settlement in the
areca, PFurther conplicating Americen plans was the fact
that Indian niliﬁary strength north of the Chis River wes

considerably grester than thet of the United States.3

west (Northfield 1039), pp.253-254, 259-260; Knox to Har-
mar, July 21, 17§ Harmar Favers, W1lllan L. Clements Library;
Harmar to Capt. Jonathon Hesrt, July 28, 1788, Ibid.

3A L. Burt, The United States, Great Britain and
British North Amerlcu: From the Revolution to the Estab-
lishment of Peace After the War of 1812 (New Haven: vale
University Press, 1962), pp.t5-105; Reginald Horsman, The
Frontier in the 17'01"na‘cive Vcers, Pp.30-363 Regineld Hors—
man, “xpansion and American Indian Policv, pp.3-12; Regin-
ald Forsman, "American Indian Policy," pp.35-40; Francis
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Compounding the difficulties presented by this
Indian barrier to expénsion, was the continued English
presence in the Northwest. No sooner had the war with
Great Britain ended, than the Bnglish government realized
that 1t had commnitted a serious error at the bargaining
table, In their haste to conclude the war with the United
States, the fAnglish negotiators had granted to the Ameri-
cans lands that were of considerable importance to the
well-being of their settlements in Canada.

The Bnglish, by granting the land immediately south
of the Great Lakes to the United States, had deprived Canada
of its control over the valuable fur trade of the region,
Immediately5vpressures were placed upon the English govern-
nent by affected merchants and traders to renegotiate the
settlement ending the war. These pressures caused the
Fnglish government to reconsider thelr hasty decision at
Paris and to search for a way to maintain control over the

Nor‘chwes’c.)+

Paul Prucha, American Indian Policy in the Formetive Years:
The Indian Trade and Intercourse Acts, 1790-183% (Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 196 pPp.32-333
Walter H. Mohr, Federal Indian Relations, 1774~1788 (Phila-
delphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1933), pp.93-138;
Orpha 8. Leavitt, "“British Policy on the Canadian Frontier,
1782-1792: Mediatlon and An Indian Barrier State,'" Wisconsin
Historical Publications, Proceedings, 1915, pp. 154 1553
Harry M. Ward, The Department of War, 1781-1795 (University
of Pittsburgh Press, 1962), pp.55-56.

L"Benja*mm Frobisher to Ada:m Mabane, April 19, 1784,
Haldimand Papers, Michigan Pioneer and Historical Collec-
tions, XX, pp.219-222. (Hereinafter referred to as Haldimand




ore serious thar loss of the fur trade to 3ritish
officials in Cenada, however, was the Indian threat created
by the land cession. The tribes of the Northwest, which
had been allies of the ‘nglish duvrinz the Revolution,
looked upon the Tresty of Faris as an English betrayal.
In exchangé for their efforts on ®ngland's behslf during
the w;r, they had been rewsrded by having their lands given
to the eneny.

This understandable sttitude on the pert of the
Northwest tribes l1ed to a2 corresponding fear on the part
of the %nglish governuent that thelr former z2llies =aight
turn on them and lay waste to 3ritish settlements in Can-
ada., It bzcame a mztter of the highest priority to con-
vince the Indians that they hed not been betreyed, snd in

fect were still highly prized allies and friends of the

Pavers, MPHC.) Gov. Frederick Haldimand to Captain Robert-
son, May A, 1784, Haldimand Pepers, MPHC, XX, pp.226-227,
For evidence of the continuing imnportance of the fur trade
see: The Merchants of Montresl to Siwcce, December 9, 1791,
in B.A. Cruikshank, ed., The Correspondence of Lieut. Gov-
ernor John Graves Simcoe with Allied Documents Relating to
Fis Administration of the Sovernment of Upper Canada
(Torontos: 1923), I, pp.91-9%., (Hereinafter referred to as
Simcoe Papers.); From the Merchants of Montreal to J.G.
Sincoe, April 23, 1792, Sincoe Papers, I, pp.133-137. Also
see: Szmuel Flacg Bemis, Jav's Treatv: A Studv in Commerce
and Divlomacy (New Haven: Yale University Press, 19525, rev.,
ed., pp.o-10; Mohr, Federal Indian Relations, pp.93-94%;
A.L., Burt, The United States, Great Britain snd British
North America, pp.&5-1053; Russell, The British Regime in
Michigen and the Cld Northwest, p.238; Leavitt, "British
Policy on the Canadian Frontier," p.l5; Fred Landon, Western
Cntario and the American Frontier (Toronto: The Ryerson
Press, 1941), p.6; Andrew C. McLaughlin, "The Western Posts
and British Debts," American Historical Association, Annual
Rerort for 1694, (Washingtor: 1895).




Tnglish government.

Thus, motivated both by a desire to retzin the fur
trade and to prevent an Indian uprising, the Fnglish govern-
ment deteranined to retain possession of their line of =1il-
itary Posts located south of the newly estsblished American-
Canad}an border. FEngland had promnised to surrender these
Northwest Posts in the Treaty of Paris, but soon found
justification for retaining them by claiming that prior
violations of the Treaty had taken place on the American's
side. It was argued that the failure to restore the pro-
perty of the loyalists and to pay the debts owed to British
merchants, freed Tngland from her promise to relinguish the

Posts.

5General Haldimend to Hon. Thomas Townshend, Oct-
ober 23, 1782, Michigan Pioneer and Historical Collections,
X, PP.662-66%; Transactions with the Indians at Sandusky,
Haldimend Papers, MPHC, XX, pp.174%-183; Maclesn to Haldimand,
May 1%, 17¢3, Haldimand Papers, MPHC, XX, pp.117-119; Haldi-
mand to Sir John Johnson, May 26, 17é3, Haldimand Papers,
MPHC, XX, pp.123-12#; Brig. Allan Maclean to Lt, Col. Arent
S. De Peyster, June 26, 1783, Haldimand Papers, MPHC, XX,
pp.130-1313 Major Arent S. De Peyster to Brig. General
Allan Maclean, June 18, 1783, Haldimand Papers, MPHC, XX,
p.128: Brig. Gen. Allan Maclean to Gen. Frederick Haldimand,
July 17, 1783, Haldimand Papers, MPHC, XX, pp.l46H-147;
Brig. Gen. Allan Maclean to Lt. Col. Arent S. De Peyster,
July 8, 1783, Haldimand Papers, MPHC, XX, pp.138-140;
Brig. Gen. Allan Maclean to General Frederick Haldimand,
July 19, 1783, Haldimsnd Papers, MPHC, XX, pp.149~150;
Genersl Haldimend to Lord North, August 6, 1783, MPHC, XI,
pp.378-379. See also: Orpha Leavitt, YBritish Policy on the
Canadian TFrontier," pp.152-155; A.L. Burt, The United States,
Great Britsin and British North America, pp.62-105; Bemis,
Jay's Treaty, p.d; Nelson, The British Regime, pp.232~-233.

6
Philbrick, The Rise of the West, pp.134-136; Orpha
Leavitt, "British Policy on the Canadian Frontier," p.1583 A.




The retention of the Posts became a syunbol of Brit-
ish determination to .protect both the rights of the Indians
2nd the economic well-being of the fur trading interests
of Canada. So long &s the Posts were maintained by the
Unglish, not only would the fur trade be maintained but the
British could pose as the allies of the tribes of the Ameri-
can Ngrthwest. »Conversely, any retreat from these North-
west Posts could lead to the destruction of British Canada
by disgruntled Indian warriors.7

Fron these Posts, the English offered diplomatic
and material support to the tribes which only increased
their opposition to American advances. And, this opposi-
tion went almost unchecked by the national government. The
inpqtence of the new nation was apparent to all in the
government's inability to exercise control over its own

territory. The Americen armny was virtuzlly non-existent

during these years of the Confederation government and

L. Burt, The United States, Great Britain and British North
America, pp.82-105; Bemis, Jay's Treaty, pp.l0-1l; Nelson,
The British Regime, pp.2&tl-242,

7A.L. Burt, The United States, Great Britain, and
British North America, pp.o2-105; C.S. Graham, "The Indian
Menace and the Retention of the Western Posts," Canadian
Historical Review, XV, (March, 193%), pp.46-48; Orpha Lea-
vitt, "British Policy on the Canadian Frontier," p.157;
Nelson, The British Regime, Pp.234%-240. Also see: Sincoe's
reflections on the problems of the posts in Sizcoe to Ham-
mond, September 27, 1792, Colonial Cffice Records, Michigan
Pioneer and Historical Collections, XXIV, pp.r78-482,
(Hereinafter referred to as C.0.R., MPHC.)




prospects for the future developaent of a force sufficient
to allow the government to expel the Hnglish and subdue the
Indians were not bright. JLbyalty to the national govern-
ment among western settlers would be severely shaken by
this inability to protect its citizens from Indian attack
and B;itish intrigue.8

The fear that the Western territories might sepa-—
rate themnselves from the nztion was of growing concern to
the government. The inability of the government to pro-
tect the settlers against Indian attack, and the continuing
British possession of the Northwest Posts were the major,
but not the only, problems behind this sentiment. Western
problems for the Confederation were further coapounded by
the_ Spanish intrigue in the South and the Southwest. To
even a greater extent than the English in the North, the
Spanish were encouraging and openly aiding the Indians
of the South to oppose American settlement. 1In addition,
the Spanish possession of the mouth of the Mississippi
placed a strangle hold upon the econoaic developmnent of the
West. In this position of strength, the Spanish were of-
fering the frontier settlers peace with the Indians and

free use of the Mississippl in exchange for their secession

8

For basic information on British-~American relations
during this period see: A.L. Burt, The United States, Great
Britain and British North Americaj; Bemis, Jay's Treatys;
Charles Rltcheson, Aftermath of Revolution: British Policy
Toward the United States, 1783-1795 (Dallas: Southern Metho-




fron the United Stetes.9 A1l the above fzctors, comnbined
with s growing feeling in the West that the Bastern por-
tion of the Nation cared 1little for Western developnent
made the cuestion of retesining the Jestern country within
the government of the United Stetes, of increasing concern

, 10
to the Congress,

In the face of these obstzcles the Confederation
governmnent set about establishing its Northwestern Indian
vpolicy. The basic assumnpticn of that policy wes that vie-
tory over the British snd thz subseqguent Treaty of Paris
granted the United States co=wnlete and unouestioned ovner-
ship of all lands heretofore held by the Indians. The

Indian tenancy had been negsted both by their aid to the

dist University Press, 1959).

¥or basic information on Sranish-American rela-
tions during this period see: Arthur P, Whitaker, The
Spanish-American Frontisr, 1783-1795 (Boston: Houghton,
Mifflin, Co., 1927); Arthur P. Darling, Cur Risinz Bapire,
1763-1203 (Hamden, Cornecticut: Archon Books, 1962).

lOThe nezgotiation of the Jay-Gardogui Tresty with
Spain, for example, led to the development of a secessionist
sentiment in the West. By the terms of this treaty the
United States would yield the use of the iississippi in ex-
change for trade ccncessions., For additional informstion
regarding the movemnents for seraration from the Union see:
Rufus Putna=n to Fisher Amnes, 1790, Rowens Buell, ed., The
Yemoirs of Rufus Putnam (New Vork: 1903), pp.234-247; Ames
to Futnem, Februery 22, 1791, Ibid., pp.250-251; F. Clever
Bald, "Colonel John Francis Hemtramck," Indians Magazine
of Fistory, XLIV (December, 1948), p.3433 Philbrick, The
Rise of the West, p.128; Gayle Thornborough, ed., Cutpost
on the Wabash, 1787-1791: Letters of Brigadier General
Josiah Harmar and Major John Francis Hamtramck (Indiana-
polis: Indiana Historical Society, 1957), p.l2; Dale Van
Svery, Ark of Hmpire: The American Frontier, 1784-1803
(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 19700, pp.li¥-176.
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3pitish during the war and by the teras of the Treaty it-
self. This being the case the Indians had forfeited all
richts to the soil and only lived upon it at the pleasure
of the United States.

It was on this basis thst the Confederation govern-
ment adopted a militant and sggressive attitude toward the
westefh tribes. The Indians wers informed that they were a
conquered people who could live on the land only due to the
benevolence and generosity of the American government.ll The
result of this Aznerican Indian Policy was to create a situa-~
tion of virtually constant hostilities across the frontiler.

The government, using threats filled with bluff and
bluster, was able to obtain treaties from a number of west-
ern tribes. But, it would be unfair to say that these
treéties were negotiated in any real sense of the term.

The tribes were told that they must agree to withdraw froa
lands illegally held by them, or suffer destruction at the
hands of the United States Army. Thus, agreements were

made such as the Treaty of Fort Stanwix in 1784% with the

llHorsnan YAmerican Indian Policy in the 0l1d North-
west," pp.35-40; Horsman, Fxpansion and Amnerican Indian Pol-
igx, PP.3-153 Horsman, The Froptier in the Formative Years,
P.353 Brown, "The Role of the Army in Western Settlement, i
p.167; Francis Paul Prucha, American Indian Policy in the
Formative VYears: The Indian Trade and Intercourse Acts, 1790~
1834 (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press,
1962), pp.32-33; Van Every, Ark of Eupire, p.l2; Randolph C.
Downes, Council Fires on the Upper COhio: A Narrative of In-
dian Affairs in the Upper Chio Valle untll 1799 (Pittsburzhs
University of Pittsburgh Press, l950§, Pp.277-278, 284-2883
Philbrick, The Rise of the West, pp.139-140.
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Iroquois, and the Treaty of Fort MecIntosh in 1785 with
factions of the Wyandots, Delawares, Chippewas and Ctta-
was.12 The truth was, however, that the pitifully small
American Army was unable to defend the few small posts it
maintained on the frontisr, much less enforce harsh treaty
provisions'upon the Indians.13 The net result of these
treaﬁ%es was negative. The Indians were naturally angered
at their treatment, soon repudiated them, and renewed oppo-
sition to American advance.

The last years of the Confederation government
did see a gradual change in American policy. Realizing

the failure of its original harsh stance toward the North-

western tribes, the government modified its position some-

- 12Peckham, "Josiah Harmer and His Indian Expedition,"
p.231; Philbrick, The Rise of the West, p.140; Brown, "The

Role of the Aray in Western Settlement," pp.165-167; Thorn-

borough, Qutpost on the Wabash, pp.9-10; Nevil B. Craig,ed.,
The Clden Time (2 vols.; Pittsburgh, 1848, reprinted Cin-
cinnati, 1876). This work contains General Butler's Journal;
Van @very, Ark of REmpire, pp.51, 55, 57-58; Downes, Council
Fires, pp.289-293, 295-296, 299; Horsman, Frontier in the
Formative Years, p.35; Prucha, The Sword of the Republic,

p.9; Prucha, American Indian Policy, pp.33-3%.

13Bald, "Colonel John Francis Hamtramck," pp.335-
3543 Peckham, "Josiah Harmar and His Indian Expedition,"
pp.227-2413 Brown, "The Role of the Army in Western Settle-
nent,” pp.l6l-178; Helderman, "The Northwest Expedition of
George Rogers Clark,” pp.317-334%; Ward, The Department of
Wars; John Parker Huber, "General Josiah Harmar's Command:
Military Policy in the 0ld Northwest, 1784-1791," (unpub-
lished Ph.D, dissertation, University of Michigan, 1968);
Thornborough, Cutpost on the Wabash, pp.l2-13; Prucha, The
Sword of the Republic, pp.6-7, 9-13, 193 John C, Miller,
Flexander Hamilton and the Growth of the New Natlon (New
Vork: Harper Torchbooks, 196W4+), p.1%3; Van RBvery, Ark of

Empire, pp.12-13.
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what, While still denving Irdian rights tn the land, the
government decided to vay the Indians who were willing to
surrender lands desired ov the United Stetes. It was this
policv that eventuated in the Treaties of Fort Harmar early
in 1789. These trastiss, however, did nothing more than
reafflrm provisions of easrlier agreemnents, and, like then,
BRS
were soon repudiated,

In spite of Indian intransigence, the Confederation
government, anxious both to realize a monetary return from
sale of western lands, and anxious to stem the rising chorus
of complaints from the “West, did pass significant legisla-
tion for the orgenization, sszle and government of the North-
west, culminating in the famnous Northwest COrdinance of 1787,
And, the imnedizte sals of vast tracts of land along the
Ohio River to the newly formed Ohio Company tends to empha-
size the ezgerness with whiech the American people looked to

15

the settlement of the Chio Country. More inportantly, it

14

In 17€9, two trezties were signed, each confirming
earlier tresties with the Indians. One treaty, with the
Wyandots, Delawares, Potawatomis, Uttawas and Sacs recon-
firned the Treaty of Fort McIntosh, 1785. The second treaty
was with the Six Nations and econflrnad the 1784 Treaty of
Fort Stanwix. This time, however, the Indians were compen-
sated for their cessions in the amount of $9,000.

lsHorsman, The Frontier in the Formstive Yesrs, pp.36-
37; Horsman, Expansion and American Indizn Policy, Dp.42- £3
Philbrick, The Rise of the Wsst, pp.124-125; Archer Butler
Hulbert, ed., The Records of the Original Proceedings of the
Chio Company, I, (4ar1etta, Chio: Marietta Historical Com~
mission, 1917).
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neant that the government had formelly sencticned settleunent
north of the River and thus assumed an even nore inmnediste
obligation to nacify the frontier.

“When 320orze VWashinaton took office as the first
President under the naw Federal government in 1789, the
problems of the Northwestern frontier were noc better and
in mahy ways worse than thev had. been in 17€3. British
fossession of the lNorthwest Posts, Spanish intrigue in the
Southwest, increasing Indien hostilities along the Chio
frontier and psrsistent ruuors of secession in the western
territories created a crisis situation for the Admninistra-
tion, and the zovernment arvroached the problem with a sense
of urgency.

The policy of the nsw Administretion was to aveid

3V}

t 21l nossible, while still seeking to secure

L)

war; if
control of the Indian lands through negotistion. Not only
did the continuinz precariocus financial situation of the
nation prohibit large scale defense spending, but, it was
believed, that the goals of the Administration could more
easily be obtrined pezcefully. A treaty, no matter how
much money it might cost by way of gifts and annuities to
the Indians, would still be far less expensive than a war,
In addition, once settlement did take place, wildlife upoﬁ
which the Indien depended, would be forced to retrest fron
the surrounding area. This, in turn, would force the In-

dian further back into the wilderness. This would make
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it easier for the settler to invade this abandoned area.
Tventually, the Indian would be forced to leave the region
enti”ely.l6

The choice of negotiation rather than outright war
as the proper method of solving the frontier rroblems was
also‘based upron an American concern over the righteousness
of its rosition. The Presiﬂent,Afor example, doubted the
wisdom of an all out war against the Indians and stressed
the need to negotiate differences with those people. Any
precipitous +ove toward war on the part of the United States

would, he believed, be difficult to justify.l7

Similarly,
the Secretery of War, Henry Knox, believed that the lands

of the Indians could only be taken from them with their
consent, or as the result of a just war. That is, a war
brought on by continuing Indian depredations and refusals to
negotiate.l8 Thus, the new government's policy was to nego-
tiate with the Indians for their lands, both because it was

morally correct and because it was the expedient thing to

do.

Horsman, "American Indian Policy," » -37; Horsman,
Bxpansion and American Indian Folicy, pp.3-153 Jasnlngton to
Congress, August 7, 1789, Amnerican State Papers, Indian
Affairs, I, pp.12-13, (Hereinafter referred to as A.S.P., L.A.).

17Instructions from the President of the United
States, Cctober 6, 1769, A.S.P., I.A., I, D.97.

18Washington to Congress, August 7, 1789, A.S.P.,
I.A., I, pp.1l2~13; Horsman, "American Indian Policy," pp. 42~
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Unfortunately for the success of the governnent's
policy, the settlers themselves were impstient. They could
not or would not await the outcome of lengthy, perhaps
futile negotiations between the Tribes and a distant govern-
ment which they were none to sure was looking out for their
intefests. The peorle of the frontier were increasingly
restive in the face of frecuent attacks, and, these attacks
grev in frequency as more and more people began to cross
the Ohio border. Soon, the threat of s chaotic full scale
war on the frontier precipitated by attacks fron an increa-
singly irate Kentucky citizenry was a real possibility.
"It is not to be expected,”" stated the Governor of the
Northwest Territory, Arthur St. Clair, '"that the Kentucky
pegple will or can submit patiently to the cruelties and
depradations /Sic/ of those savages."? The settlers, accord-
ing to the Governor, would probably launch their own at-
tacks if the national government did not act soon.20

The fear of a frontier war brought on by settlers
who were disgusted at the lack of national support they

were receiving, and who sproke more openly of the possibility

19Governor St. Clair to the President, September 1k,
1789, William Henry Smith, ed., The St. Clair Papers (Re-
print edition, Freeport, New York: Books for Libraries
Press, 1970), II, pp.123-124, (Hereinafter referred to as
Smith, St. Clair Papers.). ‘ :
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of separation fro=n the nation, leod Goverpnor St. Clair to
raconmend, and Congress tc avprove, the use of the Virginia
and Kentucky =i'itiac if the Governor should deem it essen-—
tial to maintzin order on the frontier.Zl This was to "“tend
to conciliate the western people by showinz them that they

."22 Following its continuing

vere not unattended to.
desires to avoild war if at all possible, however, the Ad-
ﬁinistration cautioned St. Clair thet the =llitia was to
be used only if gll attenpts at a peaceful solution feziled..
rn Indian war was '"to be aveoided by all means consistently
with the security of the frontier inhabitants, the security
of the troons, and the national dignity.""S
Hoves for peace continued to fade, howevsr, as the
tenor of thernews “ron the frontier becane increasingly

alarning. A group of Indian warriors or "banditti" as the

governuent referred to them, had infested the region along

1
2 "Instructions from the President of the United

States to the Governor of the Western Territory," Cctober 6,
179, A.S.P., I.5., I, PDP.96-973 “Report to the Senate,"
Scouemoer 16 1779, John C. PFitzpatrick, ed., The Writings
of George daSﬂlnuben, XXX, (Washington: U.S. Governuent
Printinz Cffice, 1939), p. 05, ;overpur 3t. Clair to the
H"cs:Ldﬁr\t Septamber 1%, 1789, Smith, St. Clsir Pavers, II,
D.l23~12#; Knox to St. Clalr, September 28, 1709, Nor thwest
Territory Papers, Clements Library.

22Gove“nov 3t. Clair to the President, September 1k,
1789, Smith, St. Clair Papers, II, pp.1l23- 12k,

oy
3"Instructions from the President of the United
States," Cctober 6, 1789, A.S.P., I.A., I, P.97.
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+the Chio Rdver where tr~ situation becamne so perilous that
certain frontier leaders rad all traffic on the River
wizht be brougrt to a halt, ; In an attempt to quell the
growing chorus of coapliaints fron the West, the government
reluctantly assumned the exmense of paying for frontier
scouts in ths erdangered areas.QSThese scouts would afford
a nodicum of protection for the beleaguered settlers, as
well as offering then at 1least a token of the concern felt
for them ir the Administration.

Meanwhile the governuent had authorized St. Clair to

ZMWilkinson to Harmar, April 7, 1790, Harmar Papers,
Clements Librarys; "Suuamary Statement of the Situaticn of the
Frontiers by the Secretary of War,* May 27, 1790, Smith,
8t. Clair Papers, II, pp.l46-147; General Knox to Governor
St. Clair, June 7, 1790, Ibid., pp.147-148; Major Hamtranck
to Governor St. Clair, April 1%, 1790, Ibid., p.135; '"Re-
presentations from the Field Cfficers of Harrison County,
Virginia," February 2, 1790, A,S.P., I.A., I, p.87; "Letters
relating to Indian Raids," Ibid., pp.c9-90; Harmar to Knox,
June 9, 1790, Ibid., p.913; Wilkinson to Harmar, April 7,
Ibid., pp.91-92; Knox to Harmar, June 7, 1790, Ibid., pp.97-
985 Judge Tutnamn to the President, July 24, 1790, Clarence
“dwin Carter, =d., The Territorial Parers of the United States,
IT, (Washington, D.C.: United States Government Printing
Cffice, 1934%), pp.293-29%, (Hereinafter referred to as
Territorial Papers.); Douglas S. Freeman, George Washington:
A Biogravhv, VI, Patriot and President (New VYork: Charles
Scribnerfs Sons, 1954), pp.271-272.

25Knox to Harmar, Avril 13, 1790, Harmar Pavers,-
Clements Library; XKnox to St. Clair, March 3, 1790, Har-
mar Papers, Clements Library; Randolph C. Downes, Frontier
Ohio, 1788-1803 (Columbus, Chio: Ohio State Archaeological
and Historicel Society, 1939), p.21l. See also "Address
of General Assembly of Virginia to President Washington)
A.8.P., I.A., I, pp.84-85; "Address from Representatives
of the Frontier Counties of Virginia to Washington," Ibid.,
28.85-86; Knox to Judge Innes, April 13, 1790, Ibid., pp.l101l~
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attenpt to nesotiste a resce with the western Indians., RBven
before the mission began, however, the Governor's pessinisn
was evident, as he wrote the Secretary of Wer, Henry Knox,
that "The Yisni's, and the renegade Shawanese /sic/, Dela-
wares, and Cherokees., . .1 fear are irreclaimeble by gentle
means."26 This pessiwnism was soon born out by events.

The missior met with Indian intransigence to any peace
plan proposed by the United States, unless the United States
would negotiste on the bssis of the Ohio River as a boundary
for settlement. Furthermore, the danger of the British
retention of the Horthwest Iosts was evident as the tribes
refused to negotiste until they had an opportunity to con-
fer with thelr British allies at Detroit.27

It was the failure of this peace effort combined

with the continuing hostilities on the frontier that led

t. Clair to reconmend war with the Indians believed most
guilty -- those whose villeges were along the Wabash River.,

"It is to be feared," he informed Secretary Knox, "that

26Governor St. Clair to the Secretary of War, Jan-
uary 26, 1790, Smith, St. Clz2ir Papers, II, pp.1l32-133.

27wMr, Gamelin's Journal,” Ibid., Wote 1, pp.l55-
160, For additional informetion on the American attempt to
negotiate peace see Major Hamtramck to Governor St. Clair,
March 19, 1790, Ibid., Note 1, p.132; Major Hamtramck to
Governor St. Clair, Ibid., p.135; Governor St. Clair to
May 1, 1790, St, Cleir Papers, State Library of Ohioj Knox
to Harmar, June 7, 1790, Harmasr Papers, Clements Library;
B3ald, "Colonel John Francis Hantramck," pp.345-346. For
St. Clair's activities in the Illinois Country see "Governor
St. Clair to the President, Report of Cfficial Proceedings
in the Illinois Country from March 5th to June 1lth, 1790,%
Smith, St. Clair Papers, II, pp.16%4-180,
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the United States aust vrepare effectuzlily to chastise them,
and the consecguenczs of not doing 1t =may, very probsbly, be
the defection of those who a2rs now at peace with the entire

loss of the affections of the people of the frontiers."28

Faced with the ever growing demands from the fron-
tier for aid, the increasing belligerence of the Tribes and
the refusal of the Indians to accept the American concept
of just negotistion, the Adninistration reluctantly accepted
St. Cleir's recommendation. Instructions were issued that
an expedition was to be launched "to exhibit to the Wabash
Indians our power to vunish them for thelr positive depre-
dations, for their conniving at the depredations of others
and for their refusing to treat with the United States
when invited thereto.."29

Commznd of this provosed expedition was given to
a veteran of the frontier experience, Brevet General Josiah
Harmar. The plar of attack mede by Harmar in consultation

with Governor St. Clair, celled for a main body of men to

march from PFort Washington, near present Cincinnati, north-

28Governor 3t. Clair to the Secretary of war; May 1,
1790, St. Clair Papers, State Library of Ohioj; Bald, "Colonel
John Francis Hamtramck," pp.345-346.

9General Knox to Governor St. Clair, September 14,
1790, Smith, St. Clair Papers, II, pp.181-183; Knox to Har-
mar June 7, 1790, Harmar Papers, Clements Library; Knox to
Harmar, August 2%, 1790, Ibid.; St. Clair to Harmar, Octo-
ber 1, 1790, Ibid.; General Knox to Governor St. Clair,
August 23, 1790, Smith, St. Cleir Papers, II, pp.l&2-163..
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ward towzrds the villazes of the ¥Mianl tribes. Meanwhile,
a smaller fovce consistine of approxinately 300 ailitia and
a handful of regulars was to merch northeastward from Fort
Knox on the Wahash, under the conmand of Major John Francis
Famtramck.Bo
Thét the expedition would not proceed smoothly was
earl§ indiceted by the low caliber of militia who composed
the me jor vortion of Herasr's force. It was not the hardy
self-sufficient frontiersmen who rerorted for duty, but a
mixture of young hoys, old men, and undesirables, few of
whom were properly armed or phyvsically prepared for such
an underteking. MNor were aany of the militias officers of
high caliber. Uisputes amonz themn, leading to threats of
mutiny 1f certain favorites were not given comnnands, boded
11l for the successful completion of the .'nission.3l

The mein force left Fort Washinzton on Septemnber 26,

3OBald “"Colonel John Frencis Haatramck,' p.346;
Thornboroug h Gutrost on the Wabash, pp.l8- 19, Knox to
Harmer, Sep*eﬂocr 14, 1790 Harmar Papers, Clements Library;
Hamtranack to Harmer, Novemner 2, 1790, Ibid.; Harmar to
Hamntramnck, January 15, 1791, in Who“nborough, Cutpost on the
Wabash, p. ?69, Xnox to Harmar, September 3, 1790, Knox
Papers, Massachusetts Historical Society; Ward, The Depvart-
ment of War, pp.126-131.

31St. Clair to Harmar, May 2, 1790, Harmer Papers,
Clemnents Library; Knox to Harmar, Sentcmbar 3, 1790, Ibid.,
St. Clair to Harmer, September 25, 1790, Ibid.; Court of
Inquiry of Generzl Harmar, American atate Papers, Military
Affairs, I, pp.20-37; “Proceedings of a court of Inquiry
Held a2t PFort Weshington, September 15, 1791. . . ," Fron-
tier War MSS, vol.hk, Draper Collection, Wisconsin State
Historical Society.
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1790, and making very slow progress, did not reach the In-
dizn villazes until Getober 17. <inding the villages
dessrted, Harmar had to content hinself with burninz themn and
whatever supplies of corn hs found there., Twice, he sent
out detached units in an atteunnt to make contact with the
main Indiah forces, and each time they were amnbushed by
the waiting warriors. In both instances the nilitia pen-
icked and rzn, leaving the regulars to the meréy of the
Indisns, The result was that Harmer lost 183 dead and 31
wounded, At this point, realizing the total undependabil-
ity of the nilitie »nd faced with serious shortages of
supplies, Hermar decided to withdraw.

Meanwhile Mz jor Hantramck's force from Fert Xnox
wes_having troubles of its own. Severe shortages of sup-
ply comnbined with a lack of discipline amnong the militia
forced the Yajor to return to his post without having seen

33

a single Indian warrior.

32Harmar to Haatramck, November 29, 1790, in Thorn-
borough, Cutpost on the Wabash, p.268; Knox to Hsrmar,
January 31, 1791, Harmar Fapers, Clements Library; James
Backus to Woodbridge, November 24, 1790, Woodbridge Papers,
Detroit Public Library; “Thomas Bourne's Narrative of Far-
mar's Campaign," Frontier Wer MSS, vol.%, Draper Collection,
Wisconsin State Historical Societyj; "Proceedings of a Court
of Inquiry Held at Fort Washington, September 15, 1791, . .
Ibid.; Court of Ingquiry of General Harmar, American State
Papers, Military Affairs, I, pp.20-373; Beverley W. Bond,
Jr., ed., Memoirs of 3enjamin Yan Cleve, XVII, Cuarterly
Publications of the Historical and Philosophical Society of
Chio, pp.17-18.
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Hamtraack to Harmar, November 2, 1790, in Thorn-
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Word of the expedition was anxiously awaited in the
nation's capital. But, as days passed into weeks without
a word from the frontier, all hope of a successful outcome
of the expedition wzs gradusllyv abzndoned. The President
soon came to the ce¢onclusion that there was little doubt
but that the =mission had led to
a disgraceful terminatior under the conduct of B. Genl.
Harmar. I expected little from the moment I heard he
was a drunkard. I expected less as soon as I heard
that on this account no confidence was reposed in hinm
by the people of the Western Country. And I gave up

all hope of Success as soon as I heard that there were
disputes with hia 2bout command.

The President's assessment of Harmar's performance
proved to be a hasty and an inaccurate one. The fault was
partially Harmar's in that he should not have sent out
detgched units in sesrch of the Indian warriors. The very
reason he was glven so large a force was owing to the ac-~
knowledged need of such numnbers to defeat the Indians.
However, a court of inculry later found Harmar innocent
on all charzes of drunkeness and poor leadership. The fault
lay less with Harmar than with the poorly trained and

35

poorly equipped militia upon whom he had to depend.

borough, Qutpost on the’wabash, pp;259-264; Harmar to Knox,
December %, 1790, Harmar Papers, Clements Library; 3ald,
"Colonel John Francis Hamtramck,™ pp.335-35h4.

3“President to the Secretary of War, November 19,
1760, Territorial Papers, II, p.310., (Eamphasis Washington's).

35court of Inquiry of General Harmar, American State
Papers, Military Affairs, I, pp.20-373 "Proceedings of a
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Harmer had long and =waritoricus service on the
frontier, and ili-degserved “ashirzton's accusations. Per-

icn of the President was owing to the

fa

haps, the strong reac
i-vortance he nlacedl uron ths restoration of peace on the
frontier.’rﬁe had hored that the launching of zn expedition
of this size wculd solve the freontier problem once and for
411, and the depth of his disappointment was great,

Whatever the cause of the defeat, however, there
was no doubt as to its result. The situation of the set-
tler on the frontier bescame more desparate than ever before.
The Indians, elated over their 2bility to stop the largest
arny the United States possessed, boasted that ‘*there should
not remain a Smozk /sig/ on the ohio /sic/ by the time the
Leayves put out.”36 Petitions pleading for help for the
frontier began to arrive on the desks of government officials
once again. For the Indians "instead of being humbled, . .

37

appear ditermined /sic/ on a general War. . . o

Court of Inquiry Held st Fort YWashington, September 15,
1791, .« + ," Frontier War MSS, vol.l, Draper Collection,
Wisconsin State Historical Society; Knox to Harmar, Jan-
uary 31, 1791, Hernar Papers, Clements Library; Asheton to
Harmar, July 20, 1791, Ibid.; Lt. Armstrong to Harmar,
March 1, 1791, Ibid,; Major Ferguson to Hermar, March 28,
1791, Ibid.

36Buell, The Memoirs of Rufus Putnam, p.113.

7Rufus Putnam esq., to the President, January 8,
1791, A.S.P., I.A., I, pp.121-122; Judge Putnam to the
President, February 2%, 1791, Territorial Papers, II, pp.337-
3393 Buell, The Memoirs of Rufus Futnam, p.ll3. Fecr an in-
dication of the problems facinz the frontier following Har-
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The government azresd with these assessments of the
frontier situation since thev too realized that rather than
peace the result of the Harmer expediticn was to Yencour-
age them /The Indians/ to a continuance of hostilities.”38
The only decision the Secretary of War could meke, there-
forez_was that Yanother and more effectual expedition mnust
be undertaken.”39 Knox's recomnendations for such an ex-
pedition, endorsed by the President, were submitted to Con-
gress early in 1791, and hastily approved. 4n army, twice
the size thzt Harmar's .had been, and counosed mostly of
regulars, was authorized, In addition, Congress arpropriated
more than %300,000 for the War Devartment to finance the
expedition. Arthur St. Cleir, Governor of the Northwest
Territory, and possessed of considerable military exper-

ience dating from the French-Indian War, was commissioned

mar's defeat see also Harmer to Hasatranck, January 19,
1791, in Thronborough, Outnost on the Wabash, pp.269-272%
Haemtrameck to Harmar, January 2&, 1791, Harmar Papers, Cle-
ments Library; Hamtrameck to Harmar, May 9, 1791, Ibid.;
Petition fro=m Dunlap's Station, January 16, 1791, Ibid.;
Petition for Help to Hsrmar from Bethany Town, February 28,
1791, Ibid.; Col. Levi Todd and Robert Johnson from Lexing-
ton, November 20, 1790, Ibid.; Petition from Citizens of
Clarksville, December 3, 1790, Ibid.; Lt. Kingsbury from
Dunlap Station, January 12, 1791, Ibid.; James Backus to
Woodbridge, Novenber 2%, 1790, Woodbridge Papers, Detroit
publice Library; Van Svery, Ark of Eupire, pp.226-227.

8
3 Knox to Hsrmar, January 31, 1791, Harmar Fapers,
Clements Library.
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Ma jor-General and was to coamand the new aray.

The zreat lenzth of tims it would tzke to prepare
tne army o narch led the governnent to further decide that
small scale raids ouzht to be launched into the Indian
country. This was to be done in order to take pressure
off the frontier settlenents as well as to weaken the tribves!
will to resist St. Clair's force when it eventually marched.

In all, two such raids were undertaken. The first,
under the command of 3rigidier General Charles Scott, was
sent against the Indian towns of the upper WabaSh Aiver, |
Scott's force, composed of avnproximately 700 Kentucky mili-
tia, manzged to Aestroy four or five villazges, kill thirty
Indians and cepture fifty-eight.Al This rald did sufficient
damage to further incense the tribes against the American
settlers, but not enough to bring them to the bargaining
table or to weaken their abilityv to resist.

The second raid, under the leadership of Major
General James Wilkinson, likewise was sent against Indian

villages along the Wabash, with orders to capture "as many

l"oF{epor't from ¥nox to Washington, January 22, 1791,
A.s.P,, I.A., I, Pp.112-113; Washington to Darke, April 4
1791, Fitzpatrick, Washington Writings, XXXI, pp.268-270;
Knox to Harmar, Merch 1¢, 1791, Harmar Fapers, Clements
Library; St. Clair's Instructions are found in A.S.P., I.A.,
I, pp.171-17%. See also Smith, St. Clair Papers, II, Note 2,
p.200,

L
lSt. Clair to Knox, May 26, 1791, Smith, St. Clair
Papers, pp.212-216; St. Clair to Comnittee of Kentucky,
June 2%, 1791, Ibid., pp.222-223; Downes, Frontier Ohio, p.28.




gs possihle, particularly wonen zni children." Wilkinson

.,.:

et with linited suépess, qeneging to capture thirty-four
in the principal wWsbash village. However, following this
initisl success, Wilkinson's expedition becznae lost in a
series of bogs and marshes and, discouraged, returned howme
without further success.

While vreparing to destroy the Indian on the bettle-
field, the governaent at the seme tine was attempting to
secure a peaceavle settlement with the tribes through nego-
tiation. Joserh 3rant, for example, was approached during
this summer of 1791, in an attenmpt to use him as an envoy
of peace to the western tribes. Fis Jjob was to convince
the Indians of America's pscific intentions, however, news
of .the Scott-Wilkinson expeditions destroyed all possibilities

f this attenpt beilng successf‘ul.h3

The fact of the matter was that the governaent
wanted the impossible.. They wanted the Indian lands, and
they wanted them peacefully. Throughout this period the
government was torn between its desire for peace on the
western frontier and its desire to stem the rising chorus

of comnplaints arising from the frontier regarding the

vesterners' concern that the government was indifferent

General St. Clair to General Wilkinson, July 31,
1791, /~nstruct10nsZ Smith, St. Clair Panerq, II, pp.227-229;
General Wilkinson to General St. Clair, August 2%, 1791,
Ibid., pg.233 -239,

3
Van Svery, Ark of Zupire, pp.228-229,.
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to its needs. This as nmuch 23 anyvthing exrlains the virtu-
ally schizophrenic nature c¢f American policy. At the same
time that the Iniians were Deing assured the United States
wanted no more land, but only lasting peace, the reople

of the frontier were being informed that “The United States
embrace, with equal care, 211 parts c¢f the Union; and,

in tgé present case, are making exvensive arrangements

for the oprotection of the frontiers. . . .“huUhder the
circumstances, it was sma2ll wonder that negotiations con-
sistently fziled and war constantly recurred.

Meanwhile, St. Clair was ettempting to prepare the
main force. The sunner of 1791 was one of intense frus-
tration fc~ the governor. Delav after delay ensued, making
it impossible Tor him to m2rch on the heels of the Scott
and Wilkinsor rsids as hed criginally been hoped. St.
Clair's army would not he ready to march until Cctober,
and even then was really not prepared to do so effectively.

The reasons for the deleys were manifold. The army
was slow to assemble and when it did éonfusion, disorgan~
ization and & lack of discipline were the orders of the
day. There were'extraordinary problems arising from the

quartermaster corps -- problems which would continue through-

out the ensuing canpaign. There were deficiencies 1n every

hu"Instructions to 5t. Clair from Knox, March 21,
1791," A.S.P., I.A., I, pp.171-17%,




area -- DoOr cuality gunvowder, insufficient cuantities of

]

sod, irazdecuate nunbers of na2ck horses. All these delays
nrevented the army from marchinz until Cctober -- at a
timz when the availsble forsge for horses and livestock

: , . L5
was ravidly disarrearing,

- Fursuant to instructions to bulld a chain of forts
‘between Fort Washirgton and the Misais' Indisn villsges,
5t. Clair's ermy constructad its first fort several miles

s e i 6.
froan thair base and callad it Fort Haxilton. This having
been coplated, the a#ray bezan 1ts march northward on
Cetober %, 1791, under the tenporary comnand of General

wichard Butler.

It soon becane evident that the provlens which

L*Sf'inox to Richard 3Butler, July 7, 1791, St. Cleair
“apers, Chio State Librarys; Knox to Richard 3Butler, July 21,
791, Ibid.; Knox to Richard 3utler, August h, 1791, Ibid.;
Ynox to Butler, August 11, 1791, S=nith, St. Clair Pavpers,

II, pp.230-231; St. Clair Crder Book, August 6, 1791, Wis-
consin S3tate Historiczl Society; Arthur St. Clair, A Narra-
tive of the Manner in Which the Csmpalgn Against the Indians
in 1791 Was Conducted. . . . (Philadelphia: 1¢12), pp.l2, 21,
43,772, &7, 147, 151, 163, 199, 201, 207, 213; Downes, Fron-
tier Chio, p.30. Yuch additionel information on organiza-
tional and supply problems may be found in St. Clair to Knox,
July 19, 1791, Knox Papers, Massachusetts Historical Society;
St. Clair to Knox, fAugust 1, 1791, Ibid.; St. Clair to Knox,
August 9, 1791, Ibid.; St. Clair to Knox, September &, 1791,
Tbid.; St. Clair to Fnox, 3eptenber 23, 1791, Ibid.; St. Clair
Crder 300k, Wisconsin State Historical Society; Adjutant
Crawford's Orderly Book, Detroit Public Library; "Captain
Newman's Journal," Frontier War MSS, vol.4, Draper Collec-
tion, VWisconsin State Historical Society.

L+6"Instructions to St. Clair from Knox, March 21,
1791,"* £.S.P., I.A., I, pp.171-17%. 3ee also St. Clair's
Crder Book, wisconsin State Historical Society.
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nlagued the arny in rrercration for the event would continue
to vex it on the merch. Desserticns were many, surplies
slow to arrive or simply not 2=riving at all, and with the
livestock that had to be brought along as a food supply,
47

the march went reinfullv slow,

st. Clair, who hsd besenrn forced to remain behind
due Eo last minute orzanizational problems, caught up with
his aray on Cctober €, 1731, only to find that the arny
was averaging less than four =wiles & day. TFHven mcre ser-
inous, he found e deficiency 1In supvlies, and one of his
first actions entriled fhe cutting of the licuor ration
to the men, owing to that deficliency. But, a far more
significant deficiency hed 2vneared -~ the army wes run-
ning sheort of flour as well. Thne delavs in delivering
these supplies were inexcusable according to St. Clair,
and the contractor wculd have to answer to "a starving arnay

48

and a dissappointed /sic/people.”

47Prucha, The Sword of the Rerublic, pp.2hk-25;
Downes, Frontier Chio, ».29; Downes, Council Fires, p.318;
Van ®very, Ark of Hmrire, p.232; Burt, The United States,
Great Britain znd British North America, p.l1l6; Generzl St..
Clair to S2cretary Knox, Cctover 6, 1791, Smith, St. Clair
Papers, II, pp.245-245; Adjutant Crawford's Orderly Book,
Detroit Public Library.

8Generel St. Cleir to Israel Ludlow, Agent of the
Contractors, /fextract/ October €, 1791, Swith, St. Clair
Papvers, II, pp.246-2:7; "Diery of Major %benezer Denny,
tid-de~-Camp to Major General 3t. Clair," Ibid., pp.251-
2523 St. Clair's Order Book, Wisconsin State Historical
Society.



The aray aerched on Octcber 9, 1791, and having

until Cetober 2%, Durine this stay the coﬁesion of the
arny, if any 2ver existed, began to dissoive as ore pro-
blem after another beset it. First, the weather turned
‘bad, beginninz with heovy rains snd lasting for days. This
vas followed bv bitter cold which frcze the water and da=a-
azed the fead for the livestock. This in turn made it neces-
sary for half tre 2rmv to turn out each day in order to
gather grass fron the rrairie to serve the horses and cattle
overnight. Then, the inad=custe surply system had its
effects once more as it wrs necessary to reduce the flour
rations to the men by ore-half. This in turn was compen-

-

sated for by increasing the bheef ration. Furtherwore,
by Cctober 16, 1791, the enlistments cf many of the troops
vere bezinning to exrire and these were demnending their
discharge. These circunstances caused naany to desert, which
in turn led to the drastic mezsure of sentencing captured
deserters to death., Finally, as though there were not
problems enough, 3t, Clair hi=zself fell 11}, and this 11l-
ness kept hin weak and, at times, bedridden for the remain-

g

der of the campaign.

tht. Clair to Xnox, October 10, 1791, Knox Papers,
Massachusetts Historical Soclety; St. Clair to Knox, Ccto-
ber 17, 1791, Ibid.; "Diary of Vawor Gbenezer Denny, Ald-
de-Canp to Major General 3t. Clair," Saith, St. Clsir Papers,
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In spite of these =any difficulties the zrmy wes
able to resume its .worech br Cetober 24, 1791 -~ but their
problems mnarched with then., YHeavy roins kept the force
encamped on the 25th and 26th, 3By the twenty-seventh the
army had run out of flour and the last of the forage for the
aninals bégan to disarpear. Fzil ard snow began pelting
ﬁdowﬁ; the horses vere weakeninzg and could no longer keep
up with the march, provisions were hand to mouth. October
28 saw the return of a modicum of hope to the ragzed forces
when a supply train with four days' ration of flour and
some new warm clothing arrived in cemp. However, while
morale was temporarily reised, deserticon continued.so

Cn Uctober 20 the merch was resuned. The 31st
saw more heavy rains and additional shortages in supply -~
the merch storped once again to aliow the supply train to
catch up. Desertions incressed with sixty leaving camp
en masse, Fearing this large corps of deserters might
plunder the supply train, St. Clair made a2 fateful deci-
sion. He ordered the First Regiaent, the best trained

soldiers he had, back to protect the line of supply and,

if possible, to apprehend the deserters., The regimental

II, pp.251-262; General 3t. Clair to Secretary Knox, Camp,
Zighty-one Miles Advanced of Fort Washington, November 1,
1791, Ibid., pp.249-251.

SOGeneral St. Clair to the Secretary of War, No-
vember 1, 1791, Ibid., pp.249-251; *“Diary of Major Denny,"
Ibid., pp.251-262; St. Clair Order Book, Wisconsin State
Historical Society; Adjutant Crawfords Orderly Book, Detroit

Liorary.



comnmander had been given orders to march twenty miles and
if no sign of suvrply train or deserters appeared, to return
to camp. A misunderstanding occurred, however, and the
regiment continued 1ts march until it was impossible for

it to be of any help when the attack occurred several days
1ater.51 Thus, on top of his other difficulties the ill-
Jfatéa St. Clair would be without his hest troops when the
day of battle arrived.

The aray remained in ca-p on NWoveunber 1 and resumed
its merch on the second having left behind much equipment
in order to lighten the lozd on the already weakened horses.
The march was slowed by a lizht snow that fell all day and
the army advanced only eight 71iles. The mrch on the third
carried them an additional rine miles and they encamped
la%e in the dav. The encaannent chosen wes too small tco
hold the entire force now nunbering but 1400 or so and
thus the main arany was encanped on high ground near a small
strea=m while the militis were on another rise about four
hundred and fifty yards away and on the opposite side of
the strean.

For some days signs of Indian vrasence around the
advancing arany had become numerous. The night of KNovem-~
ber 3, however, it bacame obvious that their numbers were

becoming alarming in the vicinity of the cawmp. At about

Ibid.
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ten o'clock that nizht, General -utlesr ordered a reconnais-
sence to be made ocutside the camp, led by a Captain Slough,
with two subalterns and thirty men. Slough proceeded on
his ratrol but having encountered small parties of Irdians
moving through the forests he decided the prudent course
would be to return to the camp and relay this information
to his superiors. Arriving back in cawp about midnight,

he reported to 2 Colonel Cliham that he was of the opinion
that the Indians were preparing an early morning attack.

0ldhen told Slough to revort to General Butler lanediately

]

and Slough d4id so, For som2 rasason, however, General But-
ler did not inforn General St., Cleir. Thus the commender
of the armry, due to a2 rather inconceivable breakdown in
communication, was comwpletely unaware of the peril facing
hi; forces.

The attack occurred before dawn, Novemnber 4, 1791,
Troops had peraded and been dismissed fron the lines when
the Indians began firing on the militia encauped across
the stream. Filled with panic the =militia ran back to the
main ca~p causing additionzl confusion in an already con-
fused situation, and restricting the free field of fire
for the artillerists. The Indians' attack was well con-
ceived and carried into execution. Having attacked the

front of the Anerican lines, they spread right and left

encircling the besieges arny.
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e Indisns aprearedl fes2rless of the American fire
and continuzl *to advance, falling back occasionally only
to regroup and attacik with even greater ferocity. Always
their »rimary targsts were the artillery nmen and the of-
ficers. Soon the zray of the United States found itself
without the protection of carnon or the leadership of comn-
;peteﬁt officers. Amnong the dead was Msjor General Richard
Butler. Soon, it was clear to St. Clair that retreat was
the only hone of salvaging his army. Feigning attack, the
American army moved against the Indian lines, broke through
and literally ran Tor safetv, The retreat was in St. Clair's
words "a flight." Although the Indians pursued the flee-
ing soldiers but four or five miles, the men fled the full
twenty-nine miles back to Fort Jefferson by that very
niéht, leaving along the way their rifles, ammunition and
anything else that night héve delayed their search for the
safety of the fort. As for St. Clair's efforts during

the canpaign, in his own words, "worn down with illness,
and suffering under a painful disease, unable either to
mount or dismount a horse without assistance, they were
not so great as they otherwise would, and perhaps, ought

52

to have been."

52General St. Clair to the Secretsry of War, Nov-
ember 9, 1791, Smith, St. Clair Papers, II, pp.262-267;
"Diary of Major Denny," Ibid., pp.251-262; "Testiwony of
Captain Slough of the First Battalion of Levies, Commanded
by Major Thomas Butler,'" Appendix VI, Ibid., pp.633-635;
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The United Gtates had suffered an overwhelming
defeat. Cut of avproximately fcurteen hundred men, the
United States suffered 647 dezd, including thirty-five
officers, and twc hundred and fifty-eight wounded.53
What had been intended as the ultinate show of force which
would resolve the Indian problen in the Northwest for once
and for all had disastrously backfired. The frontier sit-
uation was worse than ever for the settler. The Indians
filled with the sense of victory rightfully theirs now
began to move against the settlers with greater ferocity

than ever, and, "“the Indians bezan to believe them

Selves /sic/ invinsible, and they truly had great cause

"Extract from the Testimony of Denny," Avvendix VI, Ibid.,
pp:636=~56373 Michael McDonough to Patrick MeDonough, Nov-
ember 10, 1791, McDonough Papers, Burton Historical Col-
lection, Detroit Publie Library; "Thomas Irwin's Recollec-
tions," Wisconsin State Historical Society; "Captain New-
man's Criginal Journal of St. Clair's Cazpaign,® Ibid.s
"St. Clair's Defense," Ibid.; "Charles Wells' Account of
St. Clair's Defeat," Ibid.; St. Clair's Order Book, Ibid.s
Adjutant Crawford's Orderly Book, Burton Historical Collec-
tions, Detroit Public Librery; Frazer H. Wilson, ed.,

"St. Clair's Defeat as told by an Hyewitness -~ From Ori-
ginal MSS," QOhio Archaeological and Historical Society
Publication, X, 1902, pp.37¢-3¢0; "Winthrop Sargent's
Diary While with General Arthur St. Clair's Expedition
ageinst the Indians," Ohio Archaeological and Historical
Quarterly, XXXIII (July, 1924%), pp.232-2733; John M'Clung,
Sketches of Western Adventure (Philadelphia: 1832), re-
printed by Arno Press and the New York Times in the series,
Mass Violence in America, 1969, pp.282-298.

53wyinthrop Sargent's Diary While with General
Arthur St. Clair's Expedition against the Indians,™ Chio
Archaeological and Historical Quarterly, XXXIIT (July,
1924 ), pp.232-273.




of triumph.”

51+Buell, The Memoirs of Rufus futnam, p.1l1l6; Knox

to Lt. of County of UWashington, FebruaTy 25, 179 Beird
tapers, Frontier UYar MSS, Drever Ccllection, JlSCODS“h
State Historicel Soc"etJ 3aird to Mifflin, June 28, 1792,
Ibii.; fixecutive Journal of the ”orthwsst L@rrlto”y,

July 9, 1788 -- Jaunuary 15, 1003" ~- see for example
(11ers to the ilitia, Descember 10, 1791, oo 133~ 13%
Sargent MSS; 3argent to Lt, Col. “oqnandant Sproat, Uash-
ington County, January 2, L79_, npr.138-139, Ibid.



CHAPT=R II

THY NATIONAL GOVERNMENT
DCMESTIC RESPCNSE

News of the disaster which befell General St, Clair's
arny was slow to arrive in the nation's capital. Rumors
of the outecoae of thne battle began to filter into Phila-
delphia in 2arly December, but it was not until the even-

" )

ing of Friday, December 9, 1791, that the full extent of

-
Y

the celanity becane known to the Presi“ent.l Though shocked
and disappointed, th2 President immedlately set about to
inform Congress. This was done on Yonday, December 12,
when Congress next =met. "It is with zreat concern that I
co%municate to you the information received fron isjor

P

Genersl St, Clair, of the ais

i~y

ortune which has bhefallen

the troops under his command,'" stated the President. Pro-
mising 2 rerort in the near future as to the measures which
should be pursued in light cf the defeat, the President

included for consideration by Congress, the linited infor-

Lne first indication of the defeat to arrive in
the Tast apparently was conveyed in a letter from a gen-
tleman who had recently returned from Kentucky. See
John Rogers to Governor Henry Lee, November 26, 1791, Fron-
tier War MSS, Draper Collectiocn, Wisconsin State Histor-
ical Society. The slowness with which the news spread

37



mation relative to the defeat he had in his possession.2

The atmosphere in which the Fresident began to
draft policies for the future was an emotional one. No
sooner had the shocked an. tsttered remnants of St. Clair's
army found safety behind the sturdy walls of Fort Jeffer-
son than word of its fate began to spread along the fron-
wtier: From Kentucky to Pittshurgh the people were in 2
state of panic feeling themselves defenseless in the face
of an enraged and innlaceble eneny. hxposed as they were
"to the cruel ravages of a powerful and savage foe,'" they
pleaded for immediate aid from the national governnent
in the forn ofiméﬁ, morey and munitions, lest the entire
West be abandoned. Letters znd vetitions from frontier
residents flowed into Philedelphla begging for relief,
Nor, was their fear without foundation. Following the
far less serious setbacks of Harmar's expedition the pre-

vious year, the Indians had attacked with & frightening

is indicated by the fact that the frontier settlement of
Marietta, Chioc, did not receive word until December k4,
1791. See "#xtracts from the Diary. . . ,' Samuel P, Hil-
dreth Collection, Marietta College Library. For additional
information see General Knox to General St. Clair, Dec-
ember 23, 1791, Snith, St. Clair Pepers, II, pp.275-276;
Freeman, Jeorge Washington, Y1, p.336, note 79.

2Wash1n°ton to the 3snate and House of Representa-
tives, December 12, 1791, Writings of Washington, XXXI,
p.442; Annals of Ponoress, 2nd Cong., lst Sess., Cols. 1052-
1059, (Herelnafter referred to as Annals). The information
which Washington forwarded to Congress at this time were
letters from St. Clair to Knox dated October 6, November 1
and November 9, 1791. These letters may be found in the
Annals and 2lso in St. Clesir Papers, State Library of Chio..
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intensity. DMNow, following the 3t. Clair debacle, attacks
of unprecented ferocity were expected. The very existence
of the frontier settlements was felt to be in jequrdy.

In addition to these alsraing pleas from the VYest,
the Adainistration also was feeling the pressures rapidly
and violently building in the press. The defeat of St.
Clair and the subseguent helvnlessness of the frontier
brought forth a storn of protest and denunciation of the
nation's Indian policies which would doninate the news for
nmonths to come, The Adaministration found itself in a po-
sition not only of having to defend the frontiers against

Indian attack, but to defend itself as well against a rising

3The plight of the frontiersmen will be studied
more closely in a later chapter. For some indication of
the conditions on the frontier following St. Clair's defeat
see "Txecutive Journsl of the Northwest Territory, 1788-
1803," Sargent Papers, Chio State Historical Society;
Wilkinson to ?, Decenber 12, 1791, Frontier War MSS, Draper
Collection, '/isconsin State Historical Society; Hbenezer
Denny to Hermar, June 1, 1792, Harmar Papers, Clements
Library; Knox to Lt. of Washington County, February 25,
1792, Baird PFapers, Draper Collections, Wisconsin State
Historical Scoletys; Putnem to ?, Putnam Papers, Marietta
College Library; "Dr. Drakes riemoir of the Mianl Country,"™
Quarterlv Fublication of the Historical ard FPhilosophical
Society of Chio, XVIII, pp.£6-87; Governor of Pennsylvania
to the President, December 22, 1791, A.S.P., I.A., I, p.215,

3se chapters % and 5 for a detailed discussion
of the nature of th2 newspaper debate which was provoked
by the defeat of General St. Clsir. For additional infor-
mation see also, Knox to Wilkinson, February 11, 1792, I,
Wilkinson Papers, Chicago Historical Society; Wayne to
Wilkinson, fuzust 5, 1792, Putnam Papers, Marietta College
Library.
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tide of opposition against the Indien War and the policies
which led to it.

These circuastances did not deter the President
fron iwmmediastely adopting a fira policy for the future.
The VWest was essential to national survival and its con-
quest must be achieved in spite of the cost. While con-
sistently expressing his sincere grief over the loss of the
Jbrave men who died in conbat, he Jjust as consistently stated
his belief that thelr death was the onlyvirreperable loss,
All other losses could readily be recovered and the policy
which led to the necessity of sendinz the previous exped-
itions would be continued, |

Wnile western settlemnsnts were doing 21l in their
vower to prepsre themselves against the expected Indian
onslought, Secretsry of Wer Knox, at the instruction of
the President, prevmared a lengthy statement on the condi-
tion of the frontiers, for presentation to Congress.6 Knox's
first draft of a report, prepared by the end of Decenmber,

was rejected by Washington since it did not go far enough

SUashinvton to the 3enate and House of Representa-
tlves, Decenber 12, 1791, Writings of washington, XXXI,
p.+H23 Washington to John &”ﬂstrona, Lmrch 11, 1792, ibld.,
XTXII, pp.l-2; Washington to ¥Willianm oultrle, Merch 1
1792, Ibid., pn 4-53; Washington to Governor Charles Pinck-
ney, March 17, 1792, Ibid., pp.5-7.

A printed version of the report is contained in
¥nox Papers, XXX, January 16, 1792, Massschusetts Histor-
ical Society.



to please the westerners who zust be Yendulged", but his

The first rortion of the report ccnsisted of a
rather dAstailed history of Anerican-Indian relations in
the Northwest since the Revolutionary War. In this his-
Jtori} Knox placed the grestest emphasis upon the constant
efforts of the United States to obtain its goals peacefully.
The United States, he argued, wzuted nothing but a just end
honorable pezece. The Indisns, however, insisted on war.
In such & situation, itnox concluded, the United States

had ne oution hut to versevere in prosecuting a war which

3

was both necessary and just. Pezce was vossible only if

the Indiazns came to an honest realization that their oun

-

interest
&

<t
¢}
(o8

w

res

(6}

in a peaceful scconmocdation with the United

States.’

7Washington to Knox, December 26, 1791, Writings
of Washington, XXI, pp.*50-451; "Report of Knox to the
Fresident,' December 26, 1791, A.S.P., I1.A., I, pp.197-
1995 "Stetenent Relative to the Frontiers Northwest of
Ohio,'" Decsmber 26, 1791, Ibid., pp.l97-199; John Steele
to Colonel Joseph Winston, January 22, 1792, in H.l, Wag-
staff, ed., The Papvers of John Steele, I (Publications
of the Worth Carcline Historical Conaission, 1924%), pnp.82-
F3, For specific informetior regarding the measures taken
on the frontier for dafense ageinst the Indians see
"Ixecutive Journal of the Northwest Territory," Sargent
Papers, Chio State Historicel Society.

8 .
Report to Congress, January 16, 1792, Knox Papers,
Massachusetts Historicel Society.
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[avinz elaborately detailed hls deferse of Admin-

stration policies, Knox nroceeded to the second part of

[N

eport. This consisted of a reguest for a new, enlarged,

i

his
vpetter trairned and better equipved armyv. This force was
to be raised immedi=ztely so thet it could march against
the reczlcitrant tribes of the Northwest as soon as possible.
In addition, in order to offer innediate relief to the
frontier citizens, vernission wes asked to call out fron-
tier scouts and mounted militia.

These plans to create 2 new arnmy vwere presented
as a bill znd introduced into Congress where inmediate end
intense devste develcped. Arguments centered around that
section of the proposed law which czlled for the creation
of three new regular army regiments and a squadron of light
dragoons, which would awount to a total of 3,040 men not
including officers.lo However, the nature of the debate
showed that feelings about the Indian Wsr went far deeper
that & sinple cuestion of the size of the new army.ll

Imnediately, the very nature of the war was opened

9Ibid.

loAnnals, 2nd Cong., 1lst Sess., Cols. 337-348,

1Unfortunately the record is unclear as to who
the individual sveakers were during this debate. The nature
of the argumentation, however, is abundantly clear and is
sufficient to show the conflict engendered in Congress
over the Indian wars.
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to guestion. The war weas said to be Mas unjustly under-
taken as it has since been unwisely and unsuccessfully

12 This was so because the frontier settler was

conducted.,"
the instigator, not the victim of frontier hostilities.
It was he, not the Indian, who provoked war by encroaching
upon Indian lands. If the frontier citlzen could be re-
;stréined from taking lands from the Indians, then the
Indians would be willing to negotiate a just and honest
peace. Until that be done the war was totally unjust on
the part of the United States.l3

Further, it was argued, the nation is going after
the wrong enemy. The Indians were able to resist the United
States so forciblyv only because of the aid which they re-~
celved from the British., It was a national insult to allow
thé British to océﬁpy American territory. Such a sltuation
served only to expose the nation's weakness. The govern-
ment cannot continue "to send forth armies to be butchered
in the forests, while we suffer the British to keep pos-
session of the posts within our territory."lu Cnly when

we have the strength to remove the British will the end

be found to the Indian problem.

12Annals, 2nd Cong., lst Sess., Col., 337.

131p1d., Ccols. 337-338.

lthid., Col. 338,



Would it not be fer wiser, it wes argued, to main-

tain a defense perimeter around the alreadyv settled por-

tions of the frontier. rrover use of the =ilities, a far
stronzer z2ni nore effectiva & force than the regulers,

conbinad with the rolicy of defense, would not only be more
ffective but more cconomical as well.

B But if the nation dacides upnon yet another expedi-~

tion, why would such an enlarged army be necessary? The

wvhich Yerected a monunant

ct

reasons for 5T, Clair's de“ee
to our etermnal disgrace and infeqy," was not owing to its
size Rether, the battle wazs lost as a result of the
slowness with which the troovs assenblad, and the late-

ness o7 the scason in whieh they =srched. »Surely then,

a force 07 snmaller size than that now proposed would be

-

less expensive yot sufficient to eccomplish the desired
17
goal,

The expense of the nroposed army, estimated to be
avproximately %1,250,000, wes a source of dismay to op~-
vonents of the measure such as John Steele of North Caro-
lina ard Sanuel Livermnore of New Hampshire, Why shculd

nillions be sguandered, it wss argued, "end no one, except
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those who are in the secrets of the Cabinet, knows for

what reeson the war -had been thus carried on for three

N 0

'ears."l' Surely this could only lesd to increase taxes
which could but ruin our firnences. So vehanent did this
argument asgainst the zugmentation of the army become that
ne congressman was moved to inquire if they had decided
to u;e this occasion as '"a day set apart for rhetorical
flourishes, as the gelleries were open, and he saw the
short-hand writers stationsd at thelr different posts?"19
But, the measure hai its supporters as well, such

as Andrew ‘ocre and Alexander White both of Virginia

The war thev areued was by no mezns unjustified. Both
"self-preservation and indisvensible necessity" caused the
nation to teke up 2rms. The wer was one of defense against
the many atrocities of the Indians. That, plus the tribes
refusal to negotiate an honorable settlemnent to the war,
proved that "If the rresent war be not in every respect
justifiable, then there never was, nor ever will be, a
just war."

As for attempting to negotiate peace at this time,

White and Mocre argued that temnpers on hoth sides were so
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high that any attempt at nezotiastion would be futile. The
war was a fact of life that «ust be faced -- it was simoly
too late to debate the merits of the justice of the struzgle.
The only wav the war could be ended would be to withdraw

all troops from the frontier and leave the frontier citi-

21
zenry at the mercies of the savegzes.

i Naturally the war was expensive, but what is money
in comparison with the lives of our citizens? While the
expense of continuing the war was great it would be far
less expensive to strike a decisive blow at that time than
to allow the war to drag or yvear after year draining the
treasury of its =oney. An immediate force of the size
proposed, 1f raised immediately and marched successfully
agginst the Indians, would not only be less expensive
than any alternstive plan tut would actually profit the
nation by securing to it control of the Indian trade.22

Mor would it be sufficiant to rely on a smaller
force or one comnosed of militiz. The size of St. Clair's
army had obviously proved to be inadequate and the militia
had long proven themselves lacking in the discipline

required to successfully mzrch egainst the Indians. Quite

simply then, the bill either would be passed as proposed

2lIbid., Col. 345,

22Ibid., Cols. 345-347.



or the death 0f our fellow countrymen would be the price.23
Congress adjourned for the day with the tewper of
the House evidently well in favor of the measure in spite
of the heated objections of the minority. when the Con-
gress reconvaned the next morning, Fridey, January 27,
a last attack was made on the neasure by one of its prin-
,cipai opponents, Jonn Mercer of Maryland. Mercer's attack
on the bill wes forceful. He maintained that the bill was
not really a responsible neasure to secure the safety of the
frontiers but rather constituted a part of a larger plan |
to increase the authority of the Sscretary of the Treasury,
Alexander Pamilton. Mercer's argunents constitute an
attempt tc turn the results of St. Clair's defeat into a
partisan issue. Although perty politics were still in
their infancy, Hanilton had veen recognized as the leader

of the Fedzrelist faction in governmnent..

™

According to Mercer's intervretastion of the mea~
sure, an unusual amnount of pressure had been exerted upon
the House to speedily pass the pbill, ". ., .and thus, with
the tonahawk suscvended over cur heads, we wnust give up to
Admninistration the dearest interests of the people, and
sacrifice the most sacred rights of the Constitution.®
The whole vlan was to force a2 hurried vassage of the bill

in order to institute taxes, duties and sinking funds to

23
“Ibid., Cols. 343-348,




the benefit of the

speculator, Wers tris allcowed £o happen it would becone
clear that, "The really efficient Legislaturz of the country,"

Ten oy
BRI wia

would be the Treasurv. A

trying to tie own

the Indisn YWar it was using as

o

Hamilton, the first of seversal

in a different vein during the

bill in isren and “nril,

whan

adjourned for the weekend. Lbpo

sury which alleggedly was

selfish goals with that of

an excuse, This attezck on

that year, would appesr again
debste over the appropristions

his statements, the House

on reconvening the following

Monday the sectlion under debste was put to a vote and the

opponents

Mo furtrer significant

3b-18,

and it easily passed the Fouse

amendments by the Senate necess

conference connittes;

the neasurs was approved by o

Not even the President
during the debate over the bill.

Ibid., Cols. 34&-354%,

25”An Act
rrovision for the
States," March 5,

for making

1792,

nrotection of the Frontiers of
Annals, 2nd Cong., 1lst Sess., Cols.

nvincingly by & vote of
debate attended the bill

on February 1, 1792. Minor
itated the creation of a

after a minimua of delay,

th Houses on March 4, 1792

had bsen spared from ettack

Cne member of Congress

further and more effectual

the United

1343~ 13f6 Ivid., Cols. 355, 4+28-435,
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accused nin ¢of d21livneratelr rlanning for 2 war while shun-

ning monest sftterits to nezsitlate 2 pesce. Vashingtor was
forced tc zrsver Thig eritic at lenzth in an attenpt to

vrove thet veasce wes 2lwsrs mis primery 2im and that war
was a lest resort. This zttsck on the President, however,

was isoleted and cartsinly "is enoraocus prestige did nuch

26

to secure the rzsssze of the bill,
Yearnwrile, the contrcversy swirling sbout the head

of Arthur 57, Zlzir nad initsngified.  The A=feated genersl

1o

had errived ir Ihniladelpris zt the end of Decenber and
found thre carnitzl swept with rumors of his incompetencs,
Arunkenress and cowardice s nsving bean the cause of the
natiorn's hunilistion., D2ilv the nswsrapers kept these
ugly runors slive, maxing 3. Clsir understandabdly anxious
to clesr nis nane of the oblocuy being

heaped uron 1it.

26,

'j

Q
ary 10, l7u? ritorial rzrers, II, pp.366-369; "%Srrors
of Govarrner+ “owards the ndians," Februsry, 1792, Writings
of §eh1rct~h VXTI, pp.491-+0k; Jarﬁ Dep?r»ﬂent of lar,
.13

12ter 3enjamin Fzwkins to the President, Febru-
EoR IR
L:l

as Wovender 5, 1791, St. Clair had
uations =de sgeinst his conduct. See
Iragnenuary :L. lair Disry," Novenber 9-27, 1791, St.
Clair Fapers, (hic State LlDrPTV. 8y the beginning of
1792, he founi 1t necessery tec write to several newspapers
to cownplain of Luollshed attacks on his conduct during the
canpeign. See for example: St. Clair to Rditor, January 25,
1792, st. Clair Fzpers, Chio 3tate Library; St. Clair to
Dunlop, ¥ebruary, 1792, Ibid. Cne survivor of the battle
clained that it wss comnonl:” believed that St. Clzir had
drunk all nicht before the bzttle. See "nsign Charles
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St. Cleir had earis decidz? “o resizn his c¢oanission and

President Washing- -
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Washington, however,
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ten on Yerch 26, LYUP. lls

containad an adiitionzl recuest thet he be allowed to mein-
tsin his e~amissior until 2z court of inquiry could dbe forued

in order to investigete the ressons behind his army's de-

a

-feat. In this =anne~ he novna2d his neme would be cleared

[

request tc ve relieved o als comnmission. Indeed, as early
as January 22, 1792, the rrasident had on his desk a list

. . .2
of potentizl candidates tc revplece hinm. 9 Wnile sccepting

ound it imnpossible to

)

the resignation with regret, he

grant St. Clair's second rzcuest. A court of inguiry would

be immessible since there were an insufficient number of

30

general officers of required rank.

Wells fAccount on St. Clair's Defeat, Frontier War MSS,
Draper Collection, Wisconsin Historical Society..

28St. Clair to the Fresident, March 26, 1792, St.
Clair Papers, Chio State Library. St. Clair had in fact
submitted a draft of his r=signation letter to the Presi-
dent a month earlier. See General St. Clair to the Presi-
dent, February 24, 1792, Ibid,

'9Jash1h rton to nvo“, January 22, 1792, Writings
of Washingtorn, XXXI, p.463. The actusl list of officers
and comments on each is in Ibid., pp.509-515.

3OProsid nt “lashington to General St. Clair, March
28, 1792, Ibid., AKXII, pr.1l2-13,



The dey followinz 3t. Clair's request, however,
Conzress would take an unrrecedented step which would
allow 3t. Clgir a public hezring, As early as Februery 2,
1792, the motior had been made that Congress form a com-

tre raasors behind the defeat.

~
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mittee to invast

2
ct
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Nothinz came of the motion at that time, but by March,
JConéress, ecting on nressures both from the press and its
own neunbers, would vote to create a conmittee which was
to investizate the defeat and report its findings to the
whole House.32

St. Clair's defense, therefore, would take place
before a Congressional conmittee. He did request of Wash-
ington that he be 21lows? to retsin his commission until
the investigation enied, nowsver, once agaln he was to bhe
disappointeﬁ. The rresident informed nia that he had no
cholce but to accept his resignation immediately as the
arny needed s lesder in the field and therefore no such
delay cculd be tolerated. As for St. Clair's good name
which was being damaged by the melice Ywhich i1s daily pour-
ing fron the nress into the rpublic ear," the Fresident

sincerely hoped that the “ouse inquiry would sfford an

opportunity of "explaining your conduct, in a manner satis-

31Annals, 2nd Cong., lst Sess., Col, 356.

32Ibid., Col. 493,
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factory to ths »ublic =sni vourself, In this wmanner,

3t. Clair forwolly resizred his connission and Washington

inthony Wayvne as the new commander

34

of the American zrmy cn Arnril 12, 1792.-

subsequently arpointed

The resolution celling for an investigation of the

iafeat of the United States frmy was introduced into the

:?4

House by Willia= Branch 3il2s of Virginia on March 27,
1792, 35 Certain nenbers of Conzress, obviously not content
with the Adnministrastion's exrlanations, and undoubtedly

influenced by tre zrowirnz anti-war sentiment in the nation

¢

as reflected by ths rress, souznt to exanine the causes of
the defeat and 1f necesszary sesk iapeachment of those who
had been derelict in their duty.

The motion originally introduced by Giles began

09

as follows:

Resolved, Thst the President of the United States be

33Generel st. Clair to the President, March 31,
1792, Smith, 3t. Clair raners, 1T, op. 2?4~285, President
vWlashington to 3t., Clair, :ritings of Washington, XXXII,
Pp.15-16, St. Clair was apperently satisfied that the HOUSe
inguiry would bz a suiteble réplacenent for the court of
inguiry he o“iginally requested. See St. Clair to Sergent,
April ty, 1792, Sargent Papers, Chlo State Historical Soci-
ety.

3#Yno; to Wayne, Avril 12, 1792, in Richard C.
Fnoof, ed., Anthony Wavne- A Name in Arms, The Wayne-
nox-Pickerinz-McHenry Forresnondence, (University of
Fittsburgh Press, 1960), vp.15-16; General St. Clair to
the President, April 7, 1792, Smith,§§. Clair Pavers, II,
pp.285-286,

35

Annals, 2rd Cong., lst Sess., Col.490.

[l O3



reguested to irnstitute an inguliry into the causes of
the late defeat ¢l trne zray under the co=mmand of Major
Gensral Arthur St. CZlsir. o .o WY

ot Congress, then, out %the rresident was to conduct an

irvestigation, 2ni subsecusntly report beck to the House,
A considerable debate reget around this <wotion, a debate
cantered not or the nead For en investigetion, but, rather,

over  the propriety of recussting th2 President to under-
t

The reasone behirn?® iles' requesting such an zction
by the President is not ertirely clear. But 1t is certain
thet its opponents undsrsztocd 1t to be an attack upon the
Adﬂinistration. John Jining of Delaware inmnediately ob-

ccted to the motiocr since he felt that it "would only
envarrass the Fresident,” Fe himnselfl desired a full and

o de

complete investigaticn of the defeat, and the iwpeachment
of any who were to blame for it. Fowever, he felt the
Giles motion was imrrscticzl and unconstitutional. Vining
believed that the vroper course to follow wzs to ask the
Secretary of the Trezsury znd the Secretary of VWar to make
reports to the %ouse regarding their roles iIn the exped-~
ition.

Sinilarly oprosed to the motion was William Snith

of South Carolina. Accordinz to Smith, since this was the

first time the Conzress had ever attempted to examine the

361p1d., cols. 490-493.
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conduet of cfficials vwho ware directly under the control

of the executvive, it apperred to hin thet "the resolution
proposed conld not but be considered as an iwpeachment of
the conduct of the First Msgistrate." Why, he asked,
should the President be cellied upon to render an account
of his actions in carrving into effect the laws of the
wnatign before there was anyv proof that he had been dere-
lict in his duty. Smith himself would be in favor of an
inguiry if the President could be shown to heave ignored
his obligation, "but, till that was done, he trusted the
measure wculd not be adoptsd, . . WY

Giles defended his ~otion stating that "the inquiry
wag indisrensibls snd the n0d2 proposed strictly proper.”
New Jersey's 7lias Boudinot bdelieved that the public had
a right to know the truth and that the =motion was but a
simple reoguest of the rresident. Abrahan Clark, also of
New Jersey, seconded his collesagu=z adding that the public
nind was so "agitated'" by tne defest and its causes that
this inguiry by the President must be held.

It wzas then mwoved that since expvenditures of public
monies were involved the prorer procedure would be to have
the House investigate the defeat through the appointmnent
of a select conmnittee. Minor objections were made to this

action by Giles and his followers, but it did embody their

obvious desire, thaet an investigation of some sort be made.
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John 3teele of YNorth ZJa2rolinz exvressed the feel-
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the revort given to Con-
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factory to him and left many
guestions unanswerad., He stated that "He had no great
doubt that an inguiry woull lead to an impeachment.”
"Justice to the public,'" he stated, "and the officers
perticularly concerned, loudly demands an inqguiry." After
;all, &brahsm Baldwin of Georzia stated, the conmittee of
the House could b2 formed snd then 1f they determined that
"failure had taken plnce orn the part of the Uxecutive
officers, nhe should then be prevared to address the
President, and to reguest hi= to take the proper steps in

the case,"

-

o)

1433
-

Gi notion wes consequently voted down 21-35,
and the substitute motion was introduced calling:

That a comnittee be avprointed to ingquire into the

causes of the feallure of the late expodition under

Major Gereral 3t. Clair; and that the said comnittee

be enpowered to call for such persons, papers and

records, as may be necessary to assist their inquiries,
The motion met with little opposition and was passed by

37
a vote of 4%-10.“7 Thus was created the first Congressional
Investigating Comnittee in Anerican history.
As the Tiouse was organizing the formation of a

Conzressional investigation, they were at the same time

debating a bill to raise additional funds for the support

371014,



of th2 vrew sray., Jartiszuship soon dcoveloped, not over
whether such furds should cr should pnot be raised, bdbut
rather over the procedure o b2 Tollowed in obtaining

necessary information Trocn the Secretery of the Treasurye.
The rescluticn before the House was:
That the Secretary of the Treasury be directed to
report to this House nls copinion of the best mode
- for raising the additional supplies requisite for
the ensuing year.
The argumnent out forth by the opponents of the Secretary
of the Tressury, such as 'br=hsn Baldwin of Georgia and
Willia= Findley of Fennsylvania, was that he should not
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soon »necome but a2 rubber stemp for the already poverful
Bamilton. Madison and otrzrs were determninad to prevent

T

o 3 4 P H T
the Secretary from being aviz to dictate to the House

®

ways
and means of raising funds. The oojaction was that the
resolution asked the Secrstary not for inforration, but
for an asctusl plan to reiss the needed monies. According
to somne, this would in e7f2ctT turn the government into a
isterial form such as ‘ngland nossessed, or worse, would
give so much vower to the Zxescutive Department as to render
the House & nullity. As one menber of the House pointed
out, the arguments used against the resolution would be
more fitting if the nezsure was calling for the abolition

of the Treasury Department itself. When dbrought to a vote

the resolution did pass, but by a very close vote of 31~
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knew, that, 1f he had nrevsiled, a certein consequencs was

my resignation,' out, Madiscn and his followers were dis-
‘ . 39

arpointed in aschieving thzir goal.

Meanwhile, the me=oers of Congress who were to
Jcon&uct the inguiry into the reasons for St. Clair's defeat
had been avncinted. Thomaes Fitzsimons of Pennsvlvsnia
would be the chairman of the conwittee whicn consisted of

Jiles of Virsinlis, Uercer of Marvland, John Vining of Dela-

The cgonmittees wacsted no time in beginning its in-
vestigation. TI-mediately they called upon the Secrestary

of “ar for '“such persons, navers and records, as may be
necessary to assist their inguiries."™ EKnox, realizing the

unprecedented nziure of the recguest, and doubting his

o
Comn e e
3 Ibid., Col. 452,

39,

f£lexander Hamilton to Wdward Carrington, May 26,
1792, in Hzrold C. Syvrett zrnd Jacob n. Cooke, eds., The
Papers of Alevender Hemilton (Columbis University Press:

New Vork, 19556), Al, Dp.n9>—~+5. (Hanilton's "Report Rela-
tive to the Additional Sunnlies for the %nsuing Year,"

is found in Ibid., pp.139-149. The report was debated in
Congress durinz Aurll 1792, The bill resulting from the
deliberations of uOPﬁ“eSS was passed May 2, 1792, and is
found in Annals, 2nd Cong., lst Sess., Cols. 136%-1370.)

L0

sfnnals, 2nd Cong., lst Sess., Col. L9k,

et i >




authority to Adeliver this informetion, wrote the Iresident
T : , L1
recuesting his gulidanes on the =sztter,

au2st would set a vrecadent for the future and consecquently

S

souzht the advics of nils devartyent head

jon

S.. This nzeting
took vlace or Mercnh 31, 1792, with Hamilton, Inox, Jeffer-

gson and Rendolph in attendance. Washington hiasslf "neither

]

acknowledged nor deried, ror even doubted the propriety of

fte

s 4o

W

what the house w Nng. « « " but rather solicited the

—

oninicn of his cabinet since & precedent was involved and

4]

he desired "it should pe rightly conducted." The cabinet
was uneole to form a decision that day but at a sescond meet-
ing of the full ca®inet on April 2, 211 present found them-
salves "of one =wind." Mirst, the Fouse did have the author~
ity to meke incuiries. Second, they had the right to call H
for pvapers. Third, the President ought to coaply with the

reguests of Congress although he had the right to refuse

to communicate anyv vepers that would tend to injure the

hl&eorge C. Chalou, "St. Clair's Defeat, 1792,%

in Arthur M, Schlesin=zer, Jr., and Roger Bruns, eds.,
Congress Ipvestizates: A Documerted History, 1792-1974%
(Chelsea House Publishers: New York, 1975), I, p.3. This
vork also corveniently reprints the following: "House
Debate over Resolution #stablishing Investigating Committee,
March 27, 1792": "Revort of Arthur St. Clair to Conmnittee,
Mav, 1792": “"Coamnittee Report, May &, 1792%": "House Debate
over Committee Report, November 13 and 1k, 1792": "Memorial
of Samuel Hodgdon, Novenber, 1792%: "Extracts from the
Minutes of the Connittce, Decemnber 1792 - Jsnuary, 1793%":
"Chservations ™y Arthur St. Clsir, February, 1793": "“Con-
mittee Report, February 15, 1793.%
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oublic good. PFinelly, the %“ouse did not have the right to
reguest papers of department heads but rather should send
all such reguests directly to the President.u2

Although there is no evidence that the Congress was
informed of the Cabinet's opinion regarding the right of
the executive to withhold papers from a congressional com-
xmitt;e, the House accepted the remzining conditions without
nesitation. OCn April 4, 1792, the Houszs passed a resolution
requesting the President to supply all papers of a public
nature.u3 Congressmen Fitzsiwnons, Giles and Steels were next
appointed by the House to deliver this resclution to the
President. And, on April 19, 1792, the requested infor-
mation was turned over to the conmittee.hh All relevant
papers were turned over in this instance since none were
deemed prejudicisl to the public good. Nevertheless, the
foundation had been laid for future presidential claims
to the right of Yexecutive privilege."™

The coniittee, meeting in a crowded hearing room,

then began the tedious process of exanining documents and

42pau1 1., Ford, ed., The Writings of Thomas Jeffer-
son (New York: G.P. Putnanm's Sons, 190%), II, pp.213-21k,

43

hulbid. For Washington's permission to turn over
a2ll relevant documents see Washington to Knox, April k4,
1792, Writings of Washington, XXXII, p.l5.

Annals, 2nd Cong., lst Sess., Cols. 535-536.
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interviewing more thar twortv-five witnesses which included

the Secretaries of War zni the Treasury, sruy officers, and
b5
St. Clair himself. = ¥or over 2 month these witnesses raraded

hefore the coamittee, reviewing in detail the events lead-
ing to November L4, 1791,

St. Cleir cane urder fire from a numndber of the
ﬁwitﬁésses and he found it necessary to testify at lengﬁh
in his cwn defense., Realizing that the season had passed
for proper westher wny had he mzrched? The orders fronm
Ynox were clear and explicit St. Clair stated, and left

no room for interpretation. The expedition was to proceed

-t

regardless of the time of vear. As leste as September 1,

1791, 3t. Cleir wes informed that the President wished hin
"te stimulate vour sxertiors in the highest degree, and to

move as ripidly as the lateness of the season, and the ra-

46

ture of ths cese will a2dmnit . M How could he have detached
the valuable first regiment so deep in Indian territory?
This was essential zccording to the former general since

the supplies they were ssnt to protect were necessary to

45

Although George C. Chalou in his introductory
essay to documants relating to the St. Clair investigation
states that 'no records of the committee proceedings are
extant," substantial though incouplete ninutes of the con-
nittee hearings are to be found in St. Clair Papers, Chio
State Library.

6 .
¥nox to St. Cleir, September 1, 1791, Smith,
St. Clair Papers, II, p.2%n.



the success of the missizon, If there was fault to be found,

it was with the contr=mctors who caused the delay in their

Cne officer under his commnend, Lieutenant Darke,

1

his commander that there was "“a want of

ct

testified 22ains
harmony bhetween the siuperior officers and their general."
St. €lair denied this charge vehemently, and attributed it
Jto "a deep cabal? formed against hin of which he was not
aware at the time. The strict discipline he exercised on
the march was essential to the gozgls of his mission. Per-
haps the c¢o-plaining cfficers simply missed the Yballs and
L8

regattas" thszy had experienced elsevhere.

3t. Clair's defense was a carable one., He was not
to be blsmed for deficiencies of the contractors or quarter-
master corps which led to inadequate transportation, low
guality supplies and delinguencies in pay for the soldiers,
As to the battle itself, St. Clair argued strongly that

his conduct had been perfectly proper. He had at all times

l1L7See "Wotes on Comnittee Hearing," St. Clair Papers,
Chio State Library; “Report of Arthur St. Clair to Conmnit-
tee, May, 1792," Arthur St. Clair, A Narrative of the Cam-
paien Agaln t th@ Indians, Under the Coanand of Mdgor Gen-
eral St. Ciair.(Philadelphia: 1612), pp.26-58. (The com-
mender of the First Regiment wes Major John F. Hamtramck.
He was found innocent of charges brought ageinst hin in
a court martial shortly after the battle; see "Proceedings
of a General Court Martisl. . . ," November 26, 1791, St.
Clair Papers, Ohio State Library.) '

usibid.




neen in full coqnand of tho situsticn and had never lost

(W

control of tha bhattls ir enite of its suddenness and in-

tensity. It wes h2, 2fter 011, who nad led the charge

4

through the Indisn iin2s wnich had made pessidble a success-
ful retreat of his remsining forces.

In conclusion, 3t. Clair argued, the circumstances
surrounding ooth the preveretion and the battle itsel?f
were extramely difficult ones, 4And, under these circum-
stances:

I trust, the connittee will thirk, T did the best to
overcone them: that, in every respect I fulfilled =y
duty, . . .and that, from whatever causes the can-
paiegn nroved unsuc ﬁuv;Ji, the uaisfortunes cannot be
laid to ny charge.”7?

nion that the commnittee

s
l.J'

3t. Clsi
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was "a sad cne' and extremely prejudiced against hiam, its

report of May €, 1792, comwpnletely excnerated him of any
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wrongdfoinz, ninion of the Cowmittee, "the f2ilure

of the lnate expeiditicn can, in no respect, be imputed to
his conduct, either at any time bhefore or during the ac-

51

tion,"

*91v1a.
7OGovornov St. Cleir to Acting Governor Sargent,
June 7, 1792, Territorisl Pavers, II, pp.397-398.

51The Committees's Report, May €, 1792, is found in
several places *ncludlng Aﬂerlcan btate Papers, Militer
Affairs, pp.36-39; Smith, St. Clair Papers, II, PP . 86—
299; Annals, 2nd Cong., ist Sess., Cols. T106- 1113,
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tra Connittee's report contained

i\)

a totsl condennation of tne Juartermaster S2neral, Szmuel

~

2
supply the army. The d2fest was princivall; ettriduted to
thelr grnss nilsuenegemert, The inedeguaciss of The euryply
te as to stagger the imnzzinstion.

system were so consle
- Rations went undelivered, guns were rusted and broken,
horses mistreated, gzunpowder was inferior, tents, knapsacks,
packsaddles, all vere "deflicient in guantity 2nd bad in
guelity." [Hodgdor hinself, In spite of renect2d criers to

present nimgsll, 414 not hcther to arrive in camp until

3y attacking ¥odzdiorn's hendling of his duties as
Cuszrterwsster General, ths comnlttee was 2lsoc indirectly
criticizing his superior, 3zcretory of Var I
¥nox cane under sttack for not using all ths funds at his
cov1mend to szcure the prorer supply of the aray, ot
forwsrding the arayv's pay until Decewnber of 1791, and for

giving orders to the recruiting officers which ware rot

fom

3

1Y

Wsufficiently ewplicit.® 'his last point 124 to a situ-
ation in wnich sows recrults had their eniistients expire
well before the Novemnber 4, 1791, battle.

The Comnittee's revort also guestioned the conduct



Sh

ol the Treasury Derartnent. Thecdosius Fowler, the ori-
ginal contractor for surnlies of tha army, had transferred

his contrzcl to wWillisw Jusr, snd the Treasury Derartaent
was so informued. Subsecuently, a bond was entered into

r Duer for the execution of the contraect. VYet, he was

allowed to do so by the Treasury Departnaent "without any
security whatsoever, o2

By the time the coznlttee presented its rerort,
it was too late to be corsidesred in that session of Con-
gress. Therefore, 1t was '"Resolved, Thet this House will,
early in the next session, vrroceed to teke the same into
consideration.”53

N

w4

0 specific chareges against the Secretzry of VWar
were made in the report, but the i7plications against him
were strong an? he resolved to fight the conmittee's con-
clusions.51+ Yuch speculation regerding the rerort took
place during the summer of 1792 and by Novemnber when the
report was at long last brought up for consideration be-

fore the House of Representatives, the defeat of Arthur

5L"Krzox to Hodgdon, May 12, 1792, Knox Papers, Mas-
sachusetts Historical Society; St. Clair, "Cbservations
on the Ststements made to the Conunittee by the Secretary
of War and the wuaruermaster Jenerallf; St. Clalr, A Nar-
rative. . . ., pp.83-154.
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5t. Clalr once more wes &» open issue.
¥nox's desire was that he woul?d be sllcwad to anpear

hefore the House persorslly end present nis zrzuuents in

nis own defense. & notion reauesting that botn he and

Hzmilton be alliowed to do so was made on I'cvenber 13, 1792.
Proponents of the weasure would arzue thst since reputa-

. tions werc dsnmaged by the original report, znd since their

1

inguiry "appears to be the Dd2ginning of an arrangenent

o

nreparatory to an impeachnent,'" the proposad resolution

e towards

55

would vprovide the most eguiteble and fastest rou

t
discovering the truth behind the St. Clair defeat.

aver, ani the mwotiocn would e defeated. Cpposition was

led by Janes Madison and included =neanbers of the original
conmittes, Clark, 3iles, arnd the chairman Thonas Fitzsimons,
Madison crposed the measure on constitutional gzrounds.

The idea of allowing heads of departuents to testify be-
fore the House '"would form an innovation in the mode of
conducting the business ol this House, and introduce a
precedent which would lead to perplexing and emdarassing
conseguences. Clark, Giles and Fltzsimons all felt that
the secretaries' avpearance vas unnecesssry. Their inguiry
had been thorough and in fact, '"no person had spplied to

the House for redress of any supposed injury received by

SsAnnals, 2nd Cong., 2nd Sess., Cols. 679-6€9.
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the rerort.," OSurelyv, ¥adis arguad, the '"only practicable
node of treausacting public business,' would be to heve any
sdditional information celled for in writing,

Secretary Frox was psriicularly disappointed by
this setback. ¥He had wsited Ywith anxicus expectation”
for the House to allow himn to attend the hearings on the
Jrepdft. Their frilure to 2llow him to do so singly Yadded

gy &

to my solicitude and resret." Again, he arpezled to the

09
O.J

Youse for soae form by which he could effectively argus

his case since the rzport had dezen "in a2 sense very injur-
. .5
icus to ay reputatlon."’7

Yor wes ¥nox alone in the desire to be heard in

defense of nis zood name. Szausl Hodgdon had suffered

far more at the hands ¢f the comnittee and he submitted
to the louses 2 lengthyv mencrisl arzuing his innocence of

liction of duty while Quartermaster

]
Q
D

any wrengdoing o

O @

T
5
gJeneral of the sriy.

Tnose desiring an oren hearing before the whole
House argued thet not only would thls save the Congress

time since it would be much faester than another long and

%61n
57?D0f to Fouse of Renresentatives, Novenber 1%,
1792, Annals, 2rd Cong., 2nd Sess., Col.v6ér

58
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"lemorial of Samuel Hodgdon," Novewnbe r, 1792,
renrinted in Congress Investiszates, I, Pp.54-63,
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swn cut commitiee heasrineg, but that since the Fouse had
29

o

to c¢onsider the natiter sooner or later it would be better

(0]

a » o]

to dc so immedistely. Furthermore, since the original
report had indeed injured reputations and had been published
in the newspaters, the accused had the rizht to a public

hearing and should not be shut off in a small comuittee

O]

-

. 7001,

Cn the contrary argued Madiscn, if he wented %o
rrevent a thorough investigation he would be entirely in
favor of the reporft being considered by the whole House.

If 2 small connittee of Con

("u

ss took seven weeks to pre-

e
" ﬁ
[€7]

re its rerort, the whole Fouse "could never get through
mat

=
)

o
n

0]
c [
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tc a public hearing, protested Giles, the

-

crizinel conunitiee held puoblic neetings vet Hamilten end
3

-

¥nox appeared only once and then seemed quite anxious to
leave. If they had more to say why did they nct speax
up at that time? rinally, it was argued, since the report
is now said to be incomplete, how can the House possibly
consider it? Let the report be sent back to coamittee,
"zand then the Fouse will be in a situation to judge."59

The vote on the issue was close. 1t was agreed
30-22 that the recort, together with the dccuments relating

thereto, be sent hack to couwnittee. The memnbership of

the second comnnittee, however, would be somewhat altered,

Annals, 2nd Cong., 2nd 3ess., Cols. 679-589,



Fitzslaons, viles, oteze \le and Clark would remain froam the
original coanitiee alcne with the addition of Willism Find-
ley of Fennsylvsnia. Viring, Mercer and dgwick would

50
nct be retained.

St. Clzir's fear that the second conuittece's hear-
ings would be en attempt tc shift the blame unto hiwnself

-

was soon vorne out by events. The atfenpt came in the

form of a thirtv-five page statement by Hodgdon and an
hundred-thirty-five paze rerport by nox which constituted
the principis new evidence to be considered by the comnait-
tee.6l

Hodgdon's memorial was & weak attenpt to exonerats
nimself from ths charge of inconpetence., St. Clair him-
self, stated Hodgdon, had avproved of the list of purchases

made by him and in fact had declared that the list "would

do very well." rfurther, Hodgdon stated, the quality of

supprlies he forwarded to the armyv was excellent. And, as

7 lzte in cerw, this, according to Hodgdon,

to his arrivin
was with the spprcval of General Butler who was second in
couwmand, The delay waes not occasioned by a lack of dili-
gence on his vart ss the report claimed, but rather was

wineg to the necegsityv of securing the supplies necessar
o} «

Ibid.

61

Knox's report cannot he located, For Hodgdon's
Memorisl see note 58.



te maintain the army. It w2s not the Ymal-adainistration

of his depertuent thet caused the defeat. Rather, in an
avparent attemwt to defleect criticism froa hinmself znd
towzrd St. Clair, Hodzdon concluded th=t the army's failure
"lie in 8 very different direction."62

It was ¥nox's lengthy statenent, however, that was
xmore‘devastating to St. Cleir's position. According to
Knox, the failure of St. Clair's army could not, "with
justice or propriety, be charged upon any essentiazl omission
in the prevaratory part of the camnpaign by the secretary
of war." JHchoing Hodgdon's argunents Fnox claimed that
the army 3id not fail due to any deficiency in the suwvply
system. Wor was the Secretary guilty of delaving the move-
ments of troops westward prior to the start of the exped-
ition. Furthermore, the Secretery deried that the arnay's
pay was delayed because of his actions., Rather, he clasimed
sufficient funds were forwardsd but siaply were not put
to the proper use by St. Clair.

As tc the actuzl culpability of St. Clair in the
defeat, Knox claimned that St. Clair did indeed have the
avthority to nostnone the march if he had been so convinced

that the lateness of the seascn seriously Jeopardized the

possibilities of success. Further, according to Knox,

62"Memorial of Samuel Hodgdon," Congress Investi-




Had he been well and slert, it night "have altered the
tion of things," Particularly galling to St. Clair
was Knox's reversal of position on the numbers of Indians

had stated

&)

thiéh St. Clsir faced in battle. Criginally h
that the Irdians opposing 3t. Clair numbered at least 2500,
In this statensnt, however, Knox ststed that he then believed
that the rnuxber was no mors than one thousand., St. Cleir

therefore should not clain superior nuzbsrs as a cause of

-
2
-~

his defeat,

h attack by Xnox on the criginal report in gen-

F!c

e

eral and on 3t, Clair in particular was not unexpected

by the defeated gensral. As early as MMay, 1792, St. Clair
was avare that Knox had no intention of aliowing the ori-
ginal report to stand as written, and susnected the blame
would be shifted to himself. What was unexpected by St.
Clair was the length of tizne it took Knox to present his
report to the cowuittee. As early as November 1k, 1792,

Knox had expressed his desire to present his viewpoint.

But, he appnarently waited mary weeks vefore presenting his
’ ! g

3The nature of Knox's argumentation mayv be ascer-
tained by studying St. Clair s response to it. See St.
Clair, "Ooservatlons. . . A Narrative. . . , pp.83-15h;
Knox to 5t. Clalr, December 23, 1791, Smith, St. Clair
Papers, II, pp.275-276.




lengthy defense. St. Clsir, writing in February, 1793,
cowlained vecsuse of this “zlay he had been given only
three days to prerare his written defense ek

St. Clair susmected that ¥nox's stretegy was to
walt until it was too late ir the session for Congress to
have the tine to consider the revised committee report.
JBotH'Knox's staten=nt and Hodigdon's memorial, according

to St. Clair "seemed intended for the press' rather thzn
honest discussion,

heless, in syite of the brief amount cf time
he was allowed, 3t. Clair was zble to present a lengthy
communication in his own defense. Point by point he de-
nounced the attacks made on him by Knox and Hodgdon. If
the poor quality of suvplies did not cause the failure of
thé canpaizn it was owing to the diligent menner in which
he had his men repair them. Never was he given any discre-
tionary power to postpone the ceupaign. His orders on this
count were clear and explicit. Nor were his troops or his
duty ever neglected in spite of his ill health -- "the

march of the army was never retarded one hour on account

6l

St. Clair to the President, Fabrusry 2, 1793,
Territorial Papers, II, p.*30; St. Clalr, A Narrative. .
DP.V~-%xixX, O3-15%3 5t. Olair to ?, January 23, 1792 /1 7937
St. Clair Papers, Chio State Library.

65
pp.83-154,

St. Clair, "Cbservations. . . ," A Narrative. . .

?



of it." And, 1f the Tuarterwuaster had any funds to pay
the sonldiers zs Knox clsincd, he was never informed of this.

ts for Hodzdon, his renarks were nothing but s compllation
of Yinsolence and folly," hardly worthy of connent.66

Having reexanined the original testimony, listened
to new witnesses and exanined the written cewnments of Knox,
,Hodg&on and St. Clsir, the coanittee repofted its findings

. 67
on Pebruary 15, 1793.

The connittes did make some changes in 1ts original
revort. Hamilton was exonerated of wrongdoing on the charge
that he had wrongfully allowed Duer T2 become contractor
without posting a vroper bond., First, because he hed not
heen informed that the contract hsd heen transferred to
Duer until April, 1791, when it had in fact occurred in
January. Second, Hamllton had never cocnsidered Duer the
contractor in nonles issued %o him, hut had rather con-
sidered him the agent of Fowler, the original contractor
who had posted a proper bond. In addition the comnittee
agreed that the guns and gun vowder were probably in good

condition when turned over to the nmen, which was favorable

to Hodgdon.

66

Committee Report of February 15, 1793, American
State Papers, Military Affairs, pp.tl-i4; see also Annals,
2nd Cong., 2nd Sess., Cols. 1309-1317.

Ihid,
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However, in all ctner matters ol importarce the
Tirm.  Lhe testiqony vrovided by Hodzdon

to defend the gquality of the suprlies, other than guns and
cowlder, was rejscted by the committee, since the affidavits
his defense were written either by men en-
ployed by hin or by the nenufacturers of the articles then-

-

selves. St. Cl

(a5}

ir vas once zzgsin ansoivad of any wrong-
dning during the cawnpaizn an? the implications against
_ _ 68
Fnox in the first reporit wers zllowed to stand.
Cnce azgain, however, the report had been comnplated

0 1l=te for consideration by the whole Iouse. Nor would

i

it be taken up agairn ir the next session., The first con-
taz would end anticlinmatical-

iyv. After two investigsticns spanning almost a year, no

action would be teken or its results. Taviications were

Eal

mzde azeinst the conduct of Knox and Kodgdon but direct
charges were never brought azgeinst either. St. Clair's
reputation, therz{ore, was never totally restored by a

2ricus error in the de-~

]
=N
w

Tormnal Houss vote of innocencs

o

e fighting till the end of

69

feat of his aray, and he would

4

his 1ife to removs a black =mark ageinst his name.

68

“Ibid. Wwidence of Hodzdon's incowpetence may
also be found in Wilkinson to ?, November 18, 1792, Wil-
kinson Papers, Detroit Public Library. :

Still sttenpting to clear his nane many years
later, 3t., Clair published his 4 Harrative. . . , in 1812,



clesr political issue emnerged from the debates surrounding
eiTorts te undermine or reduce the powers

of the Trezsury znd the prestigze of the Secretary of Wer

factionzl debates

soon to hreak out across the naticn.

not, however, liesson the facet that the donestic ranifica-
tions of the defeat of the army were considerable. Pro-

longed debzte, much of it critical of the Administration's

rolicies, the vressures exerted on the National Government

ct

by the frontier for immediate aid, the passage of the bill
which would lzssd to the creation of the arnay of General
Anthony Wayne, the precedent setting decisicn of the "xecu-
tive that he may withhold information from Congressional
inguiries -if he de=med that information was not in the
rublic interest, and the creation of the nation's fifst

Congressional investigating coanittee, provide amnple evi-

dence of the siznificant developments flowing from the de-



mer inplications as well,
ne protected from further

was still forced to consider



CHAPTER III

THE NATIONAL GCVERNMENT
DIPLCMATIC RESPONSE

A recurrent nightmnare of the Fnglish government
sinee the 1783 treaty with the United States, was that
the Indian tribes of the northwest, feeling betrayed by
their British friends would turn and attack Canadian settle-
ments. That nightmare seszaned closer to realization than
ever pefore as British and Canadian officials surveyed
the Frontisr situstion in 1791. Several factors had in-
creased tnelr anxiety. First, Americans were moving north
of the Ohio River in increasing nunbers placing growing
pressuras on th2 tribes of the region. Second, an American
arny was forning in the interior with the apparent objective
of marchinz against the northwestern tribes which England
had sworn never toc abandon. At the same tine, American
demands for the surrender of the Northwest Fosts, the sym-
bol of British support of the Indians, were becomning more |
insistant, Finally, rumors of a growing suspicion among
the Indians that they had been betrayed by the English
began to reach the ears oflﬁnglish officials,

In such a situation, news of St. Clair's defeat

76



seemed to be a stroke of unexpected good fortune. The
newly approinted British minister to the Tnited States,
George Hammond, hurriedly informed his superiors in Lbndon
of the ountcome of the battle.l A Ygolden opportunity™
seemed to have arrived for England to achieve its goals

in the west.2 And, the opportunity appeared to have arrived
none’too soon, for St, Clair's captured correspondence
indicated that an American attack on the British-held posts

was already contemplated.3

1Charles R. Ritcheson, Aftermath of Revolutions

British Policy Towards the United States, 1783-1795 (Dal-
Ias: Southern Methodist University Press, 1969), p.2ik.

°Sir Henry Clinton to ?, /1792/, Clinton Papers,
Clements Library.

3St. Clzir's correspondence was captured by the
Indiars and turned over to the English. Their contents
startled the officials in Canada for they indicated that
St. Clair's mission might have been a prelude to an assault
on Detroit. Sse for exsmple: Lt. Gov. Alured Clarke to
Henry Dundas, May 26, 1792, '"Colonial Cffice Records," in
Michigan Pioneer and Historical Collections, XXIV, p.Wt19.
(Hereinafter referred to as C.0.R.). Statements submitted
to Henry Dundas by Lt. Gov. J.G. Simcoe, July 31, 1793,
Ibid., p.577; Lt. Gov. Alured Clarke to Henry Dundas, Feb-
ruary 11, 1792, Ibid., p.373; Maj. John Smith to Col. A..
Gordon, March 3, 1792, Ibid., p.3803; Col., McKee to Sir
John Johnson, March 5, 1792, Ibid., pp.380-381; Alured
Clarke to Henry “Yundas, June 13, 1792, Ibid., pp.+24-k25;
Lt. Gov. J.G. Simcoe Respecting Indians and Posts, August
20, 1792, Ibid., pp.459-4663 Lt. Gov. J.G. Simcoe to Henry
Dundas, February 16, 1792, Ibid., pp.377-378; J.G. Simcoe
to Colonel McKee, January 23, 1793, in E.A. Cruikshank, ed., .
The Correspondence of Lieut. Governor John Graves Simcoe
with Aliied Documents Relating to His Administration of the
Government of Upper Canada (Toronto: 1923), I, pp.278-279.
(Hereinafter referred to as Simcoe Correspondence.); William
Robertson to John Askin, March 26, 1792, Askin Papers,
Detroit Public Library.




Great Britain's goal was to achleve & negotiated
settlement between the Indians and the Americans, with
herself as the mediator. Now the moment appezred to have
arrived for her to make such a proposal, for, "perhaps
this country never had so fzir an ovpportunity of offering
mediation either formal or of siuaple good Offices as at

-

this." The American government, it was believed, having

once more suffered a humiliating defeat at the hands of
the western tribes, and facing a rising storm of protest
over the wisdom of the Indian war from its citizens, would
finally be willing to settle the frontier crisis to the
advantage of Great Britain.

It was this belief that caused Hammond immediately
to .seek out Secretary of the Treasury, Alexander Ha=nilton.
In the course of their conversation, Hammond dwelt at length
on the defeat of St. Clair and suggested that perhaps the
#nglish government would look favorably upon a request by

the United States that Fngland act 2s a mediator between

“sip Henry Clinton to ?, /1792/, Clinton Papers,
Clements Library. :

SGrenville to Hammond, March 17, 1792, in Bernard
Mayo, ed., Instructions to the British Ministers of the
United States, 1791-1812 (Washington: 1941), pp.25-27.
- (Hereinafter referred to as Instructions to British Minig-
ters.); Grenville to Hammond, April 25, 1792, Ibid., pp.27-
29; Alexander McKee to Sir John Johnson, December 5, 1791,
C.0.R., PDP.335-337; Lt. Gov. J.G. Simcoe. to Henry Dundas, -
February 16, 1792, Ibid., pp.377-378.
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them and the hostile tribes. Hamnond's hopes were quickiy
dashed as Hamilton fejected the possibility without hesi-
tation. The Indians resided, after all, on American ter-
ritory, and were in some sense subjects of the United
States, stated Hamilton. It was an American problem that
would be settled by the United States, peacefully if pos-
sible, but, if not, the United States, "was determined to
prosecute the war with vigour." Any attempt by a foreign
power to intervene or mediate between the American govern-
ment and the tribes of the west, "would degrade the United
States in the estimation of the Indians.'™ The Secretary
did not completely shut the door to British assistance.
If they should voluntarily teke steps to pacify the fron-
tier, the United States would be grateful.6
The American government's rejection of mediation

by the British was absolute. The President wculd amplify
the American attitude when he wrote:

You may be fully assured, Sir, that such mediation never

was asked; that the asklng of 1t was never in contempla-

tion, and I think I might go further and say, that it

not only ggzgg will be asked but would be rejected if

offered. The United States will never have occasion,

I hope, to ask for the interposition of that power or

any o&her, to establish peace within their own terri-
tory. ‘

6Conversation with George Hammond, December 15-16,
1791, Hamilton Papers, X, pp.373-376, 375n 7.

7Washington to Gouverneur Morris, June 21, 1792,
Washington Writings, XXXII, pp.60-6k,
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Hamilton's suggestion, that Britain might volun-
tarily help pacify the frontiers, carried with it the
clear implication that British assistance to the tribes in
some measure accounted for the tenacity of their resistance
to Americen advances. This belief that the British were
playing an active role in strengthening the Indians, both
materially end diplomatically, against the United States,
was very wlidespread. There 1s considerable evidence to be
found both in the public press and in the private papers
of American officials to indicate that British support
of the Indizns was felt to be the effective cause of the
American reverses on the frontier.8

The British heatedly denied these accusations,
and their denials were accepted with diplomatic civility
by the American government. In private, however, Ameri-
can officials were far less circumspect. Jefferson, for
example, believed that "the Indians are fully and notor-

iously supplied by their agents with everything necessary

_ For press opihion see chapters IV and V of this
paper. The opinions of some American officials recording
the significance of British aid to the Indians will be
found in subsequent notes. See also for example: Wayne
to Knox, July 6, 1792, Wayne Papers, Burton Historical
Collection, Detroit Publie Library; Alex Macomb to Knox,
July 1%, 1792, Knox Papers, XXX, Massachusetts Historical
Society; John Heckenwalder's Information of the Conduct
of the British Respecting the Indian War, June 17-23, 1793,
Pickering Papers, Massachusetts Historical Society; Put-
nam to Knox, July 11, 1792, Putnam Papers, Marietta Col-
lege Library.
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to carry on the war."9 While the President felt it was
3ritish interference and "to the underhanded support which
the Indians receive (notwithstanding the open disavowal
of it) that all our difficulties proceed."lo

Public indignation ageinst England was especially
strong following St. Clair's defeat. 8o vehement were
kthe‘éttacks in the nress, that on two occasions Hammcnd
was forced to offer written denials to the Secretary of
State., He rejected "in the most unequivocal manner, the
imputation that the King's government in Canada has en-
couraged or supported the measures of hostility, taken
by the Indians in the Western Country."ll

Under these circumstances it is little wonder that
Bnglish offers of mediation were rejected. The United
States could not sccept the interposition of a country

which was believed to be responsible for the very troubles

it sought to mediate. 1In addition, the fact that England

9Jefferson to Governeur /si¢/ Morris, March 10,
1792, Jefferson Papers, III, pp.338~340,

lOWashington to Gouverneur Morris, June 21, 1792,
Washington Writings, XXXII, pp.60-5k.

llGeorge Hammond to Thomas Jefferson, December 14,
1791, in Williem R, Manning, ed., Diplomatic Correspondence
of the United States, Canadian Relations, 1784%-1860 (Wash-~
ington: 1940), I, p.387. (Hereinafter referred to as Diplo-
matic Correspondence.); George Hammond to Thomas Jefferson,
January 30, 1792, Ibid., pp.389-390.




82

was obviously an interested party in the dispute, precluded
any mediator's role for her.

In spite of the Americen rejection of ZInglish med-
iation, optinlism continued to run high in London that the
time had arrived to achieve a favorable settlement of the
frogﬁier crisis. The attitude was "perhaps this is the
‘important moment in which the unfortunate Terams of that
Peace may be altered: perhaps this moment will never re-
turn."12 Operating on this premise, that the defeat of
St. Clair was a turning point in their relations with the
United States, the British government proceeded to draft
new instructions for Hammond. He was strongly urged to
continue to pursue acceptance of a mediator's role for
England. At the samne tine, he was to forward a far more
radical proposal than Britsin had atteapted before. The
plan was to create a separate Indian nation, an Indlan
barrier state, which would consist of the entire Northwest
Territory, plus areas in western Pennsylvania and northern
New York State. This area was to be closed to all further
settlement, either English or American, but would be open
to trade from either side of the border. If the United
States would accept this, the British would agree to relin-

quish their hold on the Northwest Posts. The Americans,

12
Samuel Flagg Bemis, Jay's Treaty: A Study in
Commerce and Diplomacy (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1962), rev. ed., p.120,
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however, would first have to azgree never to occupy those
posts. This plan was to be "the Ground and Foundation of
such Interference /mediation/ on our part,' continued the
instructions, since such a solution to the problemns of the
west would operate "to the vermanent Interests of this

13

Country, in that part of the World.”
- The defeet of St. Clair had s decisive impact upon
British thinking regarding the western frontier. For the
first time, the surrender of the posts was not tied to the
payaent of British creditors under the terms of the 1783
treaty. The payment of these long delayed debts paled

into indignificance beside the opportunity to detzch the
entire northwest from American control.

Bnglish officials in Canada were enthusiastically
hehind the barrier state proposal.. The Governor General,
Lord Dorchester, at this time on leave in ZEngland, strongly
promoted the project. '"The Wisdom and utility of this
system," he hoped, "would be so evident to the good sense
of the United States, 2s to conquer every difficulty on
their part.”lHLikewise, the newly aprointed governor of

Upper Canada, John Graves Simcoe, felt the plan to be ideal.

LGrenvilie to Hammond, March 17, 1792, Instruc-
tions to British Ministers, pp.25-26. '

L .
1 Lord Dorchester to Henry Dundas, March 23, 1792,
CoO.Rt’ pp'386—389'
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Not only d4id he accept it, but he attewmpted to expand on
it as well, Since the post at Detroit was "an essentiel
one,'" he felt it would be in the best interest of the
Unglish to remain in possession of it.l5

This plan, which Hamnond was instructed to put into
effect, was doomed to feilure from the outset. It is dif-
ficult to conceive of how supposedly informed men in Lon-
don and in Canada could seriously entertain the thouzht
that the Anerican government would surrender the entire
northwest frontier to the Indians. To do so would have
required a drastic reversal of every western policy the
government hzd enunciated since 1783, The simple fact that
acceptance of the plan would reguire the forcible removal
of over three thousand people who had already settled north
of the Chio River should have given them pause to think.
Perhaps, they were unduly influenced by the anti-war sen-
timent which abounded in the press following St. Clair's
defeat. Certainly, thev completely misjudged the impact
of the defeat on the American government. Rather than
weakening American resolve, it had strengthened it.

Hamnond understood the realities of the American

situation far better than his superiors. He had already

Extracts from Colonel Simcoe's Letter to Mr,
Hammond, by Mr. Givings, June 21, 1792, Simncoe Papers,
p.1l74%; Simcoe to Hammond, extract, June 21, 1792, C.C.R.,
p.426,. The Constitutional Act of 1791 had divided Canada
into the provinces of Upper and Lower Canada.
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warnad them that the Americans were in no mood to accept
nediation, and was hinself well aware that the barrier
state project had little if any chance of being considered
by them, Still, he ventured to broach the subject to
Hamilton in an irformel fashion. Hamilton's reply was
curt. He '"briefly and coldly" informed Hammond that any
plan‘calling for either foreign interference or the cession
of territory 'would be considered by this government as
absolutely impracticablz and inadmissable."l6 Informal
approaches ware also made to Jefferson and Knox with a
similar result.l7 Understandably, Hemmond decided it would
be hopeless to maske a formal presentation of the plan to
the American government. The response of the United States
coqld not have been more clesrly negative and Hammond so
reported to his government..

Thz reaction of the British and Canadian officials

w

to the American rejection of their proposal was one of
disappointmnent and yet uhderstanding of Hammond's decision.
It was agreed that his actions had been proper and theat

no formal pregsentation of the plen should be made.18Simcoe,

®Conversation with Georze Hammond, May 28-29,
1792, BHamilton Papners, XI, pp.446-449, See also Fammond
to Grenville, June 13, 1792, Ibid., pp.448-449 note 5.

1
7Ritcheson, p.251.

8 . . . . n _ :

) Grenville to Hammond, August *, 1792, Instruc-
tions to British Ministers, pp.30-313 J.G. Simcoe to Henry

Dundas, August 20, 1792, Sincos Papers, p.199; Lt. Gov.
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however, was bitter over the Anerican refusal to accept
what he considered to be @ fazir and just offer. Nothing
would overcone American intransigence, he believed, short
of the overthrow of the Washingteor Administration. This,
he felt, should be done hy attempting "to dissolve the
Confederacy.” Sincoe's anger knew no bounds. Englasnd
shouid offer the extensive boundary changes, and, if the
Anericans refuse, then the finglish government could actively
publicize her case in the newspapers. This would prove

to all, the many violstions of the 1783 treaty by the
Anericans, and prove that Congress was "laying in wait till
some fortunete occurances /sic/ shall enable it to seize

by fraud or other violence what 1s so just and ressonably
wighheld." The important thing, he felt, was that "some
appeal to popular reasoning nust be made." Perhaps, then,
the Americen people would see the benefits to be derived
from renouncing Washingtor and selecting a King to rule

in his place.19 Clearly, Simcoe was bitter that his hopes
that "The recent defeat of Mr. St. Clair mayv be productive

of beneficial consecuences to the Government of Upper

J.G. Sincoe to George Hammond, September 27, 1792, C.C.R.,
pp.4+78-482,

l9Lt Gov. J.G. Simcoe Respecting Indians and Posts,
August 20 1792, C.0.R., pp.4+59-466.
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Canada," faded as guickly as they had arisen.

Hamwond, however, still hoped to salvage some vic-
tory for England in the aftermath of St. Clair's defest.
The Indians were planning to hold council in the fall of
1792 at the Auglaize.21 The purrose of this meeting was
to listen to Americsan peéce overtures and to decide upon
»stra%egies to be followed in negotiating with the United
States. Famnmond's idea was to convince these Indians that
they should "voluntarily"™ solicit British mediation at the
provosed peace conference. While his hopes of success
were slight, he felt that such an Initiative by the Indians
nizht be viewed differently by the Amnericans than Hammond's
earlier direct offers to mediate.22

A Canadlan authoritiss fully supported this plan of
Hammond's, znd the machinery was put into motion to secure
the Indians' reguest. Simcoce ordered the deputy Indian
superintendent, Alexander McKee, "to endeavour to impress

the Indians now meeting froma the farthest parts of Canada

of themnselves to solicit the King's good offices." Care

2oLieut. Gov, J.G. Simcoe to Henry Dundas, Febru-
ary 16, 1792, Ibid., pp.377-378.

2lphat is, at the junction of the Maumee and
Auglaize Rivers in present day Defiance County, Chio,.

2
2Lt. Gov., J.G. Simcoe to George Hamnmond, Septem-
ber 27, 1792, C.0.R., pp.478-482,
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was to be tsken that the American government would not be
aware that the offer originated from the TFnglish. The
evcuse to be offered by the Indians was that a British
presence was essential since only they could provide the
tribes with the documents necessary to argue their case
with the Americans.23
) McKee did his job well and the Indians proceeded
to make their request of the British.24 Cnce more the topic
of mediation was to be presented to the American govern-
ment. The result was faniliar. The Administration rejected
the concept immediately. Hammond, however, did achieve
one small success. The Americans reluctantly agreed to
gllow some British wmilitary officials to be present at the
negotiation. But, they were to attond only in the capacity
of spectators who could explain the "nature and tendency
of the American offers.“25 Hammond's last hope of bringing

about a guick and peaceful settlement of the frontier crisis

had ended.

23Ibid. See 2lso Lt. Gov. J.G. Sincoe to Col. A.
McKee, August 30, 1792, C.C.R., pp.+72-475,

2uJournal of William Johnson, Cctober 7, 1792,
C.0.R., p.#71; Lt. Gov. J.G. Simcoe to George Hammond,
November 17, 1792, Ibid., pnp.516-517; Hostile Indians to
Simcoe, November, 1792, A.S.P., I1.2., I, p.32%.

2SBe'nis, p.132; J.G. Simcoe to Hammond, January 21,
1793, Simcoe Papers, pp.277-278.




The concept of nadiation and the possible creation
of an Indian barrier state weve not in themnselves new ones,
T.ord Dorchester had broached the possibility of mediation
in early 1791 and the foruer Governor Gensral Haldimand,
had conceived of the Indien barrier state as early as
1783.26 It was not, however, until after the news of St.
,Clair s defest that the inglish had the temerity to at-
tenpt to use this diplomatic initiative ageinst the Amer-
icans, Though dooned to failure from the outset, it pre-
sents clear evidence of the significance of the 3t. Clair
defeat in Anglo-Anmerican diplomacy.

While resisting 3ritish interference, the United
States had to develop its response to the Indians in the
aftermath of the army's defect. The victory of the western
tribes over 5t., Cleir hazd gererated a sense of confldence
and tribal unity which grestly increased the threat to the
American frontier. The government had inmediately begun
arrangements for the creation of a new and enlarged ailitery
force to cope with this threat. But, for 1792, at lezst,
the army of iAnthony Wayne existed only on paver. Realizing
this, defenseless settlers from western Fennsylvania, down

the Chio River to Kentucky, were in a states of frenzy.

26
Haldimand to North, Novenber 27, 1783, quoted in
Crpha K., Leavitt,"British Policy on the Canadian Frontier,
Wisconsin Flstarlca1 Publications, Proceedings of the oociety,

(1915), Ppe. lﬁ’l 1&./,
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Anxious pleas for help snon reached the desks of the gover-

- Pad
nQ|rs o

Pennsylvania, Virginia, Kentucky and the Northwest
Territory, as well as thas Iresident of the United States.27
The President soon faced a chsllenge even closer to
home, A vocal and growing opposition to the Indian War had
begun to appear both in Congress and in the press. A na-
tionwide debate on the merits of American Indian policy had
develoned., Much of the devate was highly critical of the
Adainistration's handlinz of the frontier crisis. A common
coaplaint was that war and not peace was the real goal of
government. Adninistration efforts to secure a negotlated
settlenent on the frontier were attzcked as having been

28

half-hearted and insincere.

. Demands fromn the frontier for aid, the lack of an
army in the field to respond to those demands, and a public
opposition to a continuance of the war led the Adninistra-~
tion to launch a l=rge scale peace offensive in 1792,

Hopes that it would succeed were slight. However, even

27See for examnle: Memorial from Inhabitants of the
Counties of Westnoreland, Washington, Fayette, and Alleghany,
to the Governor of Pennsylvanis, Decemnber 21, 1791, A.S.P.,
I.h.y I, p.2163 From Representatives of the County of Ohio to
Governor of Virginia, December 12, 1791, Ibid., p,2223
Governor of Pennsylvanie to the President, December 22, 1791,
Ibid., p.215; Knox to Gov. of Ky., July 12, 1792, Wilkin-
son Papers, Chicazc Historical Society.

28The debate over Adninistration policies will be
exanined in cheapters IV and V.
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if it failed, it would serve several purposes. The pres-
sures on the frontier would be temporarily relieved; the
aray would bz given the necessary time to prepare its marchj
and, public opinion wculd be placated.

Tne first step in the Zdministration's progran was
to convince the 3ix Nations to act as mediators between
"the United States and the hostile tribes of the West.
Those tribes were planning to hold a gensral council in
the sunner of 1792, and the American desire wes to have
the chiefs of the Six Nations zt that council to argus on
their b2half, To achleve this goal, the chiefs of the
Six Nations were invited to Fhiledelphla, ostensibly to

Al

discuss ways and means the United 3tates could a2id their

29

trihes to achieve the blessings of civilizgation.

6]
¢q

The Six Nations d4id not accept the invitztion in-
mediately. Rather, they first sought the advice of the
Britisn at Fort Niagara. The position of the 3ritish was

a delicates one. They did not want a war with the United

ct

States, y2t 1t was essential to the safety of their own
settlements in Canada that thes western tribes be satisfied

with ary settlenent they reached with the Americans. Un-

29Timothy Pickering to the Five Nations, Deceuber 16,
1791, C.G.R., pp.370-371. See also A Statement of the Mea-
sures Taken and the COvertures Made, to Precure a Peace
with the Indians of the Northwaest of the Ohio, Secretary
of War to the Rev. Samuel Kirkland, December 20, 1791,
A.S.P., I.A., I, D.226,




derstandably, thev wished the tribes to negotiate froa a
position of strength. This =meant avoidirg, if at all pos-
sible, the fragmnentation of the Indians into individual
tribes during negotiations. The Indian federation had
never been stronger than following St. Clair's defeat and
the Tnglish pointed out to them that the American invita-
,tlon‘had been written eight davs after news of St. Clair's
defeat had zrrived, '"yel they tzke not the least notice
of that affsir." oSurely, the chiefs could see that the
invitation was sinply a ploy to divide the tribes and use
then for /Anerica's selfish reasons.

The chiefs debated for a time but soon decided
that their best interests lzav in accepting the American
invitation. Some f1fty tribsl leaders, therefore, travelled
to Philadelnhiz and attended a conference lasting fron
March 13 to April 30, 1792, They were treated to the
hospitality of the cenitsl, assured that the Amnericans wanted
no more lands of the Indians »ut, rather, only desired a
lasting peace. As a token of America's sincerity, the

31

Indians were offered a %1,500 annuity.

30 Proceedings of sz brivate Council, January 31,
1792, C.G.R., PD. 367 369,

31 William L. Stone, Life of Joseph Brant, 2 vols.
(New Vork: 1838), II, p.326; “Speech of the President of
the United States to the Chlefs and Representatives of the
Five Nations of Indians in Philadelphia, March 23, 17352,
A.3.P,, I.A., I, p.2313 Spesch of the Secretary of War to
all the Sachemns and Warriors.. . . , April L4, 1792, Ibid.,
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¥inally, they were avproached on the main point
of business. The governuent formally recuested that they
act as medistors with the western Indians by attending
the conference to pe held at the Auglaize later in the
year. They wers to bring with them an American message
that peace and not additional land was the nation's desire.
JFurghernofe, the Americans were willing to grant compensa-
tion for any lands still in dispute. Should the western
tribes be willing tc meet a2t a peace conference with the
Americers, the government would immediately appoint com~
missioners to meet with the tribal chiefs wherever they

32
should choose.

Yaving considersd the American regquest at length,
the chiefs decided to accent the sincerity of the Anerie
can desires for reace. They agreed to travel west to de~
liver the American message.

It was not the 4merican intention to rely solely
on these chiefs to trznsmit their desires for peace., Soon,
the roads west were crowded with American peace emissaries.

Farly in 1792, the War Department sponsored a rather quixo-

tiec peace mission under the supervision of two traders,

P.230; Speech of Timothy Pickering to the Sachems and Chiefs
of the Five Nations, April 30, 1792, Ibid., pp.232-233;
Washington to the Senate, March 23, 1792, Washington Writ-
ings, XXXII, pp.9-10.

321144,
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Willia=m Steedmen and Peter Pond. These two were to travel
to the western nations irn order to ascertaln the Indian's
attitudes towerd veace following St., Clair's defeat, While
on their mission, they were instructed to keep their iden-
tities secret. Should ths tribes they encountered seen

to be amenable toward pesce, they were enpowered to invite
ﬂtheitto Fhiladelphia. To make their jobs more difficult,
they were cautioned that the Indians must first request
peace of the United States since they, and not the Amer-
icans, had been ths aggressors. Just how the government
expected these two to pull such a coup, is difficult to
explain. t any rate, they never got beyond the British-
held post at Fort Niagara, where they were turned back
by_the officer in charge.””

& further attempt tc get a message through to the
western tribes wzs undertsken by Captain Alexander Trueman
of the First United States Regiment. Trueman received
orders to proceed to the villages of the tribes living near
the Maumee-Wabash portage, and ask for an immediate end to

3

frontier hostilities as a first step toward a lasting peace.

33Instructions to Captein Peter Pond and William
Steedman, January 9, 1792, A.S.P., I.A., I, p.2273 Dale
Van Tvery, Ark of Znpire: The American Frontier, 1784-1803
(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1970), p.246, See
also Knox to Wilkinson, Februsry 11, 1792, %ilkinson Papers,
Chicago Historical Society.

3l+:[1'1st1-uc’cions to Captain Alexander Trueman of the
First United States Regiment, April 3, 1792, A.S.P., I.A.,
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The fLmericans, for their part, had already sent out instruc-
tions to a2ll civilian and nilitary authorities to cease
offensive operations innediately.?’5

Truemnan was to explain to the Indians that the
United States wented only neace with the tribes. No lands
would be reguired of them other than those ceded by earlier
‘trea%ies. Compensation for lands already lost would be
ofééred to 211 who had not yet received it. ©Should the
Indians prove zsresable to this offer, they were to be
invited to fhilasdelrphia for a peace conference.36

The defeat of 3t, Clair was certainly the main
factor behind this flurry of Anmerican peace initiatives.
The sudden intensitv of ths American efforts to negotiate

made this clear to the Indians. Yet, Trueman, as well as

later American enisseries, was to declare te the tribes

I, pp.229-230.
35Knox to Wilkinson, March 10, 1792, Wilkinson
Papers, Chicago Historical Society; Knox to Governor of
Kentucky, July 12, 1792, Ibid.; Wilkinson to Commanding
Cfficers of the Militia of Kentucky, April 3, 1792, C.O.R.,
pp 410-%11; EKnox to Wayne, June 15, 1792, in Richard C.
Knopf, ed., Anthony Wayne: A Name 1In Arms: The Wayne-Knox-
Pickering-McHenrv Correspondence, (Pittsburgh: University
of Pittsburgh Press, 1960), pp.l7-20. (Hereinafter referred
to as Knopf, Correspondence.); Pickering to Israel Chapin,
Mev 1%, 1792, Pickering Papers, Massachusetts Historical
Soclety. ‘

Instructions to Captain Alexander Trueman of the
First United States Regiment, April 3, 1792, A.S.P., I.A.,
I, pp.229-230,
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that the defeat of 3t. Clair had nothing to do with their
efforts. Rather, the imerican efforts were said to spring
from the long standing desire of the Americans to live in
harmony with the Indians.37 But, the repeated American
denial of the significance of St. Clair's defeat probably
served onlv toc convince the tribes that the opposite was
(true:

Meanwhile, Colonel John Hardin of Kentucky was
receiving instructions sinilar to those of Truemsn. Hardin
was to visit the Wyandot villages at Sandusky, assure them
of America's pacific intertions, and invite theilr chiefs
to Philadelphia. If they refused to travel to the Aznerican
capital, dut were inclined fTowards peace, then Hardin was
to work in conjunction with Trueman and organize 'as gen-
er;l a convention of the tribes as possibie' somewhere on
the frontisr, American commissioners would then be sent

38
to negotiate a treaty.

While Trueman and Hardin were travelling westward,
two Indian chilefs were travelling separately to the nation's

capital., The first was the chief of the Stockbridge Indians

of Massachusetts, Hendrick Aupaunut. Hendrick was asked

37Ibid. See also Instructions to Brigadier General
Rufus Putnamn, May 22, 1792, A.S.P., I.4., I, pp.234-236.

Brigadier General James Wilkinson to Colonel
John Hardin, May 20, 1792, £.0.R., pp.Wtlk-k15,
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to attend the forthcoming Indian council and to argue on
America's behalf that the only goal of the United States

was a Jjust and honorable settlement with the Indians.

Once again, the tribes were to be informed that no addi-
tional lands were to be reguired of themn and that the United
States would commpensate for lands already lost. Hendrick,
‘who was known to be friendly toward the Americans, accepted
the assignment iamsdiately.

The second Indian chief to arrive at Philadelphisa
in the late spring of 1792, harbored far less friendly
ffeelings towards the United 3States than had Hendrick.
Joseph Brant hzd long worked in concert with the British
to stem the advance of American frontier settlement and
his prestige aong the western trives was considerable.
Securing his azreement to mediste between the United States
and the western tribes would be a significant step towards

achieving a satisfactory peace settlement.

39Instructions to Cartain Hendrick Aupaumut, Chief
of the Stockbridge Indians from Knox, May &, 1792, A.S.P.,
I.80., I, p.233.

ho

For iAmnerican efforts to persuade Brant to visit

“hiladelphia see: Kirkland to Brant (ixtract), February 17,
1792, in Stone, Life of Brant, II, pp.320-326; Knox to
3rant, February 25, 1792, Ibid.; Brant to Xnox, March 27,
1792, Ibid.; Knox to Brant, April 23, 1792, Ibid. Also
relevant to this issue are: Kirkland to Brant, January 3,
1792, C.0.R., pPp.361~3633 Kirkland to Brant, January 25,
1792, Ibid., pp.364-36%5; Timothy Pickering to the Five
Nations, December 16, 1791, Ibid., pp.370-3713; To Ceptain
Joseph 3rant -- per Mr. James M. Reed, February 25, 1792,
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Brant was under considerable pressure from the

British not to a2ccept the A4msrican invitations. Fearful

e

of weakenins the Indian federation, the 3ritish tried at
length to convince Brant that an acceptance cf the Ameri-
can offer would Ye a disservice to the cause of the In-
dians. The 3ritish were, however, walking a tight rope.
‘Whiie encouraging the Indians to stand fast in the face
of American advances, they consistently declared their
inability to openly aid the tribes in any way. It was a
desire for peace, conbined with his frusiration over this

i

poiicy of the "nglish, that would finally convince hia to

oy

visit Philadelvhia. Brant had grown tired of '"the evasive
answers. . .receivsd from the officers of Government,
when applied to for assistaznce. . .if Grest Briltain wishes
us to defend our Country, why not tell us so in plain

41

language.™

b

Leaving Fort Nilagara in May, Brant arrived safely
in Philadelphiz in nid-June, 1792. In conversations with

Washington end Knox, he was strongly encouraged to do his

p.228; 3Secretary of War to General Israel
1792, Ibid., p.231.

3rant to McKee, May 23, 1792, C.0.R., pp.k17-418,
For British efforts to discourage Brant from accepting the
American invitation, see Capt. A. Gordon to Brant, March 20,
1792, Ibid., pp.385-386; Capt. A. Gordon to Major General
Clarke, April 19, 1792, Ibid., pp.398-399; Letter froma

Col. A. Gordon, May 30, 1792, Ibid., p.419.
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part to halp set upr a peace conference with the western
nations. The Administration exerted a great amount of

effor

t

to convince 3Brant that peace was the only objective
of the United States. To further insure Brant's acceptance
of the American request, Brant was offered gifts of money
and lands if he would onlyv agree to deliver the Anerican
-message to the Indian council.h2

Brant, though convinced that the United States was
sending too many enissaries to the tribes, and fearing
that he might have lost prestige anong the western tribes
for not hzving particinated in the action against St.

43

Clair, agreed to attend the uprcouing Indian council on
America's behalf. He refused all offers of gifts, however,
since he was "actuated by 1ot1ves of honor, and preferred
the interests of his Majesty, and the credit of =my nation,
to 1y own private welfare."hh

3rent's concern that the numbers of American peace
initiatives might simply distract the Indians was under-
standable as the government had already decided to mzke

yet another effort to reach the Indians. On May 5, 1792,

l+2Stone, Life of Brant, pp.328-329; Secretary of War
to Brant, June 27, 1792, A.S.P., I.A., I, pPp.236-237.

43Conversation with Capt. Hendrick, February 5,
1793, Pickering Papers, Massachusetts Historical Society.

i
Nuoted in Stone, Life of Brant, p.328.
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Rufus Putnamn wes appointed Brigadier General and instructed

to attend the council of the Indians in order to convince

them of the vpeaceful intentions of the United States.
Putnan was instructed in depth for his mission.

He was provided with all rapers and documents relevant to

earlier Indian nezotlations. His orders were to "in the

-strongest and most explicit terms renounce, on the part of

the United St-tes, all claiz to any Indian land which shall‘
not have been ceded by falr treaties, made with the Indian
nations." The United S3tates, he was to declare, wanted

no xnore than to help educate and clvilize the Indians..

He was to emphasize that psace efforts on the part of the
United States were in no wav owing to the defeat of St.
Clair, "but that they srise fron the purest desires to
avoid the further effusion of blood."LF6

Loaded down with silver medals and jeweled orna-

7
ments as gifts for the western tribes, Putnaa proceeded

L+SKnox to Putnam, a2y 5, 1792, Putnam Papers, Mari-~
etta College Library; Instructions to Brigadier General
Rufus Putnan, May 22, 1792, A.S.P., I.A., I, pPp.234-236.

46

Ihid.

L7 , ; .

Altogether Putnam brought twenty silver medals,
thirty silver arm and wrist bands, twelve dozen silver
broaches, thirty rairs of nose jewels, thirty pairs of ear
jewels and two large white wampum belts with a silver medal
suspended to each, bsaring the aras of the United States.
See receipt signed by Putnan, May 22, 1792, Putnam Papers,
Marietta College Library.
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westward in June, 1792, Shortly theresafter, the Amnerican
peace movement hegan to disintegrate repidly. In early
July, Putnam began to hear ruwors that both Hardin and
Trueman had beon cartured and put to death by hostile
Indians. Soon, the runors werse confirmed.u8 Putnam im~
nediately informsd Xnox that the chances for peace had
Jgroﬁn exceedingly slim for '"from the act it Seems nothing

49

but War is to be expected froa the Grand Council,® Gen-
eral “ayne was 2lso informed of the fate of the Anerican
messengers and agreed with Putnan's assessment of the
situation.go

Wayne, whose aray was rapidly forming near Pltts-
burgh, was especislly bitter over the murder of the Ameri-
can enissaries. '"There can he but little expectation of
an Honoratle and lasting peace," he wrote, "with a victor-
ious, haughty and insidious enemy." Unfortunately, accord-

ing to Wayne, "the prevailing disposition of a Majority

ug?utnan to ¥nox, July 7, 1792, Putnam Papers,
Marietta College Library; Putnam to Knox, July 11, 1792,
Ibid.; Putnam to Knox, July 1%, 1792, Ibid.; Putnam to Xnox,
July 22, 1792, Ibid.

Ly
9Putnam to Knox, July 1%, 1792, Ibid.; Knox's
response to Futnam is dated August 7, 1792, Ibid. See also
Putnan to Knox, August 1¢, 1792, Ibid.

Soputnam to Wayne, July 10, 1792, Ibid. See also
Wayne to Putnam, August 6, 1792, Ibid.
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in Congress," had forced ths government to make these
attenpts at peace vrrior to reornening hostilities. in such
g situetion, Trueman and Hsrdin had been "Martyrs to this
State policy."51
Llthough there 1s no evidence that the murders of
the two American officers were done on the orders of the
‘Indian council, Futnam assuued that to be the case, and
immediately zbandoned hopes of carrying out his original
.'n:'Lssion.52 Wishing to salvege some success fron his mission,
FPutnam, with the anproval of Inox, instead travelled fur-
ther westward and successfully negotiated a treaty with
the Illinois-Wabash tribes at TFort Vincennes.53 Bven this
Iinited success was to be denied Putnam, however, as the

Congress would later refuse to ratify the pract he had nego-

tiated. The reason behind the Senate's rejection of the

"lyayne to Wilkinson, August 5, 1792, Ibid.

52putnan to Knox, July 11, 1792, Ibid.; Putnam to
Knox, July 1%, 1792, Ibid.; An Indian denial of involvement
in the murders of Hardin snd Trueman is found in "Western
Indians to President Washington," Sincoe Papers, p.283.

53A Journal of the Proceedings at a Council held
with the Indians of the Wabash and Illinois at Post Vin-~
cents, Putnam Papers, Marietta College Library; Trezty with
the Wabash and Illinois Indlans, September 27, 1792, Ibid.;
Putnam to b/nox, December 20, 1792, Ibid.; Washington to
the Secretary of War, Septemnber 3, 1792, Washington Writ-
ings, XXXII, pp.139-1h0.




treaty was that it did not contain a preemntion clause
that the government felt to be essential in any treaty

5’).

with the Indians.

;

Putnan's missiorn hed been a failure for American
divlomacy. The onlv benefit arising from it according to
the President wags that it would "“shew that nothing in the
:comﬁass of the 3ixecutive has heen unessayed to convince
the hostile Indizns of th= pacific and equlitadble messures
and intentiocns of the Zovernment of the Union towards them."55
As the general Indian council vrepared to neet, the Anerican
attitude wes Adecidedly negative.

When the council opened at the Auglaize in late

ptember, 1792, only the chiefs of the Six Nations would

bhe present to represent the views of ths United States.
Chief Hendrick was not allowed by the British to proceed
beyond Detroit., His only contribution was to hand his

messages over to Alexander McKee for trznsmittal to the

6
council.5 Joseph 3Brant, nmeanwhile, so delayed his departure

5L*Kno:xt to Putnam, February 11, 1793, Putnam Papers,
Marietta College Library; Comnmunicated to Senate by Wash-
ington, February 13, 1792, A.S.P., I.A., I, p.338; Reginald
Horsman, &Expansion and Amarl an Indian Pollc¥ Zéi 1§12
(Vlchlgan State University }ross, 1967),

sswashin?ton to the Secretary of War, September 3,
1792, Weshington Writings, XXXII, pp.139-140

56tmox to Washington, December 6, 1792, A.S, P., I.A,,
I, p.322; Txanination of the Senaka Chlefs respectlng Hen-
dricks, Vebrlarv 5, 1793, Pickering Papers, Massachusetts
Historical Socilety.
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for the westward that by the time he arrived the council
, 57
hail already adjournsd.

American hones therefore rested on the shoulders

of the repressntatives of thae Six Nations. Their argumnents,

however, went unheesdsd. The Indians, still elated over

their victory the previous year, and suspicious of the
‘intentions of the Six Naticns since they had agreed tb re-
present the eneny, furiously assailed the Amnerican offers.

If the United OStates sincerely desired peace, why was a

large American aray forming in the west? If they wanted

no more land, why did St. Clair's captured correspondence
speak of building forts at the HMiami towns and either driving
the Indians from the land or else civilizing them so they
could workx like pack animals?

Should the Americans sincerely desire to negotiate,
the Six Nations were informed, they may do so. 3But, they
first must zgrse to surrender to the Indians all lands
north of the Chio River. "¥We do not want conpensationg

We want a restoration of our lLands which He holds under

W

false pretenses," the tribes declared. Only after the

——

t. Hendrick, February 5,

57In Conversations with C
husetts Historical Society.

1793, Pickerinz Papers, Massachu

58Proceedings of a General Council of Indian Nations,
C.O.Ro ) ppo’+83")+980

o3
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imaricans agrz24 to this sarrender of territory would the
: e o . 59 s
Indians bz willing to meet the following year. This then

was to he the nessaze that the Six Nations were to carry

Before transaitting the decisions of the Auglaize
council to the Amsricans, the S5ix Nations decided to hold
‘a council of their own at Zuffalo Creek. It was from this
council thzt the United 3tatzs was informed of the decision
of the western nations. Tneir message, however, was garbled,
and whetner by acclident or design, the Axericans were
not informned that the Chic 2River boundary nad become a

sine gua non for all “uture nsgotiations. When Secretary

of War, Henry Xnox, would accept the Indian invitation to
ma2st, he 111 so without rzalizing this all iaportant pre-
. 61
requisite.
The circuastances surrounding the forthecomning con-

ference with the Indians were particularly galling to the

591bia.

OChapin to Knox, Yovember 22, 1792, A.S.P., I.A.,
I, p.323; Indian Spsech at ~uffalo Creek, November 16, 1792,
Ioid., pp.323-32%; Speech from Six Nations to the President,
Novenber, 1792, Ibid., ».32%, 5e¢2 also 3Speech of the Covrn-
planter and New Arrow to Way.e, December 8, 1792, Ibid.,

p.337.

.
OlKnox to the Western Indians, December 12, 1792,
Si=ncoe Papers, p.2703; Knox to the Western Indians, Febru-




tmericans. The Indians had reguested the British to be

present at the nsgotiasticns and the Unlted States had boar

forced to agree to the pressence of 3British 7wilitary officers

<)

. \ - o4 - P
to advise the Indians. = In addition, the British had also
agreed to a recuest from the Indians to provide the confers

ence with supplies -- an act increasing 3ritish prestige
- 7~
533 .
-among the Indians. The Americans had hored to increase
their influence anong the tribes bv providing supplies

themselves hut were informed that the Governor General of

Canada, Lord Dorcheaster, had issued a standing order
Al
azainst such 2 vnossibilitv. Furthermore, the location

of the pronosged confarencs wazs to be within close distance
of the Jritish-controlled rost at Detrecit. The council,
therefore, wes to be held orn Zmerican territory, but for
all practical purroses, would be entirely under the con-

trol of the Britis

oy

The pesce conference wes of crucial importance to

62

"Sec above rotes 2% and 25.

63
Procaedlpvs of 8 Gesneral Council of Indizns,
€.0.R., p.497; Speech of

. Gov. J.G. Simcoe to the In-
dians, Cctober 9, 1792, Ibid., pp.499-501.

L

6'J.G. Simcoe to EKawnond, January 21, 1793, Simncoe
Papers, pp.277-278; J.G. Sincoe to Colonel McKee, January 23,
1793, Ibid., rp. ?7# -279; !lexander Hamilton to George Ham-
mond, December 29, 1792, C.C.R., P.519; William Hull to the
Secretary of the Treasur" Hebruarv 6, 1793, Pickering

vy

v 9
Papers, Massachusetts Historical 8001ety.
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the ‘merican governuent, nowever, and in spite of the ad-
verse circumstances surrounding it, preparations for the
event rroceeded. The Cabinet voted unanimously to attend
the council in spite of Dorchester's refusal to allow the
Americans to provide suprplies for the Indians. More imnport-
antly, they voted to relinguish lands already ceded by the
"Indians if thet were necessarv tc achieve peace. No lands
which were already sold aerd merked on maps, however, were
to be surrendered.éj

To rerresent the fmerican governuent at the con-
ference, Weshington chose a distinguished delegation con-

sisting of Benjanin Lincoin, Timothy Pickering and Beverley

-

Randolph.  Since the tresty which was about to be held

o

was "of great moment to the interests and peace of this

Country. . . ,'" Washingtorn ordered his cabinet to meet in

the War Cffice on March 25, 1792, to draft full and de-
67

tailed instructions for the commnissioners.

=g
6’Cabinet Opinion of Indian War, February 25, 1793,
Jefferson Papers, p.191.

6washington to Charles Carroll, of Carrollton,
January 23, 1793, Washington Writings, XXXII, pp.312-313,
313 note #9; Knox to Wayne, March 2, 1793, Knopf, Corresvon-
dence, p.195; Instructions to 3enjamin Lincoln, of Massachu-
setts, Beverley Randolph, of Virginia, Timothy Pickering,
of Pennsylvania, Connissioners appointed for treating with
the Indians Northwest of the Chio, A.S.P., I.A., I, pp.340-
342, |

Washington to the Secretaries of State, Treasury,
War and the Attorneyv General, March 21, 1793, Washington

Writings, XXXII, pp.395-397.
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Meanwhile, to further assure that the peace con-
ference would have every chance cf success, the government
agaln ordered a counniete cessation of hostilities along
the frontier. C(rders were sent to civilian and military
officers to pernit nc actions to teke plece which night
in any wav alarm the Indisns or jeopardize the safety of the

: o 68
‘peace commnissioners,

The instructions finally arproved for the commis-
sioners contained significant concessions and retreats
from the bhellizerent vositions taken by the United States
before St. Clalir's defeat. First, in exchange for a treaty
confirming the United 3States in lands ceded it by eariier
treaties, the Unitsd Stsztes would agree to surrender all
posts within the agreed boundaries, except those held by
the British. Secondly, the United\states would pay the
tribes %50,000 in goods, and a $10,000 annuity. Further-
more, the United States would be willing to yield lands
previously granted in earller treaties sc long as that land

had not yet been sold by the United States. 1In addition,

68Washington to Governor Thomas Mifflin, April 295,
1793, Washington Writings, XXXII, pp.k32-433; Knox to Wayne,
April 13, 1793, Knopf, Corresvondence, pp.217-219; Knox
to Wayne, April 20, 1793, Ibid., pp.221-225; Wayne to Knox,
April 27, 1793, Ibid., pp.228-231; Proclamation of General
Anﬁ?gny Wayne, fpril 22, 1793, Territorial Papers, II,
D. .
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liberal coapensation would be offered to any tribes, which
had not already recelved it, for lands surrendered by earlier
treaties., Finally, the United States wes willing to adnmnit
that it had erred in the negotiation of earlier treaties.
The right of soil did delonz to the Indians. The United
States had not accuired conrlete ownership of the land at
. . . 6

"the treaty of 1783 as she had earlier maintsined. ?

Armed with these instructions, the Amnerican com~
missioners proceeded to leave for the courcil which was
to meet in early June., C(ptinism did not run high regsrding
their chances 0of success. Washington mnade his pessimism
gvident when he stated that there was
little, if anytning more to be expected from the pro-
posed Negntiation of Peace with the hostile Tribes
assembled at Sandusky (tho' perhaps, it is best for
me to be silent on this head) than in case of failure,
to let the good people of these 3tates see that the
Executive has left nothing unessayed to accounplish
this desirable end; to remove those suspicions which
have besn unjy@tly entertained that Peace is not its
object., . . .
Jefferson too was extrenely doubtful of the success of the
negotiaticn. Wwhen he heard that the opening of the council

might be delayed, he felt this to be a ruse of the Indians

69Instructions to Benjamin Lincoln, of Massachu-~
setts, Beverley Randolph, of Virginia, Timothy Pickering,
of Pennsylvania, Comnissioners appointed for treating with
t)!;xe Indisns Northwest of the Chio, A.S.P., I.A., I, Dp.34O-
342,

0
Washington to Governor Henry Lee, May 6, 1793,
Washington Writings, XXII, pp.HLE-L450,
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to prevent Wayne from merching until it wes too late in
the vear to do so. ~Chances for the successful outcome of
the conference were so slight, that Jefferson felt, perhaps,
Wayne's army should be given immnediate orders to attack.71
Possibly, it was in response to his concerns in this area
that the commissioners were instructed to notify Wayne
‘immééiately if the =mission feiled.72 Significantly, Wayne
was ordered to be ready to merch by August 1, 1793.73
Fowever, the Adaninistration felt that the strong
antiwar sentiment in the country made it imperative for the
government to proceed. So long as 'the sentiments of the
great mass of the Citizens of the United States are adverse
in the extreme to an Indian War,' the governuent was forced
74

to meke the effort to achieve a negotiated peace. Fur-

7ljefferson to Governeur /sic/ Morris, June 13,
1793, Jefferson Papers, III, pp.580-582; Jefferson tc Pinck-
ney, June 1%, 1793, 1bid., III, pp.582-58h4,

72Khox to Pickering, Lincoln and Randolph, April 29,

1793, Pickering Papers, Massachusetts Historical Society.

73Knox to Wayne, April 20, 1793, Knopf, Correspon-
dence, pp.221-225.

7hKnox to Wayne, January 5, 1792, Ibid., pp.l64-
167. For similar sentiments see also, Knox to Wilkinson,
February 11, 1792, Wilkinson Papers, Chicago Historical
Society; Putnam to Wilkinson, July 3, 1792, Putnam Papers,
Marietta College Library; Wayne to Wilkinson, August 5,
1792, Ibid.; Wayne to Sharp Delany, August 2%, 1792, Wayne
Papers, Clements Library.
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thermore, even an unsuccessful negotiation might be an

asset, since it would forest2ll Indian attacks “"until our

armyv 1is recruited."75
Influenced by the fate of the rezce emissaries of

the previous year, the three American commissioners decided

to approach the council by way of the 3ritish at Fort Nia-

‘gara. Arriving to a cordiazl welcome by Governor Simcoe,

the American delegation wes inﬂediatelx informed that the

slowness of the Indians in assenbling would delay the opening

of the courcil by at least one aonth.’® In the neantine,

they were to remain at Niagara until allowed to advance by

the British. While "the anxiety of the Fresident still

continues exceedingly grezt for the entire success of their

mrssion,”77 the comnissioners could but while away their

time st Simcoe's residence. Not even the falls at Niagara

78

were an imnpressive sight to the disgruntled commuissioners.

75Cass to Putnam, June &, 1792, Putnam Papers,
Marietta College Library.

7631mﬂop to Comnissioners, May 17, 1793, Pickering
Papers, Massachusetts Historical Society; Randolph and
Pickering to Knox, May 21, 1793, Ibid.

77 ¢nox to Comnissioners, June 6, 1793, Pickering
Papers, Massachusetts Historical Society.

78Journal of a Treaty held in 1793, with the Indian
Tribes northwest of the Chio by Comnnissioners of the United
States, in Collections of the Massachusetts Historical
Society, V, 3rd series (Boston: 1836), pp.109-176, (Here-
inafter referred to as "Lincoln's Journal'.). Lincoln felt
that the size of the Falls at Niagara had been exaggerated
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Disagreenments a-orz the Indian nations once they
had assembled would further delay the opening of the coun-
cil. The western natiors such as the Shawnze, Wyandot and
the Miami were adamantly insisting upon the Chio River
boundary. Brant, as spokesman for tribes such as the Six
Nations, Ottawa and Potawatoanls, was arguing in vain for
"a more moderate position. He realized that the Americans
would not accevnt the Chio boundary and urged a compromnise
line located along the Muskingum. The western nations
refusesd to listen.

Two points did concern the western tribes howevar..
First, theyv seriously doubted that the American commnissioners
fully understood the Indians' sine gua non for negotiation --
the Ohio River boundary. Second, the army, under Wayne's
leadership had begun to occupy the area about Fort Washing-
ton. Was this in preparation for an immedizte invasion
of the Indian country? To provide answers to these two
questions, the Indians decided to send a delegation to

Niagara to meet with the fnerican commissioners.

and was very disapprointed that they were not more impres-
sive.

79Horsnan, "The British Indian Departunent and the
Abortive Treaty of Lower Sandusky, 1793," Chio Historical
Quarterly, LXX (July, 1961), op.190-213.

80Lincoln's Journal, pp.109-176; Pickering Journal,
Pickering Papers, Massachusetts Historical Society.
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Meanwhile, the three Americans had finally been given
permission to depart for Detroit. Having travelled to Fort
irie, the American delegation boarded the Dunmore, a ship
provided then by Simcoe, and on July 5, while awaiting
favorable winds, a vessel anpeared on the horlzon which
proyed to be the shiv carryving the Indlan delegation sent
" by the council.81

Thz Indians insisted on talking to the Americans
only in the presence of Sincoe. This necessitated the
return of the entire party to Fort Niagara, where a coun=-
cil took vlace July 7-8, 1793. Brant, as chief spokesman
for the Indians, asked the Americans if Wayne's érmy was.
preparing an offensive and whether the comnmissioners were
engpowered to negotiate a new boundary. The Americans ex-
plained that the Arny was under strict orders not to take
any hostile action, and that they were indeed able to re-
draw the boundary line between the tribes and the United
States. The Indians, appazrently satisfied with these an-
swers, returned to the council on the Maumee.8

The basic problem was that, again, the Indians had

failed to make clear that they were insisting on the ac-

ceptance of the Chio River boundary. Brant had obviously

1l1p1q,

821114,
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and deliberately refrained from mentioning it. He knew
that if he had, negotiations would end inmediately. Ap-
rarently he was stalling for time to return to the council
and persuade the assembled chiefs that it was in their own
interests to texporize their demnznds in the interest of
peace.

‘ OCnce more the Amnerican delzsgstion set out for Fort
irie to embark for Detroit. This they did on July 1k,
arriving at the mouth of the Detroit River on July 21.83

Again, the commissioners had it brought home to them how

+ thz control of the British.

L]

comnletely thev were unde
They were rafused either to be allowed to procesd to the
council or enter the Fort at Detrolt. Rather, they were
fgrced to stay some 18 miles from that post a2t the home of
Matthew Tlliot, an aide of Alexander McKee's.84 The Amer-
icans had little to do but wailt.

Finally, on July 29, a delegation of Indians from
the council appeared at Wlliot's house to tzlk with the
connissioners. Now, for the first time,Athé Americans

were told that the Indians considered the Chio boundary

83See entries in Ibid., for July 1k-21, Also see
Jacob Lindley, et.al., "FAxpedition to Detroit, 1793,'" in
Michigan Pioneer and Historical Socliety Collections, XVII,
pp.61%-650.

8thid. Also see Conmnissioners of the United States
to MeKee, July 21, 1793, Sincoe Paners, p.395.
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to be non-negotiable. The Indieans denanded the immediate
removal of 2ll settlers living north of the ’:tiver.85

The comnissioners argued that they had no authority
to agree to such & boundary. Nor could any Anerican ever
conceive of so doing. The land had already been sold and
settlers had already built their homes upon it. The United
‘Stafés would sdmnit earlier errors and grant that the right
of the soil belonged to the tribes. In addition, they
would compensate liberally for any additional lands the
Indians might be willing to surrender. Somne lands might
even be returned by the Urited States if that were neces-
sary in the interests of peace.86

¢n this note, the Indian delegation left to deliver
the American answer to the assembled chiefs waiting at the
councii. Much debate took place over the merits of the
imerican offer and once agzain the split between the western
tribes and the more moderate nations represented by Brant
was avtparent. While some tribes were willing to temporize,
the Wyandot, Delaware, Shawnee, Miami and others refused

8
to budgze orn their dewnends for an Chio River boundary line. 4

SWestern Indians to the Comnnissioners of the United
States, July 27, 1793, Simcoe Papers, pp.t01-402; Pickering
Journal, Pickering Papers, Massachusetts Historical Society;
Lincoln's Journal, pp.l09-176,

86Reply of the Conalssioners of the United States
to the Indisns, C.C.R., pp.579-585.

87

Brant to Simcoe, July 28, 1793, Simcoe Papers,.
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The Amerlcans meanwhile waited nearly two weeks for
a response to their offer. Frustrated at the delay and
refused an Tnglish escort to the site of the council, the
connissioners threastened to leave for the =zssembled Indians
without the permission of the English. Perhaps this threat
had its effect, for, two days later, the long-awaited Indian
nresp;nse arrived.

The western tribes had won out over Brant's moder-
ate position. The council would not settle for less than
the Chio River boundary. The American concessions, they
declared, were not concessions at all. The right to the
land had alwzys belonged to the Indians, so why should
they consider it a concession that the Americans finally
adpitted to the truth? As for lands granted under earlier
treaties, this had been done under duress and was there-
fore invalid. They then had an ingenicus suggestion for
the Americans. Since they were so concerned with the
poor settlers who had already purchased land and settled
north of the Chio, why did not the United States comnpen-

sate them for their losses? The Amnericans could use the

pp.402-403. Also see Reginald Horsman, "The British Indian
Depsrtaent,' pp.205-209.

ee_. . . .
Pickering Journal, Pickering Papers, Massachusetts
Historical Society; Lincoln's Journal, pp.l49-159,
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gifts, annuities and comncensations offered the Indians

to pay these neople. In addition, to further reconpense
them, they could be given all the thousands of dollars
that had been rnreviously svent to carry on the Indian
Wer., A peace on the basis of the Chio River boundary
would, therefore, bhe of real benefit to American settlers,
‘¥ye shall be persuaded that vou mean to do us justice,™
the chiefs concluded, "if you egree, that the Ohio shall
: : 89
remain the boundary betwesn us. ™

The eonnissioners having read the Indians' reply

to their offers , stated sizply, "The negotistion is there-
fore at an end."go Tne United States would not accede to
the Ohio boundary. Knox and Wavne were both notified of
the failure of the negotiations, 2nd the commissioners
began their long trek eastward.91 The auch sought'after

Indian council had ended before 1t began.

89Replv of the Indilans to the Conmissioners of the
United States, C.C.R., pp.587-592.

90Pickering Journal, Pickering Papers, Massachusetts
#istorical Society. (Their bagz age was ordered to be put
aboard the Dunmore immedistely, and according to one ob-
server, the future, ". . .all on a sudden, looked gloomy,"
See "Joseph Mocre's Journal," Michigzan Pioneer and Histori-
cal Societv Collections, XVII, p.658.).

91001missioners of the U.S. to Wayne, August 23,
1793, Wayne Papers, Detroit Public Librery; Commissioners
to Knox, August 21, 1793, Pickering Papers, Massachusetts
Historical Soc1e+y, Letter, September 11, 1793, Hamtramck
Papers, Burton Historical Collections, Detroit Public Li-
brary. :
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was in sn4g ways more appesrent in Canada then in the United
States. 3imcoe welisved that the Indian threat to Canada
nad bezen sigrificantly increased., Thz failure of the peace
talks made war inevitahle. If the Indians won they would
blame the “nglish for rnot offering them more aid, if they
‘ lost thev would bla<ne the “Inglish for their defeat. Either

way portendal disaster to Simcoe, since it would lead to

an assault uron Canadian setilements. His last hopes that

"Sinclair's /sig/ Aefeat would pave the way for a favor-
92
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able settlement," had been crushad
ts for the Anericans, they had been pessimistic
from the cutset. Jefferscn reflected the Administration's

attitude toward the outcomne when he stated,

ations with the northwestern Indians have

y failed, so that war nust settle our differ-
ence. We expected nothing else, and had gone into

the negotiations only to prove fto all our Citizens
that reace was unattainsbla_on terams which any one

of them would adait. . . .93

In Philadelphia, C2nade, London and along the frontier,
the failure of the American peasce comnmissioners had but

one mesning ~-- a renewal of the war.

92Lt. Gov. J.0. Simcoe to George Hanmond, August 24,
1793, C.O.R., pp0599"‘6010

93Jefferson to Thomas Finckney, November 27, 1793,
Diplomaztic Correspondence, I, p.60.
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The defeat of Aprthur 3t. Clair had hsd a signifi-
cant -effect uvon fmerican diplomacy. It provoked new diplo-
natic initiatives from the 3ritish. S3eeing an opportunity
to pressure the Anericens into settling the cutstanding
issues of the treaty of 1783, they launched their abortive
efforts to acoulre American agreement to Hnglish nediation
-and kheir visionary\barrier state project.

'he defeat of St. Cleair had also had a significant
inpact upcn the relations betwesn the Indians and the United
States. The natural jubilstion of the Indian nations as

a result of their victory over a supyosedly superior foe,
the blandishments and concessions offered them by the United
States as a result of that defeat, and the generocus support
accorded then by the 3ritish, led the tribes to develon a
sense of invincibility. Thnis in turn led then to demand

the Ohio River boundary. This vroved to be a fatal error
for the tribes. It allowed the Administration to claim

that the Indians had refused to accept 2 reasonable setitle-~
nent, Few Amerlcans could be found who would be willing

to surrender the Northwest Territory. Thus, the gzovern-
nent was able to vroceed with nlans for a renewal of war
without fear of public outery. The demand had also caused
an irreparable split in the Indian federation and Indian

ol

unity would rapidly disintegrate. The insistance on the

-~

ol

Lord Dorchester to Henry Dundas, October 25,



>hio River boundary na2d mnede var inevitable and perhaps
assurel the ultinate victory of Anthony Weyne at Fallen

Tinvers, Auzust 20, 1794,

]

1793, X '.Q., 1".'/‘19
Novenber 10, 1733,

imcoe to Henry Dundas,




CEAPTER IV

THY RTUSPON3W CF TU7 WATION'S PRESS

ST. CLAIR'S DIFEAT

The vwress olaved = aajor pol: in tne lives of
g 2 < A S e T T4 - oy
tmerican citizoens during the Federalist period. It served

not only &3 the orinecinal source of inforastion but also
played 2 crucial role in Liow cnzving of public copinion.
Although sanll and drab Ly corteuporary standards, (each
edition wasz 2ut four peges in length), the newspavcers wers
read avidly by a gignificani vropertion of the pooulstion.
Since fhe?e were no reportzsrs in the acdern sense of the
word, most Journals relisd heavily upon contributions frow
thelr subscrihers, oc corrsshondents as they referred to
then, for auch of their information. Aluost always these

heir pileces with a vssudonyn such
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as "Polybius'" or *"3Sraddock', thus both assuring their
anonyuity end frustrating fuature historians.  Seldom did
anything resenbling the nodern editorial asppesr. ®ditors

night at tines submnit an opinion using a pseudonyn theuselves,

but fer the most part they relied upon the contrivutions

121



»fleet their own orninion. At

least twe additionnal sourcas of inforaation were utiligzaec

v

by esrly American editors to [ill theilr pages. Many
stories werse onenly “bhorrowed from other journals, anppar-

ently without fezr of plagliarisa charges. TFurther, many

?

journals published cfficiszl government Informeation such

)

gs Congressional debates, Acts of Congress and Executive
1

nessages.,
It wez through gll threa of these svenues of infor-

mation evpesring in the ratior's press, that the American

&

people were informed of The defeat of Lrthur St. Clair.

Upon the recelpnt of the iritial reports of the defeat,

news fro=x the frortizr MHegsn to tzke precedence over all

other domnestic informstion., Virtuzllyv every edition of
every paper for months a«ftsrwards carried references either

feat or to ths crisis it h=d oprecivitated. OCne

the
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paper even runliished & gvacial edition to keep the people

t
- 3 + v = 2 * 3 <
abreast of the news fron the Vest. Most journals also

Frank Luther “ott, Americapn Journalism (New Yorks
The Mecmillen Cowpany, 1941), pp.112-162; "American News-
papers and Fiitorial Orinicn, 1789-1793,% appendix V-2 in
Douglas Southall Freemsn, George Washingtorn, 4 Blography
(Wew Vovrk: Charles Scribner's Sons, 195%), VI, pp.393-413;
Tugene Perry Lirk, Denocratic~Republicen Societies, 1790~
1800 (New York: COctagon Books, Inc., 196%), pp.56-60, see
notes 48 and 49 on p.58; Donald H. Stewart, The Opposition
Press of the Iederalist Period (Albsny: State University

cf New York Press, 1969), pp.3-32.

2 N . .
See fTor exanvnle: The Carlisle Gagette (Pennsyl-
vania), April 18, 17%2; The Columbian Centinel (Boston),




published in full the information released by Washinzton
to the Congress on December 12, 1791, and Knox's report
on the frontier issued in nid-January of the following
year.3

Along with these official reports of the disaster,
anguished rvless from desperate westerners begsn to appear
in the rress. Residents of the exposed frontiers in Penn-
gylvania, Virginia and XLentucky, as well as those living
north of the Chio RAWver were demanding immediate aid fron
the national government. The reader was informed that many

frontier settlements might have to be abandoned, and,

[

that the people were doing thelir utmost to prepare for

"

Indian agsaults expvected monentarily. Runors of a massive

el

Indisn attack about to break out all along the frontier

did much to add to the agitation of peoplefs minds over

L
the fate of the western settlements. Unfounded reports

December 19, 1791, »p.1-3.

3A complete listingz of newspapers carrying full
accounts of the defeat and reprinting washington and Knox's
statements would be unnecessery. However, see for exanple:
Ths Connecticut Gazebtte (New London), Deceﬂbﬁr 22, 1791,
p.2; The Middlesex uaaette, Dacember 2%, 1791, pp.l-2;
The Indeperdent Chronicle (Boston), December 22 1791,
pp.2-33 Providence Gazette, December 29, 1791, n 33 Massa-
chusetts Spv (Jorcester), Decemdber 29, 1791, p.3; The Col~
umbian Centinel (foston), Janusry 11, 1792, p.3; Boston
Gszette, February 13, 1792, vp.l-2; Argus (Boston), Febru-
ary 10, 1792, p.2.

There are many exanples of this sentiment found
in the papers during the nonths following 3St. Clair's de-



appesred claiming one outpost or another had already suc-
cuabed to withering  -Indian assaults.5 The reader first
learned that frontier women were being removed to the
safety of Pittshurgh, and lzter that Fittsburgh itself
aight soon have to be abandoned to marsudinz Indian tribes.
Tne newspapers rortrayed a nation stunned by the
news of western disaster. The defeat had, ". . .cast an
universal gloon over all dzgrees of citizens, who sincerely
lament the untimely fall of so neny brave officers and men.”
Cn the frontier the defeat had made "every aman in Ken-
tucky. . .thirst for revenge." In far away Boston, "The
loss of the brave officers and men. . .in the western ex-

pedition, is unusuzlly lamented in this town ~- It is the

thamn2 of every converzsation fron the infant to the aged

-

feat. Seﬁ for exanple: The iengral Advertiser (Philadeliphial,
December 24, 1791 D.k, Janusrv 75 1792, p.3; Argus (Bos-
ton), January 2%, 1792, p.2, March 9, 1792, p.3; American
Mercury (Hvr ford, uOhU°CulCdt), January 16, 1792, p.3,
January 23, 1792, v.3; Boston Gazette, March 19, 1792, p.1,
April 9, 1792, v.2, May 7, 1792, p.l; " Apollo (Boston),

No.9 - Part II, V0l.I, Pp.99.

5Reports such as thesz were comnon and appeared in
most papers. See for exanple: American Mercury (Hartford,
Connscticut), January 23, 1792, p.3; Sazette of the Uhlted
States (Fhiladelphia), April 25, 1792, p.3; Boston Gazette,
December 26, 1791, p.2; The Indegendant Chronicle (Boston),
May 3, 1792, v.2.

American Mercury (Hartford, Conneculcut), Janu-
ary 16, 1792, p.3, January 23, 1792, pP.3.
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sire and matron,Y while iv Pennsylvanie it could be szid

that "The defeat of GJeneral 3t., Clair on the 4th instent,

7

all our thoughts.®
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The frontiler situsticn was a depressing one, as

viewed ir Fhiladelphia's General Advertise "At present

the Western territory, lie in a manner, desolate; and the

people are left extrcerely dishesrtaned."™ The frontier

citizen was living ir a stote of perpetual fear -- unable
to eat or slesp Tor fear of heing attacked. "What a dre=ad-

ful situation," exclsimed the General Advertiser, '“a thou-

sand times worse than that o7 a soldier engaged in the

sders of a Rhode Island newspapar
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of "the Contrast which was observable in the Inhabitants

of this Placz when I nassed it, previously to the Action,
and at my return to it subszauent to that ¥vent." Cn his
earlier visit, he had found a cheerful and friendly citi-
zenry, but, ever since November %, 1791, their “Aspect

is now materielily changed and the Marks of Despondency

here visibla."” Unless strong measures were soon

/Ibid., December 26, 1792, p.3, Janusry 2, 1792,
P.33 Arzus (BOSton), D@cewoe* 16, 1791, p.33; The General

e
Advertiser (Philadelphia), January 30, 1792, p.3.

8The Generzl Advertiser (Philadelphia), January 28,

FUnited States Chrosicle (Providence, Rhode Island),
February 15, 1792, p.3.




taken for the
Journal of Phi

The inhabitant

So gre

nrotection ol the frontier, the Freeman's
ladelphi= declared, "a gensrzl movenent of
s will take nlace,

at was the volune of news fron the frontier

Indepandent Chronicle was =ovael to coaplain that the pzovle

should be spared any further exposure to it. YThe people

are weary of s
/The fallen so
grave, wnich t
ever, another
heavy flow of

It wes imrorta

surely the uti
materials of 1
was . . .the
certain means

torians, part

uch news," he declared; "“Why cannot they
ldiers/ be suffered to rest in quiet in the
heir country has dug for them. . . ;" How=-
correspondent for the same paper felt the
waestern news was 2sgsentisl for the nation.

nt thst every scrap of information be saved

1ity and importance of parpetuating the

t, must be obvious." The press, he concluded,
nost faithful Recorder, as well as the zost

of giving to posterity, and to future his-

of the materials of a genulne arnd imnpartizl

Freeman's Journsl (Philadelphia), Janusry 18,

history."ll
05
1792, p.3.
11
The

Independent Chronicle (Boston), April 26,




The history presentzd by the press, however, was

anything but iwpartial. oy the time of 3t. Clair's defeat,

itical pesrtizs had alre=dy begun to form in the naticn.

The introduction of Haniltorn's finsncial policies, begin-

-

ning in 1790, marked the beginning of a growing antzgcrisn

V]
QO

vetween those who styled thenselves Federalists, on the
one hand, and the Reypublicans on the other., Hamilton'
progran to establish the nation's credit on g firm footing
sought to secure ths survcot of the monied classes of the
nation to the rationsl gcvern=ment. The Revrublicans, under

v

the leadershin of Janes Mailzon snd Thomss Jefferson, were
repelled Dy whst ther corsidsrad tn be the Yaristocratic”
and Ymonarchical®™ tendencics cof that policey.

The ¥ailtonian proczrst zeemad to the Republicans
to*constitute an atteqapt to place all governaent vower in
the hands of ar elite. Tk= opponentskof that wrograzn be-

an to hawmer swav a2t the faveoritism shown the creditor

Q]

$od

interests of the nztion Lo the detriqent o7 the vast nzjor-

[N

ty of the countrv's citizens. The benefits exrpected to

o

e reaped by the banking zn? financial interests of the
nation as & rozult of Homiltor's programs insulted the

Tapublican tendencies of Jefferson and Madisor who saw

e
L 2

thelr visions of an agrarian republic being s ert awa

Tne Republicans wer2 convinced that Federalist volicies,

1792, p.3, May 3, 1792, p.3.
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if continusl, would lesd to the creafion of an unlinited
government -- and worse, uriinited rower for the Secretary

of the Treasury. Furthermore, they feared the vast agrsrian-
debtor interests of the ration would be placed in perpetusl
and financiers residing in a
12

w

bondage to the creditor

Uq

handful of urban centers,

There were as yet, however, no formal party crgan-
izaticns. Ic nationwide orgznizations existed, nor were
there partv pletforms of ideals adhered tc be either side.
Vonetheless, the foundation fer such a formal pasrty struc-~

ture had heer laid bvefore the opening of 1792. What was

jpe

needed to formulste 2 nore csoherent party structure was

an issuve that would bring into the open the sunoldering

-

]
n

3ee for exanple: Willia=n M. Chauvers, Folitical
Parties in a New Nation: The Azmerican Z“xperience, 1776~

-
a he

1¢09 (New Vork: Cxford University Press, 1963); Broadus
exa

*itchell, ‘lexander Hamilton: The KNational Adventure, 1788~
1804 (New Vorx: The Macmillan Company, 1962); Dumas Malone,
Jefferson an? His Time, III (Boston: Little, 3rown Company,
194¢ ) Wathan Schachner, Thomnas Jefferson: A Biography

(New Vork: Thomas Yoseloff, 1900); Fdgar ¥. Robinson, The

svolution of American Political Parties: A Sketch of Party

Development (New vork: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 192k);
Rudolph M. Bell, Party and Faction in American FPolitics:
The House of Representatives, 17cc=~-1CQ01 (Westport, Connec-
ticut: Greenwood Press, 1973); John S. Bassett, The Fed-
eralist Systen, l789-lé01 (New York: Harper and Brothers,
1906 )3 Richard Hofstadter, The Ides of a Party System:

The Rise of ILegitimate COpposition in the United States,
17¢0-1E40 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1969);
Wilfred #. Binkley, Americaen Politicsl Parties: Their Na-
tural History (New Vork: Alfred A. Knopf, 1962) 4th ed..
enlarged; Noble Cunninghan, Jr., The Jeffersonian Repub-
licens: The Formation of Party Organization, 17¢9-1801
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1957).
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narty sentiments and resertments that lay bensath the sur-
face of Americen politicel life. The errivael of news of
St. Clair's defeat helped s=rve as such a catalyst.

That defest was inmediately seized uvon by the
Republicans as the weepon theyv had been waiting for to
smite the almightyv Hamnilton and his minions. “The foes
alzed

of government have he occasion, a lucky one for

L &7]

e

v
C o . 13
then," wrote Fisher imes. The resultant onslzught of
bitter invectives launched azeginst the Administrstion in
the press csught the ‘dnainistration comnpletely off guard.
Perhaps, lulled into a2 state of overconfidence following
the success of earller Federzlist policles, Ames stated,
the friends of government were unprepared for the daily
assaults against them in the press. '"How few, how slesepy,™

*

were the Administration's supporters wrcte Ames, but, "how
alert its foes."lLL

The Republicens hsd a ready vehicle to btegin the
assault against the Wederalist in Philivp Freneau's National
Gazette. TFreneau had arrived recently in Philadelphisa

having been enticed there by Madison and Jefferson by an

13Fisher Amnes to Thomes Dwight, January 13, 1792,
In Seth Ames, ed., Works of Fisher Ames (Reprint edition,
New Vork: Da Capo Press, 1969), pp.l09-110. (Hereinafter
referred to as Works of Ames.).

1hFisher Ames to Thomnes Dwight, January 23, 1792,
Ibid., pp.110-111.
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offer of a transletor's job in the State Department.

Alarmed at the influence ¢f the Federalist Gazette of the

United States, edited by John Fenno, the Republican leaders

had worked hard to convince Freneau to open shop in the
nation's cebital. Nor were these papers the only partisan
ones in the countryv. While many journals maintained a
neutral stznd during the debates which would now ensue,
nany others ably championed their chosen causes. OCn the

Rerublican side 3enjeqin Bache's General Advertiser

(Philadelphia), Benjsmin Edes' Boston Gazette, and Thomes

ftdamst Indsvendent Chronicls (Boston) were especially

effective. While papers such as Benjanin Russell's Colum-

bian Centinal (3Boston), Isaian Thomas' Massachusetts Spy

(Worcester), and Williawn Goddard's Marvland Journal (Bal-

hnd

timore) espoused the Federalist cause.

lSFreneau had beesn 8 classmate of Madison's at
Princeton. Anxious to start 2 paper with national circu-
lation, to counteract the effect of Ferno's Gazette of the
United States, Jefferson and Madison put considerable
pressure on Freneau to undertake the task. To make the
move to Philadelphia nore sttractive, Freneau was offered
the clerkship for foreigrn languages in the State Depart-
ment. At.length, he agreed to accept the offer and the
first editicn of his National Gazette appeared on October
31, 1791. See Mott, Lmericar Journalis$m, pp.123-127;
Stewart, The (pposition Press, pp.<¢-9; Schachner, Thomes
Jefferson, po.+32-446,

16

3ee Stewart, The (Opposition Press.
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Secretary of War, Henry Knox, was certainly the
nost vulnerable member of the Administratior. It was his
department that was directiy responsible for conducting
the cenpeign azainst the Indians. In addiition, Knox was
& fit object of Republican scorr since he was not only

17

a "Furious Federalist"’ who consistently supported Ham-~

.ilton's policies, but his 1ife style, devoted to parties

and fancy dress, emnbodied the "monarchical tendencies" so
. .18

repugnant to Recublican thinking.

It wes Knox, therefore, who bore the brunt of anti-
Administration criticisn. The people must be sstisfied
concerning the value of tre war, and if they were not then
"the ninister should atone for the cortenpt, by a loss of
consequence, loss of office, nay a forfelture, of more
conseqguence to hin perhars than both." The cause behind
the war, could be "an ill-tined desire to dazzle the world

by the brillancy of the war departmnent." The report made

by Knox was unconvincing. It was alleged to be an attempt

l7“uoted in Leonard D. White, The PFederalists: A
Study in Admninistrative History (New Vork~ The Macmillan
Conpany, 1961), p.152.

lgNorth Callahan, Xenry Knox: General Washington's
General (New York: Rinehart ani Cowpany, Inc., 195C), p.2c%4%;
Jaﬁes Thowac Tlexner, Seorge Washington and the New Nation
93), (Qoston- Little, Brown and Company, 1909), 111,

pp 309 324,




“to justify his hostilitiss upon the Indian Tribes."19
It was due to his néslect that the battle was lost. VFis

managenent must be corgidersd Ythe nrinsrv cause'™ of the
3 P

defeat. The result of that nismeanagement was the continu-
ation of a wer that wes considered '"by THT PHOPLE in general
as cruel, unjust and inpolitic," declared & subscriber in

the Independent Chronicle: "If the war maust be carried on,

THY PHEOPLY have a right to look for a change in the depart-

The cost of the war wss alleged to be for the
Secretary's own benefit, but the nation waes not in a posi-
tion to ''sunport the sumnptuous entertainments of =ay Lord

21 5 . . . )
M7 & corresvondent sizgnine himself Y3raddock™, & non
= o3 =

e poubuiy

=

de plume which ecavriad obvious implications, declared that

the war's =zxpense was for vrivate gain. Woney was being

F

spent “merely to gratify the pride of 2 few ambitious over-

grown individuals; and to enable them to live in all the

97he general fdvertiser (Philadelphia), January 7,
1792, p.2. Also see American Mercury (Hartford, Connecticut),
April 16, 1792, p.3; The Independent Chronicle (Boston),
June 7, 1792, p.2, March 15, 1792, v.2; Massachusetts Spy
(Worcester), February 23, 1792, pn.3.

20

The Independent Chronicle (Beston), June 7, 1792,

1
Boston Gazette, May 7, 1792, p.3.




grandeur, nonp, 3nd varaie of

i)

publican 30ston newspaper, nade a 7ost bitter attack unon

by

Frox when it printed the following:

The BCCYBIND T2#* (or ireat-Man-would-be) is not 2 little
becalked here, and in the eyes of the dlscernlng, falls
Tower and lower /most humiliating TRUTH!L/ every day,
even CLTSAR'S countenance cannot support hin. General
ARTHUR too, has got hinself in troubled waters, and
richly deserves it, for paving Scotch court (zs he

hath of laste done) to the balloon, or bag of windy
ponpositv, whon, in his heart, he =must despise for

his fulsone palaver, and total want of both honor and
sincerity.

-

*/% tern of reproach arplied to the inimitable Secre-
tary of War, the hon. ueneral ENOX: -- C, thou rogutsh,
wicked Paragraphiszst! whst Mercy cgnst thou expect
from NTS terrible THUTDIRTRSL!Z

Hugh Henry Brackenridze, a resident of Pittsburgh
and an influencizl iesder of frontier opinion, sarcastically
derided the Secretary ss obviously being o ‘great general’.

Durirg reace time his telerts were hidden, he declared, bhut
ndian “ar haed allowasd nis true genius to energe, "The
sacrifice of two evnies, in order to lull the Savages into

uch perfect security es to render them an easy conguest,"

gshowed 3 foresicht that could not be mgtehed in wilitary

history. Certainly it would be difficult for hi=m "to vin-

g?Aﬂ erican Mercury (Hartford, Connecticut), Decemn-
ber 26, 1791, p.3. See also, Dunlapn's American Dailv Adver-
tiser (Fhiladelirhia), Janusry 2, 1792, p.l; The Independent
Chronicle (Boston), May 3, 1792, p.3.

234rgus (3oston), April 27, 1792, 0.3.



dicate the 20i2 ol conduciing 1t, fron the charze of in-
canascity or “ismanzgenent.’ Dot orlyv had he paraitted
soldiers to ~mnreh ints ootile wno were "11l raid, i1l
clothed, urdiscinlined, discontentad,” but he had perait-
ol

ted them to e led by "a eneral disabled by Gout!ilw

The =w2thods Enox had used to cerry on the Indian
War were savercly censurad br the onponents of the Adain-
istration's volicies, The sr-v allegedly was sent into
the wildsrness not in zsecrat but after their missions had
heen well nudlicizsd in ths rress for a vear in advance,

Tittle worizsr thep trnt thev 414 not achieve the elenent

of surrrisz., Indizns ware ailegedly ziven time to gather

W

ali ths wasy Trom Leke Suverior to stop the Anerlcan Armny.
To .make matters worse, it was srgued, the arny dragged

e X

heavy cannon with 1t which wers, not only useless against

the savages, out slowed down th2 zerch consideradbly. Would

it not be far better to usz a 2ailitie coaposed of well
trained and exrerienced woodsmnen instead of an army cou-
rosed of undertrained art inerxperlisnced men such as St.
Clair had with hia? Cert-inly a militia, especiallv a

mounted militia, could mexe effective surprise raids upon
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A nore elanorehe wlar for Trontier defense wess of~
Tarad by a corrssuvon. If "A.Z2.Y" He felt

1,

the wisest tsetic was to nlel our frontier defense on that

s in the face of barbzriazn invesion.

—J
@
3

followed by the
Txpert woodsmen would e »irsd by the government toc pro-
teet the frortier and thev would be psid in land located

Goch settlemnent would then

near

have 2 resadr-nie ilitia livirg in the neighborhood to
- 26 s - .

Tend off possiblz Indian attacis.,” A siznilar sentinent

ns cffered oy 2 Trontier resgidents “If our troops must
glther retre=1T o our settlenents, or foll & sacrifice

to the mistoken policy of governaant, I czll it qistaken
rolicy to establish posts in the enenies coHuntry, without
vlanting settlsments in their neizhborhood.” We must,

he said, give induceaents to our sattlers, such as offers

of land. In this way every frontiersmen would becone "a

o

centinel on constent duty.

ston), February 9,

1792, v Lo y 1792, n.2, January
17, 1792, p.33 1 g 1eric v Advertiser (Phil-
ajelphia), February 1, 1792, v.2. See also Chapter II
above.
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3£1i1l otrers criticize’d the governnent for not
iling for ar evap larzer zvny then 1t did.  We . n=ed a
strong wilitsry immedisztely, wrote one correspondent.
#The governnent decelves itszlf if 1t thinks an insigni-
fieant arnd undiseciclined srmy can bHeat these Indians.®

We should draft arn oA4ditional fiffteen thousand 7en wrote

W

another ?? Jut the wost azabitious rlan eamne from the nen

of 3Brackernridze, e wanted the government to build a& strong
outvost or lake Trie 2t Proscue Isle. Fron here the troons
could be put z2bozrd shivs and sent to the Maumese to at-

tack the Indisn confederacv at its heart. YPresg' Isle,

rresqg' Isle, 1s thes object, ani ouzrt to be seized Immed-

to defend them was an errorsous rolicy. The nation nust
attack and st do so with & larze force. Srackenridge

was also iwpatient with the Ldainistrztion for consistently

(Boston), January 17, 1792, v.3.

els - o
Argys (Boston), January 17, 17v2, p.2, Mrcrl 9,

1792, n.2. See also Brunswick Zazette (Wew Brunswick, New

Jersey), Janusry 17, 1792, The Generasl Advertiser

2.

L]
(Fhiladelphia), february 3, 1792, p.2.
29,.

"
1792, p.1. ™
thinking., 3e
i
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3l dagette (Vhilade lphia), Tebruzry 4,
actually coincided with Jefferson's own
ranklin 3. Sawvel, ed., Tno Anas of Jef-
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edition, Wew York: De Cavo Press, 1970),

ferson (Ravrint
fter referred to as Anas.).
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trving to negotists vefos Ur Sre hend and wazing war on
tne other, SCertal~ir, e wroite, tha nation cculd not
corntinue to follow a ~olicy "of half peace, haif war fron
n39

A secondzry issue Ir the newspaper debzte over fthe
dzfeat of 5t., Clair, =2n? orz vwhich daveloved into further

eriticism of inox, zrose Ir conjunction with 2 statement

“zde by 3t, Clair shortly after the battle. In a postscript

to a report he ~aiz to Secretary inox, 3t. Clsir referred
to an inciden®t that cccurrsd the evening before the beti-

tle., That night, Zavtain Jzcob Slough had been ordereld
to make a raconnalissance of thse z2res around the ca=p. FHe
id so and founid & hesvy concentration of Indiens. Re-
curning to czan,y Slouzh rerorited his findinzs to Genersl
Richard Butler. 3t. Clair claizned that Butler never in-
formed him of 3louznh's discoverv. 3Butler was killed the

tle 2nd 1t would seen that would be the end

St. Clair's lettsr was published in the press,

however, and that rublication lad one of the late General's

r21d (Concord, New Hampshire),
Anerican Mercury (Hartford, Con-
2y T

u reh 21, 1792,
actic ut), March

31For the letter and postscript in ocuestion see:
3t. Clair to Inox, Yoveabsr 9, 1791, Willia= Herry Smith,
21,, The St. Clair rzpers (Reprint edition, Freeport, New
“orks 3Books for Libraries Press, 1970), II, pp.262-257.




o T M .y -~ ~ e A1 Q L, e “de
sides, Johr “orzan, to coovizin to the Secretsry of War
o ’ 3 ey - " A PR Ay + N T
;7 the dlpzccuracy she Claints statemwent,  3Slough was

tler, clzi~ed “orzan, ou

rot orisrsl o reconnoitar by 3u

[ T e I N s U 3 <y 4 P .

rather by St, Cleoir hine=si?. Sutler not only nsver knev
+

of Slough's rerort bdut wose comuplately unswere of his =als-

gion. According to “orsgan's account, 3t. Clair was siaply

using the zcood name of Butler in order to exon e hin-
self of char-2s of neglizancs in allowineg his army to he
surprisad Tne dav of hattla,

Tl dghate rezched the public when Sutlor's widow

4

ywavailed nireon Morgsn to nianlish his corresovondences with

B . S T Ao P - ~ H
Fnoy ir orizr to eclesr har hushandls nzqe,  St. Clair was
furious. & imnedistely orierad Yorgan arrested on charges
of nmutinyv. shortly therzsfter, Inox ordered lMorgan to

Tort Washinzion on the frortier to stand tria

o s . e o
blem soor hecame envelonad In a vigorosus nawspaper debate.

Yorgar wes Llving. AfTidavits prasented by suprorters of

~

ne Morgen story was published and coanented upon
rarers., See for evaaple: Joncord Ferald (Con-
Ffannshire), April 25, 1792, May 2, 1792, May 16,

S J

ournal (Failﬁqelnqla),

?
7}2 17923 T“@ Qreem3¢‘ , !
. 792, VD=3 ican Mercury (Hartford, Con-
Pepruary 6, 1792, p.3.

See for example: “xtracts froa testimnony of Cap-
tain Danny, 2aith, 3t. Cloir Paners, II, pp.633- 637, Slouvh
testinony bafore the Congressional Comnnittee is in Ibid.,
Dp0633"63 5.
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32, Dl2ir oapd the svidsnce brought out in ths Congressional

covnittee hearing made this clear. Nonetheless,

zrrect and later triasl appesred to some Republican varti-

zans 2s 2 bold move on the rart of the Federalists to
finl a scapegoat for their failures in the Indian War.

Vorgan himself even felt that 1t was an attemnpt to prevent
nim from testifving bhefore the Congressional committee

investigating the defeat.

Why was Merzan beinz sent nins hundred nailes to

the frontier for trisl, demanded one correspondent? Wnan
b +

the British threatensd to take Hancock and Adams to ®nge-

VoA

iand for trial it caused greatl concern anong the people.

(‘i“

The neople know fheir rizhts, he argued, and "we are no

more willinz to pvart with them to Lord Knox than to Lord
Iorth."Bh It was pzd enough to squander away the nation's
money for the beneflt of the War Departnent wrote snother
correspondznt, "without the additional violation of the
rights of citizens, in dragzing a man hundreds of niles
for trial for supposed crines." The defeat was clearly

3t. Clsir's fault, wrote another, and if thet ware hornost-

~y adnitted then "no imputstion against General Butler will

ve necessary.," Further, added another writer, "“the Con-
duct of & 1l st. C r, & the S vy at W _r will

L}‘ T 1 ]
3 Concord Herald (Concord, New Hampshire), June 13,
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by no means bear the scrutiny of an Impartial public.®
Tc those defending Morgan the ressons hebind the

the American Army were clear. 3St. Clair was

,_
»
}‘1
-
=
@
o)
-y
"

.

an inept leader who took orders from an egqually inept,
if not corrupt, superior, Henry Knox, Once the defeat
took place those two consplred to place the blame upon a
fallen hero, Richard Butler.

The blistering attacks upon the Sscretary of War

account for his dissatisfaction with the Congressicnal

investigating connittee's report. The barrazs of alverss
nublicity in the newspapers led to his insistence that the

investigation be reopened so that he could lay to rest the
ccusations against him. Xnox himself, however, was not
particularly sensitive to puolic criticism, and in general,
he did not appear to have bheen greatly disturbed Dby these
attacks. WNor is there any evidence to indicate that it in

36 The fact

eny wey threatened his position in the czbinet.
vas that he was not the prinary tarzet of the Republicans.

The vicious assault on ¥noxX aprpesrs in large mea-
sure to have been & carry over froa the anirosities felt
by the Republicans toward la=wilton. Here, the role of

5t. Clair's defeat as a catalyst to party development may

35.p01l0 (Boston), ipril 20, 1792, pp.177-179.

36 Callahan, Henrv Knox, pp.28&, 317.




L would serve as an avenue towsrd woezoning the nowers
of the Secretary of the Treasury. He was fully bekhind

Yadison's attempts to ent Yanilton from being allowed

U

to revert the rlan to the “cuse over the funding of the
Frontier 3111, Although that effort failed, he believed
it nad Y"deeply wounded"™ Hemnilton and that Yorn the whole

n37

it showsd thet Treasury influence was tottering. Then

sgain, when the comnnittee appointed to investigate St,

Cleir's defeat requested executive papers, the Secretary

of the Treazsury urged the bPresident to retain the right

to refuse to release certain documnents if not in the public

interest. Jefferson felt that this was due to Hamnilton's

fesr that Congress 7icht someday investigate his office,38
It was not surprising then that Jefferson took the

assaults on Enox, whomn he considered to be a ronentity, to

be unimvortant. Republican attacks on Enox, according

to Jefferson, were in reality ained at Hamilton. The

discontant with the Wer Department, he stated, was rezlly

Just an overflow "“"from their real channel, which would

never have taken placz, if they had not first been gener

j7Anas, p.57.

3€1pid., v.70.



at2d 1in another deportnent, to wit, that of the Treasury."39
it w23 rnot surprisinz therefore thet Fanilton d4id

»ot emnerege unscathed froa the controversy surrounding 3t.

Clair's defeat., ¥is orronents iuanediately tied the defeat

i
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to the financial volil they so greatly detestad. Freneau's
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National Gazettes in exy

that the Federalists "have considered sreculeticn es the
very soul of nublic crzdit' while to the Revublicans it was
viewed "as the pazapered child of arn unruly avarice, and the
nrolific parent of nWenﬁs“; digsipation end fraud." PFur-
thermore, the public debt vas viewed by the Federalists

g "en instrument for heaping vast wealth In the hands of

a few.," While, for the Republicans, the debt was "as un-

*

.

just and unrerublican, and =& injurious to all the best
interests of the country."uo ind, it was by connecting
erublican oppositicn to gneculation and the public debt
that Hanilton was agsailad,
Speculators vwere especially obnexious to the Re-
publicans, It was theyv wro profited fron the funding-
assunption vler and fron the esteblishment of the Bank

of the United Steate The 73ank in psrticular set off an

39Ibid., pp.54-55, £lso see Schachner, Thomas
Jefferson, v.439.

L"OW"a’uonal Gagette (Fhiladelphis), April 30, 1792,

Dels
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rgy of sreculation thet forced stock prices exhorbitsntly
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high., 3y March, 1792, the rrice of government securities
and baenk stock =soared to urntenable heights. Collapse
wss inevitable and occurred at the beginning of March
when the notorious speculator and former Tressury Depart-
ment employee, %Willian Duer, was forced to suspend pay-
ments. That action served to provoke Lmerica's first
financial rvanic.

The wapr was alleged to be arother excuse to enrich

t the public expense. '"What can be the

thege "parasites® ¢
policy of prosecuting this cruel war,” asked a subscriber;
"Ts it to purnish ths Indians. . .0r to promcte the interests
of jobbers and snecuiators in the western lands?" Do not
let "the interests of sveculators for lands or for offices,"

-

ead the nation into wer, cried a correspordent in the

v

1
Bozton Gazette. The prosecution of the Indian War rewarded

only those who made contracts for millions of acres of
land wrote another. The war must stop since it was %Ycal-

culated for land jobters merely,®™ who themselves were “the

thlexner, ieorge Washington, p.3223 Stewart, The

Crposition Press, pp.33-70; Tdﬂund 3erkeley and Dorthy
Swmith Berkeley, John 300flev: ealous Prrtisan in a2 Nation
Divided (Phllaﬁelnula. ﬁmerlcan T"":Llo'zop yical SOLleby,
19737, p.64; Mitchell, Alexander Hamilton, pp.l54-147;
Flnude Bowers, Jefzpr on and Ha~nilton: The Struggle for
D nocraqy in America (Boston: Houghton Miffiin Co., 1925),

176178, Also sce Fisher Anes to Thomas Dwight, Jan-
uary 23, 1792, Works of Anes, I, pp.110-111; Augusta Chron-
icle (3eorgia), May 26, 1792, p.l; FPennsylvania Journal
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offspring of fraud, treachery, and unsatiable avarice."
It was a short step for those who blamed Ha=wiltorn for
creating those speculators, to blame him as well for '"the
machinations of unprincipled lend-jobbers," in the Wes‘t.hr2
William Duer had had a long history of speculation
in lands and government securities and his failure gave
special satisfaction to the Republicans.h3 The involvemnent
of Duer, and his known connections with Hamilton, placed
the blame for the defeat closer to Hamilton's door. Duer
had been authorized by Hamilton to supply the army, and
the opportunity for such 2 man to profit at the public
expense was obvious to Administration opponents. The
raising of an army opened a wide field for speculation,
wrote one correspondent. Money was to be made by supply-
ing the army with the cheapest possible goods while charg-
ing inflated prices. That was allegedly what happened

to St. Clair's army. This writer declared that on Novem-

(Philadelphia), January 25, 1792, p.3, April 25, 1792,
P.3.

thoston Gagette, November 2¢, 1791, p.l, January
2, 1792, p.2, April 30, 1792, pp.l-2; The General Adver-
tiser (Philadelphia), March 3, 1792, p.l; The Independent
Chronicle (Boston), February 9, 1792, p.l.

u3See for example: Mitchell, Alexander Hemilton,
pp.154-167; Joseph Stancliffe Davis, fTssays in the Barlier
History of American Corporations (New York: Russell and
Russell, 1965), 1.
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ber 3, 1791, St. Clair's mer were “benun'd with cold,
and weak, by living on & scanty pittance." In such a
situation, the army lost its ambition and morale. It
was little wonder that they were defeated, while the con-
tractors reaped huge profits. The contractors should be
punished by losing not only their property, but their
lives for stch malfeasance. They would then have made
“some small atonement, for the irretrievable loss sus-
tained on the 4th of last November."uh

In addition, it was alleged that the war was an
attempt to further Hamilton's policy of maintaining the
national debt, and to assure the payment of the governmuent
créd&tE;s.imAfter all, wrote one co;respondent, “some think
a sﬁénﬁiﬁé army 1gs the best security for punctual payment
of Interest on six per cent stock."LFS The cry to mzintain
a standing army in order to provide for frontier defense
was declared to be another excuse to maintsin a national
debt. Governuent needs the army, wrote "MY, but to main-
tain an army it needed a war. And, the Indian War had
proved to be most convenient since it could ve stopped

or started at will. Such & war, he continued, would not

derange the financial structure of the nation. Therefore,

Lm’Boston Gazette, March 19, 1792, p.2; Anerican
Mercury (Hartford, Connecticut), February 27, 1792,

pp02'30

Boston Gagzette, January 2, 1792, p.2.
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creditors need not bpe concerned in the least "of not re-
ceiving their six and three vpercents quarterly.”™ The war
was essential to the government rather than t-ke the chance
"to extinguish the national debt, as to lose this glorious
bond of union, this cemnent of society."46 When word arrived
that a draft was to take place to rebuild the arny following
St. Clair's defeat, "A Looker On," writing in the Boston
Gazetle stated:

It had such an %ffect, that upwards of Three Hundred
Brokers of the third order left this Town -- Those
Men are generally known in this and some other Towns,
by the Name of Paper-Hunters, or Hanilton's Rangers -=-
Within these few days many have returned, having been
assured that Congress will not suffer the original
public creditors to be injured -- But, If Creatures
must be had, the above, with a few of the higher
order, are all that Boston can be willing to send to
molisten the Western Soll; even then, 'tis doubtful

if the Land would be enriched -- Onehyhing is certain,
the Public will not be inapoverished.

The Republicans would be disappointed in that they
were unable to find Ha=nilton legally culpable for any crinzes
or nalfeasance in office. That they failed, however, was
not for want of trying. WNor was the newspaper assault
on Hamilton completely unrewarding for them. It certainly
gave them an opportunity to publicly excoriate the Sec-

retsry of the Treasury and to hesp further condemnation

LI'6Dunlap's American Dailyv Advertiser (Philadelphial,
February 1, 1792, p.2. :

LF7Boston Gazette, December 26, 1791, p.3.
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upon his policies. The newsrpaper attacks on the Secretary,
in the wake of St. Clair's defeat, were a prelude to the
all-out attacks on treasuryv pvolicies appearing in the press
during the summer of 1792,

Not only ware these indlvidual attacks made by the
Republicans, but the Administration in general received
strong remonstrances. This occurred in spite of the candor
of the government in immediately releasing to the public
not only all details of the defeat, but a lencthy history
of American-Indian relations leading to St. Clair's exped-
ition. But, if the Administration hoped that this would
satisfy or disarm its critics, it was sorely mistaken.

The charge was immediately leveled that the peobple
had been kept ignorant of the ressons behind the Indian
War. The peopie demanded to know the re2l reasons be-

hind the growing conflict, stated Bache's General Adver-

tiser. 1In a country where the press is free,

in such a country, should important concerns remain

for 2 long time enveloped in darkness, should wars

be fonented and carried on, repeated defests take place,
new levies raised, supplies granted from time to time,
and the people remnain lgnorant of the original cause

or the ultimate end aimed at, it would al-ost aggear

a phenomnenon in nature: vet such a case exists.

The nation must be told, wrote a correspondent,

why our policies have failed so miserably and why such a

48
1792, v.2.

The General Advertiser (Philadelphia), January 13,
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war 1s necessary. They must be told that Ythe arms of
the Union have suffered a stamnp of dlshonor, disgraceful
beyond comparison. . . " The nation was following a
policy of disgraceful conduct towards the Indians without
the people knowing its cause. "Americans! -- 1t is the
right of freemen to be informed and satisfied. Is this
your case? More than half a million of dollars have been
expended, two armies slaughtered, national glory pros-
trated -- For what? Does any citizen know why?"u9 A

correspondent writing for Adans' Independent Chronicle,

and signing himself Y“Braddock" echoed simnilar sentiments.
The people were told to mourn the fallen soldiers, he
stated, yet “scarcely an individuel knows the PRINCIPLES
of the war.“so

Who would benefit from such a conflict? Why were
we carrying "fire and sword into the Indian country?"
Why did not the Administration come out into the open and

1
fully give the reasons for the war?5 Such guestions re-

491pid., January 7, 1792, Dp.2.

5OThe Independent Chronicle (Boston), December 22,
1791, p.3, December 29, 1791, p.33 Anerican Mercury (Hart-
ford, Connecticut), January 9, 1792, p.2; Argus (Boston),
January 10, 1792, p.3; Boston Gazette, January 16, 1792,
p.2; Gazette of ‘the United 3tates (Philadelphia), March

10, 1792, p.3.

1 )
> See for example: 3oston Gazette, Januery 9, 1792,
p.2; The Maryland Journal (Baltimore), January 1k, 1792,

p.2; Argus (Boston), February 7, 1792, p.2.
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peatedly appeared in the press. The answers suggested
were disguieting to the Adninistration.

Knox's report to the nation on the causes of the
Indian War was said to be a mere cover-up attenpting to
shield those responsible from their proper punishment.
The report was an attenpt "to divert the attention of in-
censed freemen from being fixed uwon those who have deserv-

edly incurred it." Writing in Bache's General Advertiser,

YAn Observer® informed Philadelphia readers that perhaps

the Administration, rather than attewpting to subdue the
Indians, had as its real motive a desire to secure a stronger
control over the frontier citizens. Perhaps tﬂé %éal vlan
was to establish an arbitrary government over the West,
Worse, perhaps it was part of a scheme to increase the
importance of the War Depar’ctqen'(:.52 After 2l1l, inqguired

a contribator to the Anerican Mercurv, "Who will gain most

wealth -- most power -- and most consequence -- by the

present Indian war? -- I answer -- Our Rulers. Who will

lose most blood -~ most money and most honor -- by it?

53

I answer, THR PSOPLAZ."

The defeat of St. Clair and the subseqguent assaults

52‘I‘he General Advertiser (Philadelphia), January

53Afnerican Mercury (Hartford, Connecticut), Febru-
ary 13, 1792, p.2.
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on the Administration stunned the President. At the
height of the press debate over the causes of the defeat
he noted that while the government had started out with
the good will of the people on its side, the Y“symptoms

of dissatisfaction'" then appearing, were "far beyond what

54

he could have expected.” Washington fully realized that
the press attacks upon Adninistration policies were at-
tacks upon hiwuself. Clearly, by *condemning the adain-
istration of the government, they condemned himn, for if
there were measures pursued contrary to his sentiments,
they must conceive him too careless to attend them, or
too stupid to understand the*n."‘55 Washington considered
the press attacks aimed directly at himnself, and right-
fully so. Although his name was never openly criticized,
he would indeed be "stupid' not to realize that attacks
on his policies, and the mer he appointed to formulate
and carry them out, were attacks on him versonally. St.
Clair's defeat, therefore, had led to open assaults upon
the wisdomn of Washington as President. Tiven though praise
of him still appeared in the journals, "he must be a

fool indeed to swallow the little sugar plums here and

there thrown out to himn," and ignore the attacks being

SL"Anas, p.5%.
"51pia., p.ou.



151

56

nede upon hin.

[al)

The President, by the spr

iy

ng of 1792, had decided

that he would not seek a second tern.57 His determnination

%)

to quit office was 2 real one and memnbers of his cebinet,
when informed »f his intentions, 4id their vest to con-
ince hin to stay in office. Jefferson, who, much to

the consternation of the Fresident, had determined not

to serve in a second term, nevertheless made a concerted
effort to convince the President that it was his duty to
run again. However, he was not willing to attempt to ease
the pressures on the President. In outlining his reasons
for desiring to retire fromn office Washington had dwelled
on the opposition in the press as constituting 2 conden~
nation of his Administration, and cited it as a possible
indication that he should not seck office again. Wash-

ington knew that the editor of the Nationsl Gazette was

employed by Jefferson's Department and he specifically
singled out Freneau's paper as a cause of his grief. If,
however, this was mesnt as a subtle reguest to Jefferson
to tone down the outpouring from his ewployee's press,
it went unheeded. Jefferson, though desirous that Wash-

ington stay in office, was apparently not sufficiently

56Ibid.

57See for example: Flexner, Seorge Washington,
III, pp.359-367; Freeman, 3eorge Washington, VI, pvn.355-
-
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motivated to lessen the burden on his chief's shoulders
pv using his influence with Freneau. He rather insen-
sitively i1gnored the inplications of the Fresident's
statements and, changing the topic, began to condenn Ha 1~
ilton's policies.?® While the President would ultimstely
determine to run agesin, the newspaper debate arising fron
St. Clair's defeat can be szid to have been a contributing
factor to Washinegton's earlier determnination to quit office
after one term.

The Admninistration had clearly been caught napping
by the Republican newspaper assault. 3ut this 4id not
mean that the governnent was forced to stand alone. In
the face of anti-Administration sentiment which filled
the press, the supporters of the governaent quickly begzan
to rally their forces.

However, the source of the multiple attiacks on
the fdninistrstion were difficult for pro-Adainistration
correspondents tc pin down. A correspondent signing him-
self “Anericanus' asked, where wvere all the critics of
the government's Indian policies before St. Clair was de-
feated? Why did they not complain for the previous two
years? Surely the government's western policies had not

been a secret. If those critics felt the war to be unjust,

it was criminal of them to sit back and not cry out against

58

)

Anas, ».&4%.




it. Both the expedition and its plans were well pubdlicized

before hand, yvet there was no chorus of complaints raised
-

2gainst the war at that time. 29

The writings of the critics of the war were zlleged
to be the work of chronic conplainers. Thev were said
to be the efforts of those who si=ziply desired to excite
the people against the Administration. YA Friend to Govern-
ment" wrote that 1f it was somnehow good to be deceived,
then the writers against the war deserved io be rewarded.
Those were the ones who "would be sorry to find the truth
on the side of government, or its officers." If St.
Clair had won, those same voices would have been raised
loudly in suprort of the operation. Those wno couaplained
did so only "to satisy their splenetic 15197 disposition,
and to spread a spirit of dissatisfaction thro' the body
of humanity." The honest citizen must be taught the true
facts behind the Indian War and speak out against “those
who teke pleasure in sowinz the seeds of distrust and dis-
union amnong the people.”

Criticisn of the government was in itself good,

ngmeﬂlcan Mercury (Hartford, Connecticut), March
12, 1792, p.2; The General Adverqigig (Philadelphia), Jan-

uary 10, 1792, p.3.
The Indebondent Chronicle (Boston), February 9,

60
1792, p.l; Ihe Jeneral Advsrtiser (Philasdelphia), Janu-
arv 10 1799 D.3~ sagette of the United Stotes (Philadel-
phia), obruary %, 1792, p.3.




wrote aznother correspondent. 3But, those who were speak-
ng out a2gaeinst the Indian Wer were doinc so without know-
iedze of the topic. People wers preising the Indians and

government as tnousnh there were sone
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gspecific merit in turning the people against its leaders.

Tnose who sided with the Indians seemed to take pleasure
in the army's defeat. They betrayved only their own ignor-
ance in so doing. "I sincerely hope those gentlemen will

cease to deprecate the 'Fowers that bels; -- and will be

B

willing to allow that they know as welli, at least, as those
knowing ones, who are three hundred mniles fron the scene

62

of action.!'
"A Citizen" engered over the open attacks on zov-

ernqtent l2alesrs c¢oaplained that Administration owponaents

would have the people turn agzinst the Secretary of War

or even the President. But, it was not possible for him

to sit silently by and let those people throw such in-

dignities at the executive Dbranch of governnent. "Thou

bold disturber of the tranguil wminds of 1y fellow Citizens,"

he declared, "Why have you not at once iupsached the Re~

presentzatives of the nation and the President., The first

for having dealt out with too sparing a hznd, the monies

61The Independent Chronicle (Boston), February 9,

Argus (Boston), January 17, 1792, p.2.



of their constituents; and then the Fresident for having
nade it go f=rther than any other nation would
twice the sun.," Finally, to those stirring up anti-
government sentiment, he demnanded, "Insultvus ro morell!
unless vou mezn to declare vourself the incendisry of a
party, that would lessen the confidence in (and invali-
date) the wisdom of government, and likewise /leave/
the extent of our whole frontiers open to relentless
monsters."63

The =ost zble defense of the Adninistrstion and
one vwnich most clearly summzrized the position of the

pro-vwar writers was John Fenno's in his Gagzette

United States. *YThe people have seldom cause to

accusers of thelr governaent will de wanting,' he beszan.
But the people should desl out their criticisms in a
sparing manner, for all the facts were not yet in. The
problem, as he saw it, was that people tended to march to
whatever tune was being played at the ti=ze. If that tune
was replete with anti-government vituperation, thern many
would follow it. ‘“hen the new government under the Con-
stitution began, he reflected, these critics of today

came forward full of praise and enthusiasm for the new

Constitution. <ut then, after a tine, that tune chanzzd

January 10, 1792, D.2.
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and suddenly these samne people wera counplaining that
could not live undar such a document without zmendanents.
If they d1d not have thoss anerndqsnts the soveprnaznt
Wsa nothing Dat o byranny.. Then, after the first Conzgress,
thev conplained that the rublic debt would naver be

pald since all»the vublic monles were going into the pay-
ment of those salaries. "The grass will not grow -- the

ships will not sail -- the tide will npt rise, because of

higch salaries."

Next, in #enno's defense of Admlnistration's
policies, cane the second session of the First Congress,

and a new set of grievances. "Why dces Congress hear

Quaker petitions, and neglect providing for the public

debt? ~- whv is 1t not funded?* The public creditors were

said to be starving. But then the debt was indeed funded
and once more the complaints changed. Now, Congress had
cut off the just dsmands of the creditors. Furthermore,
when that argument had run its course new conplaints a=-
rose. Now 1t was said that Congress had provided tco well

for the creditors. “The public creditors are livinz in

luxury -- such g flood of wealth will drown us. . .We

.

night have gone on without funding the debt -~ we might

have pald the debt faster -- we might have paid it

POSAH
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I
i

out paving."

Fenno also stated that the news of the Indian
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War and the comnlaints against 1t seamad to have hzaten
all other sources of co+plaint "as soundly as it has
peaten the brave 3t. Clair and his army." The neople
read about "Nothirg but the Indian War.'" '"How cruel to

kill the Indians. -- how fooliish to send resuler arnies

which will not kill them. _Pcor humsnity is ready to die

of grief, because you take their lands -~ you seek their

lives, and advises to send volunteers to kill them all."

¥I find," he concluded, "by reading the vapers, that
Congress is always in the wrong." It wes as wrong if it
acted on a matter, he declared, as it was if it did not
act. Ard, if the sdvice of those who conplained was lis-
tened to, he stated, then they turned right around and coun-
plained again that the advice was ever taken. It was only
a few men who made such comnplaints, he concluded, '"and
seize every opportunity, esvecially public disasters, to
make the people hate the government as bhitterly as they
do themselves."éu
The Adnministration arologists were unable to focus
on personalities as did the anti-Administration forces.
Hothing comparable to the partisan attacks on Knox or

Hamilton are found in the Federalist press. Rether,

they were forced to condemn those who opposed the war in

anzette of the United States (Philadslphia),
February 1i, 1792, p.3.




Nevertheless, the defeat of 3t. Cleir had genersted a con-
siderable volumne of partisan arzunentation in the press,

It served in efTect as a starting point for the serious
varty warfare that would increasingly reflect itself in

the press beginning in 17G2. While it would be overstating
the case to agree with Fisher Ames' observation that there
existed at tris time '"a regular, well-disciplined opposi-
tion party,"65 it is not unreasonable to suggest that the
debates engendered by St. Clair's defest were a signifi-

cant contributory factor ir the rise of the nation's first

political varties.

65Fisher imes to George Richards Minot, May 3,
1792, Works of Ames, I, pp.118-119.



CHAPTSR V

THZ RISPCNST CF THT NATICN'S PRUSS
S5T. CLAIR'S DEFEAT
~ AND
THE ADMINISTRATION'S INDIAN POLICY

While the Indian War had never been a popular one
in America, strong opposition to it did not appear until
after the defeat of General Arthur St. Clair. The defeat
of his army provoked a lengthy and significant discussion
of the wisdom of the Administration's Indian policies.

The nature of the Indian title to the land, the extent

of Indian rights and the morality of the American position
toward the Indian was debated in the press at length in
the months following the defeat.

A basic inguiry made by those who began to gues-
tion Adninistration policies was whether or not the war
could have been avoided if the United States had attended
more seriously to the task of negotiating & peace with
the tribes of the Northwest? The Adninistration had con-
tended that the war on the frontier had erupted due to the
refusal of the Indian tribes to accept the peaceful over-

tures of the United States. This contention was seriously

159
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ovenad to question following the defeat of St. Clair.
Letters arrpearing in the rress inguired whether
the governmwaenrt had been sincere in its attenpts to achieve
a peaceful settlement. '"Have proper persons or proper
nmeasures been employed to nake peace with the Indians?®
asked one correspondent.l Perhaps the government was
merely attempting to show its power by attacking the
tribes wrote another.2 Certainly, peace was the wisest
course to have been followed, it was argued. OCne simply
had to look at the examples of Pennsylvania and Massachu-
setts in the colonial days to be convinced of this truth.
Massachusetts had chosen the road of war and was contin-
vously harassed by the tribes. It was once feared that
the entire settlement might be destroyed. On the other
hand Pennsylvania chose the road of peace and treated
with the Indians in a just and honest faeshion. The re-
sult was that they were enabled to live with them peace-~

fully.3

1American Mercury (Hartford, Connecticut), Febru-
ary 13, 1792, p.23 Maryland Journal (Baltimore), January 31,

1792, p.2.

2The Géneral Advertiser (Philadelphia), January 7,
1792, p.2; The Independent Chronicle (Boston), April 26,

1792, p.1l.

3Boston Gazette, April 16, 1792, p.2, January 16,
1792, p.2; The Independent Chronicle (Boston), February 16, -
1792, pp.1-23 The Freeman's Journal (Philadelphia), Jan-
uary 25, 1792, p.3.
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The Administration was accused of following the
exanple of Massachusetts. For, rather than truly attempt-
ing to negotiate a peace, it had tried to dictate to the
tribes on grounds that they could not possibly accept with-
out relinquishing all their rights to the land. The United
States, it was alleged, insisted on the exclusive right
to the soil, and denied any such right on the part of the
Indians. If the Indians negotiated on this basis they
would be deprived of all treir rights. Naturally under
the circumstances, the tribes refused to negotiate with
the Americans except at the point of a gun.

Defenders of the Administration's policy, led by

John Fenno's Gazette of the United States, were guick to

respond to this charge. Following the lead provided by
the Adninistration in its public statements on Indian
policy, they contended that the Indians had refused all

reasonable offers made by the United States.5 Therefore,

hAEollo (Boston), No.7 - Part II, Vol.I, pp.65-67.

SThere are many examnples of this sentiment. See
for example: The Federal Gazette (Philadelphia), February
9, 1792, pp.2-3; Dunlap's American Daily Advertiser (Phila-
delphiaB, January 10, 1792, p.23 Salem Gazette (Massachu-
setts), January 31, 1792, p.2; Providence Gazette (Rhode
Island), January 21, 1792, p.2; The Independent Chronicle
(Bostons, February 9, 1792, p.l; Argus (Boston), January
3, 1792, p.2, January 17, 1792, p.2; Amnerican Mercury
(Hartford, Connecticut), March 12, 1792, v.2; Gazette of
the United States (Philadelphia), December 31, 1791, p.3,
January 11, 1792, p.l, February é, 1792, p.3; Brunswick
Gazette (New Brunswick, New Jersey}, January 17, 1792,
P.3. ‘
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"Whatever mey be the consecuences of the Indian war, the
United States are not to blame for thewn," stated the Ga-

zette of the United States, and this themne was soon picked
6

up by other Adninistration-oriented newspavers.
The Indians were said to have consistently refused
to respond to America's pacific overtures, since they were
motivated "by a thirst for blood and plunder, with both of
which they have been tono abundantly gratified.®™ "Justice
is on the side of the United States,' wrote another cor-
respondent, since peace had been its only objective, “The
desire to establish permanent and honorable peace between
the United States and all the tribes of Indians, has been
zealously exhibited both by the former and present govern-
ment."7 Time and again the Administration had made overtures
to the Indians only to have them refuse to negotiate. The
governuent of the United States had even gone so far as to
order a truce on the frontier to show its peaceful inten-
tions, but Indian depredations against innocent American
fanilies had continued. If the people weras aware of the
lengths to which the government hz2d gone to secure a just

peace, concluded one corresyondent, they would be convinced

6Gazette of the United States (Philadelphia), De-
cember 31, 1791, p.3. See also Virginia Herald and Fred-
ericksberg Advertiser, January 12, 1792, p.2.

7Gazette of the United States, Decenber 31, 1791,
p.3, January 11, 1792, p.l, February é, 1792, ».3.
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of the justice of the American cause.‘

The truth lsy somewhere between these argumnents.
The United States had been atteapting to avoid an Indian
war since 1775. Just one week after declaringz indepen-
dence fron Great Britain, the Continentzl Congress passed
an act dividing the Indian country into three districts
and authorizing the appointment of coniissioners who were
to secure the peace and friendship of the tribes. Attenpts
to achieve both peace and friendship of the Indians were
consistently mzde during the Confederation period and these
efforts led to the negotiation of several treaties. Then
when the new federal government was created, Washington's
Administration continued to search for a peaceful settle-
ment of differences and turned to military expeditions

only when those efforts had failed.9

American Mercury (Hartford, Connecticut), March
12, 1792, p.2: Gazette of the United States (Philadelphia),
December 31, 1791, p.3, Januery i1, 1792, p.l. Also see:
The Federal Gagzette (Philadelphia), February 9, 1792,
pp.2-3; Gazette of the United States (Philadelphia), Jan-
uary 1%, 1792, p.3, February 8, 1792, v.3; Argus (Boston),
January 17, 1792, p.2.

The story of American-Indian relations prior to
St. Clair's defeat may be followed in: 3eorge Dewey Harmon,
Sixtv Years of Indian Affeirs: Political, Fconomic, and
Diplomatic, 1789-1850 (Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 19%1); Francis Paul Prucha, Anerican Indian
Policy in the Formative Years: The Indian Trade 2nd Inter-
course Acts, 1790~1834% (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard
University Press, 1962); Reginald Horsman, %xpansion and
American Indian Policv, 1783-1812 (Michigan State Univer-
sity Press, 1967); Horsman, "American Indian Policy in the
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Proponents of the Adninistration's policies were
correct, therefore, since efforts had been undertaken
consistently by the government to achieve a negotiated
peace with the tribes of the Northwest. Further, these
efforts to achieve a peace were sincere. DNevertheless,
the fact remained that all attemnpts had failed.

The trouble rested with an apparent premise of
the American position. Nanely, that the Indian must be
willing to pert with his lands for a fair price. American
policy did not allow for a refusal on the part of the In-
dians to sell their territory to the United States. Once
that refusal was registered by the tribes the Administra-
tion turned to coercion as a weapon to convince the In-
dians to sell. The dissatisfaction felt by the tribes over
their treatment in the treaties of Fort Stanwix, MecIntosh
and Harmar during the Confederation period, led thea to
repudiaue those agreements and to refuse to deal further
with the United States. When Washington took office,
the Indians, more accustomed to Amsrican dictation of terms

rather than negotiation, were in no mood to accept mnore

01d NWorthwest,”" William and Mary Quarterlv, 3rd ser.,
XVIITI (January, 1961), pp.35-53; Welter H. Mohr, Federal
Indian Reletions, 1774-1788 (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1933)3; S. Lyman Tyler, A History of
Indian Policy (Washington, D.C., U.S. Department of In-
terior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, 1973).




of the same. While these refusals might be desemed In-
dian intransigence by the Adwinistration, perhaps its
opponents were closer to the mark when they stated that
the Indians simply were refusing to negotiate at the point
of a gun.lo

The fundamental gquestion was did the Indians
have the right to refuse to negotiate with the United
States? The answer was to be found in the nature of the
Indian title to the land. Proponents of the Administra-
tion's policies argued that the Indians 4id not have the
right to refuse sincere American efforts to secure their
lands, since the tribes did not possess the title to them.

That title, so the argument went, had been forfeited in

several instances. First, the Treaty of Paris was said

1OSee above note. For further detailed treatment
of the Indian's plight see the revorts written as legal
evidence to be presented to the Indian Claims Comnission
in an attempt to determine Indian rights to the land.,
Specifically see Helen Hornbeck Tanner, "“The Greenville
Treaty, 1795," and Grainie Wheeler-Voegelin, “fthno-
history of Indian Use and COccupancy in Chio and Indians
Prior to 1795," in David Agee Horr, ed., Indians of Chio
and Indiana Prior to 1795, 2 vols., Garland American In-
dian Bthohistory Series (Iew York: Garland Publishing,
Inc., 1974); Traminie Wheeler-Voegelin, "An Tthnohi stori-
cal Report on the Wyandot, Potawatomi, Cttowa, and Chip-
pewa of Northwest Chio," in David Agee Horr, ed., Indians
of Worthwest Ohio, Garland Americszn Indian %thnohistory
Series (Nlew York: Garland Publishing, Inc., 1974%).

llFor exanple see: Fittsburegh Gazette, M?rch 10,
1792, p.3; Gazette gi the United States (Philadelpl a),
January 14, 1792, p.3; The Concord Herald (Concord, New
Hanpshire), March ?l, 1792, pp.1-2; Coluabisn Centxnel




1566

to have transferred the title to the Hortrwest Territory
to the United States. This treaty was ergued to have
negated not only the title to the land held by the Indians,
but ths inference was also mede that the Indians' right

to the soil had also been cancelled by that pact. The
Indians were, therefore, considered trespassers since

the United States had in turn never ceded the land back

to them. Consequently, the Indians had “not any claim

to the lands."?

Furtnermore, the Indians were said to have alien-
ated their right to the land by negotiating several treaties
with the United States during the Confederation period.
Contrary to Indian claims, these treaties were argued to
have veen both just and binding. By iuplication, there-
fore, Anerican desires to negotiate with the tribes were
considered acts of generosity, while Indian refusal to
accept the United States offer wes deemned justification
for warfare., Thus, supporters of the Adninistration
could argue that the United States had never done any-
thing to provoke hostilities. "A Friend to Governuent,"

wrote that "the government of the United States has never

(Boston), April 7, 1792, p.l.

12The Concord Hersld (Concord, New Hawpshire),
March 2., 1792, pp.1-2; Gazette of the United States
(Philadelphia), December 31, 1791, p.3.




asked anything of the hostile Indians but veace. It has
sought no lands nor triumphs.” MWot orly had the United
States never sought any lands other than were rightfully
theirs, wrote anothier correspondent, but the government
would have been willineg to protect the rights of the Ine
dians to the lands theyv legally occupied. The government
"Sought no influence but what would have been procured
for it among the savages by acts of beneficence and vir-
tue." Once the people realized this then '"the humanity
of the United States will be abundantly avparent, and their
conduct will receive, as its merits, the approbation of
the enlightened part of mankind."13

Proponents of the Administration also found then~
selves forced to counter arguments that the Indlans pos-
sessed the right to the soil from natural law. Any clain
that the Indians had a right to the soil because they had
lived there for generations, was saild to be preposterous.
If it were true, on what basis could such a claim be jus-
tified? How many Indians would it take to make the pos-
session legal? If only one or two tribes resided in Aner-

ica could they clalmn the whole continent? If the argunents

13The Concord Herald (Concord, New Hanpshire),
Merch 21, 1792, pp.l1-2; The Indevendent Chronicle (3Boston),
February 9, 1792, p.l; Gezette of the United States
(Philadelphia), January 1%, 1792, p.3, February 1, 1792,
p.33 Argus (3oston), January 13, 1792, p.2; Salem Gazette

bl S el o
(Salen, ifassachusetts), January 31, 1792, p.2.
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i

of the pro-~Indien writers were accepted, then by wha
right 4id the ypeovle of the eastern coast clsina their
cities? The people of Boston had cnece lived on lands
claimed py the Indians but had taken the land fron the
tribes of that region. Why did they now attack the pesople
of the frontier for acting in a simnilar fashion? The claim
that the Indiaﬁs possessed the land because they had first
occupied it was, according to a frontier writer, similar
to the clain of a child who said that an object belongzed
to him because he had seen it first.

Furthermore, it had been argued that the Indians'
title had been invalidated since they did not cultivate
the land as nature intended. This argument appears par-
tially based on a contemnporarv concept of the natural law
which stated that no nation could Yexclusively appropriate
to theuselves more land than they have occasion for, or
nore than they are able to settle and cultivate."l5 The
contention was that nature only gave to man the right to
nis own subsistence. The law of nature wass said to be

that the land -ust be fermned before possession of it could

be established. By agriculture alone was man able to pro-

)

l+ ittsburgh Gazette, March 10, 1792, p.l; 3oston
Gezette, March 10, 1792, p.lsy The Poncoro qerald (Concord
New Hampshire), Jarch 21, 770? PPl

1 .
S”ellh S. Cohen, Handbook of Federal Indian Law
(Albuguerque, HWew Mexico: 7.d1.), D.20
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vide for the zrasifest suvsistence for the greatest nun-
The earth wess for =21l wen to 1ake use of,
not just a few who ciainsd 14 asz woelr o

was given to all and wnust e used by all to the comnnon
”~

good,  The An

e
RS

can citizen farmned the land, therefore,

o

[0)

A

his title was superior to tnhzt of the Indizn,

Indizsn title to the land wss therefore denied on
the basis of both written and natural law. These conten-
tions, however, did not stand uncpposed. An article which

srpeared in the Anerlcapn Mercury declared it to be incon-

sistent with justice to deny them theilr rights on any

hasis. The Indizns were said to have violated no treaties

m

worthy of ths namne. The ies in oguestion had besen

4y
ct

ey

o
[

forced upon the Indians unjustly. The United 3tates, de-

clared "Anti-Pizarro" in the Boston Gazette, had no right

™

to the land. Certsainly, 2ngliand could not have given it

to us. ingland had no more right to surrender Indian lands
to the United 3States than the Fope had when he transferred
the entire continent to Spain. The trezty with Tngland

was sald to have given the United States only pre-emption

rights. Tingland, therefore, could have given us no uore

0]
149}

since she possessed no nwore, Nor could the United Stat

in

[}

0
W

claim she had a just cause for war with thz tribes

16

Pittsburgh Gazette, March 10, 1792, p.l; National
bbb > o) A 9 3 3 e
Gazette (Philadelphia), February %, 1792, ».l.

o
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they sided Great 3ritain in the late war. Vould it be

ra2d, for Tnzland to declare

bde

Just, the corresvcnient inzu

{

war on Spain or Holland because they gave us soqe aid in
the war? Or, again, could Enzland have transferred our
lands to Spain if she nad won the war?

The Indians, argued a contributor to the Anmerican
Mercurx, were the original discoverers of the land and there-
fore the land was theirs. The United States government
was the agegressor in this war. So long as the Indians
Justly refused to sell the land to the United States, and
as long as America continued to allow their settlers to
live upon it, the war would continue and the blane would
be theirs. The Indisns were said to be in a position
analozous to that of Great Britain and the United States
baforz the revolutlon. They were simply attempting to
resist our tyranny. Following our own example they were
now refusing to yield tneir property. The Indians, after
all, had never rzceived full value for the lands they had

surrendered to us. Tven 1n those cascs where we offered

1n
L

)

2

d sol

[}

compensation, it was inadequate, and was accep

(]

bacause we held a sword over thelr heads. The only tribes
who had azreed to yield their lands had done sc out of

fesr., Tt was little wonder that under such circumstances

Anerican Mercury (lartford, Connecticut), Febru-
ary &, 1792, p.l, February 13, 1792, p.2; 3oston Gazette,
Januavry 2, 1792, p.2, April 9, 1792, »n.1l, April 20, 17922,




Cther corresvondents likewise drew a parallel be-
tween the &dnerican experience with Grest 3ritain znd that

of the Indians. Just as the 3British asttenpted to tax

Ak

Americans without their consent, they were allegedly
attempting to tske thelr lands without their consent.

The Indians therefore were said to feel towsrds Amnmericsns

£

as they had felt toward Great Britain. Americens tende
to deny rights to all Indisns because of the actions of
a few "banditti" yet forgel cur own anger over British zc-
tions following the Boston Tea Party which also punished
all for the actions of a few.l

Tne fact of the matter was, according to these
correspondents, that Americans simply did not possess the
lands we were attempting to take from the Indiwns. The
first on tne land have the legal possession of it, wrote
one correspondent. VYA Citizen of the United States,’

inquired, if we had purchased their lands frow them? w~id

pp . 1*2 .

8Boston Gagette, Januery 16, 1792, p.2, Februsry 6,
1792, p.1l.

19, . s .
9Lhe General Advertiser (Fhiladelphia), January lh,

1792, p.2; Boston Gagzette, January 30, 1792, p.l; Ameri-
car Mercury (Hartford, Conrnecticut), January 9, 1792, p.2.
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they not have the sane regard for thelr hurting grounds
that Americans had for their houass 2nd farms? "Is the
Indian title extinguished? bonafide? in good conscience?
If not, what right have we on the ground?," asked another.
The right of soil counes fron God and was given to the
Indians, wrote a contributor to a Boston paper. Therefore,
if Americans denled them that right they were bresking
Fis law. Moreover, Americans were even bresking their
own laws, for they said that when a man was in possession
of land for fifty yvears, 1t was his even if he had not
purchased it. The Indians had been on the lard for far
longer than that.go

It was clear, according to these arguments, that
the Indians indeed owned the land, and, if they refused
to negotiate with the Americans, then thev had no choice
but to accept their decision. This being the case, "Can
a peace be Just and lasting, that does not consider the
Indians gs free men -- as original lords and proprietors
of this soil. . . 2" The Indians, after all, have a right

to the so0il as good as any other nation. Therefore,

"Nothing but criainal selfishness"™ can justify Americs's

2OGazette of the United States (Philadelphia),
January 21, 1792, p.3; Boston Gazette, Janusry 30, 1752,
p.l; Connecticut Courant (Hartford), January 16, 1792,
p.1l; The Independent Chronicle (Boston), April 12, 1792,
Pp.1-2.
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21
trying to take threir lands.

Anyone who sald that the Americens already owned
the Indian lands was in error. All they had done was to
take advantage of the ignorance of the Indians and of their
good nature. They had not purchased their lands, rather,
"Were they not horribly chsated?'" The language of the
Americans to the Indians had been from the first, "We are
the lLords. . .therefore depart from us." We did not buy
their lands from them, "A keg of whiskey or a few blan-
kets or a treaty with a few drunken chiefs does not give. .
a kingdom."22

The argument that since the tribes did not culti-
vate the land, therefore they could not clainz title to it
was declared to be ridiculous and a violation of conmon
sénse.23 If cultivation determined ownership, then how
could the United States claim sovereignty over all the

untilled land between the Atlantic and the Mississippi?

One reader wondered if those who advocated such a position

°lrne Independent Chronicle (Boston), April 12,
1792, pp.l-2, May 3, 1792, p.l, March 15, 1792, p.2;
Boston Gazette, April 30, 1792, pp.l-2; Arzus (Boston),
February 7, 1792, p.2. '

22The Independent Chronicle (Boston), April 12,
1792, pp.l-23 Boston Gazette, April 30, 1792, pp.1l-2; The
General Advertiser (FPhiladelphia), January 14, 1792, p.2.

23See for example: Pittsburgh Gazette, March 10,
1792, p.l.
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would object if the Indien were to settle on some of their
property that had yet to be plowed.2l+

In private, Administration officials would probably
tend to agree with its critics in the press. The Adminis-
tration indeed agreed that the Treaty of Paris had granted
the United States title to the land in question. This
title was considered absolute, however, it was not inter-
preted to constitute a forfeiture of the Indians' right
to the soil. Rather, the Treaty had granted the United
States the right of pre-emption. The government could
acquire the Indian title to the land either by purchase
or by conguest. In the early years of the Confederation,
the government attempted to argue that the Indians had
indeed lost the right of soil by conquest during the late
war. This untenable position was soon reversed, however,
as 1s seen in the decision to purchase Indian lands at the

Treaty of Fort Harmar.

The Northwest Ordinance of 1787 had specifically

2LlLThe Independent Chronicle (Boston), April 12,
1792, pp.l-23; Argus (Boston), February 21, 1792, p.l.

For information on the nature of the American
title to the land see: Cohen, Handbook of Federal Indian
Law; Prucha, American Indian Folicy in the rormative Years;
Horsman, “xpansion and American Tndian rOllCV, 17¢3-18123
Horr, ed., Indians of Ohio and Indiana Prior to 1795, 2
vols.; Horr, ed., Indians of Northwest Chio; Jennings C.
Wise, The Red Man in the New World Drama: A Politico-Legal
Study with a Pageantry of Anerican Indian History (hew
York: The Macmillan Coupany, 1971), ed. and revised by
Vine Deloria, Jr.
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stated that "The utmost good faith shall always be ob-

served towards the Indians; thelr land and property shall

. s 26
never be taken away from themn without their consent. . . ."

The Washington Administration endorsed this viewpoint as
illustrated in the fact that the Crdinance of 1787 was
adopted bv the First Congress in August of 1789.27 The
Administration's acceptance of the Indians' title is
further indicated by the statement of the architect of
Washington's Indian policy, Henry Knox, that "The Indians
being the prior occupants, possess the right of the soil.
It carnot be taken from them unless by their free consent,
or by the right of conguest in case of a just war."g'

This also was Jefferson's interpretation of Axnerican rights
to the land. When asked what he understood to be the
American right, he stated that the nation's rights were
limited to "A right of preenption [Eig? of their lands,"

and "a right of regulsting the commerce between them and

the’whites."29

6Clarence %. Carter, ed., The Territorial Papers
of the United States (Washington, D.C.: United States Gov-
ernment Printing COffice, 193%), II, pp.39-50.

2
7Harmon, Sixtyv Years of Indian Affairs, ».30.

28Knox to Washington, June 15, 1789, American State
Papers, Indian Affairs, I, p.13.

29Franklin B. Sawvel, ed., The fnas of Thomas Jef-
ferson (Reprint edition, New Vork: Da Capo Press, 1970),
po )O.
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If the government's opinion was appsrently so
benign towards the Indians, then how can the exﬁensive
criticisms arpearing in the press be explained? Cne
explanation was that the government did not acknowledge
this fact to the Indians in their negotiations during
the Confederation period. The Indians were led to be-
lieve that the Americans were claiming conplete sover-
eignty over the land and that only American generosity
accounted for the Indians' right to remain in the Northwest.
Not until the intensive peace offensive following St. Clair's
defeat did the government's Indian commissioners adnait
earlier errors to the Indians and concede that the right
of the soll belonged to then.BO But, by that time it was
too late to make any difference to the tribes. Flushed
with their victories over Harmar and St. Clair the tribes-
men were demanding the Chlo River boundary as the sine
gua non of future treaties.

In addition, the samne Northwest Ordinance which
guaranteed Indian rights to the soil, and which was
subsequently adopted by Congress, contained other pro-
visions which made it clear that the government fully

intended to occupy the Indian lands in the Northwest.31

O .
See Chapter III of this paper for information
on the treaty negotiations of 1793.

1
3 The Northwest Ordinance of 1787 made it clear
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While stating guarantees of Indian rights to the soil,
the government never contenplated foregoing Anerican
expsnsion into the area north of the Ghio River. The
Anerican position was that the lands could only be ac-
guired fron the Indians by purchase or by conguest in a
just war. While the government certainly desired to ac-
guire them by negotiation, this proved to be not possible.
Therefore, the nation resorted to war which it naturally
deenmed to be a just one. It was this decision that pro-
voked the anti-Administration sentiments in the press.
The advocates of the Indians' rights to the land
also sought to defend the individual rights of the In-
dians which they felt were being ignored by the Admin-
istration. The Indians were men, claimed "Plain Dealer"

in Boston's Independent Chronicle, yet they were not

belng treated as possessing the rights and privileges of
other men. And, since the Indians were men, they had
the right to live as such since they possessed not only
the right to political liberty, but the right to receive
the gond will of all and the full blessings of life.32

The Administratior had voiced its desire to civ-

that the nation intended to settle and establish states
in the territory stretching westward to the Mississippil
River., See Carter, ed., Territorial Papers, II, pp.39-
50.

32The Independent Chronicle (Boston), April 12,
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ilize and Christianize the Irdiocns as a nmethod of solving
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the Indian problen. Thesz sentizuen
quastion. The Adninistration spoke of Christianizing
the Irdians and claiasd that 1t treated then with free-~
domn, peacs and dignity, arzued a subscriber, yet the
Indian was said to be treated &s an aninel. If they were
good enough for heaven, they were certalnly gcod enough
for earth as well, declared another correspondent. Since
the "Indians have as good a right to live in a wilder-
ness, as we have in a well cultivated country,“ their con-
tinued mistrestment, warned one writer, =might lead to
God's wrath being brought down upcn the heads of the na-
tion. Perhaps God might see fit "to sit an INDIAN CHIEF
as the head of this American Empire.”33
A writer signing hiaself, "Polybius" adaitted
that the tribes had resisted attempts at civilizing them.
Nevertheless, he wrote, they possessed virtues in their
natural state '"which do honor to human nature." Although
their nomnadic way of life did retard their full develovn-

ment, he concluded, this could not be construed to con-
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stitute a forfeiture of their natural rishis.”

17%92, po.l-2,
33 S
The Independent Chronicle (B3oston), 4April 12,
1792, pp.1l-2, June 21, 1792, p.l.

3uﬁDOllO (Bostor), No.6 - Part I1I, Vol.I, pp.57=~
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The harsh and callous attitude toward the Indians
harbored by some pro-Administration advocstes came under
fire by the supporters of the rights of the Indians. The
Indians were called “beasts of prey" crisd one corres-
pondent, and we are urged '"to penetrate the forests where
they haunt, and extirpate the race. Good God! is this
our temper toward these unfortunate people?" YPolybius®
abhorred the fact that the Indians had comuonly been
spoken of with indignztion and contempt. Sone anti-In-
dian corresvondents had even declared that they deserved
no other treatment than extermination. In a similar

vein, a correspondent in the National Gazette stated

that the white man treated the Indians like beasts who
nust be driven west of the Mississippi. This idea, that
the Indian must be exterminated or exiled, was declared
to be too horrible to be contemplated by any civilized
person, let alone to make it the policy of the United
States government.35

One correspondent satirized the argumnents of
those who denied the Indians their rights. He wished to

inform the Indians that motivated only by the highest

sentiments of mankind, the United Sfates had decided to

35National Gazette (Philadelphia), February 3,
1792, v.1l; Apollo (Boston), No.6 - Part II, Vol.I, pp.57-
59, No.& - Part II, Vol.I, pp.77-78; The General Adver-
tiser (Philadelphia), January 1k, 1792, p.2.
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drive them from the face of the earth. Having consulted
the laws of the nation, he discovered that the Indians
had no more right to the land than the buffalo., It
seened that their gardens were not big enough to give
them any rights to the soil. 1In addition, it was to be
remembered that the Xing of ingland had sold the Indians,
their children and their lands to the Americans who wers
"possessed of all THAT IS 3CCD AND GRTEAT -~ THE RYSULT
OF "DUCATION.Y And since the Indians were "3But Cne Degree
Removed From Beasts™ it had been decided in order to ‘pre-
vent the effect of our wrath justly exerted against you,
you are reguired, after restoring the artillery and arms
you unjustly took possession of on the 4Lth of November
last, to retire from all countries east of the river Mis-
sissippi.” There the tribes would be allowed to remsin
t1ill the United States should decide theyv wanted that
land as well, Finally, he concluded, should the Indians
not be responsive to these humane sentiments, the Aner-
ican Aray would be forced to destroy them.36
The volumne of material flowing daily into the
press in defense of the rishts of the Indians was impres-

sive., Cne of the more voluninous contributors for Indian

36305t0n Gazette, March 19, 1792, p.l.
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rights signed himself "Plain Da-ler". This correspondent
stated his belief that the Indians were a peopie with

great potential. People did not lose their rights, he

<D

argued, just becauss they 1id not Xnow science or were
unable to hold their ligquor or happened to be of & dif-
ferent colour. We seemed to be confused, he wrote, as to
just what Indians were. Ve say they are like beasts, they

must be removed from the land, and that they are sub-~

human. But, on the other hand, we say we want to negoti-

o]

ate with them, wnich presuvposes themn to be men. If they
were men then any person vwho clained rights for hiaself
must grant those samne rizhts to the Indians. Taking a
jab at the Administration, he added that the rights of man
were for all and only a despot would ignore this fact.
If our revolution speaks of the rights of man, we could
rot violate the Indians' rights without injuring ourselves
in the process.37

In spite of the strength and volume of arguznents
on behalf of the Indians, it is not to be thought thaet
all of these correspondents were willing to a2llow the In-
dians full ownership of vast stretches of Amnerican terri-

tory. Having defended the Indians at length, it was com~

mon for the subscriber to suggsst that the Indisn should

37
1792, p.l.

The Independent Chronicle (Boston), June 21,
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be civilized so he could 1ive in the manner of the white

ct

man. Cnce he realized that he was able to better hine-

self and be accepted into wnite society, he would arply

hinself with vigour to improving his civilization. Cr,

if this was not possible, then, since "ecivilized and

uncivilized people cannot live in the same neighbor-

hood," the settlement of the west should be allowed to

take place in a gradual fashion. As farms appeared in

greater nuaber, the animal life would be forced away and

the land could no longer sustain the Indian's way of 1ife.38
Perhaps the answer was to allow thes Indian to

plead his case before Congress. YIs 1t not most essen-

tially necessary for the peace and welfare of this continent

that the Indians should be represented in the Federal

Senate and House of Representatives?" it wes asked, For,

"Fride of colour must give way to necessity, to justice,

the refinements and politeness of civilization, must

blend and unite with the honour, fortitude, secrecy,

courage, gratitude and every other manly virtus the In-

dian character exhibits in a natural and unsdulterated

state." For this reason, all attenpts at peace would be

in vain, he concluded, while the Indians go unrepresented

38The Indevendent Chronicle (Boston), June 1k,
1792, p.1l3 Apollo (Boston), No.8 - Part II, Vel.I, op.77~
72, See also Boston Gagette, April 30, 1792, pp.l-2; The
Freeman's Journal (Philadelphia), January 25, 1792, ».3.




in Congress, This particulasr argument was, however,

an isolated one. Few echoed these sentizents. Most
were satisfied with sugzesting trat the Irdians be c¢iv-
ilized in soms fasnion, thus allowing the Anerican people
to both zchieve wastern peace and acguire the land which
they desired.

These defenses of Indian rights were strongly
attacked by the war's proponents. The atrocities coan-
mitted by the Indians were simply forgotten zbout by
such writers, wrote “A Lover of Feace", Instead they
blamed their own government whils the peaceful efforts

of the Adaninistration were "entirely winked out of sight

sis, appear to feel

by those who, at this particular cri

so much for the rishts of Indians, and so little for the

numberless burnings, murders, and robberies conmnitted

for the last seven years,'" against the people of the fron-
N

i».J

tic

(1)

The people nmust not forzget the "barbasrity sand

)]
. 42
cruelties" of the Indians, wrote another corresvondent.

39
““Boston Gazette, Jsnuary 16, 1792, p.2; Arcgus

(Boston), February 7, 1792, p.2.

See for exanple: Boslon Gazette, January 30,
179 L) polo
Y

luazette of the United States (”hlledelpbla),
January 14 1792, b. 3

)

2Argus (Boston), January 13, 1792, ©v.2,
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And, in case they wizht forget that the Indisns had Deen
gullty of nunerous outrages against the snttlers, cie
vaper provided & lengthy 1ist o
heading "INDIAN 3AR3ARITY™ which the reader wes advised
to study carefully. The cruelties of the Indians, there-
fore, had nade the war unavoidable for the nation. Ra-
ther than allowing the tomnahawk to fall upon defenscless

citizens, the government had been forced to act in their

defense.hj

Wnat was the governuent to do, asked one corres-
pondent, when her citizens were being mercilessly slaugh-
tered on the frontier? 'Must we sit idle," he inqulred,
“and let those Hypeds /sic/ murder us 2t their pleasure? --

Shall our wives and children be butchered, and w:

\D

DT O-
nounce it -- 'All very just!'" No resvonsible govern-
ment could sct in that way. Rather, “Governuzent must

do 1ts duty, and protect the defenceless, acccrding to
the social compact, and trust to the good sense of the

AN

citizens for its justificstion."

L*iasale*r\ Gazette (oaleﬂ,Massacbusetts), January 31,
1792, p.?2; Argus (Boston), ¥ay 25, 1792, p.2.

-—.4.2.........
LFL+Sal en Gazette (Salem, Massachusetts), Januarv 17,
1792, p.2, January 31, 1792, p.2; Gazette of the I United
States (Phllaoelphla), January 14, 179?, p .3, February &,
1792, p.33 The Concord Herald (Foncord ew Hampshire),
March 21, 1792, pv.l-2; Arzus (Boston), anuary 17, 1792,

el > Saatiedy
P2,
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While some might hzve denied the humanity of the
Indian, or advocated his extermination, these attitudes
d4id not preveil within the Admninistretion. The view of
the Indian entertained by memnbers of the Admninistration
was benevolent., President Washington was sppalled that
“"our frontier Settlers entertein the opinion that there
is not the same crime (or indeed no crime at all) in

b5

killing an Indian as in killing a white man."” It was

his desire that the Indians "should experience the bene-
fits of an impartisl administration of justice."46 Fur-
thermore, Henry Knox, the Secretary of War had stated
that "the Indians possess the natural rights of man, and
that they ought not wantonly be divested thereof, can-
not be well denied."#7

The sincerity of the Administration's professed
desire to protect the rights of the Indians was attested

to both by the passage of the first Indian Trade and
Intercourse Act of July 22, 1790, and in Washington's

L+S‘W"ashington to David Humphreys, July 20, 1791,
in John C. Fitzpatrick, ed., The Writings of George Wash-
ington, XXXI (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1939), pp.317-321. (Hereinafter referred to as
Writings of Washington.).

LF6Third Annual Message to Congress, October 29,
1791, Ibid., pp.396-40%. :

LF7Knox to Washington, June 15, 1789, A.S.P., I.A.,
I, D0130
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reconmendations to Congress in his annual messages of
both 1791 and 1792.#8 The Indien Trzde and Intercourse
Act provided for punishment of whites vho coxnitted crimes
in the Indian territory and further attempted to protect
Indian land titles by forbidding the purchase of Indian

49

lands by individuals. Subsequent to the passage of that
act, Wsshington went before Congress and called upon them
to enact a program which would assure justice to the
Indians and rrovide for the punishments of anyone who
would violate their rights.so

If the Washington Administration rececgnized the
Indian right to the soil, and sought to protect the rights
of the individual Indian against encroachment, then frona
whence came the war and the complaints leveled against
the Administration because of 1it? The problen arose in

a different quarter. Some opponents of the war plsaced

the blame for the hostilities squarely on the shoulders

L&

‘Prucha, American Indian Policv in the Formstive
Years, pp.45=47, Also sec Third Annual Message to Congress,
October 25, 1791, Writings of Washington, XXXI, pp.39¢~

4Ok; Fourth Annual Address to Congress, November 6, 1792,
Writings of Washington, XXXII, pp.205-212.

9Prucha, American Indian Policy in the Formative
Vears, pp.45-46, 143-145; Harmon, Sixty Years of indian
Affairs, pp.lt&-19.

50%ourth Annual Address to Congress, November 6,
1792, Writings of Washington, XXXII, pp.205-212,
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of the white settlers on the frontier. It was their
refusal to acknowledge the legitimate rizhts of the In-
dians which precipitated the conflict. A restless, ag-
gressive and land-hungry frontier porulation was alleged
to be the cause of the Indian War.

It was the settler who moved onto the frontier and
violated the rights of the Indians which wes alleged, by
some opponents of the Indian War, to be at the root of
the nation's problems. After he had angered the Indians
by encroaching upon their lands, he had the audacity to
call upon the rest of the nation to come toc his aid. A
writer signing himself "Piomingo' stated that the Secre-
tary of War placed all the hlame on what he cslled In-~
dian "banditti', But, he stated, there wass another and
worse kind of "banditti", These were the ones who plun~
dered the Indians and robhed themn of their lands, cheated
then out of their property and murdered themn whenever the
onportunity appeared. Only when these Y"banditti' were
restrained would peace be rossible. If the Indians who
had no government were blamed for not being able to stop
their "banditti'", then how much more was our governuent

to be blamed for not stopping the white "banditti"isl

Three out of four frontier problems ware caused

SlThe Independent Chronicle, May 15, 1792, p.2;
Boston Gazette, February 27, 1792, p.l.
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by the whites stated one article. While another corres-
pondent felt the percentage of hostilities precipitated
by the whites to be much higher. YThat in all contentions
between the native Indians and the white settlers nine-
teen times out of twenty, the latter were the aggressors.,”
This being the case the government was said to be free of
all obligation to those people.52
The pattern of frontler encroachmnent on Indian
lands was described by "Anti-Pizzaro". Cnce the settler
forced his way onto the land the Indian hunters were
killed or made drunk or simply robbed of their furs. The
Indians, naturally, made reprisals. The settlers in their
turn cried that they had been attacked without reason
and retaliated in kind. The cry that our poor Anerican
citizens had been murdered savagely on the frontier then
went up from one end of the country to the other. Those
who had a stake in the frontier consequently put pressure
on the government which was forced into a fruitless In-
dian War to satisfy thé ambitions of a few, therefore
"is there not something rotten in the state of Dennzrk?"
"Is it not certain,™ concluded "Anti-Pizarro', "that our

53

frontier people are the agressors?"

52The Independent Chronicle (Boston), March 22,
1792, p.2; The General Advertiser (Philadelphia), March 3,
1792, p.3.

53Boston Gazette, January 2, 1792, p.2.




Western clains that they were the innocent vice-
tins of unprovoked attacks was satirized by an esstern
papar which carried & fictitious tale of "a nqost extra-

ordinarv and alarning viece of intelligence.m It seaewns

that five Indians were sitting reacefully on a log in
the wilderness when they were fired upon by a party of
frontiersmen. In response to that attack upon then, "the

1 SL’-

Indians were so bharbarous as to return the fire,.

The opponents of the war did acknowledge that the
Indians mnade attacks a2along the frontier and killed Amner-
ican citizens. FHowever, it was argued that if the true
circunstances were known, the Indians' "conduct might
appesr more like retaliation, than a mnere wanton disvosi-
tion to =murder and plunder." True, it was said, we only
hear of Indian harbarities. But, this was because we
had a printing press and the Indiens did not. Co=amon
sense should tell us the real truth, it wes stated. The
Indians were a veople who lived by hunting and they already
possessed a vast area of land. VWhy, therefore, would they
be attacking us? Why would they lesave their 1life of sim~

plicity and attenpt to conguer our lands?””

SL+Apollo (Boston), No.20 - Part II, Vol.I, vp.22~

55T‘ne Independent Chronicle (Boston), February 9,
1792, v.2, February 16, 1792, p.l; Amnerican Mercury (iart-

Yy

A
ford, Connecticut), February 6, 1792, p.l; The General
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These accusations against the settlers on the
frontier quickly took on sectional overtones as anti-war
writers began to cuestion the value of the West to the
nation. Two armies had already peen lost and the govern-
ment wss preparing to waste a third, wrote a corresvon-
dent. The West was simply not worth the effort, The
acguisition of that land wes said to be not worth a single
life. Sectional animosities were evident in critical
guestions appearing in the press. Why should we settle
the West? Why should Americans depopulate their own ter-
ritory to settle an area that would be useless for many
centuries? One correspondent felt that those who died
in the western wars were more valuable to the nation than
all the land in the West. '"The blood of our countrymen
is too precious, to moisten the soil of the wilderness,"

56

he concluded,
Similarly, "Braddock® argued that the nation had

not '"becomne so crowded with inhabitants as to reguire our

planting colonies in the wilderness to ease ourselves of
supernumnerary inhabitants.'" He declared that the nation

had not become so over-porulated that the vneople had no

Advertiser (Philadelphia), March 3, 1792, p.3.

56The Independent Chronicle (Boston), March 22,
1792, p.2; Boston Gazette, January 20, 1792, p.l; Amer~
ican Mercury (Hartford, Connecticut), December 26, 1791,
Delde
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more land to farm, or that children were forced to live
in the o0ld fa=ily house for want of roov. Therefore,
"upon what principle either of interest or volicy, are

ve so immediatelyv urged to spill the blood of our young

men, and expend the revenue of the States to obtain more?"
It was'Braddock's" opinion that all those who emigrated

to the West, stopped being useful citizens and rather
became burdens on the government.

One writer went further than "Braddock" and de-
clared that the westerners were not siaply a burden on
the government but an active threat to the nation. The
western settlements were accused of injuring the eastern
states by sending all their trade through Spanish or
Bnglish ports. Worse, they were accused of planning to
secede from the union, "and hecome our bitterest and most
dangerous ene".qies."58

Supporters of the war responded with alacrity to
attacks upon the frontier settlers. "IRCNICUSY spoke
out bitterly against those who sympathized with the In-
dians and placed the blame for frontier hostilities on

the settlers and the leaders of the government. Since

57American Mercury (Hartford, Connecticut), January
9, 1792, ».2.
58

1792, p.2.

The Independent Chronicle (Boston), March 15,
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the war was unpopular, he wrote, verhaps it would be best
to "hunably acknowledge the cruelty and injustice of which
we and our fathers have neen guilty." Perhaps we should
give the lands bzck to the Indians and accept them to be
our masters. Then, if that proves to be insufficient and
the Indians are still unhapoy, we should allow the=n to
rob and nurder the frontier people. [Further, we should
"brand with infaay" the name of those who died on the
banks of the Miami River, if peace should require it.
St. Clair and Secretary Knox and anyone else the Indians
opposed should be executed at once, without a trial, since
this would deter others from acting against the rizghts
of the Indians. "Should the head of President WASHINGTON
be demanded," however, he concluded, "some deliberation
may be necessary, because many people are still so fool-
ish and unadvised as to rzmember his past services to
America, and yet entertain a good opinion of his pru-
dence, justice and impartiality.”59
"I am not surprised," wrote a westerner, "at the
pacific paragraphs in the newspapers with respect to In-
dian affairs." The %Bast siuply did not understand the
frontier situation. If that section of the nation were

brought to understand the dilemmna of the frontier, the

writer was certain that the war would meet with their

%9columbian Centinsl (3oston), April 21, 1792, v.2.
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approvation. Unfortunately, "The mountains form a bar-
rier beyond which no just knowledge or just feslings of
the country can pass."60
rackenridge of Pittsburgh was not sc understand-

ing of the ignorance of the %Wast. He compzred the at-
titudes of the Wasterners toward the West with those of
young girls who spend all their spare time reading ro-
mances. Like the young girls, the Hasterners possessed
no knowledge of reality. The man who lived in the West
and experienced it, wrote Brackenridge, knew more about
its rezlities than the wisest men in the Rast who had
never visited the frontier. The only guestion at issue,
concluded Brackenridge was "Whether we shall submit our-
selves to the savages or they to us. . . ?“6l

The Adnministration was well aware that most trouble
on the frontier arose from the white encroachments onto
Indian lands. Washington knew well thet pezce was not

possible so long as ‘'"the disorderly conduct of our border~

62
ers is suffered with impunity." If the settlers! assaults

6OBO ston Gazette, March 26, 1792, p.l; American
Mercury (Hartford, Connecb t) March 12, 1792, pp.1l-2,
61

The Concord Herald (Concord, New Haupshire),
March 21, 1792, pp.1l-2; Amnerican Mercury (iHartford, Con-
necticut), March 12, 1792, pp.l-2.

6'dasn1ngton to the Secretary of the Treasury,
April %, 1791, Writines of Washington, XXI, pp.273- 20y,
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against the Indians did not stop Mall nacific plans —nust
prove nugstorv. It was to protect the rizhts of the
Indians as much as to proaote trade anong themn, that
Washington supported the passaze of the first Indian Trade
and Intercourse Act in 1790. When that measure proved
inadequate in preventing white violation of the Indians'
rights he urged a stronger measure upon the Congress.63
The result was the second Indian Trade and Intercourse
Act passed ‘n Mzrch, 1793. This ect increzsed the govern-
nent's authority to apprehend and convict those who would
.
violate the Indisns' rights.

Other cabinet officisls agreed with the Presi-
dent's objective of restraining the settlers from pro-
voking the Indians into war. Knox stated that the en-
croachments upon Indian land which were occurring with
great regularity Yappears to be a principal cause of
Indian wars."65 Jefferson agreed that the settlers were

more the aggressors than the victias in the frontier hos-

tilities. He wrote with s nint of sarcasm that “I an

63Fourth Annual Address to Congress, November 6,
1792, Writinegs of Washington, XXXII, pp.205-212,
3
Prucha, American Indian Folicy in the Formative
Years, pp.47, 145; Harmon, Sixty Vears of Indian Affairs,

pp.10-19,

Ynox to Washington, December 29, 179%, A.S.P.,
I’A'.‘.J s DD. 5+3 C’LrLr

S
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gatisfied it will ever be preferred teo send armed force

N A
3T ang

)]

and make war ageinst the intruders as beinz =more ju

. 66

less expensive,"
dhile recognizing that the Indlans helid the right

to the soil, that they were owed the rights of all nan-

—
]

ind, and that the white settlers were largely respon-

ble for the hostilities on the Irontier, the governnent

w
fto

till sided with the citizens of the West. The ideal

4]

tuation for the governuent would have been one in which

[43]
e

the Indians willingly sold parcels of their land to the
government as the frontier expanded slowly and in an or-
derly fashion. But this ideal situation never materialized.
Neither abstract concepts of the natural law nor statutes
of the United States governmuent could stop the rush of
settiers into the Indian territory. Faced with a diffi-
cult morel decision, the government decided to support
its own. To have done otherwlse would have caused the
loss of western lovalty and verhaps a division of the
union., Jefferson's suggestion that the army be used
against the settlers was an unrealistic alternsztive for
an Admninistration desirous of maintaining national unity.

The frontier Indian war had bzen forced upon an unwilling

66Thomas Jefferscrn to David Caupbell, March 27,
1792, quoted in Prucha, American Indian Policy in the
Formative Years, ».139.




b
\O
(62N

governuent by rapacious land-seeking frontier citizens.

The criticism of tre idministration's Indizn »ol-
icies also spread to inciuds the government's apparent
acgulesaence in the 3British retenticn of the Northwest
rPosts., It was the aid rerndered by the British from those

forts to the Indians that was said to be the rcot of the
Indian rroblen. The government had failed "to remove the
source of our present clanity," declared one writer, "I
mean the Briticsh posts.ﬂ67
For vears the people had been informed in the
press of the aid to the Indians that flowed from the
British Posts. &ven before 8t. Clair's forces had begun
to march, the people learned in their papers that con-
siderable 3ritish aid was expected to strengthen the
Indians against the projected invasion of their terri-
tory. "We hezr the Indians are fortifying tremselves,
and intend, with the assistance of 6C0 British troops,
to give us battle,”™ wrote one correspondent. The Indians
were well provided with supplies from the Canadians, wrote
another. While an offic in the western armv further

confirmned the existence of “nglish aid to the Indilans,

", + othev drew provisions. . .at the British post of

6 . LT
_ 7Argus (Boston), wargh 9,’1792, p.2. £1s0 see
Brunswick Gazette (New 3runsvick, Hew Jersey), Janusry 17,
1792, p.3; The General sdvsrtiser (Philadelphia), Febru-
ary 3, 1792, p.2.
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Detroit, and. ., .encourageqaent was held out to the Cana-
dians to join the savages in hostilities agsinst us."68

After the battle, unconfirmed revorts appeared
in the press which supported American suspicions. "3y
a private letter froa a zertleman in Quebec to his friend
in this town, we are assured that Twelve Hundred Cana-
dians were in the late action with St. Clsir,'" wrote one
observer. From the frontier post of Fort ifranklin cane
an exaggerated account thet eight hundred Canadians were
killed in the battle of Wovember “+. Then, from a men
whe had recently escaped inwrisonment at Detrolit, came
the report that "during his continusnce there, both
prior and subseqguent to the unfortunate ba2ttle, he sew
continued supplies of provisions and a=nmunition of all
kinds going to the Indians." ©Not only that, but "the
Canadiancs have a ch2in of deposites from Detrolt to the
Indian Camp." Furthermore, he stated, on the return from
the battle ageinst St. Clair he had seen many "WHITE

69

ANIMALS, completely disguised as Indians."

8Boston Gazette, December 5, 1791, p.l, December 7,
1791, p.2, December 12, 1791, p.l. Also see Anerican Mer-
cury (Hartford, Connecticut), December 26, 1791, v.3.

9

“Boston Gazette, February 6, 1792, p.2, Febru-
ary 20, 1792, p.2. £lso see Apollo (Boston), January 30,
1792, p.84; American Mercury (Vartford, Cornecticut),

February 6, 1792, p.3; Argus (Boston), February 17, 1792,
Pe3.
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It was not surprising, thereiors, Lnal s.ig cors

respendents began to gquestion whether we could ever have

liorthwest Posts. If the Indians ever ware to be defeated,

it was argued, the 3riftish influence over themn must be

ted. So long as the British merchants and traders

0]

at Detroit supplied theaa, the Indians fought on. The
Canadians stond to crofit handsomelv frouw ap Indien vic-
tory. If the Indians lost, then they would lose a most
valuable fur trade. Thereifcre, it stood to reason that
they aided the Indians and desired to see the United

States raegtricted to an area esst of the Alleghenys and
R 79

r»!-
<
)

L
*

Why do we not use the armny to drive thess British
from the posts, asked a correspondent? They had been in
possession of then for eight years and the time had couxe
to remove them, declared arcther. '"Does not the chief

strength o the Indian appear to lay near the British

<t
ct
o
[0

posts (our forts). . .If so, should we not strike a

41

root of the =svil?" incuired "&.8.". It was clear that t

1

he
208t hostile of the Indian tribes were thuse 1living near
the British Fosts, said others. Therefore, "Would not the

uisition of these posts ve of essential advantage?"

Y
7 Lrgus (Boston), Fabruary ?
1

2
Independent Chroricle (Boston), Anril
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To still another corresponient, '"the source of cur vresent
calanity'" was obvicusly tne 3ritish preserc2 in our nosts.
Theyv have had years to move since they comaitied themselves
to do so after the Revolutionary VWar. If that anount of
tine does not seen to be sufficlent, '"we, ss their gcod
neighbors, should lend then a hand to mnove thelir heevy
baggage on the other side of the lakes on their own pre-
mises.”7l

A correspondent in 3oston's Apollo suzgested that
the provar resvonse to British aid to the Indians was to
tax the Fnglish more heavily. FHis proposal was to levy

hw!

extra duties against Tngiish imports and then use the

excess revenue to help pay for the expense of fighting

the Indian VWar. Certainly, he felt, this would make then

less likely to aid the Indians and nore inclined to re-

storing peace to the frontiers. Such a duty, might in

fact, convince them to remove themselves from the Posts.72
The British retention of the Posts was declared

to have done irreparable dzmage to our nation's honor.

If the Posts in cuestion did indeed belong to our govern-

7lBoston Gazette, April 30, 1792, pr.l-23 The
General Advertiser (Philadelphia), January 1k, 1792,
p.23 The Independent Chroricle (Boston), April 12, 1792,
pp.1-2; National Gazette (Philadelphia), Februery 3,

1792, p.1l.
72Anollo (Boston), No.6 - Part II, Vol.I, pp.57-

59.
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nent, "is it not an impeachuent of the national honor

to pernit then to be wrongfully withheld by a power, at
least, not over friendly to the sovereignty of America?"
A correspondent from Albany, New Vork, believed it was

a national disgrace that the British had not been forced
to move fromn our territoryv. "It is tine to shake off
this foreign ybke.“ If our leaders want peace then,

"Iet our rulers. . .first determine to break that dis-
graceful chain with which our northern frontiers are
bound." After all, the spirit of the Revolution was not
dead. It had not been "so long since Yorktown was taken
that we have forgot /how/ to conduct the seige.'" Another
correspondent wanted to know if perhaps it was Administra-
tion policy to allow the British to keep the Posts, and,
thereby be in a position to launch hostilities against
our borders anytime they so desired? But, if that was
the case, then "let 1t be pointed out; but let not the
feeling and honour of Americans be subject to continual
goadings without knowing wherefore."73

While the accusations made in the press against

73The General Advertiser (Philadelphia), Janu-
ary 1%, 1792, p.2; Apollo (3oston), No.6 - Part II, Vol.I,
PP.57-59, No.8 - Part II, Vol.I, pp.77-78; The Independent
Chronicle (Boston), June 21, 1792, p.l.
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the EBnglish were exaggerated on some counts, the basic
charges were valid. The inglish did refuse to withdraw
from the Northwest Posts, and 3ritish agents did offer
material and diplomatic support to the Indians of the
Northwest. Although the United States registerea for-
mal coxnplaints against the British for violating their
earlier agreement to abandon the Posts, its demands went
unheeded. The British, anxious to maintain both Indian
friendship and Indian trade, steadfastly refused to
surrender the Posts until the United States fulfilled
its alleged obligations under the Treaty of Paris re-
garding the payments of debts and the restoration of
loyalist properties.7u

While the Administration would negotiate at length
for British removal from the Posts, it was strangely si-
lent on the subject of British aid to the Indians. When
newspaper allegations against the Indians began to appear
following St, Clair's defeat, the British ainister to
the United States heatedly complained to the Secretary

of State of their inaccuracy and denied =Znglish compli-

7HSee for example: Samuel Flagg 3emis, Jav's
Treaty: A Study in Commerce and Diplomacy (New Haven:
Vale University Press, rev. ed., 1952); Charles Ritche-
son, Aftermath of Revolution: British Policy Toward the
United States, 1793-1725 (Dallas: Southern Methodist
University Press, 1269); A.L. Burt, The United States,
Great Britain and British North Amnerica: Froa the Revo-
lution to the Establishment of Peace after the wWar of
1812 (New Haven: Vale University Press, 1940).
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city.75 In response, Jefferson was quick to thank the
ainister for his assurances of England's innocence and
informed him that the opirions he saw in the press did
not reflect those of the Admninistration. Furthermore,
he reminded the =minister that Knox's report to the Con-
gress, on the causes of the Indian War, made no accu-
sations against the FEnglish governnent.76 Yet, in spite
of these public statements of the Adninistration, the
private correspondence of Washington, Jefferson and Knox
indicate that they were convinced that the British were
77

offering essentizl support to the Indians from the Posts.

The American reluctance to formally confront the

77George Hammond to Thomas Jefferson, December
14, 1791, in William R. Manning, ed., Diplomatic Corres-
pondence of the United States, Canadian Relations, 1l7ck-
1860 (Washington, D.C.: 1940C), I, p.337; George Hammond
To Thomas Jefferson, Janusry 30, 1792, ibid., pp.389-
390.

7Ojefferson to Hammond, February 2, 1792, in
H.A. Washington, ed., The Writings of Thomas Jefferson
(New VYork: John C. Riker, 1854%), III, pp.330~331.

77See for example: Jefferson to Governeur Morris,
March 10, 1792, Ibld., pp.338-340; Washington to Governeur
Morris, June 21, 1792, Writings of Washington, XXXII, pp.60-
64; Knox to Wayne, fugust 7, 1792, Wayne Papers, Clements
Library; Knox to Wayne, Ausust 10, 1792, Ibid. For similar
sentiments also see Wayne to Knox, July 6, 1792, Wayne
Papers, Burton Historical Collection, Detroit Public Li-
brary; Alex Macomb to Knox, July 14, 1792, Knox Fapers,
XXX, Massachusetts Historical Soclety; John Heckenwalder's
Information of the Conduct of the British Respecting the
Indisn Var, June 17-23, 1793, Pickering Papers, Massachu-
setts Historical Societys; Putnam to Knox, July 11, 1792,
Putnam Papers, Marietta College Library.
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Tnglish with its suspicions apresr to arise for two rea-
sons. first, the nation was new and anxious to find a
place for itself amnong the faaily of rnetions. The pre-
sence of the British in the Northwest Posts was embar-
rassment enough. If it were publically acknowledged

that the British were also zctineg with impunity in aiding
the tribes of the Northwest, national horor night have
been seriously impaired. Secondly, a public accusation
against the British might well have incited the American
people to demand that the United States expel the British
immediately from its soil. This in turn could have easily
led to a war with Great Britain that the Administration
knew the country could not afford.

These assaults upon the American Indian policies
which filled the pages of the nation's newspapers fol-
lowing St. Clair's defeat, increased the Administration's
determination to act decisively to bring the Northwest
under its control. The Adninistrationt's two pronged
rolicy of intensive peace negotlation and intensive pre-
paration for war in the event those nezotiations should
fail, reflect this determination on the part of the govern-

nent.
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CONCLUSICN

When President Washington approved plans to send
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which the ration had been 2abrciled since

t
he slowness in asseanbling the aray,
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Revolutionary War.
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25 1in the supply corps and the tenaciiy of the

14

Indians cowbined to thwart Amsricen hopes. Rather than

ending the frontier vprobleas, the army's defeat exacer-

bated thea. Furthermore, it gave rise to new problens v
the fdministration could not have
The magnitude of the American losses, combined

with a public outery agzainst the war, opened the door to a

P

thorough and exnaustive debate, both in and oul of Congress,
over tne propriety of Anericsan polieciss. What had begun

o

Lrd

as a sluwple military campalgn into the Northwest Territory

blossomed intc widespread criticisas of the Wazhington
Adninistration. In erfect, the defeat provided the ovren-
ing shot in 2 series of varty wars whichk would vex the
Adninistration from this ncocint onwards.

Mo sooner had th2 Adninistration received wicrd of

204
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the defeat than it proposed to Congress measures to create
a new and erlarged force to erd the Indian menace in the
Northwest, The debates which ensued in the
presentatives over the creation and funding of that force,
provoked serious guestioning of the Administrztion's
policies. These attacks, which closely perslleled those
appearing in the press, covered a wide range of issues.

The Adninistration had contended that the only goal of

the United St=tes government had been to achieve a Just

and honest peace with the tribes of the Nerthwest. Un-
fortunately, some Indians had turned their backs upon Amner-
ican efforts to negotiate and instead launched unprovoked
assaults upon the frontier. The result was that the
governnent was forced to resort to war. This argument

of the governmznt was guickly assailed., The Adninistra-
tion was accused of desiring war rather than the peace

it clained to be seeking. The real reasons behind the

war were said to be a Cabinet secret. The Adninistration
was also criticized for not restraining the frontier set-
tlers fromn provoking war by encroaching upon the Indians'
land. Furthermore, the Adninistration was ceutioned that
so long as the British were allowed to go unmolested in
their retention of the Northwest Posts, "we car never hope

to succeed against the Indians."l

lannals of Congress, 2nd Cong., lst 3ess., Col. 338,
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But, the opronents of the Adninistration policies
centered their attacks chiefly upor the person of the
Secretary of the Treasury, Alexander Hanilton. He was
the leader of the growing Federalist faction and his
economnic policies were despised by the Republican faction.
It wes clear that the opponents of Hawmilton's programs
made every possible use of the opvortunities presented
them, in the wake of St. Clair's defeat, to lessen the
influence of the Secretary in governmental affairs.

In the debate over the bill to create a new army,
for example, Hanllton was accused of using the frontier
war as an excuse to foster his own policies. It was
alleged that the war provided him with the means to pro-
note taxation to support his various programns. One critic
asked if "the submnission of a provision to defend the
frontier authorized a systen for the encouragement of
manufactures." If so, he stated, it leads one to think
that the "Adninistration will not veramit us to defend the
helpless women and children of the frontier from the bru-
tal ferocity of a savage foe," unless the House of Re-
presentatives was willing to give the executive branch
the rizht to pass Ya perpetual tax."

Hamilton also found himself under assault in the

debzte over the means of funding the new army created by

®Tbid., Cols. 349-35%,
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Congress. This tiwe Madisorn led the ovposition ageinst
hi=n, The Republicans had cone to regret that they had

allowed the Treasury Depertnent to =wke legisl-tive
reconnendations. Hamnilton's reports on the public credit,
enacted into law by the Congress, hzd crested & situa-
tion in which the executive branch had considerable sway
over the legislative branch. Determnined to prevent the
Treasury fron continuing such influence, Madison pro-
vosed that the Fouse refuse to allow Ha=nilton to pro-
pose the ways and means of funding the new army. Although
Madison lost on this issue, the vote was extrewnely close.
And, the 1ssue was a serious one, A victory for Madison
in this case would very likely have led to Hamnilton's
resignation.

The Adninistration was also under attack in the
press. Tne main tsrgets cof the opposition were Henry
Knox and Alexander Hamilton., Knox was violently assailed
bv his critics and his resignation was cazlled for. How-
ever, once more it was Hamilton who was the main object

of Republican attacks. The war was alleged tc be a means

3Alexander Hamilton to %dward Carrington, May 26,
1792, in Harold C, Syrett and Jacob T. Cooke, eds., The
Papers of Alexander HﬂmiTton (New Vork: Colunbla University
Press, 1966), XI, pp.k26-Tl The iwporturce of this
issue is desveloped 1in Jerdld Clarfield, "Protecting the
Frontiers: Defense Policy and the Tariff Question in the
Pirst Washington Adaninistraztion,”™ Willisq ard lMary Quar-

terly, XXXII (June, 197%), pp. #k3 to,



by which Familtor could sinfain the public debt, and
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foster the interestis o
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the specusators. Hanllton was
able to withstand these att=2cks apon his position and
rowers, but it wss beconing increesingly evident that
party warfare was underway.

. Clair was so savere and pro-
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vided gsuch a ghoc
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to institute an investigation into the causes benind its

Q
[ 9]

failure. Following the pracedent set by the Tnglish
Parlisment in examining chargzes of corruption in govern-
ment in 15621, the Congress, for the first time, exer-
cised its rig¢hts to inguire intc the conduct cf the execu-
tive. Such an inquiry was acknowledzed to be an auxiliary
of the right of the Congress to iapeach executive offi-
cials, and this inguiry was considered z vrelude to pos-

1

sible chmnent procedures. The Administration readily

e

p

)
)

conceded that such was the vower of the Congress. 3Since
"the House was an incuest, therefore /it/ might institute
inguiries into executive conduct.”br In this manner, the
defeat of S5t., Clair led to 2n enhsancement of the power

of the Fouse and provided the first in a long series

of Congressional investigations into the conduct of the

executive bhranch.

m

! - . :
trranklin B. Sawvel, ed., The Anas of Thonas Jef-~
ferson (New Vork: Da Capo Fress, 1970), pp.70-72.
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The decision by the IHouse to begin an investi-

gatinn of the defeat was followed by a3 request that the

fo

1)

session

’
-
ol
]

kel
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n
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Secretary of War provide all papsers in

hich bere on the toplic of their investigation. This

=

call for executive papers wes the first of its kind and
led the President into a series of Cabinet xesstings on
the topic. The Adninistration reodily gdmitted the right
of Congress to call for an investigation. However, the
Congressional Comnnittee's call for executive vapers was
another matter. On this issue, the Cablinet decided that
while the Congress had a right to the papers, the Adnin-
istration conuld withhold documnents that would serve to
injure the public interest. No evidence exists that the
Congress was informed of this decision by the Executive,
and certainly they never agreed toc it. Nevertheless,
proponents of the right which has come to be known as
"executive privilege" have used the St. Clair episode

as a principal foundation of their arguments ever since.

5In March, 1957, Senator Thomas C. Hennings, Jr.,
of Missourl, the chalrman of the Subconnittee con Constitu-
tional Rights of the Senate Comnittee on the Judiciary,
reaquested the Attorney General of the United 3tates to
prepare an cpinion on the right of the executive to with-
hold information from the Congress. In reply, the then
Deputy Attorney General, William P. Rozers, presented a
lengthy memorandum in which the risht of executive privi-
lege was defended. A principal foundation of that privi-
lege was stated to be the Cabinet decision in the St.
Clair case, that the President had the right to withhcld
information from Congress which he deamned prejudicial to
the public interest. See Adam Carlyle Breckenridge, The
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Another decision c¢f the Cabinet on the metter of
the St. Clair investigatior also relates to executive
privilege., The Cabinet decision wes that the Fresident
himself should be addressed by the House in reaquesting
information -- not the devartment heads. This the Con-
gress did agree to and revised their reguest to fit this
proviso. Thelir action in so doing spreads the cloak of
"executive privilege" over departmnent heads as a means
of protecting then against unwanted investigations by
the legislative branch.

The atnosphere took on a partisan cast as Con-
gress proceeded to carry out its investigation of the
defeat, The conuittee, while exonerating St. Clair, imn-
plied that culpability should be attached to the Admin-
istration officials charged with planning and executing
the unsuccessful operation. The mein targets of their
criticisms were the Secretaries of War and the Treasury

whose duties were to execute and fund the operation. The

fixecutive Frivilege: Presidentisl Control Cver Information
(Lincoln: Uriversity of Nebraska Fress, 197%). For a re-
cent attack on the executive privilege conceprt and upon
the 3t. Clair episode as a precedent, see Raoul Berger,
Ixecutive Privilege: A Constitutional Myth (Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1974), For a
general treatment on executive powers, see Edward S. Cor-
win, The Prosident: Office and Powers, 17¢7-1957 (New
York: New Vork University Press, 4th ed. rev., 1957).

6Ibid.
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fact that no startling revelations flowed fro= the investi-
gations which could lead to inpeachnent proceedings

should not be ccnstrued to nean that such zrounds were

not sought after by those who initiated the investigation.
The purpose of the inguiry was, after all, to deteraine

if grounds for impeachment did indeed exist.

The investigation into the defeat of St. Clair
also can be considered as the first in a long series of
attenpts to level Alexander Ha=nilton, the leading spokes-
man for the developing Federalist faction. Congressional
opposition to Hamilton had peen building since his econonic
policies were introduced irto Congress. The S3t. Clair
episode provided his enemies with the first real chance to
bring hin down. That thev failed did not deter them fronm
going after him again in future months.

The defeat also had far reaching diplomnatic ef-
fects. The British took the St. Clair defeat to be the
signal they had been waiting for to establish once eand
for all their hegenony over the entire Northwest Territory.
The surrender of that territory in 1783 had vproven to be
one of the biggest dirlomnetic blunders in “nglish History.
Now, in the aftermath of the American defeat, the 3British

attempted to recoup their losses by sponsoring the creation

7See for exawnple: Broadus Mitchell, Alexander Ham-
ilton: The National Adventure, 1788-1804% (New Vork: The
Macuillan Conpany, 1962), pp.245-286,
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of an Indian barrier state. The concept of the neutral
Indian state was not new. The uprising of Chief Pontiac
following the French-Indian War gave rise to a sinilar
plan on the part of the British. The Froclanation of
1763 had attempted to set ap such an Indian reserve.
Later, the Quebec Act of 1774 envisioned the establish-
ment of a similar Indian territory. Following the Rev-
olutionary War, as British leaders were beginning to
realize the error they made at Paris, the concept of the
Indian barrier state was raised once more. However, it
was not until the defeat of St. Clair that the British
had the temerity to propose the creation of such a state
on adnittedly American territory. The adamant American
refusal to countenance such an idea does not detract fron
the significance the defeat had had upon the 3ritish diplo-
matists. The defeat had avparently shocked the British
as much as it had the Americsns.

The diplomatic impact upon the American govern-

ment was also significant. In the wake of the defeat,

8See for exanple: A.L. Burt, The United States,
Great Britaln and British lorth Americas: Fron the Revolu-
tion to the 3stablishment of Peace After the War of 1812
(Wew Haven: Vale University . yress, 19%0); Samuel Flagg
Bemis, Jay's Treatv: A Studv in Commuerce and Diplomescy
(New Haven: Yale Universitv Press, rev. ed., 1962); Orpha
%, Leavitt, "3ritish Policy on the Canadian Frontier, 1782~
1792: Wediation and an Indian Barrier State,'" Wisconsin ’
Historical Publications, Proceedings, 1915, pp.151-185.
For more detalled references on this toplec, see chapter
three above, especially notes 12-20,
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the Americans had launched perhapns the <ost Intensive veace
offensive in the history of the nation's Indian negotia-
tions., DBHnaissery efter emissary was sert west in an attempt
to bring about a settlemnent. There were several motivating
factors behind these American efforts. First, they mignt
deter the Indians from carrying on continuing raids against
the frontier. This in turn would relax the pressures

upon the government for aid which were flowing from the
frontier settlers. Second, the negotiations would allow
the army of General Wayne to have more time to prepare

its march into the wilderness. Third, the hope was held,
though a2 slin one, that peace =mizht actually result from
such negotiations. Finally, the intense criticisms of

the nation's Indian policies, both in Congress and the
newspapers, forced the Adninistration into a position of

having to convince the reople that peace was the true goal

of the government.

The imnpact of 3t. Clair's defeat on the Adnmin-
istration was further exenmplified by the retreats it made
from earlier positions in dealing with the Indians. The
Administration, in its Indian negotiations following the
defeat, admitted for the first time thet the Indlans did
possess the right of the soil. Cnly after the defeat was
the United States willing to admnit the earlier errors of

American peace comaissioners who had clai=aed that the
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right to the soil resided in the United States.

fowever, these concesslions did not appease the
Indians. Their victories cover the armies of Harmar and
St. Clair hardened their pcsitions toward the United States
in subsequent nezotiations. The Indians were, understand-
ably, filled with a jJust sense of victory. As a result,
they adopted a policy which ultinately would force the
United States Army to merch against them. The tribes,
perhaps feeling themselves invincible, demanded that the
American settlers retreat south of the Chio River and that
that line become the permanent boundary between the two

peoples. American acceptance of the Chio River boundary

becamne their sine gua non for negotiations.

This insistence by the Indians proved to be a
fatal error for them., The Administration would never
relinguish the area north of the Cnio. Not only had =auch
of the area been sold to speculators, but many settlers
had already taken up residence north of the River. A&ny
retreat from the region would also have served to shake the
confidence of the West in the national governuent. It
was the determination of the Indians to retain the Chio
River bpoundary which convinced the Administration that
the Indian crisis could only be ended by the latter's
defeat at the hands of the American Army. Thus, in the

face of the Indians refusel to listen to the =ost liberal
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termns the government was willing te offer, the Adain-
istration proceeded to order Jensral Wayne'ls army to
march against the Chio Indian tribes. The all cr no-
thing attitude of the tribes north of the Chio had sezled
their fate. In the absence of any negotiztions their
defeat at the hands of the United States Army becamne
inevitable, Perhaps their ultimate fate was unavoidable
regardless, but an Indian acceptance of the American of-
fers made then in 1793 would have guaranteed then temn-
vorarily the northern half of Chio, and would have delayed
the ultimate American take-over of their lands.

The overwhelming impact which the defezt had upon
the nation, however, is probably nowhere better exemnpli-
fied than in the newspapers of the day. Not only were
the people deluged with the news of the battle, but more
significantly, they were exposed to a detailed political
debate over the reasons behind the Administration's pro-
secution of an Indian War.

The newspapers revezled the great pressure being
placed upon the Adninistration by frontier residents. In
the weeks following the defeat, letters and petitions ap-
peared in the press demanding the governnent take effective
action to protect exposed settlements. The speed with
which the Admirnistration rushed the bill through Congress

creating Anthonyv Wayne's army reflects the effect that
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this pressure had upon the government.

“

s these pressures were being

6]

At the same tine
brougnt to bear against the Adninistration, equal pres-

sure

2

wers oveing bDrousght from a different direction. A
comnon theme in the press was that the Indian War was
unjust and imﬂoral. Correspondents truly solicitous of

the Indians' rights, condemned their own government's
sctions. That the Indians had the rights of 211 =xankind
was arguad often and at length. The nation was being called
upon to live up to its own professed ideals of guaranteeing
life, liberty and property to all. Thus, while the pres-
sures for war were great, the pressures to achieve a

just and peaceful conclusion to the war, through negoti-
ations, were at least equally strong.

The Administration was cauzht in the =iddle and
responded with a two-sided policy. While sympathetic to
the critics of the Indian Wer, it was forced to face the
reality of frontier expansion. Thus, on the one hand the
Administration undertook an intensive canpaign to achieve
a8 just peace on the frontier through negotiation, while
on the other, it rushed the army of General ‘ayne into a
state of prenaredness.

L further significance of the debate over the
Indian War was to show the existence of an 3Zast versus

West sectionalism that was emergine in the nztion.
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attitude was seen in the T“astern argunents
was useless to the notior for the foreseezble future.
Cthers would arzuz thst the frontiersmen theunsslves ware
useless and unvproductive citizens who constituted a .drain
on the ration's treasury. The Westernsrs would counter
that such arzumnents were tne products of childish =inds.
The Basterners were called neive dreaners completely

ignorant of the realities of the frontier.

'Th

D

mass of material flowing daily from the
presses attacking the Administration's policy was i~
pressive. While washingfsn hinself was never openly
censured, the assaults on his policy convinced him that
he was the real target of their barbs. These indirect
assaults on Washington, combined with the open attacks on
Knox and more particularly Hamilton, give strong evidence
of the ranidly developing party lines thet were forming
by the end of 1791, Nor were these attacks limited to
one issue ~- the war. Rather they spread out to include
the government's treatment of the Indians, its handlin
of foreign relations with Freet 3ritain and the domestic-
economic policies of the Federalists.

The Indian problen during Vashington's first ad-
ninistration was, perhaps, the most important one. the na-
tion faced. Certainly, more time was spent on the Indian

[l

guestion in Cabinet meetings than any other lssue. G,
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Clair's def

t

trated urcn more drematlic develcorments of the era such
as the growing crisis in 3urope. sut the facts are clear.

The establishment of the first congressicnal in-
vestigating comiittee in the nation's his
stitutional precedents conseguently established, the
evidence found in Congressional and press dedbste of in-
creasingly strengthening party lines, the diplomatic
initiatives provided by 3ritish, Indian and Americsn
leaders as a result of the defeat, and, the far ranging
newspaper debate over the wisdom of Administration Indian
policies, all serve to underscore the full significance
of the military defeat of Major 3Jeneral Arthur St. Clair

on November 4%, 1791.
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