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selling guns and ammunition to natives vanished when Mohawk warriors
began to offer beaver pelts worth 240 guilders in return for a musket and a
pound of powder. With the beginnings of the Dutch firearms trade to the
Iroquois in the 1640s, the Five Nations became the most feared Indians in
the Northeast.®

What followed was, in propottion to the populations involved, the most
widespread and destructive warfare in North American history. Because
they occurred principally among native peoples, these conflicts barely rate a
mention in most Ametican history textbooks; they do not, indeed, have a
consistent name. Early chroniclers called them the Wars of the Iroquois;
historians now refer to them most often as the Beaver Wars because one of
the principal objects of Iroquois raiding was to acquire pelts for trade. The
motives of the Five Nations were in fact far more complex than that name
would imply. More than a means to acquire weapons, the raids that gained
so many pelts were a desperate attempt to support dwindling populations.®

Between the 1640s and 1667, Five Nations warriors made war on no

fewer than fifty-one other native peoples,® conquering and depopulating
large areas of the Great Lakes basin and the Ohio River Valley. In 1649-51,
Iroquois watriors annihilated, scattered, or absorbed the Hurons, Petuns,
and Neutrals living in an arc north and west of Lake Ontario and also the
Algonquins of the Ottawa River Valley. By 1657, they had visited the same
fate on the Eries, south of the lake whose name (and little more) witnesses
that they once existed; simultaneously they attacked the Susquehannocks, a
powerful Iroquoian people who lived in the Susquehanna Valley. These
groups were particularly inviting targets because most were linguistically
and culturally related to the Five Nations. But the demand for captives was
so great that the Iroquois attacked virtually any group they could reach, in-
cluding the French, among whom they killed or captured nearly 300
colonists before 1666, They could surely have extirpated New France alto-
gether had they chosen to try.*

That they did not suggests that the Iroquois saw greater utility in allow-
ing trading posts like those that Champlain built at Lachine and Richelicu
Island to remain in operation as lures to attract western Indians with canoe-
loads of furs. At least until the end of the 1650s, the Five Nations retained
the ability to make war or peace with the French as it suited them: one truce
they observed with the French between 1653 and 1658 seems mainly to
have been intended to allow them to carry on raids more effectively against
“virtually every Indian people in the Northeast.” By 1661-62, Troquois
raiders were attacking “Abenakis [in] New England, Algonquians [in] the
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Subarctic, Siouans [on] the Upper Mississippi, and various Indians riear
Virginia, as well as enemies closer to home.”®

The need for captives sustained the Beaver Wars, while the demand for
furs to trade for Dutch muskets and ammunition extended them further
and further afield. These factors also limited the capacity of the Iroquois to
carry on the fight. The perpetual influx of captives diminished froquois cul-
tural coherence. Though the captors could control the external behavior of
adoptees, they remained unable to effect permanent changes in religious
identity and similarly deep-seated beliefs, Meanwhile, Iroquois; military
successes produced not only corpses and captives, but refugees—thousands
of whom fled to the protection of more distant nations or coalesced into
multiethnic villages and coalitions. Such displaced groups as the Wyandots
(as the remnants of the Huron people were known) and the threatened
Algonquian- and Siouan-speaking nations of the interior, eventually estab-
lished communities in the region west of Lake Michigan and south of Lake
Superior. There they forged an alliance with the French as 2 means of ac-
quiring the weapons and other trade goods they needed to survive. Then
with French encouragement, they gradually reestablished themselves or;
lands that Iroquois attacks had emptied.

The depopulation of vast stretches of eastern North America; the de-
struction of thousands of native lives; the disappearance of whole cultural
groups, some of which we know only by name, if that: these, too, were
Champlain’s legacy. Had he lived to see the devastation take place, h;: could
scarcely have understood that such vast consequences could follow from his
desire to trade with les sauvages, to bring the light of the gospel among them
ar%d to increase the power and wealth of his king and nation. Ultimately, thej
v'mllingness of Champlain’s successors to follow his example in seekin;g al-
liance with the peoples of the interior served to restabilize, across the whole
of the northeastern woodlands, the balance of power that the Iroquois-
Dutch partnership had profoundly disordered. It also permanently marked
the character of telations between the French and Indians.

No European colonizer was ever more successful than the French in
d‘ealmg with the Indians on terms that Indians found acceptable. Such suc-
cesses depended on French willingness to comply with their allies’ expecta-
tions, especially by marrying into Indian families, mediating disputes
among Indian groups, and engaging in continuous diplomacy, evangeliza-
tion, anc.l trade. By assuming the role of Father as understood by the
{\fgonqman—speaking Indians who made up the bulk of France’s allies—that
15, by acting as a reconciler of individuals and groups in conflict, a giver of



42 THE DOMINION OF WAR

gifts and sponsor of rituals that could compensate for injuries and losses and
thus avoid further resort to violence—French imperial representatives gave
their native allies a center of connection and direction they had never had
before. These activities contributed to a heavy drain on the French treasury
and made New France a fabulously unprofitable colonizing venture. Yet
they also created what has been called a “middle ground™: the geographical
region west of Lake Michigan that became the homeland of the refugee
peoples fleeing the Iroquois and also a metaphorical cultural zone that de-
pended not on the dominance of Europeans over Indians, but on coopera-
tion between them on terms acceptable to both. On the basis of this
Franco-Indian alliance and the cultural accommodation that sustained it,
the native peoples of the interior managed increasingly well to resist Iro-
quois attacks.®

The Beaver Wars began tapering off in 1665, when the Seneca, Cayuga,
Onondaga, and Oneida nations made peace with the French. They finally
concluded in 1667 when the Mohawks—always the best-armed, and always
the most closely tied to the Dutch—joined in the peace. The precipitating
cause of the treaties of 1665 and 1667 was England’s conquest of New
Netherland, which occurred as a consequence of a European commercial
conflict, the Second Anglo-Dutch War (1664—67). The abrupt transforma-
tion of the old Dutch colony into New York marked the beginning of a ma-
jor, protracted, and profoundly important change in the fortunes of the
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to Indians, much less to create alliances like the ones that Champlain bailt
up in New France. The result was an anomalous empire, built more in op-
position to than cooperation with native peoples.

Disease offers a partial explanation. Terrible epidemics devastated native
populations in the areas of English settlement between 1616 and 1618,
about a decade after the first settlers arrived in Virginia, two years before the
Pilgrims landed at Plymouth, and a decade before the Great Migration
brought thousands of Puritans to New England. As much as 75 percent of
the Indian population of southern New England had died off before the
Mayflower dropped anchor. In such a context it becomes possible to sce the
celebrated receptiveness of the Pokanoket chief Massasoit to the Pilgrims as
less a sign of friendliness than desperation, for his remnant band badly
needed an ally to help them resist domination by their western neighbors,
the Narragansetts, who had yet to suffer from epidemic disease.? It is also
possible to understand why, especially in New England, settlers regarded
Indians as relatively inconsequential.

Important as these early epidemics were in explaining the relative lack of
English interest in developing ties with the Indians, an even greater source
of indifference came from attitudes and expectations developed in Ireland,
England’s first colony. There the distinctive model of the English “planta-
tion” had emerged in the previous century, along with the attitudes that ac-

companied colonization. The colonial plaptations of Ireland were, quite € i #

literally, small transplantations of English society onto Irish soil. in enclaves f}%,’;
created by driving out or destroyingthe native population. Sixteenth- and Gy
seventeenth-century Ireland proved a notoriously refractory domain, and i

the Irish were so much given to resistance and rebellion that English rule f’f“‘T’k""

could be enforced only by repeated military interventions. Indeed, after ff‘&‘jm

Ircquois League.

The Anomalous English Empire

Even as the Beaver Wars raged throughout the Northeast and the Great
Lakes basin, the new English settlements along the eastern seaboard were
flourishing without becoming enthusiastic participants, on the French
model, in indigenous systems of trade and war. Indeed, the most distinctive
feature of the English effort to build an empire in North America was their
comparative reluctance to forge military alliances with native groups. Be-
tween 1607 and the late 1640s, England’s colonies in North America re-
mained restricted to the littoral of the Chesapeake Bay, where tobacco
growing came to dominate economic life, and to areas around Massachu-
setts Bay and Long Island Sound, which lacked a dominant staple and thus
developed a more diverse economy based on farming, fishing, shipbuilding,
and seaborne commerce. In neither region did colonists seck out close ties

s

more than a century of English colonization, the Irish were truly subjugated
only in 1649-50 when Oliver Cromwell led the New Model Army in a bru-
tal campaign of reconquest following a great rebellion, then followed up by
confiscating millions of acres of land and expelling, deporting, or enslaving
tens of thousands of natives.®

Understanding the attempt to replicate English society on lands cleared
of their previous inhabitants as the model for colonization helps to explain
aggressive behavior in England’s earliest American settlements that is other-
wise hard to fathom. Small in numbers and weak as they were, the colonists
of Roanoke in 1585 (one of England’s earliest attempts at permanent settle-
ment, in what is now North Carolina), preferred extorting food from
the local Algonquian Indians over seeking to make friends with them. The
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Indians promptly withdrew from the region, leaving the colonists no choice
but to abandon the colony. When Jamestown was founded two decades
later, the settlers were once again less interested in trading for food with the
numerous and powerful Powhatan confederacy than in simply taking it by
force. Jamestown barely survived the resulting war. Unlike Champlain’s ea-
ger search for an alliance with the natives, early English settlers were too
much in the thrall of Ireland’s example to conceive of accommodation as an
approach to colonization.

Following initial attempts by the Indians to mount a military resistance—
the Virginia Indian War of 162224, New England’s Pequot War in 1636-37,
and the Second Virginia Indian War of 1644—46—peace between English
and native groups came to depend upon the willingness of Indians to sell or
cede lands to the colonists. The thirty years’ peace that followed the con-
clusion of these early conflicts depended explicitly on these land transfers,
which to a substantial degree presumed the physical separation of indige-
nous_and_colonizing peoples. Because New England and the tobacco
colonies of the Chesapeake (unlike Spanish, French, and Dutch settle-
ments) rapidly developed substantial farming populations, and most of all
because their stocks of cattle, pigs, and other dorestic animals grew at a
geomettic rate, an insatiable hunger for land became a defining feature of
English colonization.*!

From the very earliest phases of settlement, then, English colonizers fol-
lowed a path that led more toward apartheid than cultural engagement with
native peoples.? Physical separation and land cessions produced more than a
generation of peaceful coexistence between the English colonists and their
Indian neighbors, but the founding of new colonies in the 1660s, 1670s, and
1680s, together with the mushrooming growth of human and livestock pop-
ulations among the colonizers, generated demands for land that Indians
could no longer satisfy without surrendering their autonomy wholesale. The
renewal of Indian resistance in turn produced a new round of wars: Meta-
com’s (King Philip’s) War of 167576 in New England and the simultaneous
Susquehannock War in the Chesapeake, which in turn triggered the Virginia
insurrection of 1676, Bacon’s Rebellion. These intensely destructive con-
flicts succeeded in excluding Indians from or subjugating them within the
limits of English scttlements. Apart from a paltry fur trade and some limited
tnissionary activity in the Indian “praying towns” of Massachusetts, there
was comparatively little close, continuing, and cooperative interaction be-
tween native and English groups, nothing even remotely comparable to the
rate of intercultural exchange in New France and New Netherland.
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Anglo-Indian warfare in the seventeenth century in part reflected’ the
patterns. of intercultural conflict in Ireland, but it also grew out of the
colonists’ ignorance of native cultures and martial skills, which a closer re-
lationship with Indians might have fostered. Lacking the woodcraft to en-
gage Indian warriors directly, the English had little choice but to attack
Indian population centers and to destroy food supplies instead. “Battles”
like the destruction of the Pequots” Mystic River fort on May 23, 1637, in
which an English force set fire to a stockade filled with women, children,
and old men, became the preferred English mode of combat. The early suc-
cess of such tactics helped overcome an already weak set of English cultural
proscriptions against the indiscriminate killing of “savage” or “heathen” en-
emies. It also stunted the willingness and the ability of the English to learn
Indian tactics and techniques of mobile warfare.

Moreover, Anglo-American colonists seldom distinguished carefully
among different Indian peoples, so in times of war they tended to attack all
Indians, including those who had previously been friendly. Since success in
wars against the natives opened up access to lands to which the English
could claim by right of conquest, there was little practical advantage in de-
veloping cooperative ties with or intimate knowledge of Indian nations.
Even in wartime, when the English desperately needed scouts and warriors
to help their militiamen locate the enemy and avoid ambush, the colonists
tended to prefer recruiting Indian auxiliaries from subjugated groups to try-
ing to work out alliances with independent peoples.”

The logic of intercultural alliance encouraged French and Spanish colo-
nizers to try to understand the variety of Indian peoples and cultures, and
both proved more willing than the English to adopt the tactics of the native
groups with whom they dealt directly. The French in particular proved
amenable to Indian influences. After the crown took direct control of New
France in the reign of Louis XIV and assigned responsibility for the colony
to the Ministry of Marine, the task of defense passed to a cadre of profes-
sional soldiers, the Troupes de la Marine, who learned techniques of raid
and surprise from the Indians and practiced them with a skill second only to
nmative warriors. To a more modest degree, even the militiamen of New
France—ordinary colonists who could be called out to defend the colony—
understood and employed Indian-style tactics. Together with the assiduous
maintenance of alliances, the successful adaptations of Canadians to Indian
warmaking enabled New France to withstand Anglo-American assaults in
the imperial wars of the first half of the eighteenth century and to keep the
€xpansionist New Englanders mainly on the defensive
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These very different approaches to intercultural relations influenced noy
only the ability of Europeans to exploit Indians but also Indian modes of re.
sistance and cultural interaction. This manifested itself most notably in that
pan-Indian movements seldom or never appeared among peoples whg
lacked sustained contact with the English; native groups, it seems, leamed
best what they had in common from dealing with colonizers who took few
pains to distinguish one Indian from another. The earliest known attempt to
organize a general resistance to English colonization occurred in the aftermath
of the Pequot War, when in 1642 the Narragansett sachem Miantonomi—,
former ally whose faith in the English was shattered when he witnessed the
massacre of the Pequots at the Mystic River fort—crossed the sound w0
Long Island to implore the Montauks to join his people and other nations in
a general alliance against the English:

For so are we all Indians as the English are, and say brother to one
another; so must we be one as they are, otherwise we shall all be
gone shortly. . . . [For] these English having gotten our land, they
with scythes cut down the grass, and with axes fell the trees; their
cows and horses eat the grass, and their hogs spoil our clam banks,
and we shall all be starved.”®

Miantonomi’s proposal—to kill the English but keep their livestock to eat
until the deer came back—did not win over the Montauk leaders, and
Miantonomi indeed died at the hands of another Indian chief, the Mohegan
sachem Uncas, the following year. Similarly, in 1676 the Wampanoag leader
Metacom (King Philip) tried to create a generalized Indian resistance
among New England’s various peoples. He succeeded in attracting support
from Pocassets, Nipmucks, Narragansetts, and Indians from the Connecti-
cut Valley and brought devastation to the frontiers of three colonies as a re-
sult. The refusal of the Mohawks to join in attacking the New Englanders,
however, and their decision to pursue their self-interest by attacking the
Wampanoags instead, brought about the disintegration of Metacom’s coali-
tion and ultimately caused his defeat.

That the Mohawks cooperated with the English against the Wampanoags
in 1676 indicated both a shift in the balance of power and an adjustment of
English attitudes toward Indian alliances that had begun in the mid-~1660s.
Although the fundamental pattern of English intrusion, Indian resistance,
and Indian exclusion persisted through the nineteenth century, England’s
conquest of New Netherland in 1664 added an element of complexity to
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the picture, as the English effectively inherited a connection to the Irogdois
League from the Dutch. This alliance, the Covenant Chain, proved enor-
mously important for the development of the British empire in Nerth
America in the eighteenth century. It grew out of series of commercial wars
petween England and the Dutch Republic and the terrible disruptions that
the Beaver Wars visited upon the Five Nations.

The Covenant Chain and the Origins of Iroquois Neutrality

England’s emergence from the chaos of civil war allowed Parliament to re-
spond to the intrusion of Dutch traders into England’s overseas commerce
in the 1650s. The first Anglo-Dutch War, 1652-54, stemmed from a law, the
Navigation Act, by which Parliament forbade goods to be carried to En-

. gland except in English and English colonial vessels; it was specifically

aimed at the Dutch, whose merchant marine, the largest in the world, had
previously carried most of England’s overseas trade. This war was almost
wholly naval, and successful for England in that it produced several notable
victories and created a secure basis for the growth of England’s own mer-
chant marine.*® The prospect of a new commercial war between England
and the Dutch United Provinces following the Restoration prompted King
Charles II to order a preemptive naval strike against the colony of New
Netherland in 1664. Apart from the brief English occupation of Quebec in
1629-33 and the Dutch takeover of a tiny Swedish colony on Delaware Bay
in 1655, this was the first direct confrontation between European colonizers
on the North American mainland and the first removal of one colonial
power by another. Conquest came easily to the English because a decade of
Indian warfare in the lower Hudson Valley—the Esopus wars—had gravely
weakened the Dutch colony.

Given the success of the Dutch at exploiting the Indian trade at Fort Or-
ange, it may seem surprising that New Netherland ultimately fell victim to

the effects of an Indian war. The Esopus wars, however, can be explained by

New Netherland’s having grown into a colony with two very different halves.
Upriver, the Fort Orange traders had continued to cultivate relations with the
Mohawks and other Indians in return for pelts; they had farmed only mini-
mally, in the immediate vicinity of the fort. Downriver, the Dutch had passed
through a brief initial phase of trading at New Amsterdam, then, after the up-
niver traders monopolized the fur supply, settled down to exploit the agricul-
tural potential of the lower Hudson Valley and western Long Island.
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By the 1650s, the downriver settlements were replicating the English
pattern of expansion in human and livestock populations, and they did so in
an atmosphere already poisoned by Governor Willem Kieft’s efforts, begin-
ning in 1640, to exact tribute from the natives of the lower Hudson Valley,
When these bands resisted, Kieft provided muskets to the Mohawks in re-
turn for their promise to act as his allies in punishing the river Indians. Fol-
lowing a fierce Mohawk attack on one group in 1643, Kieft ordered the
massacre of refugees who sought shelter at Pavonia, across the Hudson
from New Amsterdam, and the enslavement of those who somehow es-
caped the slaughter. Raids and counterraids festered for five years in a con-
flict that rendered life increasingly miserable for the downriver Dutch and
left their Indian neighbors with a thousand or more deaths to mourn.”’

In 1645 the Dutch population of New Netherland had fallen below a
thousand, and the river Indians finally forced Kieft to agree to a peace on
their terms. Peace lasted only seven years, but it did provide a respite during
which immigration resumed, the Dutch population grew, and farming and
livestock-rearing became the economic mainstays of life along the lower
Hudson. This worried the Indians, who watched the growth and bided their
time until Kieft’s successor as governor, Pieter Stuyvesant, took the colony’s
troops on an expedition to conquer New Netherland’s tiny competitor, New
Sweden. In mid-September 1655, the river Indians took advantage of this
opportunity to launch attacks everywhere from Esopus, a hundred miles up
the Hudson, to New Amsterdam itself. Fighting tapered off over the winter,
only to resume three years fater when settlers tried to reoccupy the deserted
boweries of Esopus. It flared again in 1659, 1661, and 1663. Only in 1664, af-
ter repeatedly burning crops and villages and appealing (with limited suc-
cess) to the Mohawks for help, did Stuyvesant succeed in restoring peace. By
that time his colony was in such disarray that there was no question of
mounting a defense when a tiny four-frigate English fleet appeared oft Man-
hattan, carrying an expeditionary force of about three hundred soldiers.
Stuyvesant surrendered the colony on September 8, 1664.%

New Netherland’s transformation into New York undermined the abil-
ity of the Iroquois to continue the Beaver Wars, most obviously because it
cut the Iroquois off from Dutch arms and ammunition just as the French-
allied Indians of the middle ground were becoming increasingly well-
armed, well-organized, and aggressive. Under Charles II, English foreign
policy was strongly pro-French, and Westminster discountenanced the kind
of unrestricted arms trade that would have allowed the Iroquois to attack
New France or its allies. Finally, in 1665, the French government, having
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taken over direct control of Canada, senit a full army regiment, more than a
thousand strong, to the colony in the company of its first governor-general,
Daniel de Rémy de Courcelle. The Carignan-Saliéres Regiment instantly
increased the population of New France by more than a third and altered
the balance of power on the frontier. The forts that the French now estab-
lished on the Richelieu River-Lake Champlain corridor made it impossible
for the Iroquois raiders to move freely into and out of Canada or attack at
will. To demonstrate the new military might of the French, the regiment
mounted an invasion of the Mohawk country in 1666 and burned four for-
tified towns.”

By this point the four western Iroquois nations had already made their
peace with the French, leaving only the Mohawks to carry on the fight. Yet
the Beaver Wars had exhausted them, massive adoptions had brought a great
many Catholic converts and other Francophile Indians into their villages,
the French had shown themselves capable of striking with great force into
their heartland, and the English were uninterested in helping them to retal-
jate or even defend themselves. Reluctant as they were to accept peace, the
Mohawks had no choice. They negotiated an end to hostilities with France
and its allied peoples in 1667.

The peace settlements of 1664-67 brought a fifteen-year-long cessation
in a conflict that dated from Champlain’s day and created a whole new
range of challenges for the Five Nations, French traders and missionaries
now penetrated Iroquoia for the first time, sparking factionalism and seces-
sion as Catholic converts rejected traditionalist values in favor of those
preached by the Jesuit fathers. In the mid-1670s, unrest in the Mohawk vil-
lages and a rising sense of anxiety over French influence generally had
reached such a pitch that the English governor of New York, Sir Edmund
Andros—a client of the Duke of York, later King James II—found it possi-
ble to forge the alliance that came to be known as the Covenant Chain. Al-
though its immediate purposes were limited, the Covenant Chain became
the foundation for all subsequent Anglo-Iroquois diplomacy, opening a new
cra in English approaches to Indian relations as a whole,

Andros had two pressing concerns: he hoped to enlist Iroquois aid
against Metacom’s Wampanoags and the other Indians who were devastat-
ing the New England frontier; he also needed their help in subduing the
Susquehannocks who were simultaneously attacking colonists in the north-
ern Chesapeake. He had a third, long-term goal as well: to assert crown au-
thority over Anglo-Indian relations and manage intercultural diplomacy
with a coherence and strategic direction that the colonies, as inveterate
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competitors for advantage, could never attain on their own. The Iroquois
had motives of their own for establishing the alliance. Together with the re.
vival of a profitable (and more stable) fur trade at Albany, the Covenang
Chain gave Anglophile and traditionalist factions the leverage they needed
to expel Jesuit missionaries from Iroquois villages, a first step in the spiritual
renewal of the Great League of Peace and Power. Beginning in about 1684,
Iroquois warriors renewed the Beaver Wars, raiding the Indian allies of
New France, bringing home captives for adoption as well as pelts to ex-
change for muskets, powder, and lead at Albany.

Meanwhile, Charles II died, and Andros’s patron, the Duke of York, as-
cended the English throne as King James II. James assigned the indefatiga-
ble governor the task of organizing a new supercolony, the Dominion of
New England, that would incorporate all the provinces north of Maryland.
It was a scheme intended to impose a magisterial imperial design on the
squabbling, diverse colonies of English America. But so severe was opposi-
tion in England to the Roman Catholic James and his absolutist ambitions
that Parliament overthrew him in the Glorious Revolution of 1688, in favor
of his Protestant daughter, Mary, and her Dutch husband, William of
Orange. Counterpart rebellions against James’s officeholders broke out in
Massachusetts and New York in 1689. As a consequence, Andros and his
would-be imperial proconsuls found themselves in jail, awaiting deporta-
tion to England.

Regime change in New York and Massachusetts abruptly altered the
strategic position of the Iroquois in their confrontation with the French.
Two years earlier, during the summer of 1687, the governor-general of New
France, the marquis de Denonville, had retaliated for the Five Nations’ raids
by leading more than 2,700 regulars, militiamen, and Indian allies in a mas-
sive attack on Iroquoia. While conceived on a vastly larger scale, Denon-
ville’s invasion put into effect Champlain’s invasion plans of 1633 and
brought great destruction to the Five Nations. They fought back with raids
against French trading posts and the farming settlements of the Saint
Lawrence Valley and enjoyed enough success by 1688 to force a cease-fire.

This truce might well have grown into a restoration of peace had not the
Glorious Revolution suddenly changed the direction of diplomacy in Eu-
rope and America alike. England’s new ruler, William III, quickly brought
his kingdom into an anti-French coalition, the League of Augsburg, which
commenced hostilities against Louis XIV's France in May 1689. When news
of the European war arrived in the summer, Iroquois leaders sensed the po-
tential for great gains against New France. In August the Five Nations aban-
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doned the previous year’s armistice and destroyed the farming settlemettt of
Lachine, at the very back door of Montreal.1®

The'Five Nations decided to involve themselves in what Europeans
knew as the War of the League of Augsburg and the English colonists called
King William’s War because they expected their Covenant Chain allies to
give them the military aid that would become the basis for a renaissance of
Troquois power. They could not have made a worse miscalculation. Two
Anglo-American attempts to invade Canada, in 1690 and 1691, foundered
on shoals of disorganization and political factionalism in the English
colonies, but not before both had brought the Five Nations into violent
confrontation with their Catholic kinsmen, who had moved to missions on
the Saint Lawrence in the late 1660s and early 1670s. The English proved
useless to the Iroquois when the French and their allies struck Iroquoia with
devastating raids. As early as 1691, the Mohawks had lost half or more of the
warriors they had been able to field before the war.!0!

By 1694 the League was suffering so badly that neutralist factions in
each of the Five Nations sought to make peace. They failed, and the comte
de Frontenac, Denonville’s successor as governor-general of New France,
mobilized his middle-ground allies for new attacks. In the summer of 1696,
Frontenac himself led a new invasion of the Iroquois heartland, burning
crops and villages and leaving famine in his wake. Even after the Peace of
Ryswick ended the War of the League of Augsburg in 1697, the French re-
fused to cease their assaults. By 1700, between a quarter and a half of all Iro-
quois warriors and at least a quarter of the prewar population of Iroquoia
had perished.!%

Defeat compelled the loosely coordinated League to operate in a more
coherent way as a political confederacy, and it cost the Anglophile and neu-
tralist factions their ability to dominate Iroquois diplomacy. The result, a
new influence for Francophile voices in the Great Council and their suc-
cessful maneuvering for power among the confederacy’s leaders, finally per-
mitted the Five Nations to conclude simultaneous treaties at Albany and
Montreal in 1701. At Montreal the Iroquois spokesmen promised to remain
neutral in future wars between the French and British crowns; in return the
French promised to allow free access to hunting grounds above the Great
Lakes and the right to trade at the new emporium they had established in the
west, Fort Detroit. At Albany the League’s diplomats granted the Five Na-
tions’ claim to the Great Lakes—a claim they had asserted on the basis of
their conquests in the earlier Beaver Wars—to the English crown. By 1701
that claim had become the merest fiction, but by ceding it the Iroquois
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reaffirmed their relationship to the English through the Covenant Chain and
placed themselves under the theoretical protection of the English monarchy,

The Grand Settlement of 1701 succeeded in its initial purpose of saving
the League from annihifation. In the end, however, it did much more, for in
the 1710s it became the basis of a coherent policy of Iroquois neutrality. Hav-
ing suffered severely in the renewal of the Beaver Wars, then having faced ex-
tinction in King William’s War and its aftermath, the Five Nations now knew
better than to put their trust in an exclusive alliance with either France or
Britain. Henceforth the League’s best hope of survival depended on its abil-
ity to maneuver between two European emnpires in chronic conflict.!®

Transformation

Eastern North America in the first year of the eighteenth century differed
radically from its condition on July 30, 1609, when Samuel de Champlain
leveled his overcharged arquebus at the Mohawk warriors who stood ready
to fight another kind of battle. On that day, from Newfoundland to Florida,
a few hundred European colonists eked out existences, as traders or fisher-
men or farmers, at the sufferance of native peoples who numbered more
than a million. By September 1701, when the Iroquois concluded the
Grand Settlement, a quarter-million Europeans lived east of the Mississippi
and native populations were diminishing under the pressure of epidemics
and war. In Champlain’s day, Indian people cagerly embraced European
trade goods in order to increase their own power; a century later, natives
who had come to rely on those manufactures lived and worked within the
embrace of an Atlantic economy. If in retrospect the implications of these
trajectories seem unmistakable, however, it would be a mistake to imagine
that contemporaries understood the future as one in which native peoples
were somehow doomed to vanish from the scene.

Quite the contrary. At the beginning of the eighteenth century, nothing
could have been clearer than the power of native peoples to determine his-
torical outcomes in North America. Indians controlled the fur supply and
access to land. They dictated the terms on which Europeans could travel
more than a few miles beyond their settlements. Most of all, Indians
wielded military power vastly disproportionate to their numbers: a few
hundred warriors could disrupt the life of whole colonies at will. The de-
struction of Schenectady, New York; Salmon Falls, New Hampshire; and
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¢wo towns in Maine in the winter and spring of 1690 left no doubt that {n-
dians were deadly foes—if anything, deadlier than ever.

In this sense, the final installment of Champlain’s legacy was made
payable 2 half-century after his death. The cooperative intercultural rela-
tions he established had transformed the Indians’ world into a violent, disease-
ridden, dangerous place. New France needed Indian allies to survive in this
usnstable world, for if the Indians withheld their cooperation, as they had in
1628-29, the colony was doomed. As a result, authorities in New France at
the beginning of the eighteenth century attended so assiduously to the in-
terests of their native allies that along a 2,800-mile arc from the Gulf of
Saint Lawrence to the mouth of the Mississippi, Indians were acting as al-
lies of the French, not against other Indians but against the English enemies
of His Most Christian Majesty.

Against this Franco-Indian coalition the northern English colonies had
only the battered Five Nations, bound by a Covenant Chain that effectively
allowed the Troquois to stipulate the terms and the price of their coopera-
tion. For the next half-century the stability of North America and the wel-
fare of its peoples reflected the creativity of Indians and colonists who
accepted their places in a world structured by interactions between compet-
ing empires and learned how to exploit the needs of those imperial states to
their own benefit. The fate of the Iroquois League, like that of other native
groups in buffer zones between imperial spheres of influence, depended
upon their ability to play empire off against empire in a diplomatic system
that allowed Indians to control the balance of power. At the same time, a
new Anglo-American colony, Pennsylvania—dedicated to principles that
foreswore coercion and violence in dealing with Indian groups—became
central to the functioning of that intricately balanced system. The founder
of Pennsylvania, indeed, attempted to invert Champlain’s approach to in-
tercultural relations and make his colony a kind of laboratory to test the
proposition that an empire could rest secure on relationships that were not
ultimately predicated on war.
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a colony near what they supposed the location of the strait to be, in what is now
northern New Mexico. The Pueblos, a sedentary agricultural people along the up-
per Rio Grande, lived in the area. They were numerous—perhaps 50,000 in all—
and prosperous and had a serious problem with the nomadic Navajos and Apaches
who raided them for provisions and captives, Initially the Spanish looked like po-
tential allies, just as they had to the Tlaxcalans and the Titnucuas, and the Pueblos
welcomed Governor and Captain-General Juan de Ofiate when he arrived in 1598
with 400 or so soldiers, settlers, and Franciscan friars, Tribute soon becamne 2 dis-
ruptive issue, however, and when resistanice emerged at Acoma Pueblo, where the
Indians killed a dozen soldiers, Ofiate responded by cannonading the town, killing
or mutilating its men, and enslaving its women and children. The rermainder of the
Pueblo villages submitted “quietly, recciving missionaries and paying tribute in
foodstuffs and forced labor as they were commanded.

Only in 1680 did the Spanish realize how thoroughly the Pueblos, who resented
forced labor for the encomenderos and chafed at the missionaries’ interference in their
culture, had come to hate them. In that year a shaman of Tewa Pueblo named Popé
succeeded in organizing an alliance of several pueblos to kill the missionaries in
their villages and attack the principal Spanish settlement at Santa Fe. The uprising
was phenomenally successful. Pueblo warriors killed 400 colonists and expelled the
remainder together with numerous Indian converts, The refugees abandoned
everything and fled 250 miles down the Rio Grande to El Paso del Norte. They did
not return for twelve years; when they did, it was hardly the reconguista they claimed.
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In the interim, the Apaches acquired horses from the herds the Spanish aban-
doned, learned to ride them, and began raiding the pueblos with greater ferocity
and to greater cffect than ever. Several pueblos had to be abandoned and thejr
populations relocated to Santa Fe. At the same time, Popé had proved a better
war leader than political unifier and the interpuebfo alliance broke down. In
weakness and isolation, some of the pueblos actually sought alliances with
Apache groups, leaving the Pueblo people vulnerable even to civil war. Thug
when a new governor-general, Diego de Vargas, tentatively returned at the head
of 200 troops in 1692, the Pueblos made no effort to resist. They needed an ally
with access to trade goods, weapans to help protect them from their newly for-
midable enemies, and a mediator to settle their internal disputes. Vargas was in
reality all three of those and a conqueror only in name.

That the Pueblos could have resisted, had they chosen to do so, seems clear
from the experience of the Zuiii and Hopi pueblos further west, which refused
to reaccept Spanish missions and remained independent for more than a century
and a half thereafter. That the Spanish realized they had “reconquered” New
Mexico on sufferance from the Pueblos themselves scems clear from Vargas’s re-
fusal to reinstitute forced labor under the encomienda system, his hesitance to use
arms to coerce the rebels, and his promotion of trade on terms as favorable as
could be managed in a colony so distant from sources of supply. Missionary fa-
thers in the postrevolt era no longer interfered so aggressively in Pueblo cultural
life, tolerating the sub rosa survival of indigenous religious beliefs in return -f(.)r
external adherence to Catholic ritual. Mgst significantly, Spanish settlers partici-
pated as allies in the Pueblos’ wars against Navajo, Apache, Comanche, and _other
enemies, The New Mexico colony became secure only when the Spanish at
length controlled their desire to act as overlords and integrated themselves into
an indigenous system of warfare and trade.

The wars the Pueblos and their Spanish allies fought against the Apaches,
Navajos, Comanches, and other nomadic peoples became increasingly intense.
In the eighteenth century, the mutual raiding for captives, livestock, and goods
occasionally became severe enough to depopulate whole‘areas of the New Mf:x—
ican frontier. 'To help pay the expenses of these wars, the Spanish began sending
captives to Havana for sale as slaves. The Spanish crown prohibited the sale of
Apache men, who were regarded as excessively dangerous, in 1800; but Apachf:
women, and presumably other captives, continued to be sold at Havana undl
1821. Thus the integration of the Spanish into the Puebla complex of trade and
war stabilized Pueblo-Spanish relations. In doing so, however, it transmuted t‘he
mutnal raiding of indigenous warfare into a much more deadly and destructive
form and eventually commercialized the taking of captives, transforming what
had once functioned as a mechanism of demographic replacement into a pro-

curement tool of the international slave trade.

(This account is derived from Weber, Spanish Frontier 77-100, 122-41,
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nities to gain prestige and provided a means of transferring allegiance from one
leader 10 another. In these respects, the contests provided an alternative way to
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“mourning-war” complex of the rest of North America north of Mexico, see
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