THREE PEOPLES, ONE KING:
Loyalists, Indians, Slaves and the

American Revolution in the Deep South, 1775-1782

A Dissertation
Presented to
The Faculty of the Department of History

The College of William and Mary in Virginia

In Partial Fulfillment
Of the Requirements for the Degree of

Doctor of Philosophy

by
James R. Piecuch

2005

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



APPROVAL SHEET

This dissertation is submitted in partial fulfillment of

the requirements for the degree of

Doctor of Philosophy

/Zv T

2 James R. Piecuch

Approved by the Committee, October 2005

s, ATt

James Axtell, Chair

Ronald Schechter

Elm Guad ()
Eliga Gould, Professor
University of New Hampshire

i

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



DEDICATION

This work is dedicated to all those courageous Americans: white, red, and black,
who gave their lives during the Revolution in the hope of creating a different future for
America within the British empire.

il

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
Preface v
Acknowledgments vi
Abstract vii
Introduction , 2
Chapter 1. Revolution Comes to the Deep South 25
Chapter II. The British Government and its Supporters
React to the Revolution 65
Chapter I1I. Whigs Ascendant 170
Chapter IV. The British Return 227
Chapter V. The Reconquest of South Carolina 318
Chapter V1. Precipice » ' ‘ 419
Chapter VII. British Collapse 500
Conclusion 605
List of Bibliographical Abbreviations 619
Bibliography 622
Vita 655

iv

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



PREFACE

In preparing this manuscript, I employed certain terms that require a brief
explanation. When referring to those American colonists who supported the British, I
have used the term “loyalists” throughout the text, foregoing use of the synonym
“Tories,” which had a derogatory connotation. When quoting from sources, however, the
terms “Tory” and “Tories” were left unaltered. I used the terms “Whigs,” “rebels,” and
“Americans” interchangeably when referring to those colonists who supported the
Revolution. To maintain consistency with the documentary sources, I have generally used
the term “Indians” rather than “Native Americans.” The terms blacks, slaves, and African
Americans are used interchangeably. In those rare instances involving blacks who were
not slaves, I have indicated their free status. Charleston, South Carolina, was spelled
“Charles Town,” “Charlestown,” and “Charleston” during the 1770s and 1780s; I have
left the original spelling intact in quotations, but used “Charleston” uniformly in the text.

In manuscript collections in which each page is numbered, such as the Cornwallis
Papers, I have given only the number of the first page of the cited document in the
footnotes. The information or quotation from that document may appear on a subsequent
page or pages. To reduce the length of the footnotes, I have employed several
abbreviations for sources and archives. An explanation of these abbreviations
immediately precedes the bibliography.
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ABSTRACT

This study examines the roles of white loyalists, Indians and African-Americans
in the British effort to regain control of South Carolina and Georgia during the American
Revolution, 1775-1782.

British officials believed that support from these three groups would make the
conquest of the Deep South colonies a relatively easy task. But when the British launched
a major effort to regain first Georgia and then South Carolina, the attempt ultimately
ended in failure. Most historians have explained this outcome by arguing that British
planning was faulty in its conception, and that officials overestimated both the numbers
of southern loyalists and the effectiveness of Indian support.

A detailed account of the contributions loyalists, Indians and slaves made to
British operations in the South demonstrates the scope and effectiveness of this support,
and concludes that neither a lack of assistance from these three groups nor poorly
conceived plans were responsible for British failure to regain control of Georgia and
South Carolina. Rather, British leaders failed to coordinate effectively the efforts of their
supporters in the Deep South, largely because they did not recognize that the peoples on
whom they counted for aid had disparate interests and a history of mutual animosity that
needed to be overcome to achieve their full cooperation. Furthermore, the British never
provided their supporters with adequate protection from regular troops, which allowed
the American rebels to undertake a brutal campaign of suppression against all who
favored the royal cause. Although loyalists, Indians, and slaves strove valiantly to aid the
British in the face of such persecution, the violence eventually took its toll and enabled
the rebels to overcome their opponents.
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INTRODUCTION

On the moming of December 14, 1782, the weak winter sun revealed dozens of
British ships clogging the waters of Charleston harbor in South Carolina, waiting for the
shift of the tide that would carry them over the bar and out into the Atlantic. Throngs of
people, blacks as well as whites, crowded the decks, the murmurs of thousands of voices
drowning out the sounds of water lapping against wooden hulls, of masts and spars
creaking in the wind. The passengers discussed with sadness the events that had led them
to this point, and the uncertain future that lay ahead.

Hundreds of miles to the west, in towns scattered throughout the wilderness
between the Appalachians and the Mississippi, thousands of Native Americans also
pondered their past and their future. Like their black and white counterparts aboard the
evacuation fleet, they had committed themselves to supporting the royal cause in the
Americén Revolutién. That cause was now irretrievably lost. Yet all of those who had
fought for it, black, red, and white Americans, British and German soldiers, had made
great efforts on behalf of King George I1I. The proof of their commitment could be found
in the thousands of graves that seeded the soil of South Carolina, Georgia, and East and
West Florida, from the Atlantic to the Mississippi, from the Gulf of Mexico to the Ohio
River. It could be found in the ashes of burned Indian towns, in the bloody scars left by

whips across the backs of slaves who had fled to the British, in the once-prosperous farms
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and plantations lying desolate after having been confiscated by the victorious American
rebels:

In that gloomy December, white loyalists, African Americans, and Native
Americans all wondered how things had gone so very wrong, how the hopes they had
entertained for their future within the British empire, which had dimmed and flared so
many times during the past seven and one-half years, had finally been extinguished. Had
they themselves failed to do enough? Did the British government fail them? Or were
there other reasons for the distressing outcome of the war? Whatever conclusion they
reached, one thing was certain: this was not the fate anyone among them had envisioned
in 1775.

British officials had certainly not expected such an outcome either. From the start
of the American Revolution, King George 111 and his ministers believed that the support
of the numerous southern loyalists, Indians, and slaves would enable the army to restore
royal authority in Georgia and South Carolina with relative ease. Yet despite a promising
start when British forces finally launched a campai gn in the South at the end of 1778, the
effort eventualiy failéd. In thé aftermath of defeat, British leaders devoted little effort to
an analysis of the reasons for the failure of their southern operations, focusing instead on
blaming their political opponents, or avoiding blame themselves, for the lost war.

Historians, however, have since sought to explain why the British failed to regain
control of South Carolina and Georgia. Most attribute the British defeat to a fundamental
error in planning the southern campaign: officials in London “grossly exaggerated the

extent of loyalism in the South.”! Don Higginbotham wrote that the decision to

"Don Higginbotham, “Reflections on the War of Independence, Modern Guerilla Warfare, and the War in
Vietnam,” in Ronald Hoffman and Peter J. Albert, eds., Arms and Independence: The Military Character of
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undertake the southern campaign was made because the ministry “mistakenly thought
great Tory strength lay slumbering in the South.”” He blamed the royal governors for
“disseminating false information” in this regard, thus creating the “illusion” of numerous
loyalists in the South. > The eminent British historian Sir John Fortescue stated that the
British based their military plans for the southern colonies “on the presumed support of a
section of the inhabitants. Of all the foundations whereon to build the conduct of a
campaign this is the loosest, the most treacherous, the fullest of peril and delusion.” It
was not surprising, Fortescue declared, that the campaign met “with the invariable
consequence of failure and disaster .... The mere fact that the British Ministry rested its
hopes on the co-operation of the American loyalists was sufficient to distract its councils
and vitiate its plans.”* Piers Mackesy likewise wrote that the “real miscalculation” made
by British officials in their planning “was the strength and vitality of the loyalists.””
Elsewhere, he asserted that British planning was handicapped by advice from “biased and

out-of-touch loyalists” who convinced the king’s ministers that large numbers of loyalists

the American Revolution (Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1984), 18. See also Paul David
Nelson, “British Conduct of the Revolutionary War: A Review of Interpretations,” JAH, Vol. 65, No. 3,
Dec. 1978, in which Nelson states that toyalist support in the South was less than expected, “partly because
loyalists were restrained from joining the British army by the activity of patriot guerrillas, but mostly
because loyalist numbers had been greatly exaggerated in the first place,” 628. H. T. Dickinson makes the
same assertion, H.T. Dickinson, ed., Britain and the American Revolution (New York: Addison Wesley
Longman, 1998), 16. For similar assessments, see Alan Valentine, Lord George Germain (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1962), 433; Robert McCluer Calhoon, The Loyalists in Revolutionary America, 1760-
1781 (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1973), xi; Robert Stansbury Lambert, South Carolina
Loyalists in the American Revolution (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1987), 307; John S.
Pancake, This Destructive War: The British Campaign in the Carolinas, 1780-1782 (University: University
of Alabama Press, 1985), 3.
? Don Higginbotham, Daniel Morgan: Revolutionary Rifleman (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 1961), 101.
? Don Higginbotham, The War of American Independence: Military Attitudes, Policies, and Practice, 1763-
1789 (Boston: Northeastern University Press, 1983), 135.
* Sir John Fortescue, The War of Independence: The British Army in North America, 1775-1783
(Mechanicsburg, PA: Stackpole Books, 2001), 21-22.

) > Piers Mackesy, The War for America, 1775-1783 (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1993), 32.
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stood ready to assist British troops.® Continuing in the same vein, David K. Wilson
insisted that British strategy in the South was based “on the erroneous premise that the
majority of the population in the southern colonies was loyal to the king” and criticized
British leaders for clinging to this idea “notwithstanding the accumulation of

considerable evidence to the contrary.”’

Those who have written on the southern

campaign for a popular audience generally share these opinions.®

Only a few historians believe that British officials had been fairly accurate in their
appraisal of loyalist strength in the South. John Shy insisted that the British assessment of
the numbers of southern loyalists was at least partially correct, writing that “British
estimates of American attitudes were frequently in error, but seldom were they
completely mistaken.”® John Richard Alden went a step farther, describing southern
loyalists as “numerous, vigorous and dangerous,” and noting that loyalists comprised a
large proportion of the population in both South Carolina and Georgia.'

Those who concede that British officials were generally correct in believing that
loyalists were relatively numerous in the South nonetheless argue that southern loyalists

failed to come forward and actively assist the British.!! Some of these historians attribute

this lack of loyalist support to flaws in British policy, as well as to the loyalists’

¢ Piers Mackesy, Could the British Have Won the War of Independence? (Worcester, MA: Clark University
Press, 1976), 10.

" David K. Wilson, The Southern Strategy: Britain’s Conquest of South Carolina and Georgia, 1775-1780
(Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 2005), xiii.

¥ See Lucien Agniel, The Late Affair Has Almost Broke My Heart: The American Revolution in the South,
1780-1781 (Riverside, CT: Chatham Press, 1972), 9, 12; John Buchanan, The Road to Guilford
Courthouse: The American Revolution in the Carolinas (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1997), 105.

? Quoted in Nelson, “British Conduct of the Revolutionary War,” 638.

' John Richard Alden, The South in the Revolution, 1763-1789 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University
Press, 1957), 324-325. A few historians agree with Alden’s assessment; see North Callahan, Royal Raiders:
The Tories of the American Revolution (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill Co., 1963), 37; and Henry Lumpkin,
From Savannah to Yorktown: The American Revolution in the South (New York: Paragon House, 1981), 9.
Y Russell F. Weigley, The Partisan War: The South Carolina Campaign of 1780-1782 (Columbia:
University of South Carolina Press, 1970), 10.
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essentially passive nature. In his study of the loyalists’ role in British planning, Paul H.
Smith found that British officials had no consistent policy regarding the employment of
loyalists in support of the army. “The capacity of the Loyalists to affect the outcome of
the war, their real ability to thwart the aims of the Revolution, was directly tied to their
projected role in British plans to end the rebellion,” he wrote. “Since they were almost
entirely dependent upon British military decisions, their part can be understood only in
terms of British efforts to organize them. For this reason it is fruitless to attempt to assess
their contribution in terms of their strength, concentration, attitudes, and military
capacity, without examining British plans for their mobilization.”'?

Smith described the British attitude toward loyalists as one of “ambivalence,”
with the ministers “eager to use them and unwilling to make the concessions and detailed
preparations required to weld them into an efficient force.” He concluded that “the
Loyalists never occupied a fixed, well-understood place in British strategy. Plans to use
them were in the main ad hoc responses to constantly changing conditions.”'? In addition,

Smith sta_ted that British leaders never fully understood the loyalists, whom he described
as “conservative, cautious, abhorring violénce ... The Loyalist’s \}irtues wére military
weaknesses. He was generally uncertain of his position, and was disinclined to commit
himself boldly. He was more likely to hesitate than to volunteer, to watch on the sidelines
than to fight openly.”'* This has become the prevailing view among historians. With

regard to South Carolina, Wallace Brown declared that loyalists there “are exceptionally

12 Paul H. Smith, Loyalists and Redcoats: A Study in British Revolutionary Policy (Chapel Hill: University
of North Carolina Press, 1964), viii-ix.

3 Smith, Loyalists and Redcoats, ix.

' Smith, Loyalists and Redcoats, 58. Piers Mackesy, departing from his opinion that British officials vastly
overestimated the number of loyalists, takes a position similar to that of Smith. Mackesy writes that the
British belief in loyalist strength “was nearer the truth than was once supposed,” and that “American
loyalists were indeed numerous. But ... they lacked organisation, unity of interests, and a common standard
around which they could rally.” Mackesy, War for America, 36.
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open to the charge of timidity and equivocation.”"> Ann Gorman Condon wrote that
“American historians have been inclined to dismiss [loyalists] as weak and unimaginative
hangers-on, as lackeys of the Crown.”'

Such criticism of the southern loyalists, which originated during the Revolution
and continues to pervade the secondary literature, has proven an obstacle to an accurate
assessment of loyalist contributions to the British effort to regain control of the southern
provinces. Denunciations of the loyalists came from both British and American writers.
Lieutenant General Charles, Earl Cornwallis, commander of the British southern
department, described loyal South Carolinians in November 1780 as “dastardly and
pusillanimous.”"” Cornwallis’s complaints earned him the sympathy of a French
observer, the Marquis de Chastellux, who wrote that it was the British general’s sad fate
“to conduct, rather than command, a numerous band of traitors and robbers, which
English policy decorated with the name of Loyalists. This rabble preceded the troops in
plunder, taking special care never to follow them in danger. Their progress was marked
by fire, devastation, and outrages of every kind.”'8

The views expressed by ComWallis and Chastellux demonstrate a paradox in

opinions of the loyalists. On one hand, loyalists are criticized as passive, while on the

other they are assailed as brutal, vengeance-driven purveyors of death and destruction.

' Wallace Brown, The Good Americans: The Loyalists in the American Revolution (New York: William
Morrow, 1969), 65.

16 Ann Gorman Condon, “The Foundations of Loyalism,” in Robert S. Allen, ed., The Loyal Americans:
The Military Role of the Loyalist Provincial Corps and Their Settlement in British North America, 1775-
1784 (Ottawa: National Museums of Canada, 1983), 2.

7 Cornwallis to Alexander Leslie, Nov. 12, 1780, in Charles Ross, ed., Correspondence of Charles, First
Marquis Cornwallis, Vol. 1 (London: J. Murray, 1859), 69.

18 Marquis de Chastellux, Travels in North America in the Years 1780, 1781, and 1782, Howard C. Rice,
Jr., trans. (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1963), Vol. 2, 570.
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The earliest American historians of the Revolution in the South, writing in the
heat of anti-British sentiment that persisted well into the nineteenth century, established
this portrait of loyalists as venal, bloodthirsty traitors to the glorious American cause.'®
By the 1850s, this had become the standard historical account. In 1851, Joseph Johnson
blamed the loyalists for both the viciousness of the war in South Carolina and for the
harsh measures the Whigs applied against the loyalists. “They caused the horrors of a
civil war, by which the country was desolated; and with it, the vindictive or retaliatory
acts, the banishment, sequestration, and the destruction of life and property, on both
sides,” Johnson asserted.”® Those who joined the loyal militia in the South Carolina
backcountry in 1780 “were the most profligate and corrupt men in the country,” M. A.
Moore declared in 1859.!

Attacks on the loyalists also became a staple in fictional works. Nineteenth-
century writer Willtam Gilmore Simms published a series of historical novels based on

events in revolutionary South Carolina, many of which first appeared in serial form in

¥ David Ramsay, The History of the Revolution of South-Carolina, from a British Province to an
Independent State (Trenton, NJ: Isaac Collins, 1785); Edward McCrady, The History of South Carolina in
the Revolution, 1775-1780 (New York: Macmillan Company, 1901; reprint, New York: Russell & Russell,
1969); Hugh McCall, The History of Georgia Containing Brief Sketches of the Most Remarkable Events, up
to the Present Day (Savannah: Seymour & Williams, 1811-1816). A rare exception to the endless attacks
on loyalists, from an American writer, is Alexander Garden’s praise for the loyalists’ “zeal and activity in
the cause in which they had engaged.” Garden describes the loyalists” efforts as being “of the highest utility
to our enemies, and leads to the developement of a melancholy fact, that in almost every instance where our
armies have been foiled in action, the opposition proceeded from our own countrymen.” Garden, who
served in the rebel forces and wrote his history forty years after the war ended, may have been influenced
by the fact that his father, Doctor Benjamin Garden, was a staunch loyalist. Yet Garden, referring to the
operations of loyalist units such as the British Legion and the partisan bands of Daniel McGirt and David
Fanning, criticizes “the deeds of horror perpetrated by this merciless banditti.” Alexander Garden,
Anecdotes of the Revolutionary War In America, with Sketches of Character of Persons the Most
Distinguished, in the Southern States, for Civil and Military Service (Charleston: A. E. Miller, 1822;
reprint, Spartanburg, SC: The Reprint Co., 1972), 258-259.

2 Joseph Johnson, Traditions and Reminiscences Chiefly of the American Revolution in the South:
Including Biographical Sketches, Incidents and Anecdotes, Few of which have been Published, Particularly
of Residents in the Upper Country, (Charleston: Walker and James, 1851; reprint, Spartanburg, SC: The
Reprint Co., 1972).

' M. A. Moore, Sr., M. D, Life of General Edward Lacey, (Spartanburg, SC: Douglass, Evins, & Co.,
1859; reprint, Greenville, SC: A Press, 1981), 11.
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magazines and have been frequently reprinted. “Simms never treated the Loyalists with
either sympathy or admiration,” one historian notes in polite understatement.** In his
novel Joscelyn, for example, Simms describes loyalist leader Thomas Brown as a
drunkard, “a savage, a brute, in many respects, ferocious and cruel.” Simms portrays
Moses Kirkland, another prominent loyalist, as an incompetent coward.”® Loyalist
partisans practice “lust, and murder, and spoliation” in Simms’s The Scout.** Similar
themes pervade the rest of Simms’s revolutionary novels, such as Eutaw®

The trend of depicting the Revolution in the South as a clear-cut conflict between
good and evil, the former personified by the American rebels and the latter by their
opponents, continued with the work of Lyman C. Draper, who has been described as a
“hero-worshiper and patriot” and “a maker of heroes.” Draper’s account of the Battle of
King’s Mountain glorified the brutal overmountain men who butchered Patrick Ferguson
and his loyalist detachment.”® Later historians have given these early histories far more
weight than they deserve, either accepting them at face value or insufficiently questioning
their overall accuracy.

Canadian historian Thomas Raddall identified an important reason why loyalists
have seldom recetved fair treatment in accounts of the Revolution. He observed that for

Americans, the struggle for independence “was an epic story to be written in epic fashion,

2c, Hugh Holman, “William Gilmore Simms’ Picture of the Revolution as a Civil Conflict,” JSH, Vol. 15,
No. 4, Nov. 1949, 460.

# William Gilmore Simms, Joscelyn (Published serially in the “Old Guard,” Jan.-Dec. 1867; reprint,
Spartanburg, SC: The Reprint Company, 1976), 76, 117, 296, 298.

** William Gillmore Simms, The Scout; or, the Black Riders of Congaree (New York: Redfield Co., 1841;
reprint, Atlanta: Martin & Hoyt, n.d.), 109, 160.

» William Gillmore Simms, Eutaw, A Sequel to The Forayers, or the Raid of the Dog-Days. A Tale of the
Revolution (New York: Redfield Co., 1856), e.g. 10, 233, 468.

% William B. Hesseltine, “Lyman Draper and the South,” JSH, Vol. 19, No. 1, Feb. 1953, 20, 27. Lyman C.
Draper, King’s Mountain and its Heroes: History of the Battle of King’s Mountain, October 7" 1780, and
the Events Which Led to It (Cincinnati: P. G. Thomson, 1881; reprint, Bowie, MD: Heritage Books, 2002).
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with scant regard for the other side of the argument, indeed with scant regard for the truth
where the truth diminished in any way the glory of their achievement.” As a result,
Raddall asserted that while the rebels’ cause was “fundamentally just,” historians have
ignored the often less-than-heroic means the rebels employed in order to succeed, along
with “the persecutions, the confiscations and banishment they inflicted upon their fellow-
Americans.”’

Thus the violent nature of the Revolution in the South has often been overlooked,
except when acts of cruelty can be attributed to the British or loyalists. Both participants
in the Revolution and later historians have ignored, downplayed, or attempted to justify
the brutality with which Americans treated their enemies, for such viciousness
contradicted the very ideals for which the rebels fought. As Charles Royster observed,
American revolutionaries “agreed that the future of American liberty depended first on
winning the war and second on how the war was won. Liberty could survive, many
Americans believed, only if the people showed themselves to be worthy defenders of
it.”® The rebels soon learned, however, that winning the war often required measures that
contrasted éharply with the ideals of their ‘cause. Rather than recognize their willingness
to sacrifice principle in the name of necessity, most revolutionaries found it easier to
blame the British and loyalists for initiating acts of cruelty, leaving the Americans no
choice but to retaliate in kind. Historians, too, chose this more palatable course.

Don Higginbotham, in one example of this practice, wrote that “brutality and

savagery ... had no appeal for the Americans in 1775.” He described the revolutionaries’

*" Thomas H. Raddall, “Tarleton’s Legion,” Collections of the Nova Scotia Historical Society, Vol. 28,
1947, 1, 2.

28 Charles Royster, A Revolutionary People at War: The Continental Army and American Character, 1775-
1783 (New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 1979), 3.
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goal as “[o]rganized resistance carried out with restraint,” while noting “the absence of
British suppression and American vengeance.” Noting that the conflict in the South was
exceptional for its high level of violence, Higginbotham blamed this on the loyalists. He
described them as “for the most part angry, bitter men” who “wanted a course of harsh
retribution” against their former oppressors. The “bloodthirsty loyalists” drove the
Americans “into open defiance,” while influencing Banastre Tarleton, Patrick Ferguson,
Lord Rawdon and other British officers “most exposed to tory opinions” to embrace
harsh, coercive policies.”

Some writers concede that the Whigs were occasionally guilty of acts of violence
and cruelty, but continue to insist that the British and loyalists behaved much worse.
Cynthia A. Kierner wrote that “scholars and contemporaries agree that the Whigs were
less ruthless than their opponents .... Tories and British regulars terrorized the
backcountry’s civilian population, murdering, plundering, taking prisoners, and causing
chaos in many communities.”*® Walter Edgar argued that British occupation policy in the
South depended on cruelty for its success: “From Charles, Lord Cornwallis, to the
humblest Tory militiamaﬁ, the occupying forces believed that fear and brutality would
cow the populace.” Edgar blamed the British for the atrocities committed by both sides,
stating that they “were initiated by British regulars or their Tory allies. Patriot militia
bands responded in kind, and the violence escalated into a fury that laid waste to entire

communities.”!

» Don Higginbotham, “Reflections on the War of Independence, Modern Guerilla Warfare, and the War in
Vietnam,” in Hoffman and Albert, eds., Arms and Independence, 5, 7, 11, 20-21.

*® Cynthia Kierner, Southern Women in Revolution, 1776-1800: Personal and Political Narratives
(Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1998), 17.

*! Walter Edgar, Partisans and Redcoats: The Southern Conflict That Turned the Tide of the American
Revolution (New York: William Morrow, 2001), xvi, xvii, 71.
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Very few historians have challenged this view. Fortescue described the rebel
militia’s “intimidation of loyalists” as a form of “terrorism” that “soon degenerated into
indiscriminate robbery and violence,” leading to loyalist retaliation and “in Carolina, a
civil war of surpassed ferocity.””** Martha Condray Searcy was even more emphatic in
placing responsibility for the violence in the South upon the Whigs. “The rebels began
the violence,” she wrote, referring to the outbreak of the Revolution in Georgia, and
added that no evidence indicates that Georgia loyalists retaliated in kind.*®

Two other obstacles to an accurate assessment of the numerical strength of the
southern loyalists, their contribution to the royal cause, and the soundness of British plans
based on the expectation of loyalist support are the difficulty in gauging the loyalists’
numbers and the fact that the allegiance of many southemers frequently shifted from one
side to another. Statistical evidence of loyalist strength in the South derives from the
claims submitted to the British government after the war by loyalists seeking
compensation for their losses. This data indicates that loyalism was more common in
South Carolina and Georgia than in any other cplony except New York, but claims were
filed by only a small fraction of loyalists, rﬁaking any evidence derived from the claims

incomplete.**

32 Fortescue, War of Independence, 259.

33 Martha Condray Searcy, The Georgia-Florida Contest in the American Revolution, 1776-1778
(University: University of Alabama Press, 1985), 171.

3 Wallace Brown, The King’s Friends: The Composition and Motives of the American Loyalist Claimants
(Providence, RI: Brown University Press, 1965), 213-214. Brown writes that South Carolinians filed 328
claims, representing .47 percent of the province’s prewar white population. This proportion, while slightly
less than that in New York, was “much higher than in any other colony ... except Georgia.” Among
Charleston residents, the percentage of inhabitants filing claims stood at 2.17, making that place “the most
strongly loyal city in all America,” with a proportion more than four times higher than that of New York.
For the difficulty of using the loyalist claims as a basis for statistical analysis, see Eugene R. Fingerhut,
“Uses and Abuses of the American Loyalists’ Claims: a Critique of Quantitative Analyses,” WMQ, Vol. 25,
No. 2, April 1968, 245-258.
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People in the southern colonies supported the British cause for a variety of
reasons, some of which had more to do with local conditions than with attitudes toward
imperial governance.’® Other colonists were neutral or not firmly committed to either
side, so that in addition to the contest between staunch loyalists and Whigs, the
Revolution in the South was “a struggle for the allegiance of the rank-and file of the
colonies’ white population.”® In a study of political allegiance in revolutionary Georgia,
Leslie Hall concluded that many people adhered to whichever side was best able to
provide them with land or protect their claim to the land they owned.”’ Rachel Klein,
explaining the rebels’ success in controlling the South Carolina interior, wrote that “the
whigs more consistently represented the broad class interests of rising backcountry
slaveowners.”*® While these assertions are undoubtedly true so far as neutral southerners
and lukewarm Whigs and loyalists are concerned, they overlook those whose loyalism
arose from a commitment to political principles, and which led them to sacrifice their
land and economic prospects rather than forsake their allegiance to Great Britain.

Given the preponderance of opinion, is it possible to come to any other conclusion
than the prevailing one that British policy in the South was fundamentally flawed, based
on chimerical predictions of loyalist support provided by biased loyalists and royal

officials? Or that the few southern loyalists were either passive or brutal, and thus of little

3% The issues of loyalist motivation and political belief are for the most part beyond the scope of this study.
For information on these topics, see Brown, The Good Americans; Calhoon, Loyalists in Revolutionary
America; Brown, King’s Friends; William H. Nelson, The American Tory (London: Oxford University
Press, 1961); Ann Gorman Condon, “Marching to a Different Drummer — The Political Philosophy of the
American Loyalists,” in Esmond Wright, ed., Red, White, and True Blue: The Loyalists in the Revolution
(New York: AMS Press, 1976); Condon, “Foundations of Loyalism,” 2-4.

3 Dan L. Morrill, Southern Campaigns of the American Revolution (Baltimore: Nautical and Aviation
Publishing Company, 1993), 3.

3" eslie Hall, Land and Allegiance in Revolutionary Georgia (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 2001),
esp. Xi-xii.

3 Rachel Klein, Unification of a Slave State: The Rise of the Planter Class in the South Carolina
Backcountry, 1760-1808 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1990), 81-82.
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use to the British? In fact, a careful study of the documentary evidence leads to very
different conclusions. Casting aside the unsubstantiated reminiscences that constituted
many of the early histories of the Revolution in the South, and carefully analyzing
contemporary accounts from both British and American sources, reveals that British
officials were indeed correct in believing that large numbers of loyalists inhabited
Georgia and South Carolina, and that they would contribute greatly to the effort to restore
royal authority in those provinces.

The best evidence for this can be found by comparing British assessments of
loyalist strength in the South with those made by their American opponents. When
compared, the reports are virtually interchangeable. Biased and out of touch the loyalist
exiles and royal officials may have been, yet Americans in the South held identical
opinions in regard to the numbers and military potential of the loyalists, as well as of the
possible dangers that would arise if Indians and slaves assisted the king’s forces.
American generals Robert Howe, Benjamin Lincoln, and Nathanael Greene and civil
officials such as South Carolina governor John Rutledge did not share the loyalists’
biasés, aﬁd they were certainly not out of touch: they were on the scene and in close
contact with the inhabitants of the southern provinces.

This suggests that British officials based their plans to regain control of the Deep
South colonies on accurate information, and the evidence further demonstrates that when
British troops arrived in the South, large numbers of loyalists came forward to assist
them. Some loyalists did hesitate to openly support the British, not from a “passive”
nature, but from fear instilled by years of persecution at the hands of the rebels. The

unremitting campaign of Whig cruelty, which far surpassed the brutality attributed to the
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loyalists, also eventually drove many loyal Americans to abandon their allegiance to
Britain to escape continued suffering. The British failed to restore royal authority in
Georgia and South Carolina, not because loyalists were too few, too passive, or too cruel,
but because the rebels relentlessly murdered, imprisoned, abused, and intimidated those
who supported the king’s government. Many British officers recognized this situation and
sympathized with the loyalists’ plight. “The richest loyalist runs the risk of becoming a
beggar” if left unprotected by the British army, a Hessian officer noted in 1778.%

Like the loyalists, Indians constituted one of the pillars upon which British hopes
for the reconquest of the southern provinces rested. Also like the loyalists, the Indians
have been criticized for providing inadequate support to the British and for committing
acts of cruelty which drove many white southerners into the rebel camp. As James H.
O’Donnell, III, noted, “The general theme that the Indian was an utter villain” arose
during the Revolution and “would continue to distort historical accounts.”*® Peter
Marshall believed that “a strong case can be made for the view that the horror aroused by
Indian participation in military campaigns far exceeded the assistance thus secured by
either vside.”‘i1 Edwafd J .' Cashin asserted that the British should have avoided using
Indians altogether. “The decision to use Indians was a major miscalculation by the British
high command,” he wrote, adding that the policy insured that land-hungry backcountry

settlers, most of whom were “Indian haters,” would support the rebels.*?

% Quoted in Bernhard A. Uhlendorf, ed. and trans., The Siege of Charleston, With an Account of the
Province of South Carolina: Diaries and Letters of Hessian Officers from the von Jungkenn Papers in the
William L. Clements Library (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1938), 11.

0 yames H. O’Donnell, 111, Southern Indians in the American Revolution (Knoxville: University of
Tennessee Press, 1973), ix.

! Peter Marshall, “First Americans and Last Loyalists: An Indian Dilemma in War and Peace,” in Wright,
ed., Red, White, and True Blue, 33.

2 Edward J. Cashin, “‘But Brothers, It Is Our Land We Are Talking About’: Winners and Losers in the
Georgia Backcountry,” in Ronald Hoffman, Thad W. Tate, and Peter J. Albert, eds., An Uncivil War: The
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Cashin based his opinion on the erroneous assumption that if British officials had
not called upon the Indians for support, the latter would have remained idle spectators to
the Anglo-American conflict. Indians recognized that they had a great stake in the
outcome of the Revolution, and would have participated regardless of what British
ministers in London decided. “The logic of nearly two hundred years of abrasive contact
with colonizing Europeans compelled the choice” most Indians made to support Britain,
Gary Nash observed, since it was the colonists “who most threatened Indian autonomy,”
whereas for more than a decade the British government had attempted to halt the influx
of settlers onto Indian land.*’

British officials did make several errors in their plans to use Indians against the
rebels. First, the ministers assumed that the Indians would act only when instructed to do
so by British Indian agents, overlooking the fact that the Indians were independent allies
who preferred to fight the colonists on their own terms, which did not always coincide
with British plans. Second, British leaders tended to think of the southern tribes as a
single entity, overlooking the divisions between the fqur southern Indian nati‘ons, some of
which had been aggra?ated By Britaih’s éwn Indian agents in order to provide security
for the colonists by promoting animosity among the Indians. Furthermore, all of the
major southern Indian nations, except the Chickasaws, were riven by internal dissension
that made unified action by even a single nation difficult to achieve. Finally, British
officials failed to realize the animosity that existed between the Indians and backcountry

whites, regardless of whether the latter were loyalists or Whigs. This produced the

Southern Backcountry in the American Revolution (Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1985),
249-250.

e Gary Nash, “The Forgotten Experience: Indians, Blacks, and the American Revolution,” in William M.
Fowler, Jr., and Wallace Coyle, eds., The American Revolution: Changing Perspectives (Boston:
Northeastern University Press, 1979), 39.
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paradox of committed loyalists alternately fighting the rebels and joining with their white
opponents against their erstwhile Indian allies. Despite these flaws in British policy,
southern Indians did contribute significantly to the British effort in the South; even when
they remained inactive, the Indians constituted a potential threat that rebel leaders could
not ignore, and the mere rumor of an Indian attack frequently diverted Whig militia and
regular troops who would otherwise have been employed against the British and loyalists.
Responding to the Indian menace in the same manner as they dealt with the loyalists, the
Whigs unleashed a torrent of brutality to suppress their Indian enemies and intimidated
them into withdrawing from the conflict.

The role of Britain’s third group of supporters in the South, African American
slaves, was overlooked for nearly two centuries. Most historians followed the path of
David Ramsay, the South Carolina rebel who wrote in his influential history of the
Revolution that slaves were “so well satisfied with their condition, that several have been
known to reject proffered freedom ... emancipation does not appear to be the wish of the

generality of them.””*

Ramsay could not have helped personally observing the flight of
thousands of slaves to the British; hé and those wh6 wfote afterwards evidently preferred
to write histories that would please themselves and their patriotic readers rather than face
the unpleasant fact that for most African Americans it was the British, not the Whigs,
who provided the opportunity to gain liberty. As Gary Nash noted, “the American
Revolution represents the largest slave uprising” in American history. “Discovering the

power of the revolutionary ideology of protest, slaves found the greatest opportunities for

applying it by fleeing to the very forces against which Americans directed their

* Quoted in Arthur H. Shaffer, “Between Two Worlds: David Ramsay and the Politics of Slavery,” JSH,
Vol. 50, No. 2, May 1984, 190.
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ideological barbs.”* Nash added that this uprising “was carried on individually rather
than collectively for the most part, because circumstances favored individualized
struggles for freedom.”® The war “gave slaves new leverage to challenge both the
institution of chattel bondage and the allied structures of white supremacy.” Divisions in
the planter class between Whigs and loyalists shattered the white unity on which the slave
system depended, and allowed slaves to seize opportunities to alter their status that arose
amidst the wartime chaos.’

Driven by their desire for freedom, African Americans refused to remain idle
during the struggle. “Whatever the schemes of patriot and tory leaders during 1775, local
slave leaders ... were attentive and active participants rather than ignorant and passive
objects,” Peter H. Wood wrote. Black activists sought to capitalize on the white struggle
in their plans for freedom fully as much as white factions tried to implicate half a million
blacks in their political designs.”*® Most slaves, hoping to escape bondage amid the
tumult of war, naturally looked to the British. Many slaves had heard of the Somerset

case, tried in England in 1772, in which James Somerset, a slave brought to Britain in
1769, sued for his freedom. Although Chief Justice Lord Ménsﬁeld was reluctant to issue
a decision that would emancipate the 14,000 slaves then in England, he finally, on June

22, ordered Somerset released. Mansfield’s ruling effectively abolished slavery in Great

3 Gary Nash, Race and Revolution (Madison, WI: Madison House Publishers, 1990), 57, 59-60.

% Nash, “Forgotten Experience,” in Fowler and Coyle, eds., American Revolution: Changing Perspectives,
36.

7 Ira Berlin, Many Thousands Gone: The First Two Centuries of Slavery in North America (Cambridge,
MA: Belknap Press, 1998), 219-220.

“8 peter H. Wood, ““The Dream Deferred’: Black Freedom Struggles on the Eve of White Independence,”
in Gary Y. Okihiro, ed., In Resistance: Studies in African, Caribbean, and Afro-American History
(Ambherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1986), 173. Benjamin Quarles expresses a similar opinion in
“The Revolutionary War as a Black Declaration of Independence,” in Ira Berlin and Ronald Hoffman, eds.,
Slavery and Freedom in the Age of the American Revolution (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1986),
290.
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Britain.*” Some American slaves had concluded that they would be free if they could
somehow get to England. The slaves had not forgotten this when the war began. Even if
the British army did not offer them outright emancipation, slaves were “accustomed to
sorting our degrees of exploitation. If their goal was freedom, the British offered the
quickest route to it, almost the only route, in fact, in the South.”*°

Although British leaders recognized that slaves were likely to assist them in their
efforts to suppress the rebellion and discussed various means of employing them, the
ministry never settled upon a policy for the use of slaves. This is hardly surprising, since
royal officials recognized that any tampering with the institution of slavery risked doing
more harm than good to the king’s cause. The status and wealth of many southern
‘colonists was inextricably linked to slave ownership.®’ Furthermore, the constant danger
of slave revolt filled white southerners with “a chilling fear which even the rhythmic
tedium of daily life could never entirely smother.” Few white inhabitants of Georgia or
South Carolina, whatever their political opinions, could contemplate any change in the
slave systgm unaccompanied by violent upheaval. “A successful insurrection loomed as
total destruction, as the irrétrievable loss of all that white men had won in America.” It
would be a “social revolution” that was “wholly destructive” of southern white society.”
The Whigs in fact capitalized on rumors that the British government planned to arm
slaves to motivate their supporters and to try to bring loyalists into the rebel camp. “The

latent distrust of the slave seems to have been deliberately exploited by Southern patriots

* Ellen Gibson Wilson, The Loyal Blacks (New York: Capricorn Books, 1976), 21; Benjamin Quarles, The
Negro in the American Revolution (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1996), 37.

5% Wilson, Loyal Blacks, 3.

5! Duncan J. MacLeod, Slavery, Race and the American Revolution (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1974), 136.

52 Winthrop D. Jordan, White Over Black: American Attitudes Toward the Negro, 1550-1812 (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1968), 112, 115.
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as a means of arousing animosity toward the British and of coercing those who were
lukewarm or timid about breaking with England,” Benjamin Quarles wrote; “such
propaganda was effective in stilling any inclination to make a warrior of the Negro.”*?
The British government’s failure to establish an official policy concerning slaves
meant that, as Ira Berlin observed, “the British proved to be unreliable liberators .... as
they feared identification as the slaves’ friend would drive slaveholding Loyalists into the
Patriot camp.” When forced to deal with large numbers of runaway slaves, “British
commanders wavered,” which “made it impossible for fugitives to predict whether they
would be greeted as freed people or slaves, treated as allies or spoils of war.” Yet if this
inconsistency prevented many slaves from fleeing to the British, the slaves clearly
understood that they could not expect any opportunity for freedom from the Whigs.>
The limited use that the British made of slaves antagonized many rebels and
alienated some loyalists, although not all southern whites embraced the institution of
slavery. In the backcountry, where loyalism was strongest, “white frontiersmen with
little sympathy for the nabobs of the tidewater sometimes sheltered such black men and
women” who had run away from their mastefs, “employing them with no questions
asked.” Nevertheless, Sylvia R. Frey went so far as to assert that in 1780 “the South
Carolina pacification program broke down primarily because of British attempts to use
slaves as weapons against their masters.”® This is a considerable overstatement, since
British officials tried to disrupt the system of slavery as little as possible. Although the

British often employed rebel-owned slaves in noncombat roles with the army, many

33 Quarles, Negro in the Revolution, 14.

> Berlin, Many Thousands Gone, 296-297, 298.
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others, whether owned by Whigs or loyalists, were returned to their plantations. In the
end, British reluctance to draw upon the support of African Americans to the fullest
possible extent hurt the royal cause by depriving the British of a valuable resource.
Already outraged at the limited use the British had made of slaves, the Whigs’ animosity
could not have been made much worse, and any dissatisfaction arising among white
loyalists from the creation of large units of black troops would have been more than
offset by the accession of strength to the British army. Even in a restricted role, African
Americans made significant contributions to the British effort to regain the southern
provinces, and their potential had not come close to being fully realized.

As was the case with loyalists and Indians, the rebels responded ruthlessly to the
threat from their slaves. Again, historians have tended to overlook this aspect of the
Revolution in the South. Peter H. Wood attributed this to a desire on the part of most
Americans to preserve the idea that the Revolution, a noble cause, was fought and won
by noble Americans in a noble manner. “After all,” Wood wrote, “the Revolutionary Era
remains the most closely guarded treasure i_n our national mythology. Adding too much
realistic detail about the situation of African Ameficans at fhe moment when the colonies
were declaring their independence might well, in the words of James Baldwin, ‘reveal
more about America to Americans than Americans wish to know.’””’

Had British leaders chosen to arm large numbers of slaves, they might have faced
much difficulty in coordinating the actions of Indians and blacks, because they would
have had to overcome the effects of their own previous colonial policies. William S.

Willis observes that “the Colonial Southeast was the only place where Indians, Whites,

57 peter H. Wood, ““The Facts Speak Loudly Enough’: Exploring Early Southern Black History,” in
Catherine Clinton and Michele Gillespie, eds., The Devil’s Lane: Sex and Race in the Early South (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1997), 12.
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and Negroes met in large numbers.” Since the colonists constituted “a frightened and
dominant White minority [that] faced two exploited colored majorities,” colonial officials
“willfully helped create ... antagonism between Indians and Negroes in order to preserve
themselves and their privileges” from the danger of combined Indian-slave opposition.®
The methods used to promote animosity between slaves and Indians included laws
prohibiting blacks from entering Indian lands and hiring Indians to capture runaway
slaves. These policies were partially effective, although J. Leitch Wright noted that the
policy “failed as often as it succeeded ... Africans and Indians intermingled, learned each
others’ language, intermarried, and at times made common cause against whites.” ?
Unifying white loyalists, Indians, and slaves in a common effort to aid the British
army in retaking Georgia and South Carolina would certainly have been a difficult, but
not impossible, task. The British belief that these three diverse peoples would be the
means by which royal authority would be restored in the southern colonies can be likened
metaphorically to a rope, in which each of the three groups was a strand; once braided
together, this rope would be strong enough to bind South Carolina and Georgia to the
British Empire. British officials correctly expected considerable loyalist supbort;
however, they failed to realize the divisions within the Indian nations, as well as the utter
lack of harmony among loyalists, Indians, and slaves, which complicated any attempt to
bring them to act in concert. In addition, neither Indians nor slaves were so pliable as to

act only when and if the British government demanded their assistance. The Indian

nations pursued their own interests as allies rather than as subjects of King George, while

8 William S. Willis, “Divide and Rule: Red, White, and Black in the Southeast,” Journal of Negro History,
Vol. 48, No. 3, July 1963, 157-176, esp. 157, 168, 160.
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African Americans challenged British hesitance to employ them by fleeing in large
numbers to the British army and offering their support. Frustrated at their inability to
direct the Indians and fearful of the consequences of arming slaves, British officials relied
primarily on the loyalists, made little effort to encourage cooperation between loyalists,
Indians, and slaves, and thus deprived themselves of the full strength that would have
accrued to them by fully mobilizing and unifying their diverse supporters. This enabled
the rebels to suppress the loyalists and Indians separately, while only a fraction of the
vast potential of southern slaves to support the British was brought to bear against the
Whigs. As a result, Britain’s southern strategy, although sound in conception, failed
because the ministers formed no detailed plan for its execution. Yet in spite of this
impediment, loyalists, Indians, and slaves contributed far more to the British effort to
retake South Carolina and Georgia than has been previously recognized. What is striking
about their role in the southern provinces is not that they contributed so little, but that in
the face of unremitting, brutal opposition, they contributed so much.

The geographic scope of most histories of the Revolution in the South
encompasses Georgia, the Carolinas, and Virginia. This study shifts the regional focus to
South Carolina, Georgia, East Florida, and West Florida, which permits a more coherent
analysis of the roles of loyalists, Indians, and slaves. The Floridas were the homeland of
three of the Indian nations allied to the British, served as refuges for southern loyalists
and slaves seeking to escape the Whigs, and functioned as bases from which British
regulars, loyalists, and Indians operated against the frontiers of Georgia and South

Carolina. While the recapture of North Carolina and Virginia were key elements in the
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British southern strategy, the British made no sustained effort to mobilize their supporters
in either of those provinces.

This is the first regional study of the American Revolution undertaken from the
perspective of the British and their supporters. As such, it seeks to correct the
exaggerated tales of untarnished American valor and the unmitigated perfidy of those
who adhered to the royal cause. The result is an often unflattering portrayal of the Whigs,
while loyalist, Indian, and slave supporters of the British appear in a more favorable light
than is usual. An objective analysis of the sources permits no other interpretation. As
Gary Nash stated, “for many of the people of North America the struggle for life, liberty,
and the pursuit of happiness in the 1770s and 1780s was carried on by fighting with the
British and against those American patriots upon whom our patriotic celebrations have
always exclusively focused.”® Those peoples — white, red, and black — who supported
King George III do not deserve to be forever castigated by historians solely because they

pursued a different dream for America’s future.

% Nash, “Forgotten Experience,” in Fowler and Coyle, eds., American Revolution: Changing Perspectives,
32.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



CHAPTER ]
REVOLUTION COMES TO THE DEEP SOUTH

Between 1763 and 1775, the dispute between Great Britain and several of the
North American colonies over the issue of taxation grew increasingly bitter. American
Whigs refused to concede that the British parliament had the authority to tax the
provinces, while British officials believed that parliamentary sovereignty was the
foundation on which the empire rested and would not consider surrendering that authority
to the colonists.

The colonies of the Deep South responded to the imperial crisis in different ways.
South Carolina’s political leaders, the wealthy planters of the lowcountry, embraced
Whig principles and took a prominent role in the colonial resistance to British policy.
Although they did not speak for all of the province’s inhabitants, they were powerful
enough to align the colony with their neighbors to the north in the revolutionary
movement. Georgians, kept in check by their skillful and popular royal governor, Sir
James Wright, and fearful that opposition to parliament’s authority might cause them to
forfeit British protection from their powerful Indian neighbors, hesitated to commit
themselves fully to the Whig cause. Finally, pressured by South Carolina’s Whigs and
incited by its own small but vocal rebel party, Georgia became the last of the thirteen
colonies to join the American resistance in 1776. In the provinces of East and West

Florida, Whigs were few; most inhabitants showed little interest in the disputes of the

25

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



26

1760s and 1770s, and both provinces remained loyal to Britain when hostilities began in

1775.

South Carolina

South Carolina was one of the wealthiest provinces in North America. Charleston,
the fourth-largest town in the American colonies, was the provincial capital as well as a
leading commercial center. On the vast plantations in the coastal region known as the
lowcountry, enslaved African Americans produced large crops of rice and indigo for
export, enriching the aristocratic planters who dominated the economic and political life
of the colony. Jealous of their power and privileges, the planters actively opposed British
policies that appeared to threaten their rights.’

When Parliament passed the Stamp Act in 1765, imposing a tax on newspapers,
customs documents, and legal papers, South Carolina planters as well as many Charleston
artisans believed that the law encroached upon their right to be taxed only by their own
provincial assembly and prepared to resist any attempt to enforce the act. With the law
scheduled to take effect on November 1, protests began in October. Opponents of the
stamp tax burned an effigy of the stamp distributor, broke several windows at his house,
and eventually forced him to resign. They also conducted a mock funeral for “liberty.”
Yet compared to their counterparts in many other colonies, South Carolinians’ resistance /
to the Stamp Act was relatively restrained; they did not engage in the kind of destruction
practiced in places like Boston. Tensions ended when Parliament responded to the

protests by repealing the act in early 1766.

' Alden, South in the Revolution, 24-25; Robert M. Weir, “4 Most Important Epocha”: The Coming of the
Revolution in South Carolina (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1970), 3-5.
> Weir, “Most Important Epocha”, 15,17, 21.
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Parliament’s imposition of the Townshend Revenue Acts in 1767 again strained
the province’s relationship with Britain. The taxes on imported glass, lead, paint, paper
and tea were seen as another attempt to raise money from the colonists without their
consent. Charleston’s artisans, who were most affected by the acts, expressed immediate
dissatisfaction and soon pressured the planters and merchants, who had initially shown
little concern about the new taxes, to join them in opposing the law. Representatives of
all three groups agreed to halt the importation of British goods until the acts were
repealed.’ The opponents of British policy, who styled themselves “Whigs,” employed
harsh methods to enforce the nonimportation agreement. Adopting the motto “Sign or
Die,” the Whigs threatened violence to anyone who showed reluctance to subscribe to the
pact.* In most cases, however, the coercion was economic: “associators denied
nonsubscribers the use of their wharves and refused to purchase their rice, indigo, or
other plantation products.” Yet many prominent merchants refused to cooperate, so that
British exports to South Carolina dropped by no more than fifty percent. Merchants who
had agreed to nonimportat_ion, seeing their competitors profiting by ignoring the
agréement, sometimes resumed the purchase of British goods. Parliament repealed the
Townshend duties in April 1770, except for the tax on tea.’

While lowcountry Carolinians denounced British policies they considered
oppressive, their counterparts in the province’s interior or backcountry raised similar
complaints about the treatment they received at the hands of the lowcountry planters who

governed them. “The planters of South Carolina ... were unwilling to grant representation
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to the upcountry, and its House of Commons was an exclusively eastern body.”” The
Assembly ignored the desire of backcountry residents for representation, local courts, and
other institutions to establish order and secure their rights. When an outburst of violent
crime struck the backcountry in 1767, many of the inhabitants joined together to demand
that the provincial government address their grievances. Known as “Regulators,” these
people meted out punishment to criminals while pressuring officials to grant them the
right to vote, provide courts and jails, and institute other legal reforms. By 1769, when
the movement came to an end, the Regulators had achieved many of their demands.
Provincial officials created four judicial districts in the backcountry, each with its own
sheriff, court, and jail, and established two parishes whose inhabitants could elect
representatives to the Assembly. Nevertheless, backcountry representation in the
Assembly remained disproportionately small until the eve of the Revolution, when the
provincial congress, in an effort to increase backcountry support for the Whigs, allocated
about one-third of its seats to representatives from the region.®

Shortly after Regulator unrest had subsided, the Assembly voted in December
1769 to seﬁd a cohtﬁbutioﬁ of £1500 sterling (nearly $200,000 in 2002 value) to the
Society of the Gentlemen Supporters of the Bill of Rights, an organization devoted to
assisting British political radical John Wilkes in his opposition to the government. Wilkes
was popular among South Carolina Whigs; Charleston’s artisans had earlier formed a
“John Wilkes Club.” Lt. Gov. William Bull and the Council were aghast, not only

because they opposed the payment, but because it had been made without their consent.
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The Council therefore refused to permit the Assembly to recover the funds from the 1770
tax receipts. To force the Council’s hand, the Assembly refused to pass a tax bill that did
not cover the expense of the donation to Wilkes. Bull and the Council found this
unacceptable and a deadlock ensued. When Governor Lord Charles Montagu arrived in
September 1771, he too resisted the Assembly’s efforts to include the Wilkes funds in a
tax l;ill, and eventually dissolved the house. Both sides remained intransigent, as the
dispute evolved into a debate over the relative powers of the Assembly and the Council.
“No annual tax bill was passed in South Carolina after 1769 and no legislation at all after
February 1771. For all practical purposes royal government in South Carolina broke
down.”!?

The breakdown of legal government enabled the Whig committees to take
effective control of affairs in Charleston. They were therefore ideally situated to take
advantage of the next crisis in the imperial relationship — the passage of the Tea Act in
1773. Parliament’s intention had been to assist the financially-troubled East India
Company by allowing it to sell tea directly to the c;olonists at a lower cost; the act
actually reduced the tax on tea. Td the Whigs, however, the act appeared to be a ploy by
the British government to deceive them into abandoning their opposition to British
taxation by purchasing taxed tea, something they had avoided since the repeal of the
Townshend Acts. When a shipment of tea arrived in Charleston on December 1, a crowd
gathered to protest. The merchants to whom it was consigned, fearing the wrath of the

mob, refused to accept it. Before a confrontation could develop, Lt. Gov. Bull confiscated

19 Jack P. Greene, “Bridge to Revolution: The Wilkes Fund Controversy in South Carolina, 1769-1775,”
JSH, Vol. 29, No. 1, Feb. 1963, 19-52 (quotation 52).
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the tea for nonpayment of the tax and stored it in town. This action defused the protests in
Charleston."!

In Boston, opponents of the Tea Act had dumped a large quantity of tea into the
harbor in mid-December. Parliament responded to the news by passing the Coercive
Acts, which closed the port of Boston and placed Massachusetts under military
government. South Carolina’s Whigs believed that the Coercive Acts foreshadowed a
British attack on the people’s liberty throughout the colonies and joined their eleven
northern neighbors in sending representatives to a Continental Congress in
Philadelphia.'

When the delegates returned, the Whigs called for the election of a provincial
congress, as the Assembly was still moribund as a result of the Wilkes Fund dispute. The
congress adopted a nonimportation agreement, chose delegates to attend a second
Continental Congress, and began preparations to resist the British with force. In the
spring of 1775, reports of fighting between British troops and Americans at Lexington
and Concord and rumors that British officials planned to incite slave revolts and unleash
Indian attacks on South Carolina radicalized the Whigs. Tﬁey used coercion to enforce
nonimportation and make people sign the Continental Association declaring their
opposition to British policy. The recently arrived royal governor, Lord William
Campbell, found the Whigs in control of the militia and himself powerless to assert any
authority. Fearing for his safety, he took refuge aboard a British warship in Charleston

harbor on September 15, 1775. Royal authority no longer existed in the province.'

" Weir, “Most Important Epocha”, 51-52; Maier, From Resistance to Revolution, 275-276.
'2 Weir, “Most Important Epocha”, 52-55.
13 Weir, “Most Important Epocha”, 58-59, 62-64, 68.
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Because lowcountry planters dominated the Assembly and nearly all of them were
Whigs, the transition from royal government to Whig control was relatively smooth. This
made it virtually impossible for loyalists to retain a voice in provincial affairs.'* One of
the few who expressed an opinion displeasing to the Whigs quickly felt their wrath. On
August 12, 1774, the Rev. Mr. John Bullman, assistant rector at St. Michael’s Church,
preached a sermon in which he urged the people to keep their proper station, do their
duty, and not usurp the authority of others. His advice “afforded the Demagogues a
handle to work up such resentment in the minds of the People” that Bullman was
immediately labeled an enemy of liberty. The vestry of St. Michael’s forbade him from
officiating at future services. Although seventy-four church members later signed a
petition requesting that Bullman be reinstated, the vestry refused. The humiliated minister
returned to England in the spring of 1775." His fate was a harbinger of what awaited
South Carolina’s loyalists when they dared to challenge the Whigs.

The rebels had other concerns besides an occasional critic. They worried about
the Vrelucta.mce of their neighbors in Georgia, who in their opinion did not exhibit
sufficient zeal for the revolutionary cause. The Georgians sﬁowed little desire to
cooperate in nonimpertation, leading angry South Carolinians to declare that the province

should “be amputated from the rest of their brethren, as a rotten part that might spread a

dangerous infection.”'®

Loyalist clerics and wavering Georgians were minor problems compared to other

dangers the Whigs faced. From the beginning of the dispute with Britain, South

' Jack P. Greene, “The Role of the Lower Houses of Assembly in Eighteenth-Century Politics,” JSH, Vol.
27, No. 4, Nov. 1961, 455,

15 William Bull to Dartmouth, March 15, 1775, Dartmouth Papers, #1107, Microfilm, DLAR.
' Quoted in Maier, From Resistance to Revolution, 121.
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Carolina’s large slave population had complicated the political situation. By 1775, slaves
would outnumber the province’s white population by 104,000 to 70,000. With nearly
two-thirds of whites living in the backcountry and more than ninety percent of slaves in
the lowcountry, the fear of slave insurrection was pervasive among lowcountry whites.'’
To keep their laborers subservient, the planters established a system of rigid control that
constituted “the most rigorous deprivation of freedom to exist in institutionalized form
anywhere in the English continental colonies.”'® Thus much of the restraint the Whigs
demonstrated during the Stamp Act protests was the result of whites’ concern that any
tumults might provoke unrest among the slaves. The fear was well founded, as some
“disorderly negroes,” emulating white opponents of the stamp tax, marched through
Charleston in January 1766 shouting “Liberty.” The march threw Charleston residents
into an uproar; provincial officials called out the militia and sent emissaries across the
colony looking for signs of slave rebellion."’

As relations with Britain worsened, the actions of a black Methodist preacher
named David made clear to whites that the threat from their slaves might be magnified by
the conflict. David had been traine(i in England and sent to America by the Countess of
Huntingdon to convert slaves to Christianity. In late 1774 or early 1775, David preached
a sermon in Charleston on the delivery of the Israclites from bondage in Egypt, declaring
that “God will deliver his own People from Slavery.” Whites recognized the incendiary

nature of David’s message, and some of David’s white supporters had to rush him out of

7 Klein, Unification of a Slave State, 9; Edgar, Partisans and Redcoats, xiii.

18 Jordan, White Over Black, 85.

1 Pauline Maier, “The Charleston Mob and the Evolution of Popular Politics in Revolutionary South
Carolina, 1765-1784,” Perspectives in American History, Vol. 4, 1970, 176-177.
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town before he was lynched.?® Taken to Georgia, he continued to attack the institution of
slavery until whites there, angered by his crusade, returned him to England.21

Fear of slave rebellion was also widespread among backcountry settlers. Many
backcountry settlers hoped to one day become slaveowners themselves; while they were
hostile toward the lowcountry aristocracy, they “were not hostile to slavery.”*? One of the
Regulators’ complaints had been that whenever they managed to “save a little Money ...
Wherewith to purchase Slaves,” robbers learned of it and stole the funds.”® The number
of slaves in the backcountry grew steadily in the years before the Revolution, reaching
:about 6,000 by 1770.%*

Reverend Charles Woodmason, an Anglican missionary, recognized the fear of
slave revolt in the backcountry as he traveled through the region in the 1760s and used it
to strengthen his argument for religious tolerance. Woodmason pointed out the threat that
arose from “an Internal Enemy,” the province’s numerous slaves. “Over these We ought
to keep a very watchful Eye,” he advised, “lest they surprize us in an Hour when We are
not aware, and begin our Friendships towards each other in one Common Death.”* In
promoting the establishment of schools in the backcountry, Woodmason tried to tap into
the fear to dampen the inhabitants’ desire for slaves. He expressed the hope that

education “may prove a Means of lessening the Number of Negroes that are now

* Berlin, Many Thousands Gone, 175.

2! Philip D. Morgan, “Black Life in Eighteenth-Century Charleston,” Perspectives in American History,
New Series, Vol. 1, 1984, 208-209.

22 Robert Olwell, Masters, Slaves, and Subjects: The Culture of Power in the South Carolina Lowcountry,
1740-1790 (Ithaca, NY: Comell University Press, 1998), 31.

 Remonstrance of the Regulators to the SC Assembly, 1767, in Charles Woodmason, The Carolina
Backcountry on the Eve of the Revolution, Richard J. Hooker, ed. (Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1953), 226.

24 Olwell, Masters, Slaves, and Subjects, 31.

2 Woodmason, Carolina Backcountry, 93-94.
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employ’d as family Servants and therefrom by Degrees freeing this Land from an Internal
Enemy that may one day be the total Ruin of it.”?®

Woodmason also found backcountry inhabitants to be extremely hostile to the
Indians and likewise appealed to this sentiment to advance his agenda. “There is an
External Enemy near at Hand, which tho’ not formidable either to our Religion or
Liberties, still is to be guarded against,” he told a Presbyterian audience in urging them
not to discriminate against people of other denominations. “These are our Indian
Neighbours. Common Prudence, and our Common Security, requires that We should live
like Brethren in Unity, be it only to guard against any Dangers to our Lives and
Properties as may arise from that Quarter.”27 He also demonstrated the value of education
by contrasting white society with that of the Indians, asserting that among the latter, “for
want of due Instruction, the most Savage Dispositions and detestable Practises contrary to
the Principles of Humanity as well as of Religion, are transmitted down from one
Wretched Generation of Creatures to another.””® Woodmason may not have actually held
such opinions, but he was clearly aware that appeals of this nature would be effective in
winning support from the backcountry settlers. The Whlgs would efnploy the Same tactic

a few years later in an attempt to convince these same people to support the rebellion.

Georgia
Georgia, the most recently founded and weakest of the thirteen rebel provinces,

was the last to join the revolutionary movement. During the first years of the dispute

2% Woodmason, Carolina Backcountry, 121.
2 Woodmason, Carolina Backcountry, 93-94.
# Woodmason, Carolina Backcountry, 121.
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between Britain and the colonies, Georgia’s royal governor, James Wright, who had held
his office since 1760 and whose political skill and dedication to his province’s welfare
made him one of the most capable provincial governors in the British Empire, succeeded
‘in checking the more radical elements in Georgia. It was not until the summer of 1775
that the Whigs finally wrested authority from him and dragged the province into

revolution.?

The Stamp Act brought the first challenge to Wright’s popularity and leadership
skills in 1765. Most Georgians opposed the act, believing fhat it infringed upon their
liberty. Various protests took place in Savannah, while some opponents of the act
organized themselves as “Sons of Liberty.” Wright thwarted the effort of an extralegal
meeting of the Assembly to send delegates to the Stamp Act Congress in New York,
although when the representatives met officially in December they dispatched a petition
to London demanding the act’s repeal. Believing himself bound to enforce the law,
Wright closed the port of Savannah until ships could be legally cleared through customs
using stamped documents, a clever maneuver which led Savannah_’s merchants to petition
for enforcement of the act. With the help of the provincial rangers, merchants, and ships’
officers, Wright then intimidated the opposition and put the Stamp Act into effect.*
Despite his success in upholding the law, Wright realized that the Whigs had seriously

threatened his authority and expressed “the greatest Mortification to see the Reins of

2 K enneth Coleman, The American Revolution in Georgia, 1763-1789 (Athens: University of Georgia
Press, 1958), 3, 53.

3 'W. W. Abbot, The Royal Governors of Georgia, 1754-1775 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 1959), 104-105, 107, 113-115; Maier, From Resistance to Revolution, 84, Coleman, Revolution in
Georgia, 18-22.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



36

Government nearly hoisted out of my Hands, His Majesties authority Insulted, and the
Civil power obstructed.”!

The governor had won the battle over the Stamp Act, but his victory made Whigs
more determined to challenge him on other issues. In 1767 the Assembly refused to
provide supplies for British troops in the province as required by the Quartering Act. The
representatives also challenged the status of the Provincial Council, claiming it could not
properly be considered the upper house of the legislature nor act in that capacity. Wright
stood firm on both issues and eventually triumphed. In January 1768 the Assembly
abandoned their challenge to the Council; they conceded to Wright on the Quartering Act
three months later, although General Thomas Gage withdrew the troops in August.
However, the representatives blamed Wright for causing both disputes. Wright replied
with a scathing critique of the Assembly.*

The legislators renewed the battle in December 1768, when in spite of Wright’s
admonitions, members adopted an address to the king protesting the Townshend Acts. In
response Wright immediately dissolved the Assembly.33 Most Georgians, however, paid
little heed to either the Townshend Acts or the Assenibly’s opposition to them until
September 1769, when protest meetings were held in Savannah, at which participants
voted to adopt a nonimportation agreement. Upon learning that councillor Jonathan
Bryan had presided at one of the meetings, Wright suspended him from the Council. The
governor also worked quietly to convince people not to sign the agreement, and this,

along with the lack of any means to enforce nonimportation, resulted in the complete

3 Quoted in Maier, From Resistance to Revolution, 92.

*2 Abbot, Royal Governors, 126-127, 134, 140-143; Coleman, Revolution in Georgia, 26-27.

33 Kenneth Coleman, “James Wright and the Origins of the Revolution in Georgia,” in James Kirby Martin,
ed., The Human Dimensions of Nation Making: Essays on Colonial and Revolutionary America (Madison:
State Historical Society of Wisconsin, 1976), 116.
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failure of the agreement. Even criticism from South Carolina’s Whigs and their threat to
suspend trade with Georgia failed to prod Georgians to further action.*

Wright battled the Assembly again when in April 1771 the members chose Noble
Wimberly Jones as their speaker. Because Jones had been a vocal opponent of British
policy, Wright refused to accept Jones’s election, whereupon the Assembly chose
Archibald Bulloch instead, then passed a resolution declaring that the governor had
violated their privileges. Wright dissolved the Assembly, reported the situation to
London, and received orders to disapprove whomever the Assembly chose to be speaker
at their next session. The governor then left for England, leaving Lt. Gov. James
Habersham to deal with the matter. Three times at its next meeting the Assembly elected
Jones speaker, finally replacing him with Bulloch at Habersham’s insistence only to
provoke another dispute with the lieutenant governor over editing the Assembly’s records
to remove references to Jones’s election. Habersham finally dissolved the Assembly, but
the dispute began anew when that body reconvened the next year. The quarrel paralyzed
the provincial government, so that no taxes were assessed or collected for two yea.rs.35

In February 1773, Wright retﬁrned to Savannah as Sir James, the king having
bestowed a baronetcy upon him for his services as governor. Wright soon regained much
of his former popularity when he procured a large land cession from the Creek Indians.
The governor toured the new lands, laying out towns, while the provincial government’s
land office received a deluge of claims from eager settlers.*® Unfortunately for Wright,

the goodwill engendered by the Creek land cession, which had diverted Georgians’

3* Coleman, “Wright and the Revolution,” 116; Coleman, Revolution in Georgia, 28-32.

3 Abbot, Royal Governors, 156; Coleman, Revolution in Georgia, 34-37..

36 Abbot, Royal Governors, 158, 162; Edward J. Cashin, “Sowing the Wind: Governor Wright and the
Georgia Backcountry on the Eve of the Revolution,” in Harvey H. Jackson and Phinizy Spalding, eds.,
Forty Years of Diversity: Essays on Colonial Georgia (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1984), 240-
243.
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attention from the revolutionary movement, did not last long. When Creeks who did not
approve of the cession attacked the province’s frontier in late 1773 and early 1774, many
Georgians hoped that Wright would use the attacks as a pretext to extort more land from
the Indians. When Wright and Indian superintendent John Stuart instead brought a
peaceful end to the dispute in October 1774, backcountry inhabitants denounced the
governor, believing that he had sacrificed their interests for the Indians’ benefit. The
Whigs capitalized on this to win many new adherents to their cause.”’

Overshadowed by the threat of war with the Creeks, the Tea Act had gone
virtually unnoticed in Georgia. However, when the British government responded to the
Boston Tea Party by passing the Coercive Acts, Whigs seized the opportunity to renew
their protests against imperial policy. At a meeting in Savannah on July 27, 1774, Whig
leaders resolved, despite some opposition, to raise money to aid the Bostonians. A
subsequent meeting on August 10, held in spite of Wright’s proclamation declaring the
gathering illegal, approved resolutions condemning the Coercive Acts and supporting
American rights. Those attending also decided not to send delegates to the Continental
Congress that would soon convene in Philadelphia.*®

This somewhat restrained protest resulted in part from serious divisions among
the Whigs. The Assembly was dominated by representatives from Christ Church Parish,
many of whom were also leaders in the Whig movement. Many had strong ties to Wright
and other royal officials; while they opposed British policy, they hoped to achieve reform
within the existing system, “with as little accompanying disturbance as possible.” They

especially wished to avoid having the Assembly’s power pass into the hands of extralegal

37 Cashin, “Sowing the Wind,” 243.
38 Coleman, Revolution in Georgia, 40-42.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



39

meetings and congresses. The inhabitants of St. John’s Parish, who were descended from
New England immigrants and advocated a more radical resistance to British policy,
challenged the conservatives’ authority. The Christ Church conservatives, therefore,
blocked the St. John’s representatives’ attempt to send a delegation to Philadelphia.*

Wright worked to counteract the effects of the August meeting by promoting
dissenting views. In the weeks after the meeting, petitions circulated throughout Georgia
expressing opposition to the Whigs’ proceedings. The petitioners noted that those whose
opinions differed from the Whigs had been denied admission, that the meeting’s purpose
had been misrepresented, and that attendees who disagreed with the Whigs had been
ignored. Seven of these petitions, with 633 signatures, still survive as an indication of
loyalist strength in the province, although many signers later joined the Whigs.*°

After several months of quiet, Whig agitation resumed in December when St.
John’s Parish adopted the Continental Association and demanded that Georgia send
representatives to the second Continental Congress. Fearful that the radicals might gain
control of the Qpposition movement, many conservative Whigs agreed to convene a
provincial congress in January 1775. Wright tried to thwart the Whigs by calling the
Assembly to meet on the same day, hoping that since many members of the Assembly
were also attending the congress, the extralegal meeting might not take place. The
representatives duly appeared when the Assembly met. Wright delivered an address that
“was a sincere attempt to ... discourage revolutionary activities.” The members listened

politely, then ignored two petitions with 260 signatures denouncing the colonial radicals

3 Harvey H. Jackson, “Consensus and Conflict: Factional Politics in Revolutionary Georgia, 1774-1777,”
GHQ, Vol. 59, No. 4, Winter 1975, 389-391.

“ Coleman, Revolution in Georgia, 42-43. For examples of some of the dissenting petitions, see “Dissent to
the Resolutions of August 10, 1774;” “St. Paul Parish Dissent to August 10 Meeting;” “Kyokee and Broad
River Settlements Dissent to August 10 Resolutions,” in Ronald G. Killion and Charles T. Waller, eds.
Georgia and the Revolution (Atlanta: Cherokee Publishing Co., 1975), 107-111.
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and went on to vote their approval of the actions of the Continental Congress. Wright
then dismissed the members before they could take further action in support of the
rebels.!

Meanwhile, the provincial congress had been meeting when the Assembly was
not in session. Representatives adopted the Continental Association and chose three
delegates to attend the Continental Congress, but those elected declined to go because not
all of Georgia’s parishes had been represented at the congress. In a further demonstration
of the Whigs’ lack of support, only St. John’s and St. Andrew’s Parish put the
Continental Association into effect, causing angry inhabitants of the former to cut off
trade with the rest of Georgia and attempt, unsuccessfully, to secede and join South
Carolina.*?

News of the fighting at Lexington and Concord finally swung the political balance
in favor of the Whigs. Reports of the incident reached Savannah on May 10, and that
night rebels broke into the town’s powder magazine and carried off the stores. Georgia
Whigs attracted new supporters by pointing out that British troops had attacked the
colonisfs and sbreading rumors that British officials planned to incite Indian wars and
slave insurrections. Another provincial congress convened in Savannah on July 4, which
assumed control of Georgia’s affairs and committed the province to the Whig cause.*’
Later that month, Wright wrote that “the friends of government are falling off daily

because they get no support.” Although his own commitment to king and country did not

“! Coleman, Revolution in Georgia, 45-49.

*2 Jackson, “Consensus and Conflict,” 392; Coleman, Revolution in Georgia, 49-50.

* Jackson, “Consensus and Conflict,” 392-394; Abbot, Royal Governors, 171, 173, 178-179; Coleman,
Revolution in Georgia, 52.
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waver, the governor had no power to enforce his authority and could only watch as
rebellion raged about him.*

Despite their initial enthusiasm, the Whigs faced many difficulties. Georgia’s
white population was about 25,000 in 1775, barely equal to the number of slaves in the
province, and whites were bitterly divided among themselves. This, along with the
presence of the Creeks on Georgia’s western frontier and the proximity of East Florida,
would make it hard for thé rebels to protect themselves against a serious British effort to
reassert royal authority in the province. The Whigs had joined the revolution, but they
would not find it easy to make their rebellion succeed.*’

East Florida

The provinces of East and West Florida were established in 1763 from territory
that Spain ceded to Britain at the end of the Seven Years’ War. Both colonies were left
open to settlement under the terms of the Proclamation of 1763, which halted the western
expansion of existing colonies at the Appalachians. East Florida’s boundaries were the St.
Mary’s River to the north and the Apalachicola River to the west. Settlement was
concentrated élong the Atlantic éoast for approximately fifty miles north and south of the
capital, St. Augustine. There were several large plantations along the St. John’s and St.
Mary’s Rivers, and another plantation south of the capital at New Smyrna, where some
one thousand indentured servants from Minorca and southern Europe labored. The

province grew slowly: its non-Indian population was only about three thousand in 1775,

* Coleman, Revolution in Georgia, 53.
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half of whom were African American slaves.*® Most slaves had been imported from
Georgia, South Carolina, or directly from Africa to meet the demand for labor on the
newly established plantations.*’

Shortly after the Spanish cession, Governor James Grant arrived with a few
settlers along with some troops to garrison the fort at St. Augustine. Land grants attracted
immigrants who established plantations along the rivers. Trade with the Indians
developed and soon East Florida was exporting furs, lumber, turpentine, rice, indigo, and
a variety of other goods.*®

The Stamp Act aroused no opposition in East Florida. The handful of settlers
complied with its terms, although Governor Grant reported that all of the inhabitants
rejoiced when the act was repealed early in 1766. While British taxation was clearly
unpopular, East Florida depended on a parliamentary subsidy to finance its government
and defense, so the inhabitants had little grounds to protest the payment of taxes. Nor was
there an assembly to provide a forum for complaints against imperial policy; the
province’s free white population was too small to require the creation of a legislature, and
none was elected until 1781.% |

East Floridians continued to show little sympathy for the revolutionary cause in

subsequent years. In part, this was because a majority of the free white settlers were

government contractors, artisans who supplied the army, or former soldiers. Scots were

4 J. Leitch Wright, Jr., Florida in the American Revolution (Gainesville: The University Presses of Florida,
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Reward: The Southern Loyalists’ Claim on East Florida,” JSH, Vol. 55, No. 4, Nov. 1989, 566.

T Edwin L. Williams, Jr., “Negro Slavery in Florida,” FHQ, Vol. 28, No. 2, Oct. 1949, 94, 96.
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numerous and in all of the colonies displayed a staunch loyalty to the crown throughout
the Revolution. The province’s weakness relative to the Indians, and its vulnerability to a
Spanish attack, also helped strengthen loyalism there. So too did the strong leadership of
Governor Patrick Tonyn, a former army officer who arrived in 1774. Grant had left East
Florida in 1771, and in the interim Lt. Gov. John Moultrie had administered the province.
Tonyn had seen extensive military service in Europe and brought his military habits to his
new post. Although his uncompromising attitude alienated some East Floridians, Tonyn
scrupulously enforced parliamentary legislation in the province and tolerated no
opposition. During the Tea Act controversy, Tonyn had matters so firmly under control
that he informed British officials that all the tea destined for the southern colonies should
have been sent to St. Augustine, where the duty would have been paid, and the tea could
then have been shipped to the other American provinces without incident.*

When the war began, Tonyn, acting on Lord Dartmouth’s instructions, issued a
proclamation offering loyalist refugees land grants exempt from quitrents for ten years
and protection. Large numbers of loyalists, mostly from Georgia and the Carolinas, found
the offér enticing,vespecially as Whig persecution incréased. Small farmers constituted
the majority of immigrants, although planters with their slaves, traders, and ministers
came as well. The influx of loyalists insured that the province would remain firmly pro-
British.>' After Parliament prohibited the rebel colonies from trading with the rest of the

empire, the British West Indies, along with the army and navy, looked to East Florida to

% Barrs, East Florida, 4; Wright, Florida in the Revolution, 15,17, 19.
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meet their demand for food and other goods, sparking rapid economic growth and making
it relatively easy for most loyalist immigrants to support themselves.>?
West Florida

West Florida extended westward from the Apalachicola River to the Mississippi,
with its northern boundary, adjusted in 1764, set just above the thirty-second parallel. The
British government appointed George Johnstone governor and established the provincial
capital at Pensacola. Two former French settlements, at Mobile and Natchez, were the
only other significant population centers. In the 1760s West Florida developed more
slowly than its eastern counterpart. British merchants in West Florida quickly opened a
highly profitable trade with Spanish Louisiana which continued until the early years of
the Revolution. Growth accelerated in the 1770s as settlers became aware of the great
fertility of the Mississippi Valley soil, although disease and the hot climate led to the
deaths of many immigrants. The capital and the lands along the Mississippi were home to
the majority of the province’s inhabitants, who numbered about 2,500 whites and 600
slaves in 1774.3

The Stamp Act tﬁggered protests from West Florida’s inhabitants, who were still
struggling to establish themselves and did not need an additional financial burden. Many
of them refused to accept their land grants in order to avoid paying the stamp duty.
Determined to enforce the law, Governor Johnstone threatened to award the land to

others if the tax was not paid. Angry settlers and Johnstone’s political opponents, who

52 Wright, Florida in the Revolution, 23-24.
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saw the unrest as an opportunity to stir up animosity against the governor, subjected
Johnstone to “a torrent of abuse.” Lt. Gov. Montfort Browne circulated a petition calling
for Johnstone’s removal, but no organized groups arose to oppose the Stamp Act.>* Quiet
returned to the province after the act’s repeal in 1766, and the inhabitants virtually
ignored the Townshend Acts and other subsequent parliamentary legislation that
produced strong resistance elsewhere in America.”

West Floridians elected their first Assembly in 1766, and Johnstone enjoyed good
relations with the representatives, although he frequently quarreled with the military
officers in the province over the proper limitations of the civil and military spheres.>®
The governor also had problems dealing with the Indians. The Mortar, a leader of the
Upper Creeks, criticized the British for failing to prevent whites from settling on Indian
land and accused the governor of fomenting war between his people and the Choctaws.
Angered when the Creeks killed two whites, Johnstone advocated an attack on that nation
with the help of the Chickasaws, Choctaws, and Cherokees. British officials, however,
insisted that every effort be made to accommodate the Indians.”’ Johnstone’s declining
popularity in the province and his aggressive Indian policy led to his recall in 1767. Lt.
Gov. Browne became acting governor until he too was recalled as the result of
complaints. Elias Durnford then assumed the office of lieutenant governor until the

arrival of Peter Chester in August 1770.%®
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Chester’s arrival coincided with an influx of settlers from the older colonies, who
were attracted by the rich potential of the Mississippi Valley lands. The governor
encouraged immigration with generous land grants. In dealing with the Assembly,
Chester strove to uphold the royal prerogative and his own authority as governor, which
resulted in conflicts that ended when he dissolved the Assembly in 1772. The legislature
did not convene again for six years.”

Chester took advantage of the disturbances in the provinces along the Atlantic
coast to induce settlers to come to West Florida. He offered generous land grants to
newcomers, as well as the right to cut timber on royal lands without charge provided it
was shipped to the West Indies. Among the immigrants attracted by the governor’s
generosity were members of the Company of Military Adventurers and their families.
These Connecticut residents, over one hundred families numbering some seven hundred
people altogether, began arriving in Pensacola in March 1774. Chester granted land to
qualifying veterans of the Seven Year’s War and advised the rest to occupy land as
squatters until royal approval arrived fqr their grants. The settlers were later joined by
others fleeing New England because of tﬁeir léyalist serrltiments.(’o‘

In October 1774, the Continental Congress appealed to West Floridians to join the
American resistance, sending a letter explaining its actions and criticizing British policy.

The letter, addressed to Speaker of the Assembly Edmund Rush Wegg, accomplished
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nothing. Wegg was also the province’s attorney general, and he turned the letter over to
Governor Chester, who in turn refused to make its contents public.®'

Some West Floridians, however, did support the American rebels. The most
notable, James Willing of the Natchez district, tried to win over other inhabitants,
apparently with some success, but eventually left for Pennsylvania. Those with Whig
sentiments, if not already outnumbered by loyalist neighbors, were soon overwhelmed by
the influx of loyalist refugees. At the outbreak of war, Chester issued a proclamation
publicizing Dartmouth’s offer to grant land to loyal refugees; by April 1776 large
numbers of loyalists were arriving in the province, most of them from South Carolina and
Georgia. Virginians and Pennsylvanians also traveled to West Florida by boat down the
Ohio River to the Mississippi. Between 1775 and 1781, the Council granted lands to
between 1,312 and 1,643 refugees, although these figures do not reflect the total number
of refugees who came to the province.62

The Native Peoples of the South

Five Indian nations occupied the lands south of Athe Ohio River and west of the
line of white settlement, all of whom would play a role iﬁ the fevolutioﬁary struggle.
Three of these nations, the Catawbas, Cherokees, and Creeks, lived adjacent to rebel
colonies. American leaders would enlist the Catawbas in their service and work to keep
the Cherokees and Creeks neutral. The Choctaws and Chickasaws, who lived farther
west, were generally ignored by the rebels until late in the war. The British, on the other

hand, while dismissing any possibility of winning Catawba support from the outset, made
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great efforts to maintain the loyalty of the four larger nations. The Cherokees and Creeks,
by their proximity to the rebellious southemn colonies, were a potentially valuable asset to
the royal cause. Though more distant, the Choctaws and Chickasaws could contribute to
the defense of the Floridas and could possibly be employed against the frontiers of the
rebel provinces as well. Altogether, the Cherokees, Creeks, Choctaws, and Chickasaws
possessed a total of about 14,000 fighting men.®® This was a powerful resource for the
British if the crown’s Indian agents could unify the nations and coordinate their actions
with those of regular troops and loyalists.

The Catawbas were the smallest of the southern tribes. Their towns, centered
along the Catawba River, lay wholly within the boundaries of North and South Carolina.
They had assisted the British and colonists during the imperial wars with France and
Spain, which had enabled them to procure favorable trade terms and abundant presents
from their allies. However, the expansion of white settlements in the Carolina interior
eventually led to conflict and violent confrontations. By the mid-1750s, one Catawba
leader recognized that “the White people were now seated all round thgm and by that
means had them entirely in their power.” With the Catawba population plummeting
below five hundred after a 1759 smallpox outbreak, the tribe realized that
accommodation of the whites offered their only hope of survival. After being granted a

reservation in 1763 at their own request, they subsisted by pursuing runaway slaves and

83 Jack M. Sosin, The Revolutionary Frontier, 1763-1783 (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1967),
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renting their land and selling handicrafts to the colonists.** Their weakness had rendered
them, in the words of one observer, “inoffensive, insignificant people.”®

The Cherokees, residing in what is now northwestern South Carolina, western
North Carolina and Virginia, and eastern Tennessee, shared the longest border with the
colonies of any southern Indian nation. They had been subjected to increasing pressure
from expansionist whites in the years before the Revolution. In 1759 they had gone to
war against the colonists, only to see their towns destroyed, which forced them to make
peace in 1761 56 Afterwards, the Cherokees sought “stability in their relationship with
whites,” which led their leaders to cede land in order to maintain peace. Some Cherokees,
unwilling to accept the loss of land, challenged those who favored conciliatory policies.
This internal conflict shattered Cherokee unity in March 1775, when settlers from North
Carolina led by Richard Henderson purchased a vast tract of land west of the
Appalachians for £10,000 ($1.3 million) in trade goods.®’ The treaty, signed at Sycamore
Shoals on the Watauga River, enraged Dragging Canoe, the son of Attakullakulla, who
did not share his father’s willingness to accommodate the colonists. Dragging Canoe
walked out of the negotiations, denounced the transaction, and pledged to resist with
force any further white encroachment on Cherokee territory.68

At the start of the Revolution, the Cherokee population was estimated at between

twelve and fourteen thousand, of whom some three thousand were capable of bearing
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arms.* British officials classified the Cherokees into “four divisions” according to the
location of their towns. The Overhill Cherokees lived along the Little Tennessee and
Tellico Rivers, the Valley and Middle divisions in the Blue Ridge Mountains, and the
Lower Towns were situated along the border with South Carolina.”

The Creeks inhabited an area comprising western Georgia and much of present-
day Alabama and Florida. Whites referred to those living along the Coosa, Tallapoosa,
and Alabama Rivers as Upper Creeks, and designated others whose towns were located
near the Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers Lower Creeks. This distinction vastly
oversimplified the divisions within the Creek nation, which was in fact a conglomeration
of native peoples. “One might refer to the Creek ‘confederation,’ but it would be more
meaningful to employ ‘confederation of confederations,”” explained J. Leitch Wright,
Jr.”! These Indians did not consider themselves Creeks, the name given to them by
whites, but instead “identified with their families and towns more than with any larger
political organization.” Their primary loyalty was to their clan, which was determined by
matrilineal descent, and their secondary loyalty was to their town.”” This made efforts by
either the British or the American rebels to deal with the Creeks exceediﬁgly difficult,
since authority among the Creeks was so decentralized.”” When the Revolution broke out,
Creek allegiances were often determined by ethnicity. “In general, pure Muskogees
supported Britain, and those in the opposing moiety,” with the exception of the

Seminoles, “looked to the United States and Spain.” The non-Muskogees, who had
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inferior status in Creek society, may have seen an opportunity to challenge Muskogee
dominance by supporting the opposite side in the conflict.”

Spanish influence among the Creeks further complicated British relations with
these Indians. Some Lower Creeks “preserved a strong attachment to the Spanish” after
the Seven Years’ War, and Spanish officials who hoped someday to regain the Floridas
did their best to maintain communication with them. Spanish vessels occasionally visited
the Florida coast to transport friendly Creeks to and from Havana, where the Indians were
welcomed and given presents.”

Creeks who inhabited East Florida, known as Seminoles, were developing an
identity as a separate nation in the eighteenth century, although they remained at least
nominally part of the Creek confederation during the revolutionary era. The leader of this
Creek faction, Ahaya of Cuscowilla, known to the whites as Cowkeeper, lived in the area
of present-day Gainesville. An ally of the British since 1740, Cowkeeper remained a
staunch friend of Great Britain throughout the Revolution. Governor Tonyn, finding the
Seminoles well-disposed to the British and realizing that East Floridians could ill afford
hostilities with their Indian neighbors, worked to maintain good relations with
Cowkeeper’s people.’®

By the 1760s African-Americans had begun to establish a presence in Creek
territory. Most were the slaves of whites involved in the Indian trade, who ignored laws
forbidding traders to bring slaves into the Indian nations. The Creeks saw and often

adopted the traders’ racial attitudes. A few Creeks even acquired slaves of their own.
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Other blacks among the Creeks were runaways who had been adopted into the nation.
These people were often accorded a relatively low status among the Creeks, unless they
married Indians or remained long enough to win full acceptance. For the most part,
however, the Creeks cooperated with their white neighbors in maintaining the slave
system. Under the terms of a 1763 treaty with Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina,
and Virginia, the Creeks received a bounty of £5 ($650) in goods for every runaway slave
they returned. The colonists’ generosity arose from their desire to prevent interaction
between slaves and Indians; in 1768 Georgia governor Wright noted the danger that
might arise if Indians armed fugitive slaves to assist them in the event of war with the
whites. To furth;ar promote this objective, a 1774 treaty between Georgia and the Creeks
required the Indians to hand over any slave they found in their territory to white officials
and increased the bounty to £50 ($6500) in goods for each slave the Creeks returned.”’
The Choctaws, whose territory encompassed southern Mississippi and western
Alabama, were also a divided people.78 After their emergence as a nation sometime in the
seventeenth century, they remained split into the Western, Eastern, and Sixtowns groups.
This strﬁcture “preserved ethnic, geographic, political, and cultural differences.” These
differences contributed to a Choctaw civil war, fought from 1747 to 1750, and even in the
1760s many Choctaws identified primarily with their ethnic group rather than with the
larger Choctaw nation. Some went so far as to consider the other divisions of the tribe to

be separate nations altogether. Each division maintained its own clan organization and
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political organization.” Authority was divided among civil leaders, war leaders, and clan
leaders.*

The Choctaws had been allies of the French until 1763 and during the Seven
Years’ War had fought against the pro-British Chickasaws, against whom they had been
frequently at war since the 1730s. After the cession of West Florida to Britain, they
encountered difficulties in adjusting to the new relationship with the British. Although
the British negotiated an end to the war with the Chickasaws, the British inability to
supply the Choctaws with adequate trade goods in the 1760s and early 1770s complicated
the relationship. When the British demanded a land cession from the Choctaws at the
Mobile Congress of 1765, the Indians reluctantly complied in exchange for trade goods,
but the transaction placed further strain on the Choctaw-British relationship.®'

So too did the behavior of traders who flocked to the nation. Charles Stuart, the
Choctaws’ agent, estimated in 1770 that rum comprised eighty percent of the sales that
traders made to the nation.*> Governor Chester worried in 1771 that the “great abuses and
impositions” of the “1icent_i0us” traders might provoke a war.®> The Choctaws also fought
a war agafnsf their.traditional enemies, the Creeks. British officials encouraged this
conflict, which had begun with “a series of revenge killings” between the two nations.
Trader James Colbert, at the behest of Governor Johnstone, “persuaded the Choctaws to

reply to the last killing not with another murder but with numerous war parties.” The
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Creeks responded in kind and the war escalated; by 1771 the death toll had reached an
estimated three hundred people in each nation. The war continued until the outbreak of
the Revolution.®

The Chickasaws inhabited what is now northern Mississippi and western
Tennessee. In 1731 a French observer had estimated their population at three thousand,
plus an additional 250-300 Natchez Indians who lived among them. Their numbers had
dropped to approximately 1,600 by the end of the Seven Years’ War, but had increased to
about 2,300, including 450 warriors, at the outbreak of the Revolution. Their performance
in the many wars of the eighteenth century earned them a reputation as “the most warlike
people on the Mississippi,” and many visitors to their country praised their courage and
fighting spirit.*’

The Chickasaws had maintained the best relations with Great Britain of any
southern nation during the years before 1763. Unlike their neighbors, the Chickasaws
never accepted French domination and maintained a trading relationship with the British.
Royal officials considered the Chickasaws as longtime allies; they failed to recognize that
Chickasaw support fbr Britéin had Been a tactic to maintain independence from French
control. Whatever the previous reasons for the Chickasaws’ pro-British stance, royal
officials worked to cement the relationship after the French had been driven from North
America. Both Johnstone and John Stuart used the Proclamation of 1763 to assuage
Chickasaw fears that whites would encroach on their territory. The presence of Briton

James Colbert, who had been living with the tribe since 1729 and was the father of six
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sons by Chickasaw women, helped reinforce ties. Whites living among the Chickasaws
introduced slavery to the nation by the 1750s. Colbert alone owned 150 slaves.®

Chickasaw-British relations were not wholly pacific, however. Indian leaders
complained that traders took unfair advantage of them and that immigrants to West
Florida passed without permission through Chickasaw territory, in some cases occupying
Chickasaw lands. Stuart and Johnstone attempted to halt such practices, but lacked the
means to end them completely.®’

Relations between the Chickasaws and the other southemn tribes were generally
good after the end of the Seven Years” War. The Chickasaws and Choctaws made a peace
agreement which still held at the outbreak of the Revolution, thereby insuring that two of
Britain’s tribal allies would have no obstacles to collaboration. Some Chickasaws who
had moved eastward to the Tennessee River Valley did anger the Cherokees, who
attempted to drive them out in 1769. After the Chickasaws “soundly defeated” the
Cherokee party, both nations coexisted without further conflict.®

John Stuart and British Indian Policy

The British government’s poiicy toWafd Indians in the fifteen years before the
Revolution greatly influenced how the southern nations responded to the conflict and also
affected many colonists’ attitude toward Great Britain. Beginning in 1761, British
officials began to develop “an imperial policy for the wildemess ... which was in sharp
conflict with both the aspirations of landless frontiersmen and the vested interests of

many business groups involved in land speculation.” The most important element of this
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policy, the Proclamation of 1763, prohibited colonial governors from granting lands or
permitting settlement in areas where such expansion might encroach on Indian territory.*
Responsibility for managing British relations with all of the Indian nations south
of the Ohio River and east of the Mississippi lay with John Stuart, Superintendent of
Indian Affairs for the Southern Department. Born in Scotland, Stuart had emigrated to
South Carolina where he secured appointments to various local offices and briefly served
in the Provincial Assembly. Beginning in the late 1750s, Stuart developed a strong
friendship with Cherokee leader Attakullakulla, who urged provincial authorities to
appoint Stuart agent to the tribe after the Cherokee War ended in 1761. Stuart recetved
the appointment in 1762 on the recommendation of South Carolina governor Thomas
Boone.” Stuart’s diplomatic skills and concern for the Indians’ welfare eamed him “great
prestige” among the southern Indian nations, although many colonists “detested him
because he tried to maintain the Indian boundaries.”"
The tensions between Stuart and the colonists arose from differing views of “what

- form the greatly expanded British empire would take” in the aftermath of France’s

expulsion frém North America. While provincial land specﬁlators, f)oliticians, and Indian

traders wished to be allowed to pursue their own interests in dealing with the Indians,

Stuart and his superiors in London believed that “only centralized frontier government

based on British-Indian alliances could ensure peace and prosperity.” To accomplish this,
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British leaders recognized that trade abuses and encroachment on Indian land, the major
sources of conflict between whites and Indians, would have to be halted.*?

Stuart “targeted whites, rather than Indians, as the chief threat to peace,” and
promptly set out to establish “fair and stable trade relations” to end the economic
exploitation of the southern nations.” The Indians were particularly vulnerable to
unscrupulous traders, since by the mid-eighteenth century they had become “almost
completely dependent on trade for their livelihood.” Indians traded deerskins for cooking
utensils, muskets, ammunition, rum, and other commodities brought into their nations by
white traders, who increased their profits by inflating prices, falsifying weights and
measures, and plying their Indian clients with rum to induce them to accept one-sided
bargains.”® The superintendent urged the British government to take control of the Indian
trade, license traders, restrict the sale of rum, and fix prices for trade goods to prevent
abuses. Officials from the Indian department would enforce these regulations. With
support from Indian leaders, the London government, Governors Wright and Johnstone,
and General Thomas Gage, the commander-in-chief in North America, Stuart put most of
his plan into effect beginning in 1766, despite opposition from many colonists. Stuart and
his deputies found it impossible to halt all of the abuses in the Indian trade, but they
managed to limit traders’ exploitation of the Indians.”

Stuart also succeeded in checking the colonists’ expansion into Indian land during
the 1760s. The Proclamation of 1763 gave the superintendent the necessary authority to

prevent settlers from encroaching on Indian territory and insured that officials in the
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provinces would support him, whether or not they agreed with the terms of the
proclamation. Settlers, however, soon chose to ignore the law, and by 1770 Virginians
and North Carolinians had begun settling in the Watauga, Nolichucky, and Holston River
valleys west of the Appalachians. This was Cherokee land, but the settlers disregarded
both Cherokee protests and the orders of provincial governors. The squatters tried to
legitimize their actions through the Sycamore Shoals treaty, which was repudiated by
Stuart and Governor Josiah Martin of North Carolina.”®

With the cooperation of Governor Wright, Georgians did manage to win the
British government’s approval for their acquisition of a large tract of Indian land in the
interior of that province. Claimed by both the Cherokees and Creeks, the former nation
agreed in 1771to cede the land to the colonists as payment for debts owed to Indian
traders. Since the Creeks insisted that the Cherokees had no authority to sell the territory,
in 1773 colonial officials negotiated a separate agreement with Creek leaders on similar
terms. Georgia thus acquired more than 1.6 million acres of land.”’

Stuart opposed the cession. He believed that using debt owed to traders as
leverage to wrest land from the Indians undérmined imperial authority. He informed
Wright that many Creeks had repudiated their leaders’ decision to cede the land and that
relations with that nation might become hostile. His prediction proved true when Creek
parties attacked the Georgia frontier in December 1773, then ambushed a militia force
sent to chastise them. In response, other Georgians encountered one party of Creeks and
killed their leader, Big Elk, along with all of the men, women, and children in the Indian

camp. Fearing a full-scale Indian war, Georgia’s leaders asked General Gage to send
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troops and, in conjunction with the other southern provinces, imposed an embargo on
trade with the Creeks. The embargo helped avert war and eventually brought the Creeks
to accept the cession, although tensions remained high on the frontier.”®

With the dispute between Britain and the colonies moving rapidly toward armed
confrontation, the colonists’ actions continued to inflame the Indians and push them into
the arms of the British. During the Creek crisis, an Indian leader who came to Augusta in
March 1774 to discuss peace “treacherously slain” by a colonist named Thomas Fee.
When Fee was arrested in South Carolina on Wright’s orders, a mob who applauded the
murderer’s actions freed Fee from the jail at Ninety Six.” Another Georgian, planter and
prominent rebel Jonathan Bryan, deceived the Creeks into leasing him a vast quantity of
land. Uncertain of what they had signed, the Creeks presented the document to Stuart and
Wright in Savannah. Upon examination, Stuart found that seven or eight Indians had
granted Bryan a 99-year lease to all their hunting grounds in East Florida. The Creeks
“were much surprised and Offended at it, they severely reprimanded the Indians who had
signed the Deed & who hapened to be present.” The signers replied that they thought they
had only granfed Bryan permission to builci a housé and keei) a few cattle nearby on their
land. “The Indians insisted that the Deed should be cancelled, and those who had signed
tore away their Marks & Seals from it.” But when the Creeks left Savannah, Bryan
“intercepted about 20 ... and having made them Drunk prevailed upon them to execute a
new Deed.”'® David Taitt, Stuart’s agent to the Creeks, feared that Bryan’s actions “will

certainly be the Cause of an Indian War.” He promised to meet with Creek leaders and
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101

convince them to oppose any land cession.” Although Bryan continued his efforts to

persuade the Creeks to uphold the agreement they had signed, Taitt assured Stuart that

the Indians would ignore Bryan’s demands.'®

Bryan’s clumsy attempt to defraud the Creeks and the murder of the Creek leader
helped strengthen Stuart’s position with that nation at a time when it appeared the British
government might call on the Indians for assistance against the rebels. By late December
1774, General Gage warned Stuart that some Americans had been telling the Iroquois that
the king had abandoned the Indians. “I mention it to you,” Gage wrote, “lest the like
Methods should be attempted to debauch the Southern Nations.” Gage urged Stuart to
“keep all the Indians firm in their Love and Attachment to the King and in a Temper to be
always ready to Act in his Service.”'®

This was Stuart’s intention, but he found his situation further complicated when
Wright and Tonyn suddenly decided that the time was right to make their own attempt to
acquire Indian land. In December 1774, Tonyn informed Stuart that the Creeks appeared
willing to sell more of their land, and if so, he would “consider a Proper Time to fix for a
VCongress to Treat for it.”'** Amonth later Wright also wrote the superintendent,
reporting that the Creeks were willing to cede land. The governor had bypassed Stuart
and written directly to his deputy, David Taitt, with instructions “to see whether they [the
Creeks] will offer or propose it as we think it will be a good Exchange.”'%®> Well aware
that “the Indians can have no such powerfull motive of quarelling with us as our

insatiable avidity for land,” Stuart took steps to check Tonyn’s and Wright’s “Inclination
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to be tampering with the Creeks for more Land.” He informed the East Florida governor
that the Indian boundaries could not be changed without royal approval, and suggested
that Tonyn’s energy would be better spent on improving relations with the Seminoles.'%
Stuart then procured Gage’s support to insist that Wright abandon his own plan to acquire
Creek land.'”

Stuart’s adept handling of Indian relations, and the colonists’ own behavior,
insured that the southern Indian nations were well disposed toward Britain at the outbreak
of the Revolution. Nevertheless, the superintendent would have to overcome some
obstacles of his own creation to effectively employ Indians against the rebels if and when
that measure became necessary. First, if the British government intended to use slaves as
well as Indians against the Whigs, they would have to overcome the effects of their own
policy of sowing discord between the two races. Stuart had spent a decade trying to
“prevent the Indian country [from] becoming an asylum for negroes”lo8 and had
personally emphasized the importance of “breaking that Intercourse between the Negroes
& Savages which might have been attended with very troublesome Consequences.”109
This work might now have to be undone. Sécond, Stuart now found it necessary to bring
the Creek-Choctaw war to an end, after he had already rebuffed overtures from both
nations to help them negotiate peace. The war he had encouraged to protect the colonists
from the Indians now became an obstacle to any effort to employ the Indians against the
colonists. ''% On October 24, 1775, Stuart instructed his brother Henry to be ready to

bring the Creeks and Choctaws to the negotiating table as soon as Gage approved the

1% Stuart to Gage, Jan. 18, 1775, Gage Papers, Vol. 125, WLCL.
17 Gage to Stuart, March 11, 1775, Gage Papers, Vol. 126, WLCL.
19 Saunt, New Order of Things, 51-53.

1 Braund, “Creek Indians, Blacks, and Slavery,” 613.

10 O’Donnell, Southern Indians, 31-32.
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measure. However, it was not until October 1776 that John Stuart finally met with leaders
from both nations and brought the war to an end.'"!

Even with all of the southern Indian nations committed to support the king, there
were drawbacks to employing them against the rebels. Not only would the Indians prove
less tractable than Stuart and officials in London hoped, but their method of waging war,
which emphasized sporadic raids by small parties, was not compatible with the sustained
type of military campaigns that the British planned to subdue the Whigs. Furthermore,
when Indians went to war, it meant that they were unable to hunt and plant. Since they
could not provide for their own subsistence, they naturally expected their white allies to
provide the food and goods needed for their survival.''? The Indians’ dependence on
agriculture also made them vulnerable to their enemies; “whenever whites destroyed
Indian granaries and cut down their corn the effect was devastating. Survivors fled to the
woods, where they starved.”'"?

When war between the British and American rebels broke out in April 1775, the
ministry in London had not sent Stuart any orders to employ the Indians, but in response
to the warmning Gage had sent Him in December, Stuart took ﬁrécautions to “guard against
any Attempt ... to debauch the Indians” in his department. He promised to do his best to
keep the southern Indians firmly attached to the king and ready to act when called

upon.'"* The Chickasaws and Choctaws, Stuart informed Gage, were all “in the most

freindly Disposition towards us,” and the Cherokees and Creeks likewise adhered to the

! John Stuart to Henry Stuart, Oct. 24, 1775, in K. G. Davies, ed., Documents of the American Revolution,
1770-1783 (Colonial Office Series) (Dublin: Irish University Press, 1976), 11:162-163; John Stuart to Lord
George Germain, Oct. 26, 1776, DAR, 12:239-240.

12 O’Donnell, Southern Indians, 11; Wright, Only Land They Knew, 174.

'3 Wright, Only Land They Knew, 222.

" “Indian Agents,” [1775], in Dartmouth Papers, Reel 3, DLAR. This document is not numbered but
follows #1210B.
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British.!'® Two months later, Stuart confirmed that the southern tribes were still well
disposed, but warned that the Creeks and Cherokees lacked arms and ammunition, which
he urgently wished to provide them “at this very critical conjuncture.”''®

No matter how hard the Whigs might try to win over the southern Indians or at
least keep them neutral, they could never overcome the advantages the British held at the
start of the conflict. The British government already had an organization in place with
agents and commissaries who often lived among the nations to which they were assigned,
they were better able to supply the Indians with arms and trade goods, and most
important, Stuart had consistently opposed the colonists’ attempts to illegally purchase or
settle on Indian land.''” In 1775 “the primary pressure on the southern Indians was the
colonial desire for land, a desire which seemed to the natives an insatiable lust.” Thus the
southern Indian nations had good reason to involve themselves in the conflict, and
naturally leaned toward the British, who “represented a source of protection” against the
encroaching settlers.''® Furthermore, in the 1770s most of the Indian nations were in the
midst of a cultural and spiritual revival that brought unprecedented unity and manifested
itself in part in a movement to prevent further loss of territory to the colonists.'"” To the

Indians, the war was merely “a continuation of the struggle about Indian land and who

'3 Stuart to Gage, March 27, 1775, Gage Papers, Vol. 127, WLCL.

16 Stuart to Gage, May 26, 1775, Gage Papers, Vol. 129, WLCL.

17 Jack M. Sosin, “The Use of Indians in the War of the American Revolution: A Re-Assessment of
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1607-1783 (Chicago: Nelson-Hall, 1982), 284.
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was to get it.”'?° The Creeks, Choctaws, Cherokees and Chickasaws were prepared, if

necessary, to fight alongside the British to insure that they retained their land.

120 Calloway, Revolution in Indian Country, 19, 23. See also Sosin, Revolutionary Frontier, 87.
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CHAPTER 1I
THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT AND ITS SUPPORTERS
REACT TO THE REVOLUTION

As royal authority collapsed in South Carolina and Georgia at the beginning of
1775, the Whigs moved rapidly to consolidate their control of both provinces. Rebel
officials, with the aid of mobs, persecuted loyalists and enacted harsh measures to
prevent slave insurrections. They adopted a milder approach to the Indians, attempting to
win their support or at least to neutralize them through diplomacy and gifts.

The British government, unwilling to abandon the southern provinces, considered
various means to regain control of them. The ministry sifted through numerous proposals
and eventually decided to send troops to reestablish royal authority with the aid of
loyalists. However, British forces arrived too late. The Whigs resorted to force and
defeated the South Carolina loyalists, then repulsed the British expedition that attempted
fo capture Charleston. Shortly afterward, the Cherokees ignored the advice of British
Indian agents, attacked the rebels, and suffered an overwhelming defeat. By the end of
1776, both the king’s supporters and his troops were beaten and demoralized, although
East and West Florida still remained securely under British control.

Origins of the Southern Strategy

Responsibility for the planning and conduct of military operations against the

American rebels lay with King George III’s ministers. Lord North, the chief minister, felt

himself ill-suited to lead the British war effort. “Upon military matters 1 speak ignorantly,
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Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



66

and therefore without effect,” he confessed to the king.! Although he participated in
planning operations during 1775, in subsequent years North would be only peripherally
involved in determining the conduct of the American war. North’s failure to provide
leadership left management of the military affairs in the hands of the Secretary of State
for the American Department, Lord Dartmouth, and from November 1775, Lord George
Germain. Although Germain’s contentious personality often made it difficult for him to
cooperate with his fellow ministers, his consistent support for a tough American policy,
skill in parliamentary debate, and abilities as an administrator and strategist convinced
North and the king that Germain was well qualified to direct the war.”

King George III shared Germain’s opinion that the government must take a firm
stance on the American issue. “The colonies must either submit or triumph,” he asserted;
“we must not retreat.” He enjoyed a good relationship with Germain, and while he left
the details of managing the war to his ministers, he followed the situation closely, “often
offering advice more sensible and realistic than that of his senior officers.”

Royal officials considered New England the center of the rebellion and focused
their initial effofts .on defeating the rebels there in the belief that once this had been
accomplished, the other provinces would quickly submit to British authority. Yet at the
same time, reports from the southern colonies indicated that loyalist sentiment in that

region was strong. A steady stream of correspondence from America and from loyalist

exiles in England described the great opportunities waiting to be reaped in the South

! Quoted in Christopher Hibbert, Redcoats and Rebels: The American Revolution Through British Eyes
(New York: Avon Books, 1990), 18.

% Alan Valentine, Lord North (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1967), Vol. 1, 383; Ian R. Christie,
Wars and Revolutions: Britain, 1760-1815 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1982), 114, 128;
Gerald Saxon Brown, The American Secretary: The Colonial Policy of Lord George Germain, 1775-1778
(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1963), 26, 30.
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should British troops be sent there to cooperate with the loyalists. This led the ministers
to consider a variety of plans for regaining control of the southern provinces.*
Alexander Innes, Governor Campbell’s secretary, informed Dartmouth in May
1775 that there were numerous loyalists in South Carolina, but wamed that without
military assistance they were rapidly losing hope. “[T]he King’s Friends in this Province
(who are not a few if they durst appear) are in the lowest state of despondency,” Innes
wrote, “expecting every moment to be drove from their Occupations, and Homes, and

plundered of all they have earned.”

Less than a month later, Innes reported that many
Charleston loyalists were signing the rebel Association from “dread of the terrible
consequences both to their persons and properties that may follow a refusal,” which was
to be expected since they had been left “without Leader, Countenance or Protection.”
While some loyalists in Charleston succumbed to Whig intimidation, Governor
Campbell found that the situation in the backcountry appeared more promising. “The
intolerable tyranny and oppression” practiced by the rebels “has already given offence to
the moderate of their own party and has stirred up such a spirit in the back part of this
country, which is very populoué, tﬁat 1 hopé it will be attended with the best effects,” he
informed Dartmouth in July. Campbell added that representatives from the Camden and

Ninety Six districts had visited him, bringing news that loyalists in those areas numbered

“some thousands.” The governor instructed these emissaries to tell the people “to

* Ira D. Gruber, “Britain’s Southern Strategy,” in Higgins, ed., Revolutionary War in the South, 206-207.

5 Alexander Innes to Dartmouth, May 16, 1775, in B. D. Bargar, ed., “Charles Town Loyalism in 1775: The
Secret Reports of Alexander Innes,” SCHM, Vol. 63, No. 2, July 1962, 129.

® Innes to Dartmouth, June 10, 1775, in Bargar, ed., “Charles Town Loyalism,” 132.
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persevere” and pledged that he would provide them “both protection and reward as soon
as it is in my power.”’

Confined aboard a “poor solitary worm eaten Sloop” in Charleston harbor after
the rebels forced him to flee his home, Campbell waited impatiently for Gage and
Admiral Samuel Graves to answer his requests for military support. He complained to
Dartmouth in August “of the ill consequences that has attended the total neglect of this
Province,” asserting that South Carolina’s loyalists had become “so abandon’d to
despair” that it was almost impossible for him to convince them that support from the
British government was coming.® Yet the situation, Campbell noted, was not entirely
hopeless. On August 19 militia Colonel Thomas Fletchall had written the governor that
“a departure from the Laws and Principles of the Constitution of government is Not so
universal as has been represented.” At a muster six days earlier, the members of
Fletchall’s backcountry regiment had drawn up a “Memorial of Loyalty” and only two
men had refused to sign it. Fletchall estimated that four thousand men in his district
“would Appear in Arms for the King” if called upon.’ Loyalist leader Moses Kirkland,
who had made his way to Charleston frorﬁ the béckcounﬁy, also confirmed in mid-
September that four thousand men could be recruited “for the service of government
whenever a force appears on this coast.” According to Kirkland, these men needed only
arms and “a few experienced officers” to effectively cooperate with British troops.'°

From Georgia, Sir James Wright sent similar reports to Dartmouth. “There are

still many friends to government here,” he wrote on June 9, “but they begin to think they

7 Campbell to Dartmouth, July 19 and 20, 1775, DAR, 11:50.

8 Campbell to Dartmouth, Aug. 19, 1775, Dartmouth Papers #1446, Microfilm, DLAR.
? Fletchall to Campbell, Aug. 19, 1775, Dartmouth Papers, # 1446, Microfilm, DLAR.
' Campbell to Dartmouth, Sept. 19, 1775, DAR, 11:118.
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are left to fall a sacrifice to the resentment of the people for want of proper support and
protection, and for their own safety and other prudential reasons are falling off and
lessening every day.”'! Later that month, Wright told Campbell that “without any
protection or support’ from the army or navy, Georgia was “at last likely to be drawn in”
to the rebellion.'? Yet Wright still considered most Georgians loyal, informing Dartmouth
that although a majority of Georgians had signed the rebel Association, “great numbers
have been intimidated to sign.”"> The governor’s implication was clear: most Georgians
would return to their allegiance if they received assistance from the government.

A few dissenters challenged these reports. One writer stated that most Charleston
residents were Whigs, and that “it is dangerous for the friends of government (who are
very few in number) to speak or write their sentiments.”'* Another, allegedly a deserter
from the British army, believed that royal authority could not be restored in South
Carolina. The king’s troops “can do nothing in this country,” he asserted."

Such accounts, buried amid a flood of letters from governors, lesser officials, and
loyalist exiles testifying to the strength of southern loyalism, had no effect on the
ministry. The weight of evidence convinced the ministers that if tﬁe loyalists received
support from a small military force, they could reestablish royal authority in the southern
provinces. Campbell’s and Wright’s reports made an operation of this sort urgent, since
loyalist morale appeared to be collapsing in the face of Whig persecution, and loyalism

might wither beyond recovery if assistance did not come quickly.

" Wright to Dartmouth, June 9, 1775, DAR, 9:167.

2 Wright to Lord William Campbell, June 27, 1775, in Joseph W. Barnwell, ed., “Correspondence of Hon.
Arthur Middleton, Signer of the Declaration of Independence,” SCHGM, Vol. 26, No. 3, July 1926, 115.

" Wright to Dartmouth, Aug. 7, 1775, DAR, 11:68.

1 «“Extract of a letter from Charles-Town, South Carolina, January 17, [1775]” in Margaret Wheeler
Willard, ed., Letters on the American Revolution, 1774-1776 (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1925), 57.

15 “Copy of a letter received by a tradesman at York from his son,” Feb. 3, 1775, in Willard, ed., Letters on
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Many people believed that an effort to regain control of South Carolina and
Georgia would benefit from the support of Indians as well as loyalists. Several army
officers urged the ministry to employ Indians to assist in crushing the rebellion. General
Gage wrote Dartmouth in June 1775 suggesting that “we must not be tender of calling
upon the Savages,” because the rebels were using New England Indians to aid in the
siege of Boston. From Nova Scotia, General James Grant wrote that same month that “a
few scalps taken by Indians ... would operate more upon the minds of these deluded
distracted People than any other Loss they can sustain.”'® Patrick Tonyn, one of the most
persistent advocates of using Indians against the rebels, asserted that “the Americans are
a thousand times more in dread of the Savages than of any European troops.”"” Ironically,
John Stuart “could see no advantage to using the Indians until it could be done in such a
way as to damage the American cause materially,” and in 1775 he worked to keep the
Indians at peace until they could be used in a manner he thought prope:r.18

While Dartmouth had been reluctant to order British agents to employ the Indians,
his successor Germain recognized the potential value of the Indians, believing that in
addition to their actual military cbntﬁbutioﬂs they would “strike terror” into the rebels.'’
Yet he, like Stuart, realized that the government would have to proceed cautiously in this
regard. Germain wrote Tonyn praising the governor and Stuart for their successful efforts
to keep the southern nations’ allegiance, while recommending restraint in employing
Indians against the rebels. Germain pointed out that “the making those Savages Parties in

the present unhappy Dispute, is a measure of a very delicate Nature, and perhaps ought

'8 Valentine, Lord North, 1:375.

17 Cashin, “But Brothers, It Is Our Land,” in Hoffman, et al, eds., An Uncivil War, 250.
18 O’Donnell, Southern Indians, 29-31.

' Valentine, Lord George Germain, 185.
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not to be pressed forward, but in proportion as it may be necessary to counteract any
Steps of the like Tendency, which may be taken by the Rebels.”?

A major reason for Germain’s reluctance to authorize the use of Indians was his
fear that the ministry’s opponents in Parliament, who sympathized with the American
rebels, would take advantage of the issue to turn public opinion against the war.
Germain’s deputy, William Knox, warned that this might happen and was soon proved
correct.”! In the House of Lords, opposition peers denounced the idea of using Indians
against the rebels. Lord Shelburne described proposals to do so as “[blarbarous” and
“cowardly,” while the Duke of Richmond assailed the notion of inciting “those assassins
to stab your enemy in the back.”?? The opposition in the House of Commons also
vociferously criticized any plan to use Indians against the rebels.”

If determining the role of Indians in the war was, as Germain put it, “very
delicate,” the question of whether or not to seek aid from slaves was even more
vexatious. From the beginning of the conflict, a surprising number of Britons advocated
arming slaves and granting th¢m freedom as a reward for their assistance. This idea,
although horrifying to most Arﬁericans, seeméd reasonaﬁle to many in Great Britain,
where attitudes toward slavery had been gradually changing.

In the years before the Revolution, comments by Britons concerning American
slaves demonstrated their inability “to recognize that in the colonies the revolutionary

new division of men arising from racial slavery was not simply one of temporal

2 Germain to Tonyn, Dec. 23, 1775, Germain Papers, Vol. 4, WLCL.
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condition.” For example, the Bishop of London had referred to blacks as “truly a Part of
our own Nation,” while the authors of a 1771 geography book recommended that slaves
who behaved well should be freed and allowed to become planters, which would unite
them to the whites by “bands of friendship, and by mutual good offices.”?* These ideas
reflected the growing strength of the emancipation movement in Britain. By the 1760s
many Britons had come to regard slavery as a moral wrong and thought that blacks
laboring in the' colonies should be treated as subjects rather than property. As the
likelihood of war increased, some abolitionists saw an opportunity to weaken the
rebellious Americans by striking a blow against slavery. “Proclame Freedom to their
Negroes, then how long would they be a people?” Sir William Draper asked in 1774.
“They would soon cry out for pardon, and render unto Caesar the things which are
Caesar’s.””

Others who advised the ministry to arm slaves did so simply because they
believed it to be an expedient way to defeat the rebels. Some members of Parliament
proposed to strike at the economy of the southern provinces by emancipating the slaves,
but the House of Commons rejected the proposal.® Opposition léader Edmund Burke
argued that “declaring a general enfranchisement” of slaves would not have much effect.
He suggested that to counter a British threat to emancipate the slaves, the Americans
might act first to grant slaves their freedom and arm them to fight the king’s troops.”’

The ministry’s supporters in Parliament rejected such arguments. On October 26,

1775, William Lyttelton, a former governor of South Carolina, told the House of

2% Jordan, White Over Black, 208-209.

** Christopher L. Brown, “Empire Without Slaves: British Concepts of Emancipation in the Age of the
American Revolution,” WMQ, Vol. 56, No. 2, April 1999, 273-306, quotation, 304.
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Commons that the southern colonies were the weak link in the rebel chain because of
“the number of negroes in them” and suggested that “if a few regiments were sent there,
the negroes would rise, and embrue their hands in the blood of their masters.” Lyttelton
did not shrink from this violence, asserting “that the colonies ought to be conquered and
then to have mercy shown them.”?® Most members of Parliament, however, sided with
former West Florida governor George Johnstone, who pronounced the scheme “too black
and horrid to be adopted.”29 Lyttelton’s motion to arm slaves failed by a vote of 278-
108.%° Ralph Izard, a South Carolinian who was then in London, denounced Lyttelton for
“encouraging the Negroes ... to drench themselves in the blood of their masters.”"
British army officers had fewer qualms regarding the arming of slaves. Shortly
before giving up his command, Gage endorsed the idea, telling Lord Barrington, the
secretary for the army, in June 1775 that “things are now come to that Crisis, that we
must avail ourselves of every resource, even to raise the Negros, in our cause.”*? General
John Burgoyne advised King George that Indians should be employed in support of the
army and that “arms should be provided for the Negro slaves tQ overawe the southern

colonies.””? Burgoyne even suggested that the northern Indians could be used to transport
arms southward for the slaves.*

Various officers also assigned slaves a prominent part in several plans that they

submitted to Germain for retaking the southern provinces. One suggestion, devised by
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Captain Dalrymple of the 20™ Regiment, called for the creation of a corps of 2,000 Irish
Catholic volunteers, who would be dispatched to the Chesapeake to assist Virginia’s
governor, Lord Dunmore. To this force, Dalrymple recommended, Dunmore “should add
the bravest & most ingenious of the black Slaves whom He may find all over the Bay of
Chesapeake.” Dalrymple described these blacks as “full of Intelligence, Fidelity &
Courage as will be found upon Enquiry.” He believed that the combined black and
Catholic force could raid along the shores of Chesapeake Bay or even capture
Philadelphia if the opportunity arose.>

A variation of this plan recommended that the expedition to the southern colonies
then preparing to sail under the command of General Charles, Earl Cornwallis, should be
sent to Chesapeake Bay rather than the Carolinas. The troops could capture Baltimore,
the writer asserted, and augment their numbers by adding five thousand indentured
servants and convicts, along with “the Bravest and most Ingenious of the Black Slaves.”
This force could destroy supplies and ironworks along the shores of the Bay, bribing
other slaves to destroy facilities farther inland. After achieving its objectives in the
Chesapeake, “the Army of Troops, Convicts, Blaéks &c may carry the war into
Pennsilvania,” and still be available “to Subdue the Carolinas in Winter.”*®

Yet another proposal, from an officer who had served in the West Indies in earlier
wars, asked Germain “to judge, of what Service a Regt of Stout Active Negro’s will be,
Commanded by White Officers.” The writer did not envision this regiment as a combat

unit; instead, its members would “Contribute to ease the Soldier, from many dutys both

3% «“project for Strengthening General Howe’s Operations in the North by a Diversion in the South, without
taking off the Troops,” [1775], Germain Papers, Vol. 4, WLCL.
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discouraging and prejudicial to the healths of those” needed to actually fight the rebels.
Another benefit of such a unit, the writer noted, was that upon its going ashore in any of
the southern colonies, “not a Slave in ten, but would desert to Such a Corps, a
Circumstance I am well assured much more dreaded; & of more fatall Consequences to
the Rebells then the loss of a Battle.” He added that many planters in the West Indies had
“Expressed their Surprise ... that Government have made no application to the west India
Collonies, for a Body of their Negros on this Occasion.” These planters, the writer noted,
said that Jamaica alone could easily furnish one thousand slaves for such a regiment, and
if the ministry approved the plan, the slave unit could be ready for action by April 1776.%

The same writer sent a more detailed proposal to Lord North, listing the number
of slaves each West Indies province could contribute to the proposed regiment, which
was to consist of two battalions of seven hundred men each, with white commissioned
and noncommissioned officers drawn from existing regiments. The black troops were to
be armed and equipped in the same manner as other British soldiers, and “every Negro of
the Sd Regt who Shall distinguish himself during the war, shall receive his Freedom, & if
he is rendred Unfitt for Service a Small pension of £4 [$525] a year during Life.” The
government would either reimburse the owners for the slaves provided to the army or
replace them with “other Negros taken from the Rebells.”*®

As some of the writers indicated to the ministers, precedent existed for employing
slaves to assist in military operations. British forces had made considerable use of slaves

in the Caribbean during the Seven Years’ War, while free blacks performed militia duty

3 “Campbell” to Germain, Jan. 16, 1776, Germain Papers, Vol. 4, WLCL. Frey identifies the writer of this
document and the one cited below as Lieutenant Colonel Archibald Campbell, who later commanded the
expedition to Georgia. Frey, Water from the Rock, 69.
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Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



76

in the West Indies. In Jamaica, unclaimed runaway slaves labored in royal service to
support army garrisons under the provisions of a 1757 law, carrying supplies, mounting
artillery, and cleaning barracks. An officer in Dominica wrote that without the assistance
of slaves he did not have enough troops to perform all of the duties at his post.*®

Thus, as these reports indicated, many West Indian planters were surprised that
“the government did not ask them to supply slaves for military service in North America
.... Some of the large planters in Jamaica were willing to provide a thousand slaves for
military service on the mainland.” Their willingness to do so arose in part from their
desire to help suppress the rebellion, as well as from their fears that the unstable
conditions created by the Revolution increased their danger from both the rebels and their
own slaves.*

Several other prominent Britons and loyalists, including writer Samuel Johnson
and former South Carolina attorney general Sir Egerton Leigh, urged the use of slaves in
some capacity, while some such as Thomas Day ridiculed the “American patriot, signing
resolutions of independency with the one hand, and with the other brandishing a whip
over his affrighted slaves.”*' The ministry, however, refused to go farther than the tacit
permission that Dartmouth had given Lord Dunmore in July to use the black troops the
latter had already raised.*?

Domestic opposition to the arming of slaves contributed to the ministry’s

hesitance in the matter. Several British “Gentlemen, Merchants, and Traders” petitioned
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King George I1I in October 1775 to express their horror at the idea of arming slaves,

urging him to reject any such proposal.“'3

Memorials from London and Bristol protesting
a policy of harsh coercion in America included denunciations of promoting “insurrections
of negroes” as “improper,” while the Annual Register criticized proposals to arm slaves
as undermining both the social system and property rights.* A British traveler in
America, having heard rumors that the ministry planned to arm slaves, predicted “that
such action would put an end to all quarreling between American patriots and Tories, for
‘in that case friends and foes alike will be all one.””** The Duke of Manchester declared
that it would be difficult to bring the Americans to accept a peace agreement, after the
government had enraged them by “giving orders to arm the Indian tribes against them;
and encouraging the black slaves to rise and cut the throats of their masters.”*°

As the duke had correctly observed, the question of whether to employ Indians
and slaves against the rebels was linked to the larger issue of how the war was to be
fought. Sharp divisions existed between those civil and military officials who advocated a
harsh policy of subjugation and others who favored applying just enough force to bring
the Americans to their senses in order to promote reconciliation.*” Realizing that if they
“raised the Negroes or placed greater emphasis on the Indians ... the task of reconciliation

would have been far harder.” Because a harmonious restoration of the imperial

relationship was their primary goal, the ministers seized upon an attractive option.*®

* Quarles, Negro in the Revolution, 112.

* Frey, Water from the Rock, 69, 72-73.

% Jordan, White Over Black, 114.

% Duke of Manchester’s Speech, May 22, 1776, Proceedings and Debates, 6:565.

* Stephen Conway, “To Subdue America: British Army Officers and the Conduct of the Revolutionary
War,” WMQ, Vol. 43, No. 3, July 1986, 381-407.

8 Jeremy Black, War for America: The Fight for Independence 1775-1783 (Bridgend: Sutton Publishing
Ltd., 1991), 37. See also Brooke, King George 111, 178.
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Lord William Campbell had reported that the mere presence of so many slaves
made South Carolina vulnerable. “I leave it to any person of common sense to conceive
what defence they can make in a country where their slaves are five to one,” he wrote®
Sir James Murray also noted that while a small military force “can make but little
impression on the Continent of America,” it appeared likely that a minimal number of
troops could “overawe the southern colonies on account of their Negroes.”> The
ministers decided that slaves could provide passive assistance by tying down a large
percentage of rebel troops to guard against insurrection, easing the task of the king’s
soldiers, yet avoiding the complications that arming slaves would create. Therefore
“British military leaders and Crown officials seized upon the idea of intimidating
independence-minded white southerners with the threat of a slave rising without,
however, actually inciting one.””'

Lord North then set to work reassuring Parliament, the British public, and loyalist
slaveowners that the ministry had not originated the idea of using slaves and Indians
against the rebels. In the House of Commons on November 20, 1775, he stated that “there
never Was aﬁy idea of raising or employing the negroes or the Indians, until the
Americans themselves had first applied to them.””*

The ministry’s failure to take full advantage of slave support proved an immense

benefit to the rebels. Southern Whigs recognized that the large slave population in the

region made them particularly vulnerable, but also understood that any British effort to

* Quoted in Stephen Conway, “British Governments and the Conduct of the American War,” in Dickinson,
ed., Britain and the American Revolution, 160.

50 James Murray to Mrs. Smyth, Nov. 18, 1775, in Eric Robson, ed., Letters from America, 1773-1780.
Being the Letters of a Scots Officer, Sir James Murray, to his Home during the War of American
Independence (New York: Barnes & Noble, 1950), 16-17.

3! Frey, Water from the Rock, 45.
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arm the slaves would alienate many loyalists. While attending the Continental Congress
in Philadelphia, Georgia delegates Archibald Bulloch and John Houstoun told John
Adams “that if 1000 regular Troops should land in Georgia and their commander be
provided with Arms and Cloaths enough, and proclaim Freedom to all the Negroes who
would join his Camp, 20,000 Negroes would join it from the two Provinces in a
fortnight.” In the Georgians’ opinion, only the fact that many loyalists owned slaves
would prevent British officials from taking such a step. “They say,” Adams wrote, “their
only Security is this, that all the Kings Friends and Tools of Government have large
Plantations and Property in Negroes. So that the Slaves of the Tories would be lost as
well as those of the Whiggs.”

Most Whigs did not share Bulloch’s and Houstoun’s confidence that the ministry
would not arm slaves, so when rumors that such a policy had been adopted reached the
southern provinces, an uproar ensued. Governor Wright reported in late May 1775 that an
account “that administration have it in view ... to liberate the slaves and encourage them
to attack their masters, have thrown the people in Carolina and this province into a
ferment.” Althoughv Wri ght bconsidered the information “absurd and improbable,” he
noted that it “had an exceeding bad effect and I am afraid will involve us all in the utmost
distress.”* The rumors received apparent confirmation when Whig Arthur Lee wrote
from London to an acquaintance in South Carolina, declaring that “the ministry had in
agitation not only bringing down the Indians on the inhabitants of this province but also
to encourage an insurrection of their slaves.” The rebels circulated tales that Governor

Campbell had brought 14,000 stand of arms for the slaves’ use. Campbell informed

53 John Adams, Diary and Autobiography of John Adams, L.H. Butterfield, ed., (Cambridge, MA: Belknap
Press, 1961), Vol. 2, Diary, 1771-1781, Sept. 24, 1775, 182-183.
>* Wright to Dartmouth, May 25, 1775, DAR, 9:144.
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Dartmouth that it was impossible to describe “the flame that this occasioned amongst all
ranks and degrees; the cruelty and savage barbarity of the scheme was the conversation of
all companies and no one dared contradict” the reports.>

One of the infuriated Whigs, Thomas Lynch of South Carolina, wrote in horror
that the British government “calls in Savages to ravage our frontiers — to massacre our
defenceless women — and children — offers every incitement to our Slaves to rebel — and
murder their masters.” These actions, Lynch said, strengthened the rebels’ will to fight,
but had little other effect, as he saw only “our Indians keeping the peace, against all acts
— used to detach them from us, by lies — calumnies — and interest. Our Slaves remaining
faithful — against the promise — even of liberty.”>¢

Henry Laurens, one of the most moderate rebels, declared that “the discoveries
which have lately been made of a Settled plan to involve us in all the horrible Scenes of
foreign & domestic Butcheries (not War) have not tended to lull us into Security — While
Men of War & Troops are to attack us in front the Indians are to make inroads on our
backs — Tories & Negro Slaves to rise in our Bowels.” Like Lynch, he observed that the
news had made Whigs more detemﬁnéd to fesist. If Britain intended “to manumit & Set
free those Africans whom She Captivated, made Slaves, & Sold to us, the people are also
ready to anticipate the pious work — they are ready to fight against her Soldiers, against
false Brethren, against Indians” rather than submit, Laurens declared.”’

Thus the decision not to arm slaves deprived the ministry of one of its potentially

most powerful weapons against the rebels, yet brought the government no advantage. The

5% Campbell to Dartmouth, Aug. 31, 1775, DAR, 11:94.

%% Thomas Lynch to Ralph Izard, Nov. 19, 1775, Correspondence of Izard, 1:154.

57 Henry Laurens to William Manning, Feb. 27, 1776, in David R. Chesnutt, ed., The Papers of Henry
Laurens, Vols. 10-14 (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1985-1994) 11:123-124.
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rumors that British officials planned to instigate slave rebellions did as much damage to
the royal cause as the actual arming of slaves would have done, without the offsetting
benefit of strengthening the army with black troops. The ministry preferred to rely
primarily upon the loyalists, supplemented by Indian support when necessary, and would
persevere in this policy throughout the war.
The Loyalists: Resistance and Defeat

With royal government no longer functioning in South Carolina, the Whigs
moved quickly to consolidate power. Their Council of Safety, chosen by the rebel
congress to act in an executive capacity to manage provincial affairs, had as its primary
goal the suppression of loyalists. The council unleashed a campaign of persecution
targeting virtually anyone who did not endorse the rebel position. Georgia’s Whigs,
hampered by opposition from Governor Wright and the strong loyalist element in that
province, moved more slowly. Prodded by their counterparts in South Carolina and eager
to strengthen their own authority, rebels in Georgia eventually bludgeoned the loyalists
there into submission. From the royal governors to small farmers, almost everyone in
eithef province Who supported the British or preferfed to remaih neutral suffered;
“harassment was directed almost as vigorously at the least powerful of loyalists, the
wives and children,” as it was against men who opposed the Whigs.

The earliest indication of how far the Whigs in South Carolina were prepared to
go to seize and punish loyalists came in April 1775, when some rebels considered
capturing Governor Campbell as a hostage to exchange for loyalists they had identified as

particularly dangerous. When the Whigs learned that Moses Kirkland, a prominent

5% Christopher Moore, The Loyalists: Revolution, Exile, Settlement (Toronto: McClelland & Stuart, 1994),
110.
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backcountry loyalist, had reached safety aboard the British warship Tamar with
Campbell’s help, rebel Arthur Middleton proposed “that the Gov. by whose Assistance he
escaped, should be taken into Custody & offered in Exchange for K.” Cooler Whigs
rejected the idea, but Middleton wamed that it was possible the governor “may yet be
nab’d, if he does not take care of himself.””

The Whigs continued to show restraint until the summer of 1775, when rumors
that British officials planned to incite Indian attacks and slave insurrections provided a
pretext for the rebels to raise troops and take action against Charleston’s loyalists. The
Whigs then informed royal officials that they were “Hostages, & must Suffer whatever
might be inflicted, on any of the Americans.” The newly raised rebel forces helped to
intimidate loyalists and the wavering and checked the “dangerous Spirit of resistance, to
the recently usurped authority.” Yet one loyalist observed that even these units “were not
without Symptoms of discontent & Sedition.”®

In the Whigs’ opinion, the best way to deal with such discontent was to employ
violence against anyone who refused to sign the Continental Association or otherwise
challenged rebel authority. Several rebels forced their way into the bedroom of Doctor
Alexander Garden, who was severely ill, to demand that the prominent Charleston
physician and suspected loyalist sign the Association. Too sick to read the document,

Garden signed with the stipulation that he would renounce it if its contents were at

% Arthur Middleton to William Henry Drayton, April 15, 1775, “Correspondence of Middleton,” 113.
¢ Frances Reece Kepner, ed., “A British View of the Siege of Charleston, 1776,” JSH, Vol. 11, No. 1, Feb.
1945, 95-96.
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variance with his allegiance to Great Britain. After recovering, Garden decided that he
should probably not have signed it.%'

Garden’s treatment was mild compared to the fate of others. On June 9, the rebels
took Laughlin Martin and James Dealy, the former a man “of Some Credit in Town,” into
custody. The “two impudent fellows ... had not only refused to Subscribe the Association
but threatned vengeance against the whole Country by exciting an Insurrection.” An
impromptu court sentenced the two men to be tarred and feathered, after which they were
“put into a Cart & driven up & down the Broad Street — instantly after that degrading
punishment was over they were put on board a Vessel in order to be banished hence for
ever.”% The brutal punishment “did much to cow loyalists in the capital.”®

George Walker, the gunner at Fort Johnson, was another who made the mistake of
holding political opinions contrary to those of the Whigs. On August 12, when a ship
captain invited him to join in a toast of “damnation” to George III, Walker delivered a
scathing reply.®* As punishment for this “insolent speech,” the rebel mob seized Walker,
tarred and rfeathered him, and then carted him from one “Tory House,” to another.%® At
each stop Walker was forced “to driﬁk damnation” to the inhabitants.®® Loyalists Visifed
by the mob and their prisoner included Alexander Innes, James Simpson, and William
Wragg. At Fenwick Bull’s home, the crowd threw a sack of feathers onto Bull’s balcony

and asked him to keep it until it was his turn to be tarred and feathered. Eventually the

¢! Edmund Berkeley and Dorothy Smith Berkeley, Dr. Alexander Garden of Charles Town (Chapel Hill:
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rebels released Walker at the home of another loyalist, Doctor George Milligen.*” Having
twice refused to sign the Association, the doctor replaced Walker as the target of the
crowd’s wrath. The throng surrounded Milligen “like so many hissing snakes,” so that he
drew his sword to defend himself. He eventually reached safety inside his house, but left
for England later that month.%® Reflecting the Whigs’ amusement at the loyalists’ distress,
Arthur Middleton joked that while he knew of no “pressing necessity” for Milligen’s
departure, it was probable that the doctor “had an unconquerable Dislike to the mode of
Cloathing lately adopted,” a reference to the tarring and feathering of Walker. To prevent
other loyal inhabitants from escaping to British vessels, the Council of Safety took steps
to prevent the loyalists from using their boats to travel within the harbor.®

On August 2, another Whig mob confronted Thomas Brown, a recent immigrant
from Yorkshire, at New Richmond in the backcountry. Brown’s refusal to sign the Whig
association sparked a struggle in which Brown wounded one of his attackers, then held
off others with his sword until he was struck in the head from behind by a musket. The
‘Whigs then tied Brown to a tree, tarred his legs and applied burning wood to his feet,
which‘caused him to lose two toes. They also partialiy scalped ﬁim and carted him
through several settlements before leaving the battered loyalist in Augusta, Georgia. This
brutality forced Brown to sign the Association, but he soon recanted.”®

Even members of the clergy were not exempt from Whig intimidation. “Our

Committee has shut up all the ports the Courts & the Church,” Middleton wrote, “the last

7 Arthur Middleton to Drayton, Aug. 12, 1775; Peter Timothy to Drayton, Aug. 13, 1775,
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for a Sermon preach’d in it by Mr. Smith which they did not like.””" The Anglican rector
of Prince George Parish in Georgetown, the Rev. James Stuart, was “violently assaulted
by a Savage Mob” because of his loyalism. When he appealed to local officials, “the very
Judge applauded the Brutality of the Banditti” who had attacked him, “and encouraged
the Aggressors ... to insult him in their Court of Justice.””

The various mob actions terrified most Charleston loyalists. “The people were in
such a humour that I believe there was scarce a non-subscriber who did not tremble,”
Whig printer Peter Timothy observed.” Hoping to capitalize on the fearful atmosphere
they had created, the Whigs decided to stage a public display of power to intimidate the
wavering inhabitants of Charleston into signing the Association.

On July 22, the Council of Safety convened to hear the cases of twenty-four men,
including several high-ranking provincial officials, who had refused to sign. The Whigs
expected that their inquiry, backed by the implied threat of violence, would force many
prominent loyalists to recant and others would follow their example. Those appearing
before the committee included Chief J usti¢e Thomas Knox Gordon, Attorney General
James Simpson, four jﬁdges, and some lesser ofﬁcialé. Ho§vever, oniy three of the men
signed the Association. The majority instead shared the views of judge William Gregory,
who declared himself “ever a faithfull Subject & He has taken two Oaths of Allegiance
[to the king] and will never break them.” Simpson was the most vocal in denouncing the

rebel Association, insisting he could not “subscribe it without Perjury and Perfidy.”"*
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Disappointed with the unexpectedly poor results of their proceedings, after a few
days of deliberation the Whig committee decided that the reasons the loyalists had given
for refusing to cooperate in the rebels’ measures were unsatisfactory. The nonsubscribers
were ordered to surrender their weapons, barred from leaving Charleston, and forbidden
to interact with Whigs.”

The committee made an exception for William Wragg, confining him to his
plantation outside of town, from whence he wrote Henry Laurens to explain his refusal to
take the rebel oath and protest the injustice of the Whigs’ proceedings. “Can Liberty be
worth contending for or ever preserved, when the first principles, & the essential
foundations of it are violated?” Wragg asked. “I have seen Sentence; & am still at a Loss
to know my Offence.” Wragg added that he would remain on his plantation as the
Council of Safety had ordered, but he chided Laurens and the Whigs for their fears of
“the formidable power of twenty Gentlemen, whose Age, Disposition, & the Education of
most of them” hardly qualified them as dangerous conspirators.’® Laurens agreed that the
Whigs had been too harsh in their treatment of loyalists and urged his colleagues to act
with méderation in hopes that kind tréatment might induce most to ch;cmge their views.
“Our Cause is good, it does not Stand in need, like Mahomet’s Religion, of Sword & Fire
to bring Men into it,” Laurens wrote.”’

In fact, the rebel leaders themselves recognized that they had not succeeded in

eradicating loyalism in Charleston. Despite a summer of vigorous persecution, the

stated in a letter to William Henry Drayton dated August 12, 1775, that the investigation of the “non-
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Council of Safety worried in late September that “there are more [loyalists] within this
Metropolis than without it in proportion to numbers.”"®

The loyalists outside the town also had to be dealt with. Recognizing that it would
be more difficult to impose their will on the inhabitants of the vast backcountry region
than it was in Charleston, Whig leaders first opted for an attempt at persuading loyalists
to join them. In April the Committee of Intelligence composed the first of four letters it
circulated throughout South Carolina in the spring and summer of 1775. These letters
denounced Britain’s American policy, warned that the British planned to use force to
snuff out American liberty, and urged unified resistance against such measures. While it
is impossible to determine the effect of the letters, Governor Campbell believed that they
did hurt the royal cause.”

Campbell, who maintained a clandestine correspondence with backcountry
loyalists with the assistance of Charleston merchant Andrew Mackenzie, felt frustrated at
his inability to aid the king’s supporters.®® The governor could do little other than to
inform Thomas Fletchall, the acknowledged leader of the backcountry loyalists, that he
“was without power to protect, or assist you.” Caﬁli)bell could only reassure Flefchall aﬁd
his followers that the government would eventually take steps to aid them. Meanwhile, he
advised Fletchall to keep the peace, cultivate loyalism among the people, and “by every
means avoid giving offence, or doing the smallest injury to any of your Fellow Subjects,

and rest satisfied at present.”®!
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The Whigs believed that if they could convert Fletchall to their cause, it might
defuse the impending crisis in the backcountry. On July 14 Henry Laurens wrote to the
loyalist leader, reviewing the rebels’ reasons for resisting British authority and appealing
for Fletchall’s support on the basis of racial solidarity. With the province “alarmed by
threats of Invasions by the British Soldiery, of instigated Insurrections by our Negroes, of
inroads by the Neighbouring Tribes of Indians & of what is far more to be dreaded the
practices & insidious acts of false Brethren,” it was urgent that everyone stand together
for mutual protection, Laurens stated. He gave Fletchall an opportunity to dissociate
himself from other loyalist leaders, stating that he had heard accounts that Fletchall was
friendly to the Whigs “but that you were deterred, partly by the malevolent artifices of
Ministerial Hirelings” and by a fear of losing his militia commission. Laurens thus left
open a door by which Fletchall could restore himself to the rebels’ good graces.®

Fletchall replied on July 24, assuring the Council of Safety that while “many
reports have been maliciously asserted against me,” he could prove they were false.
There was little of comfort in the remainder of his letter, however. Fletchall readily
admitted that not a man in the militia régiments between the Savannah and Broad Rivers
had signed the Whig Association, but that many had instead signed a loyal resolution
circulated by Joseph Robinson. Insisting that he had not compelled anyone to sign either
document, Fletchall stated while that he did not concur with the Whigs’ views, he was
not “an enemy to my country.” For the time being, he declared, “I am resolved, and do

utterly refuse to take up arms against my king, until I find it my duty to do otherwise.”®
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Like Robinson, other loyalists challenged the rebels by circulating resolutions
declaring their allegiance to the king. People living along the Pacolet River composed a
statement expressing their “utmost abhorrence and detestation” of “the dareing
proceedings of those infatuated people, who call themelvs committee men, or Liberty
boys.” To counter such actions, the loyalists promised to “embody at the shortest notice,
to support the rights of the crown, as soon as called by any Legal Authority.”**

The loyalists soon got the opportunity to act upon their pledge. While the Council
of Safety sparred with Fletchall, they took more forceful steps to gain control of the
backcountry by dispatching Major James Mayson with a company of rangers to seize
Fort Charlotte on the Savannah River. The outnumbered militia garrison surrendered to
the rebels without resistance on July 12. Mayson took the two pieces of artillery and other
captured supplies to Ninety Six, leaving a few men to hold the fort. When the loyalists
learned of Mayson’s action, Robert and Patrick Cunningham and Joseph Robinson
assembled about two hundred men who marched to Ninety Six on July 17, forced
Mayson to surrender, carried off all the supplies taken from the fort except the two
cannon, and then released their prisoners.® |

The loyalists’ success against Mayson convinced rebel Colonel William Thomson
that vigorous measures were needed if the Whigs were to gain control of the backcountry.

Thomson informed the Council of Safety that Fletchall, Robert Cunningham, and

Robinson had deceived the backcountry settlers into opposing the Whigs. If the three
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were Indians, Thomson wrote, he would consider himself justified to “Send the Councill
of Safety their Scalps.” However, Thomson believed that “the poor People by them
deluded I think may yet be Brought Over by fair Means.” He recommended that the
Reverend William Tennent be sent to persuade them, “as they are Chiefly of his Religion,
I think he would undeceive and Open the Eyes of many of them.”*

The Council decided to follow Thomson’s advice and act against the loyalist
leaders while seeking to persuade the backcountry people to join the Whigs. The council
ordered an inquiry “into the Conduct of Mr. Kirkland,” which was purported to have “a
-very dark and suspicious aspect.” Council member Arthur Middleton wanted Kirkland to
receive “such punishment as his Crimes deserve; as the matter has been represented he
has certainly been guilty both of Mutiny & Desertion.”®” A week later the council
received the evidence it desired in the form of an affidavit allegedly proving Kirkland to
be “a rebellious, seditious xxxx,” and questioning the allegiance of Indian trader Richard
Pearis.®® In addition, the council dispatched Tennent, the Rev. Oliver Hart, and William
Henry Drayton to the backcountry “to cure this Evil.” Henry Laurens hoped that “by
ﬁropér applications all those people may be brought at least to promise absolute neutrality
& many of them to join us.”® To strengthen the hand of its emissaries, the council

ordered Thomson to send rebel militia units on a sweep through the province. The

council authorized its emissaries to call for assistance from the militia if they found it

necessary.”
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Drayton and Tennent set out together on August 2.°! Their first report to the
Council of Safety, written five days later, contained little good news. At Congaree Store, -
in the midst of settlements of German immigrants, the Whigs summoned the people to a
meeting. “To our great mortification not one German appeared but one or two of our
friends,” Drayton and Tennent wrote. The people in the area were said to believe that if
they took up arms against the king, they would lose their land. Conceding that their hopes
of success were “but small in this quarter,” they added that they had resorted to threats in
order to force some of the Germans to listen to them. They asked Colonel Thomson to
order a muster, “& we have declared if the Officers disobey, they shall be broke.”*

In response to Thomson’s threats, many people attended the August 9 meeting,
although Tennent noted that a large number “had come a great way to oppose” the
Whigs.”® The rebel emissaries harangued them, however, until all but fifteen men agreed
to sign the Association. But Drayton and Tennent’s subsequent efforts were less
successful. At an August 11 meeting on the Saluda River they convinced only one person
to subscribe, while the next day not even one out of one hundred people whom Drayton
addresséd at Evén McLaurin’s home would sign.94 Nevertheless, Drayton informed the
Council of Safety that he believed that if these people were allowed to elect
representatives to the provincial congress, they would recognize its authority. However,

he also warned that unless Moses Kirkland was prevented from returning to the
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% William Tennent, “Fragment of a Journal kept by the Rev. William Tennent Describing his Journey, in
1775, to Upper South Carolina at the request of the Council of Safety, To induce the Tories to sign an
Association to support the cause of the Colonists,” City Year Book of Charleston, 1894, 297-298.

* Tennent, “Fragment of a Journal,” 297-298; Krawczynski, Drayton, 169-170.
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backcountry, “our progress will have been in vain.” In reply, the council authorized
Drayton to “spare no expence to secure & have him brought” to Charleston.”®

Meanwhile Hart had traveled to the forks between the Broad and Saluda Rivers
after conferring with Drayton and Tennent on August 7. There he gave a sermon on the
political situation, which his audience “heard with Attention.” He later learned that “one
opposer was convinced and sharply reproved one who quarreled with the Sermon.”” This
small victory marked the limits of Hart’s success. The next day Hart stayed at the home
of the Reverend Philip Mulkey, and was disappointed to leamn that his host “rather sides
with ministerial Measures.” Hart probed others for their sentiments, finding to his chagrin
that “People, in general, are certainly (as they say) for the King; ie, for the Minister, &
his Measures; one Man, with whom we conversed, fairly trembled through Madness.” On
August 11 Hart discussed affairs with more of Mulkey’s neighbors and “found them so
fixd on the Side of the Ministry, that no Argument on the contrary Side, seemed to have
any Weight with them.” That evening Hart preached to between twenty and thirty people
with no better result. One loyalist said that he “wishd 1000 Bostonians might be killed in
Battle .... On the Whole théy appear to be obstinate and irritated to an Extreme.” After the
sermon, Hart spoke with Fletchall, who said that while he did not wish to fight his
countrymen, he nonetheless disapproved of the Whigs’ measures “and complain’d of
sundry Threats which He says are given out against Himself, and the Inhabitants of the
Frontiers.” Several people who listened to the discussion “seem’d almost universally, by

Words & Actions to applaud every Thing” that Fletchall said. Hart concluded that “there

% William Henry Drayton to Council of Safety, Aug. 9, 1775, PHL, 10:286-287.

% Council of Safety to William Henry Drayton, Aug. 13, 1775, PHL, 10:297.

%7 Oliver Hart, “Diary of Oliver Hart written during his Journey to the Back-Country, 31 July - 6
September 1775,” SCL.
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appears but little Reason, as yet, to hope that these People will be brought to have a
suitable Regard to ye Interests of America.”*®

Hart spent a few more days in the area, but made no progress. On August 13 he
noted that “there is the greatest Appearance of a civil War” unless God intervened to
prevent it. The next day he attended a meeting where Joseph Robinson “Read a
ministerial Piece” that Hart thought was “well calculated to fix the Minds of all
disaffected Persons. With Sorrow I saw Marks of Approbation set almost on every
Countenance.” At that point, Hart evidently began to fear that the loyalists might seize
him or his papers; he began writing his diary entries in code and did not stop doing so
until September 5, when he was on his way home from his unsuccessful mission.”

Tennent, who had joined Hart, was also frustrated. “The Pamphlet sent up by the
Govemor has done much damage here. It is at present their Gospel,” he wrote in
reference to the “ministerial Piece” that Hart had denounced. “It seems as though nothing
could be done here.”'” Like Hart, Tennent feared that the loyalists in the area were so
strong “that they are nearly ripe to shew themselves and-make no Scruple to threaten the
‘whole province with Devastatioﬁ ina short timé.” Tennent had also heard rumors that
three thousand Cherokee warriors were to join them, and that British troops would also
arrive soon. “In short,” the frustrated minister wrote, the loyalists “are preparing a great
Dish of Blood for you and expect ... to bear down all before them.” The situation had “all

the Appearance of an hellish Plott,” Tennent declared.'”

%8 Hart, “Diary,” SCL.

% Hart, “Diary,” SCL. Hart calls Robinson “Major Robertson.”

190 Tennent, “Fragment of a Journal,” 299.
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Drayton’s arrival spurred a new effort to convert Fletchall, although the latter,
abetted by Robinson and Thomas Brown, remained obstinate. Unwilling to give up,
Drayton and Tennent focused their efforts on the weak-willed colonel at an August 23
meeting from which Brown, Robinson, and other loyalist leaders were absent. The two
Whigs convinced Fletchall to muster his regiment and allow Drayton and Tennent to
address the men. When Brown later learned what Fletchall had done, he tried to dissuade
the colonel and nearly came to blows with Drayton in the process. Fletchall refused to
change his mind, however, and the meeting went ahead as scheduled the next day.'®
The event fell far short of the Whigs’ expectations. Only 270 of about 1,500 men in
Fletchall’s regiment attended, the rest having taken the advice of their officers and
remained at home. Drayton’s harangue provoked a swift challenge from Moses Kirkland,
and their confrontation nearly provoked “a terrible riot.” Fletchall and others had to
intervene to prevent Kirkland from striking Drayton. After calm had been restored,
Tennent spoke, after which Brown made a rebuttal. At the close of the meeting, about
seventy men signed the Association, most of whom had already signed it at other
meetingé. Drayton and Tennent then turned theirvattention‘ to other regions, but failed to
make significant inroads among the loyalists.'® Members of the Council of Safety were
not surprised at the poor results. “As I expected you have not hitherto made many
Proselytes, & I am sory to prophecy that you will not meet with much more success,”
Middleton wrote Drayton on August 2104

Thomas Brown reported the failure of the Whig emissaries to Governor Campbell

on October 18. “Every Artifice Fraud & Misrepresentation were practiced to impose

192 R rawczynski, Drayton, 175-176.
13 Tennent, “Fragment of a Journal,” 301-302; Krawczynski, Drayton, 179-180.
1% Arthur Middleton to Drayton, Aug. 22, 1775, “Correspondence of Middleton,” 134.
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upon the People,” Brown wrote, but the loyalist leaders had prepared the people for
“these Incendiaries,” so that Drayton énd his colleagues won few converts.'®> Campbell
accurately summed up the outcome of the Whigs’ mission in a report to the ministry.
Having been sent “to poison the Minds of these People,” they “succeeded so badly, that
they have been under a Necessity ... to effect by Force what they could not accomplish by
Threats, Bribes, or Persuasion.”!%

Drayton had in fact concluded that since persuasion had not had much effect,
stronger measures were needed to sway the loyalists. On August 21 he advised the
Council of Safety to apply economic pressure against its opponents. If the loyalists were
“debarred all communication with Charles Town & all trade with the Country Stores,
they will be much chagrined,” he stated.'”” The council adopted this recommendation,
which created consternation among the loyalists. Moses Kirkland reported that
“Thousands of poor People” were “much distressed” because they were “not allowed the
Liberty to pass over any Ferry, nor deal in any Store, nor have their Corn ground at any

| Mill; they are not allowed to purchase Salt to eat with their Provisions, their Estates are
threatnéd fo be .taken frofn them.” If this were not enough to make them sign the rebel
association, Kirkland said, behind these measures lay the further threat that “their Lives
next are to be taken by Sword.” Kirkland’s own life was endangered: the Whigs had

offered a reward for his execution or capture, his plantation had been plundered, and he

had been forced to employ “Life Guards, to escort me from place to place.” He decided to

19 Thomas Brown to Lord William Campbell, Oct. 18, 1775, in James H. O’Donnell, ed., “A Loyalist
View of the Drayton-Tennent-Hart Mission to the Upcountry,” SCHM, Vol. 67, No. 1, Jan. 1966, 17-18.
19 Campbell to Dartmouth, Aug. 31, 1775, abstract, Dartmouth Papers, #1467, Reel 13, DLAR.

197 William Henry Drayton to Council of Safety, Aug. 21, 1775, PHL, 10:344-345.
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leave the province and sail to Boston, where he hoped to convince Gage to send troops to

aid the loyalists.'®®

Kirkland’s assessment of Whig intentions was correct; Drayton was already
planning to use force against the loyalists. Responding to the Council of Safety’s fear that
Kirkland’s arrest might provoke an uprising, Drayton said that would not be the case if
the other loyalist leaders were taken at the same time. Noting that when Thomson’s
militia had marched through loyalist areas, “the King’s men ... were terrified,” Drayton
intended “to march into the heart of Fletchall’s quarters with about 800 men and 6 pieces
of cannon,” expecting the show of force to be enough to overcome the loyalists without
bloodshed.'” Thomson announced his readiness to give Drayton “all the Military aid in
my power, whenever he shall think proper to demand it.”''°

Seeking a pretext to use force against the loyalists, Drayton found it when he
learned in late August that Kirkland and his followers were “actually in Arms to attack
Augusta & Fort Charlotte.” As soon as he had confirmation that Kirkland’s troops were
moving, Drayton told thc Council of Safety that he would consider himself “fully
authorized ... to proceed to every extrerﬁity that may have a tendency to suppress those
Men who oppose the authority of Congress.”''! Drayton then gathered militia from
Thomson’s and Andrew Williamson’s regiments at a camp near Ninety Six. By mid-
September the rebels numbered some eleven hundred men. The show of force thwarted
Kirkland’s plan; Drayton then sent parties to capture or kill Kirkland, Brown, and Robert

Cunningham. All three escaped, however, and Brown and Cunningham assembled two

1% Moses Kirkland to Dartmouth, Sept. 20, 1775, Dartmouth Papers, #1526, Reel 14, microfilm, DLAR.
1% William Henry Drayton to Council of Safety, Sept. 11, 1775, PHL, 10:375-378.

119 William Thomson to Henry Laurens, Sept. 6, 1775, PHL, 10:371.

"' William Henry Drayton to Council of Safety, Aug, 30, 1775, William Henry Drayton Papers, SCL.
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hundred loyalists to oppose Drayton. Fletchall soon arrived with an additional 250 men
and assumed command, over the objection of some of the more militant loyalists.''?

Rather than risk defeat, Drayton appealed to Fletchall to negotiate. Had Brown
and Cunningham accompanied him to the negotiations, Fletchall may have been more
resolute, but both feared that the Whigs might seize them, so Fletchall went with six other
men. Preferring to avoid conflict and aware that his men were short of ammunition,
Fletchall and the Whigs signed the Treaty of Ninety Six on September 16.''* Both sides
agreed that the “misunderstandings” between them should not be allowed to develop
“into quarrels and bloodshed.” The loyalists then declared that they did not oppose the
proceedings of the rebel congress, nor did they plan to aid British troops, but rather
wanted only “to abide in their usual peace and tranquility.” They promised to turn over to
the rebels anyone who spoke against the Whig authorities, and in exchange Drayton
promised that the loyalists would not be molested so long as they remained peaceful.''* “I
am persuaded Fletchall & his people will be true, & I make no doubt but that the affair is
now crushed,” Drayton exulted. Yet Drayton feared the attachment of the backcountry
people to Governor Campbell and wrote that “our Safety is utterly precarious while the
Govemor is at liberty.” Drayton advised the council to “make Hostages of the Governor
& the officers” of the crown or else his success might be undone.'"

Some loyalists believed that Drayton had taken unfair advantage of Fletchall and
therefore did not consider themselves bound by the treaty. Brown stated that Fletchall had

been “struck with terror” upon watching the maneuvers of the Whig militia. Brown and

12 R rawczynski, Drayton, 184-186; Brown to Campbell, Oct. 18, 1775, in O’Donnell, ed., “Loyalist
View,” 19, .

' Krawczynski, Drayton, 186-189.

"1 Treaty of Ninety Six, Sept. 16, 1775, Documentary History, 1:184-186.

'3 W H. Drayton to Council of Safety, Sept. 17, 1775, PHL, 10:392-393.
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Cunningham considered making a surprise attack on the Whigs with their eight hundred
men during the negotiations, but decided against it. They undoubtedly wished they had
carried out their plan when Fletchall returned with the treaty. Upon learning its “shameful
disgraceful” terms, many of the men were “seized with Rage & Indignation” and lswore
“that they would never abide by them.”''® Cunningham told Drayton that the latter had
dishonorably taken advantage of people “half scared out of their senses at the sight of
liberty caps and sound of cannon.” Cunningham said he would not abide by the
agreement, which he pronounced “false and disgraceful from beginning to ending.”'"’

Brown and Cunningham met afterwards to discuss a course of action. Since they
were short of ammunition, they decided to dismiss their troops until they received further
instructions from Campbell. Brown then went to Charleston to meet with the governor.
Kirkland had already managed to reach Charleston in disguise and get aboard the Tamar,
where Campbell had taken refuge after the Whigs discovered that he had been discussing
plans with backcountry loyalists to cooperate with British troops. With Kirkland out of
reach, the Council of Safety ordered Drayton tp capture Robinson, Cunningham, and
Brown or to drive them from the province. Brown was‘arr.este(.l but quickly released.''®

Robinson had observed the rebels’ military preparations at Ninety Six and heard
that they intended to “burn and destroy the Houses and property of all Person who
refused to join them” as soon as they had enough troops. Robinson went to Charleston to
seek advice from Governor Campbell, who advised him “to levy Forces and March

against the Rebels.” Robinson assembled two thousand men, but Fletchall had signed the

116 Brown to Campbell, Oct. 18, 1775, in O’Donnell, ed., “Loyalist View,” 20-21, 24.

17 Robert Cunningham to Drayton, Oct. 5, 1775, Documentary History, 1:200.

118 Brown to Campbell, Oct. 18, 1775, in O’Donnell, ed., “Loyalist View,” 24-25; Council of Safety to
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treaty with Drayton before these reinforcements arrived. Learing that Campbell had fled
Charleston and finding himself “without further Orders, Money or Military Stores,”
Robinson sent his followers home with instructions “not to suffer any false pretences of
the Rebel Party to deceive them, or to efface their principles of Loyalty, until we should
enjoy a more favorable opportunity.”'!?

Largely through Drayton’s aggressive efforts, the Whigs had temporarily
succeeded in neutralizing the backcountry loyalists. Alexander Innes complained to
Patrick Tonyn that if the loyalists had been assisted by “any decent force” of troops, they
might have accomplished much. “[B]y what infatuation or neglect these unhappy
provinces to the southward have been so totally abandoned, for such a space, I cannot
imagine,” Innes lamented.'*

Peace in the backcountry did not last long, however. At the end of October, two
Whig actions provoked the loyalist uprising that the rebel leaders had tried to forestall.
First, they arrested Robert Cunningham, brought him to Charleston, and on November 1
ordered him imprisoned for refusing to recant. Cunningham’s brother Patrick promptly
organized é force in hopes of freeing Robert. Second, because the Cherokees were |
complaining of the stoppage in trade, the Council of Safety hoped to placate them and
prevent an Indian war by dispatching a wagon with one thousand pounds of gunpowder

and some lead for the Cherokees’ winter hunt. When Patrick Cunningham leamed of the

shipment, he and loyalist Richard Pearis spread word that the Whigs were supplying

1% “Memoir of Lt. Col. Joseph Robinson, 1797,” Rare Books and Special Collections Division, McGill
University Library, Montreal, Quebec, Canada.
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munitions to the Cherokees for use against the loyalists. With 150 enraged followers,
Cunningham overpowered the escorting rebel troops and captured the wagon.'?!

Whig Colonel Andrew Williamson immediately summoned his militia to recover
the ammunition. By November 18, nearly nineteen hundred rebels had taken position in a
makeshift fort near Ninety Six. The loyalists gathered about two thousand militiamen and
surrounded the Whig fort. Skirmishing continued until November 21, with small losses
on both sides. That night the loyalists sent in a demand for surrender, and representatives
of the two sides met to negotiate the next day.'”* A treaty was soon arranged that allowed
the rebel militia to leave the fort, whereupon it was to be destroyed. They would then
return home unmolested. The loyalists would march across the Saluda River. Each side
would release its prisoners, and neither side would engage in hostilities until the
“differences between the people” were adjusted. This was to be done by referring the
matter to Governor Campbell and the Council of Safety for arbitration — actually a moot
point since there was no possibility that the rebel council would even consider
Campbell’s views. Any reinforcements coming to the assistance of either party “also
shall be bound by this cessation,” the treaty stated.'” |

The loyalists upheld their part of the agreement, but Colonels Thomson and
Richard Richardson, commanding other units of rebel militia, decided that “the Cessation
of Arms was not binding on us.” They proceeded to assemble men, but encountered much
opposition and had to resort to drafts to fill their ranks. In the Orangeburgh and Congaree

areas, the men drafted by Thomson “seem’d very insolent ... & in fact did as much as to

121 Moultrie, Memoirs, 1:96; Affidavit of Moses Cotter, Nov. 3, 1775, in Moultrie, Memoirs, 1:97-100;
Cann, “Prelude to War,” 207; Lambert, South Carolina Loyalists, 44-45.
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declare themselves Kings Men.” There were similar problems with some of Richardson’s
conscripts. Thomson believed that some of these loyalists had actually “murdered people
in the Woods who had been our Associates.” He decided to apply the coercive elements
of the militia law to quell the resistance.'?*

Richardson began his campaign in late November with 1,500 men. The Whigs
had an immense advantage because the loyalists had just disbanded under the terms of the
treaty and thought themselves protected by it. As Richardson marched through the
backcountry arresting loyalist leaders, other Whig parties swelled his force to double its
original size. Some loyalists tried to embody and resist, but could not collect more than
four hundred men, too few to challenge the large rebel force. Leaderless and intimidated,
most of the loyalists pledged neutrality to avoid further persecution.'? Richardson sent
six captured loyalist officers to Charleston at the beginning of December, asking the
Council of Safety not to set them free “as they are Look’d Upon as Active and pernitious
men.”'?® Two weeks later he sent down nine more captives, including Fletchall and
Pearis.'”’

Many loyalists fled to Cherokee territory, where Richardson’s Whig militia
caught up with them on December 21. After surrounding the loyalist camp, Richardson

ordered an attack. Patrick Cunningham managed to escape, but about 130 loyalists were

captured and five or six killed. Richardson wrote that it was “happy the men were

124 William Thomson to Council of Safety, Nov. 28, 1775, PHL, 10:523.
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Restrain’d or Every man had died,” implying that the dead loyalists may have been
executed rather than killed in combat.'?®

A few loyalists eluded the Whigs. Joseph Robinson, upon learning that the rebels
had offered a reward for killing him, fled to the Cherokees, then made his way through

Creek territory before finally reaching East Florida in 1777.1%°

Captain James Phillips and
his company of loyal militia escaped the rebels with the assistance of Alexander Chesney,
a nineteen-year-old who lived on the Pacolet River near Grindall Shoals. Chesney led
Phillips and his men to his family’s farm, then found another loyalist to guide them to
North Carolina, from whence they made their way to St. Augustine through Indian lands.
Phillips’s company formed part of the South Carolina Royalist battalion later created in
East Florida. “I piloted all the loyalists who came in my way,” Chesney wrote. When the
Whigs learned of Chesney’s activities, they arrested him and ransacked his father’s home.
After a week’s imprisonment they released him, offering him a choice of joining the rebel
army or undergoing trial for aiding loyalists. He chose the former “to save my father’s

: family from threat.”!*°

Chesney, Robinson, and other loyalists were fortunéte to escape the full fury of

the Whigs. All of the loyalist leaders whom the Whigs judged to be most influential and

therefore most dangerous were subjected to harassment, imprisonment, and other forms

of persecution. A total of 136 loyalist prisoners had been sent to Charleston."*! After two

months’ imprisonment, thirty-three of the captives, including Fletchall, Pearis, and

Robert Cunningham, announced their willingness to “Settle Peace” with the Whigs. In a

128 Richard Richardson to Henry Laurens, Jan. 2, 1776, PHL, 10:610-611.
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petition to the Council of Safety, they expressed regret that they had been at odds with
their countrymen and their wish to see unity restored in the province.'** Richardson urged
the council to release Cunningham and any others who were repentant, so long as they
pledged their property as security for their future good behavior.'’

Release from prison did not bring an end to the loyalists’ troubles. Pearis endured
nine months of captivity only to return home to find “his House burnt, his Property
destroyed and his Family drove off.” Pearis rejoined his family and learned that the
Whigs who burned his home had also beaten and abused his daughters. He stayed with
his family for a time, “but was so harrassed that he was obliged to fly” to Charleston,

where he obtained protection from rebel Governor John Rutledge.'**

Evan McLaurin, a
merchant and militia leader who had managed to avoid capture, likewise could not escape
persecution. The Whigs seized £400 ($52,500) worth of deerskins he had shipped to
Charleston, and harassment at home ruined his business.'’

The Whigs exulted in their victory. The Council of Safety embraced Richardson’s
and Thomson’s sophistry and approved their decision to ignore the terms of the treaty
between Williamson and the loyalists."*® Henry Laurens expressed joy at the speed with
which the rebels had managed to suppress the king’s supporters. They had “obliged many
hundreds of the Insurgents to Surrender their Arms, took about 150 prisoners of the most

troublesome ringleaders & drove out of the Country Such as would not Surrender.”"*’

With the most active loyalists either gone from the province or in prison, Laurens stated
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133 Richard Richardson to Council of Safety, Jan. 23, 1776, PHL, 11:56.

134 Richard Pearis Loyalist Claim, Aug. 22, 1783, SCHS.

13% 1sabella McLaurin Memorial, April 8, 1783, SCHS.

136 South Carolina Council of Safety to Richard Richardson, and to William Thomson, Dec. 4, 1775, PHL,
10:533-535.

137 Henry Laurens to Robert Deans, Jan. 8, 1776, PHL, 11:11.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



104

that “the common people whom they had deluded are convinced of their mistake & in
general declare their willingness to join their Brethren” in defense of their rights.'*®
Governor Campbell expressed great disappointment at the loyalists’ defeat. He
had hoped that the backcountry people would remain united and prevent the Whigs from
gaining complete control of the province until British troops arrived.'* He attributed
their decision to sign a treaty with the rebels to “want of a leader of either consequence or
knowledge enough to direct their enterprises.” The unscrupulous Whigs then “broke

every article of it and are I am told determined to extirpate the whole body” of

loyalists.'*°

Although the rebels did not go as far as Campbell had feared, they did take
advantage of the disorganization of the loyalists resulting from the imprisonment and
exile of their leaders. The Whigs seized this opportunity to appoint reliable men to
command the backcountry militia. With the rebels in control of the militia, “the loyalists
stood no chance. They could not organize a counterforce, for they were disarmed,
atomized, and terrorized.”'"! Yet rebel leaders realized that they had by no means
eradicated loyalism iﬁ thé backcountry. In 1776 the Council of Safety had to send
ammunition to the Whig militia in Ninety Six district “to keep the Tories in awe, who
were plenfy enough in that section and continued to do more mischief.”'*

The Whigs continued to harass any loyalist who challenged their authority. On

June 29, 1776, rebel troops arrested John Champneys for refusing to do duty with the
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militia. He was imprisoned in Charleston with twenty-one other loyalists and suffered
through several days of “insults and bad usage.” The prisoners petitioned rebel leaders for
permission to take an oath of neutrality; they were still awaiting a reply when someone
fired a bullet through the window of their room. “This leaden messenger occasioned the
conversion of six of the prisoners, who took the oath of allegiance ... the same day,”
Champneys wrote. Eventually most of the prisoners swore an oath declaring that the
British government had violated American rights, which earned four men their release.
But although Champneys had taken the oath, he and five other prisoners were marched to
the Cheraw jail. Champneys remained in prison there until January 15, 1777, during
which time his six-year-old son died. The Whigs refused his pleas to be allowed to return
home to aid his family. Champneys was finally sent back to Charleston and released on
February 24 with orders to leave South Carolina within sixty days. 143

In Georgia, the rebels’ position was more precarious and in consequence they
acted with more restraint than did their neighbors to the north. South Carolina’s Whigs
grew so frustrated with Georgia’s reluctance to join the rebels that on February 5, 1775,
they banned all trade Betweén .SOuth> Cafolina and Georgia, on the grounds that the
latter’s populace was “unworthy of the rights of freedom, and as inimical to the liberties
of their country.” The Continental Congress took similar steps in May 1775.'%

In response to this prodding, Georgia Whigs moved to consolidate their control by
striking at the loyalists. On June 5 the rebels ordered William Tongue, a loyal refugee

from New York who had just arrived in Savannah, to leave the province within seven

143 John Champneys, An account of the sufferings and persecution of John Champneys, a native of Charles-
town, South-Carolina; inflicted by order of Congress, for his refusal to take up arms in defence of the
arbitrary proceedings carried on by the rulers of said place. Together with his protest, &c., London, 1778,
1-2, 4-5.
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days or “abide by any consequences that may follow.” Three other loyalists received a
similar warning.'* Having heard a report that pilot John Hopkins had drunk a toast
damning America, a rebel mob seized him at his Savannah home on the evening of July
25 and carried him to the town square. There Hopkins was tarred and feathered, then
carted through the streets for three hours. The mob forced him to “drink ‘Damnation to
all Tories and Success to American Liberty,”” and repeatedly threatened to hang him. He
was finally released and the crowd dispersed with threats to apply the same treatment to
the Rev. Haddon Smith, rector of Christ Church, who had refused to observe a fast day
declared by the Continental Congress."*® Wright witnessed the abuse of Hopkins, which
the governor described as “a horrid spectacle.”'*” When Smith learned of the incident and
the threats made against him, he fled to Tybee and from there sailed to England.'*®

Loyalists living outside Savannah also faced persecution. Mobs at Sunbury tarred
and feathered James Watts, a ship’s carpenter, for loyalism, and attacked James Kitching,
the collector of customs, on the night of August 1. The mob plundered Kitching’s home
when he refused to sign the Association. Kitching then fled by boat to Tybee, where he
found safety aboard a British warship ‘after av twenty—hour journey.'*’

Such mob actions notwithstanding, Georgia rebels worried about their province’s
reluctance to commit itself to the revolutionary movement. Peter Taarling told John

Houstoun that Georgia’s Whigs lacked “warlike spirit.” Taarling wished that Georgians

145 Affidavit of William Tongue, June 7, 1775, DAR, 9:166-167.

146 Deposition of John Hopkins, July 25, 1775, in Catherine S. Crary, ed., The Price of Loyalty: Tory
Writings from the Revolutionary Era (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1973), 63.

7 Wright to Dartmouth, July 29, 1775, DAR, 11:59.
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14 Heard Robertson, Loyalism in Revolutionary Georgia, [Atlanta:] Georgia Commission for the National
Bicentennial Celebration and Georgia Department of Education, 1978, 6; James Kitching Loyalist Claim,
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“had a 10™. part” of the enthusiasm displayed by northern rebels, and could only hope
that “a few months more, may rouse us.”'>°

Loyal Georgians thought that the Whigs were aggressive enough. One Savannah
resident noted that loyalists in the province were in no condition to protect themselves.
They were “not sufficiently supplied with ammunition, nor can they possibly collect
together those who would readily join them, they being dispersed up and down the
country.”">' Doctor Thomas Taylor, an English immigrant who arrived at Savannah in
December 1775, noted that “in this province two out of three are friends to government,
but as there is neither ships nor troops to protect them, they know it is in vain to oppose

the current, as the Carolina people are all in arms.”'>>

When Taylor reached the
backcountry town of Wrightsborough in early January 1776, he found that most people in
the vicinity were also loyal to Britain. “Altho’ this Province has acceded to the
Resolutions of the Congress yet the Majority of the People are Friends to Government,”
he wrote. News of the defeat of the backcountry loyalists in South Carolina had further
demoralized the Georgia loyalists, however. They had learned that their counterparts

v“ha\./e been lafely dispersd,” and “about 150 have been taken Prisoners who after being
cruelly used were sent down to Charles Town. The rest dare not return to their

Habitations so that the Country around is pillagd & desolate.”’** This convinced most of

the king’s friends in the Georgia backcountry to remain passive and avoid offending the

Whigs.

150 peter Taarling to John Houstoun, Oct. 24, 1775, John Houstoun Papers, GHS.
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When a British naval squadron arrived off Savannah in mid-January to procure
rice for the Boston garrison, frightened Whigs took prompt action to prevent any
cooperation between loyalists and the royal navy. Eminent loyalists, including Governor
Wright, were “bound up by a parole, not to aid or assist any of his Majesty’s ships or
troops,” while less prominent inhabitants suspected of loyalism were disarmed.'>*

Some Georgians showed reluctance to resist the British. When the Council of
Safety ordered a militia company from St. Matthew’s Parish to march to Savannah’s
defense in January, all but one of the men refused to go. The Whigs accused two
loyalists, tavernkeeper James Pace and planter John Hall, of telling the militiamen that
they had no obligation to obey rebels. The council ordered both men arrested.'>

When fighting between the British ships and Georgians onshore broke out on
March 3, many loyalists took advantage of the confusion to flee to the British. The rebels
“were inflamed” by the battle, and “particularly at our own People who had treacherously
Joined the Enemy against us.”'*® Governor Wright, who had already sought safety aboard
a British warship, asked the naval commander to stay to protect the loyalists, but that
officer had orders to return to.Boston. Wright, fearing for his own safety, had no choice
but to abandon the province.'”’

The last vestige of British authority now vanished in Georgia “as a result of the

battle and the flight of Governor Wright.” The Whigs triumphed, “not because a majority

of the Georgians were willing” to openly rebel, “but because a highly organized and
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determined minority” had overthrown royal government.'>® Wright would later state that
with the help of the loyalists he had “Checked the Spirit & Attempts of the Factions, &
kept Georgia out of the Rebellion, & Prevented them from Sending Delegates to
Congress for near twelve Months.” He insisted that it was only the lack of troops and the
efforts of South Carolina rebels in “Spiriting up the ill affected in Georgia, & giving them
assistance,” that led to the downfall of royal government in his province.'>

Many loyalists decided to follow the governor’s example and escape while they
still had an opportunity to do so. Merchant William Moss, expecting to be arrested or
assaulted, had fled from Savannah to his plantation upriver when the British ships
arrived. From there he sailed in his schooner to join the British, took several other
refugees aboard, and went on to St. Augustine. John Lightenstone (or Lichtenstein),
operator of a scout boat for the provincial government, fled his house at Yamacraw when
the rebels came looking for him. He hid in a field until his slaves could safely get him to
his boat and row him to the British flagship. Other loyalists joined him; all were
eventually taken to Halifax, Nova Scotia, leaving their families and possessions
behind.'® |

Whig leader Lachlan McIntosh considered the skirmishes with the British fleet

and its subsequent withdrawal to be a major victory. He hoped it would convince many

loyalists to join the rebels, but still worried that the loyalists “may prevail” in carrying out

18 Coulter, “Edward Telfair,” 108-109.
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1! To insure that this did not happen,

“their own Sinister Ends” of opposing the Whigs.
the rebels launched new attacks upon the loyalists. On June 26, the Council of Safety
proscribed forty-three Georgians deemed a threat to American liberty. But the resolution
contained no enforcement mechanism, so that while some of the named loyalists fled to
East Florida, most remained in the province and managed to escape harassment. The
council took more aggressive action against the Reverend John J. Zubly. Zubly had
staunchly defended American rights in articulate sermons and pamphlets since the Stamp
Act crisis and had represented Georgia in the Continental Congress until his opposition to
independence led him to resign. Despite his peaceable demeanor and prior contributions
to the Whig cause, the council declared the minister a danger to public safety and ordered
his arrest.'®?

Local Whig leaders also took steps to control or punish loyalists. In September the
rebel committee in St. Andrew’s Parish decided that loyalists could no longer be allowed
to go at large. The Whigs asserted that the loyalists showed “an Inveterate hatred, &
malice against the cause of America ... which threaten our own safety.” The loyalists
were charged with various crimes, including the refusal to pay fines imposed on them by
the Assembly, and “Rejoicing on every Prospect of the success of our Enemies whether
Civilized (if they may be so called) or Savages.” The committee ordered that twenty-nine
men be taken immediately into custody until they took the oath of allegiance to the state

or gave adequate security for their good behavior.'®?

16! [McIntosh?] to Button Gwinnett, May 1, 1776, “Papers of McIntosh,” 154-155.
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The twenty-nine loyalists marked for arrest were all men, but women did not
escape persecution. “At the outbreak of the war, loyalist women expected that ‘their Sex
and the Humanity of a civilized People’ would protect them from ‘disrespectfull
Indignities.” Most of them soon learned otherwise.” The Whigs “consigned female
loyalists to much the same fate as their male relatives.” Women whose husbands had fled
were particularly vulnerable and rebels frequently plundered their property. Loyal women
were “verbally abused, imprisoned, and threatened with bodily harm even when they had
not taken an active role in opposing the rebel cause.” Women who directly aided the
British, usually by helping prisoners or gathering intelligence, often suffered physical
abuse as well.'®*

When possible, most loyalist refugees brought their families with them; however,
this did not protect them from other hardships. About 180 loyalists fled to Amelia Island,
where they spent the summer of 1776 suffering from heat, hunger, and insects. One
refugee, Jeremy Wright, watched his property burning on the mainland after Whigs
torched the buildings. Refugees traveling overland .to East Flprida could not escape the
Whigs’ wrath either. After the.rébels plundered his Ogeechée River plantation in
September 1776, James Shivers gathered his family and movable possessions and set out
for East Florida. On the way he was attacked by Whigs who carried off eight slaves and
seventy-five head of cattle. He received two hundred acres of land from Governor Tonyn,
however, which enabled him to establish a farm.'®

Govemor Tonyn did everything in his power to fulfill his promise to make East

Florida “an asylum to the friends of the Constitution.” To facilitate settling the refugees,

1% Mary Beth Norton, “Eighteenth-Century Women in Peace and War: The Case of the Loyalists,” WMQ,
Vol. 33, No. 3, July 1976, 398.
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Tonyn procured Dartmouth’s assent to suspend all restrictions on the sale and granting of
provincial lands. Tonyn then issued a proclamation announcing the availability of land
which circulated in South Carolina and Georgia, encouraging further immigration. '
Many refugees, however, found it difficult to obtain land because large tracts had been
granted earlier to absentees who had never come to Florida. On November 1, 1776, forty-
nine loyalists from Georgia petitioned Tonyn, explaining their difficulty in acquiring
small tracts of farmland. The governor referred the matter to London, and in March 1777
the government declared that all granted lands that had not been settled or developed for
three or more years reverted to the crown. This enabled Tonyn to divide the large parcels
and provide land to the petitioners and other refugees.'®’

Tonyn also personally intervened to allow loyalists to sell provisions and
livestock that were badly needed in the province. Some refugees had brought these items
to East Florida, and loyalists in the rebellious provinces also managed to ship grain to St.
Augustine. Unfortunately, royal officials there confiscated most of these goods in
accordance with the British embargo on trade with the thirteen colonies. Tonyn issued
licenses allowing loyalists to circumvent the erﬁbargo, which alleviated the financial
distress of the refugees while meeting the province’s need for provisions.'®®

Fearing a Whig attack on East Florida, Tonyn decided to create a battalion of
militia to defend the province. On August 20, 1776, he addressed the inhabitants of St.
Augustine and urged them to serve. To his satisfaction, “the whole joyfully consented,”

and Tonyn appointed Lt. Gov. Alexander Moultrie colonel of the unit. Tonyn expected to
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raise four companies in St. Augustine, two from settlers along the St. John’s River, and
four companies of blacks.'®

The rebels had already launched attacks along the northern border of East Florida.
In May 1776, the Georgia council of safety ordered Captain William McIntosh to clear
loyalists from their plantations along the St. Mary’s River. McIntosh attacked five
plantations, captured four loyalists, and destroyed buildings and crops. Tonyn had learned
of the impending raid and ordered troops to the St. Mary’s, but they arrived too late to
prevent the damage. During a skirmish with the retreating rebels, three of the four loyalist
prisoners managed to escape. The Whigs struck again in early July, plundering
plantations, carrying off some fifty slaves, and seizing a few loyalists. A month later
another raid destroyed a fort built by Charles Wright on the St. Mary’s; the Whigs then
plundered and burned the plantations between that river and the St. John’s. The elderly
Wright and twenty-four of his slaves “died of exposure and malnutrition” as a result of
the upheaval. East Floridians in the area fled south seeking safety.'”

Southern Whigs and Continental Army commander Gen. Charles Lee decided to
follow up the raids with an invaéion of East Florida to eliminate the threat posed by the
British presence there. In August Lee assembled a force of Georgians, South Carolinians,
and Virginians and began his march.!”’ Rebel patrols eventually reached the St. John’s

River, devastating the property of the few remaining loyalists along the way. But the

1% Tonyn to Germain, Aug. 21, 1776, Colonial Office, Class 5, Vol. 556, 743-744,
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main force got no farther than Sunbury, Georgia, before sickness and lack of supplies
halted its advance. The rebels then abandoned the effort.'”

Tonyn then seized the initiative by launching retaliatory raids into Georgia.
Despite his years of service in the regular army, “Tonyn adapted with startling ease to the
type of warfare he was required to wage.” He authorized Thomas Brown to organize
refugees from the southern provinces into a ranger unit to defend East Florida and when
possible to undertake operations against the Whigs in Georgia.173 In October the loyalists
counterattacked, burning plantations in Georgia at Beard’s Bluff and in the area south of
the Altamaha River without encountering serious opposition.'”*

The loyalists had made a valiant effort to uphold royal authority, particularly in
South Carolina. They had resisted persuasion, persecution, economic coercion, and held
their own against rebel armed force. Only when the Whigs reneged on a peace agreement
to surprise and disarm them and arrested their leaders did resistance in South Carolina
finally collapse. Loyalists in Georgia had enabled Wright to remain in office longer than
any other governor in the thirteen colonies, while East and West Floridians stood firm in
their allegiance to the crown. Despite several reverses, most loyalists did not aBandon
their principles; they only awaited the right opportunity to rally again under the king’s
standard.

Southern Indians: A Mixed Response

All of the southern Indians carefully observed the developing conflict between

Great Britain and the colonies. John Stuart expected the Catawbas to side with the Whigs,

but planned to restrain the other nations until British troops were available to cooperate

172 Bennett and Lennon, Quest for Glory, 48-50; Searcy, Georgia-Florida Contest, 61-62.
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with them. Ironically, the rebels pursued an almost identical policy, inviting the Catawbas
to join them while working to keep the neighboring Cherokees and Creeks neutral. But
neither Stuart nor the Whig agents could ultimately control the Indians. Seeing an
opportunity to strike at the land-hungry colonists, the Cherokees ignored Stuart’s
admonitions and attacked the southemn frontier in the summer of 1776. The assault failed;
the Cherokees suffered a disastrous defeat that rendered them incapable of assisting the
British for some time and convinced most Creeks to remain aloof from the conflict.
There was never any question regarding the Catawbas’ alignment. On July 25,
1775, the South Carolina Council of Safety thanked Joseph Kershaw, the Whigs’
representative to that nation, for sending assurances that “those People are hearty in our
Interest” and willing to provide men to serve with the rebels.'”” Two Catawba leaders
visited Charleston in August to inquire into the political situation. The Whigs explained
that they were engaged in a quarrel with other white men, and that they “expected their
[Catawba] warriors would join ours.”'’® Catawba interests and rebel interests, the Whigs
asserted, were “just the same.”"”” William Henry Drayton, always belligerent, warned the

Catawbas that they faced dire consequence if they waged war égainst the South

.. 1
Carolinians.'”®

Any fears Drayton had that the Catawbas might ally with the British were
unfounded. John Stuart made no attempt to court them, recognizing that those Indians
had been “practised upon and seduced by the Inhabitants with whom they live.” By

autumn the Catawbas had begun to assist the rebels; forty of them went to the lowcountry
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to track down fugitive loyalists and slaves.'”” Kershaw appointed Samuel Boykin captain
of the Catawba auxiliaries. Boykin and thirty-four Indians took the field in February
1776, again to capture runaway slaves.'®® In June, Boykin gathered about fifty Catawbas
to help defend Charleston against the impending British attack. The Indians were
promised “Colony pay.”'®' These Catawbas comprised part of the defensive force at the
northern end of Sullivan’s Island.'®

The Whigs could manage the Catawbas easily enough, but they knew that Stuart’s
influence with the other Indian nations would have to be countered. They decided to
strike directly at the superintendent by circulating rumors that Stuart had received orders
to lead Indian attacks and incite slave insurrections in South Carolina.'®® As the rebel
leaders intended, Stuart quickly found himself facing the “Fury of a merciless and
ungovernable Mob.”'®* At the end of May 1775, he fled Charleston for the comparative
safety of Savannah. Not content with having driven Stuart from South Carolina, Whig
leaders in Charleston circulated handbills in Beaufort and Savannah repeating the
allegation that the lsuperintc.andent planned to order Indian attacks on the frontier. This,
aléng with emissaries from South Carolina who proclaimed Stuart’s villainy, inflamed
the Georgians as well.'®®
Stuart met with some of Georgia’s Whig leaders and tried to convince them that

“no steps had ever been taken to interest the Indians in the Dispute between Great

Brittain and the Colonies, but at the same time I told them that I had constantly
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considered it as my principal Duty to Dispose the Indians to confide in His Majesty’s
Justice and Protection, and to act for His Service if required.” This statement did not
reassure the rebels, who warned Stuart that it was dangerous for him to remain in
Savannah. He then escaped in a canoe to a British warship, barely escaping boatloads of
armed and angry men who pursued him. Stuart then sailed to St. Augustine, where he
found refuge but no respite from the Whigs’ slanderous assaults. He learned that the
rebels continued to spread “the Greatest falsehoods ... in order to inflame the people
against me.”'%

In what was undoubtedly a ruse intended to lure Stuart back to South Carolina so
that the Whigs could place him in custody, the Committee of Intelligence wrote the
superintendent suggesting that he could demonstrate his good intentions by returning to
Charleston, where the provincial congress would happily vindicate him if he could prove
his innocence. Meanwhile, the committee declared, his property “stands as a Security for
the good Behaviour of the Indians in the Southern Department.”'®” Stuart, knowing the
risks involved if he return to Charleston, replied that he had no intention of inciting an
Indian war. He added that it wés ironic that his property was held as security for the
Indians’ good behavior, since their actions depended not on his instructions but “upon the
Conduct of the inhabitants of the Provinces.”'*®

Not content with having driven Stuart to East Florida and threatening to seize his
property, the Whigs proceeded to take punitive measures against his wife and married
daughter. On February 3, 1776, the provincial congress ordered that the two women be

confined to their home in Charleston “as hostages for his [Stuart’s] good behavior.” Two

18 Stuart to Gage, July 9, 1775, Gage Papers, Vol. 131, WLCL.
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days later, the congress allowed Stuart’s daughter to leave Charleston with her husband,
on condition that she not leave the province, and permitted Mrs. Stuart to leave her house
if accompanied by an officer. However, Stuart’s wife could not receive visitors without
written permission from rebel officials.'® Henry Laurens believed the measure was
effective, writing that “nothing but Mr. Stuarts family has for Some time past been a
barrier against the massacre & butchery of hundreds of Innocent families in Georgia and
Carolina.”"® Stuart took a dimmer view of the matter, writing that his wife had been
detained, “insulted and threatened.”*®' Despite rebel precautions, Mrs. Stuart eventually
escaped, and her son-in-law was immediately jailed “on suspicion of aiding and assisting
her.”'*?

With Stuart gone, the Whigs focused their attention on Alexander Cameron, his
deputy to the Cherokees. Like Stuart, Cameron fled to avoid capture. On July 14
Cameron’s friend, Whig colonel Andrew Williamson, reported that Cameron had “gone
to the Cherokee Nation,” and that ““at this Time there is a good deal of Confusion” in the
backcountry “on Acct. of the expected Danger from the Cherokees.” Williamson
promised to quiet these fears, as he had received assurances from Cameron that the latter
had no intention of ordering the Indians to attack the province.'
The Whigs then tried to convince Cameron to join them. When that failed, they

resorted as usual to threats and violence. On July 23 the Council of Safety asked

Williamson to offer Cameron a position as the Whigs’ agent to the Cherokees, with the

18 Moultrie, Memoirs, 1:123.
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same salary he received from the British.'** William Henry Drayton wrote Cameron that
the rebels “look upon you as an object dangerous to our welfare” and would not be
satisfied until Cameron had moved a sufficient distance from the Cherokees to be unable
to exercise his duties as Stuart’s representative. Drayton suggested St. Augustine or
Pensacola as acceptable destinations. In case Cameron misunderstood the nature of the
request, Drayton noted that it “carries all the force of a command.”'*

Replying to Drayton’s threats in mid-October, Cameron politely stated that he
could not comply with Whig demands. He also said that he found it strange that he was
“threatened with condign punishment” when all his efforts had been directed “to cultivate
peace and friendship between the Indians” and the South Carolinians.”'*®

The Whigs did not even wait for Cameron’s reply before sending their militia to
seize him. Colonel William Thomson set out with some troops in late July to find the
agent and learned on July 31 that Cameron was at Oconee Creek with a dozen white men
and several Indians. Thomson immediately marched to surprise his quarry, but on
entering the town of Seneca was ambushed by a party he estimated at thirty whites and
thiﬁy Cherokees. After driving off the defenders, Themsoﬁ burnt the village and six
thousand bushels of corn. He then ordered other Whig units to burn nearby Cherokee
towns. Captured whites informed Thomson that Cameron was about thirty miles away,
with “about one hundred and fifty white men and Indians.”"*’

Cameron finally reached safety in the Cherokee town of Keowee in mid-August.

He noted that the Cherokees were “very cross about the usage their father [Stuart] met

1% Moultrie, Memoirs, 1:76.
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with in Charles Town, and me at Long Canes being obliged to leave our houses. That
they see plainly that the white people mean a war with them,” a conclusion that was not
surprising after Thomson’s attack on Seneca. The Cherokees, Cameron believed,
preferred war sooner rather than later and “are to a man resolved to stand for the great
King and his warriors.” He wanted ammunition for them and wanted to know Stuart’s
whereabouts. Despite the uncertain situation, Cameron took comfort in the Cherokees’
loyalty both to him and to the king. They were “the most faithful Indians on the main,” he
wrote. The rebels intercepted this letter, which helped convince them that quick action
was essential to forestall a Cherokee attack.'”®

Ominous reports of Cherokee intentions had been coming from the backcountry
throughout the summer. Robert Goudey swore a deposition at Ninety Six on July 10 that
earlier in the day Man Killer of Keowee, a Cherokee, told him that “Some Few Days ago,
a Certain John Vann told the Indians in the Cherokee Nation that they must fall upon the
White people on This Side Savannah River and kill them (Meaning the people of South
Carolina),” but that the Georgians were not to be molested. According to Man Killer, the
Cherokees had replied that “they Could not go to War, that they had no Ammunition.”"*’

On August 20, the Rev. William Tennent informed Henry Laurens that the
loyalists were preparing to strike and that he had heard “Cameron is among the over hill
Cherokees and will soon join them with 3,000 gun men.”** In a subsequent letter,
Tennent asserted that the loyalists were too few to challenge the Whigs alone and that

“their Dependance is upon the Savages to join their Army. & that the rest of the

1% Alexander Cameron to Andrew M’Lean, Aug. 16, 1775, Documentary History, 1:143-144.
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2% William Tennent to Henry Laurens, Aug. 20, 1775, Documentary History, 1:146.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



121

Inhabitants will be forced to join them, to save their Families from a Massacre.”?"!
Jonathan Clark of Ninety Six District told Drayton that John Garwick, a friend of
Cameron, had warned Clark that when British troops arrived in South Carolina, Clark
should “remove from the frontiers.” Garwick added that three weeks earlier, Cameron
had met with four hundred Cherokees and urged them to support the king’s troops, and
that the Indians, after being assured that Cameron would supply them with ammunition,
signified their willingness to attack the colonists with gunshots and war whoops.?%*

Other accounts, however, contradicted these reports, leaving the Whigs uncertain
as to how they should proceed. “Our Cherokee Indians according to advices which we
have just received from thence are well disposed towards us,” Henry Laurens wrote on
August 20. He added that the Cherokees “pathetically lament the Scarcity of Gunn
Powder & Bullets,” but thought that “it would not be consistent with Sound policy if we
were just now to Supply them with those articles.”**

With the affairs of the British Indian Department apparently in disarray, rebel
leaders saw an opportunity to keep the Indians peaceful by assuming management of
Indian affairs. In early August, Soﬁth Carolina Whigs learned that Congress had created
three Indian departments, divided geographically, and allocated $10,000 to the southern
department for presents and other expenses. South Carolina appointed George Galphin,

an Indian trader with a Creek wife and several mixed-race children, to act as one of three

%' William Tennent to Council of Safety, Sept. 1, 1775, PHL, 10:359.
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agents to the Creeks. Andrew Williamson, the backcountry militia colonel, was named
one of three representatives to the Cherokees.?**

William Henry Drayton, still in the backcountry after his failed mission to convert
loyalists, took it upon himself to deal with the Cherokees as well. In September he met
with some Cherokee leaders at the Congarees and attempted to explain the political
situation. Drayton said that the Whigs were in part fighting to preserve the deerskin trade.
He asserted that since the British abused fellow white men, the Indians should not expect

better treatment.?%

Yet while Whig leaders courted the Cherokees, othelr whites undermined their
efforts. In late September, four Georgians murdered a Cherokee man and wounded two
others “in cold blood.” Although rebel officials claimed that the assault was “a
contrivance by our Enemies to set those barbarians upon us,” the crime increased their

206
k.

fears of an Indian attac Colonel Thomson sent some of his Whig militia to apprehend

the culprits in order to conciliate the Cherokees.””’

To further placate the Cherpkees, in October the Whigs finally relented and
agréed to provide them with gunboWder .and lead. »When the loyalists seized the wagon
carrying munitions, the rebels sent an emissary to the Cherokees with a promise that the
ammunition would be sent as soon as the Whigs had recaptured it.*%

While the Whigs attempted to gain the Indians’ goodwill, Stuart and his deputies,

whose activities had not been disrupted to the extent the rebels believed, continued to

exercise their influence with the southern nations. As he had repeatedly told the Whigs,

204 Arthur Middleton to Drayton, Aug. 5, 1775, “Correspondence of Middleton,” 124; O’Donnell, Southern
Indians, 20-21.
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Stuart’s goal was to keep the Indians neutral. He informed David Taitt, his representative
to the Creeks, that in spite of the persecution he had suffered, he was “so far inclined to
retaliate good for evil, that I wish to maintain peace.” Stuart told Taitt to avoid any
statements that might incite the Creeks to war and instead try “to preserve peace, and
attach the Indians to his Majesty’s interest.” Taitt’s most important duty, Stuart declared,
was “to frustrate the machinations of Mr. Galphin and his associates.””® Stuart also sent
talks to the Creeks and Cherokees in which he emphasized his desire that the Indians
remain at peace. The “difference between the people in England and the white people in
America .... does not concern you,” he told the Cherokees; “they will decide it between
themselves.” Stuart promised to do his best to provide supplies to both nations and urged
them to follow the advice of his agents.*'°

Cameron worked particularly hard to keep the Cherokees neutral because of his
own aversion to an Indian war. In November he told Stuart that if the Indians attacked the
colonists, “the Issue of it would be terrible, as they could not be restrained from
Committing the most inhuman barbarities on Women and Children.” Cameron added that
he thought himself ﬁnable to lead the Indians “again‘st Friends, Neighbours and fellow
Subjects ... altho the behaviour of the people would almost justify me in doing it.”*"!

In September, Gage finally sent Stuart instructions “to make [the Indians] take
arms against His Majesty’s enemies” if an opportunity arose.”'* Stuart, however, was
reluctant to do so until the ministry confirmed the orders. The superintendent replied only

that he would work to keep the Indians firmly attached to the king. He also advised his

9 John Stuart to David Taitt, Aug. 29, 1775, Documentary History, 1:158-159.

219 yohn Stuart’s Talk to the Cherokees, Aug. 30, 1775; John Stuart’s Talk to the Creek Indians, Aug. 1775,
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brother Henry to go among the Upper Creeks, try to obtain their commitment to assist the
British, and then consult with Taitt as to how the Indians could be used to distress the
rebels. After that, Henry Stuart was to visit the Cherokees and urge them to expel rebel
agents and traders from their nation. John Stuart understood that it was more important to
eliminate rebel influence and secure the Indians’ allegiance than to launch a premature
war.!?

When Stuart learned in December that fighting had broken out between loyalists
and rebels in the South Carolina backcountry, he ordered Cameron to bring the
Cherokees to aid the loyalists, but not to launch indiscriminate attacks on the frontier.
Stuart’s plan was foiled because Cameron did not receive the letter until six months
later.?' Many loyalists, however, did take refuge among the Cherokees after their defeat.
Whig Colonel Richardson believed that those loyalists had actually “gone to bring the
Indians Down” to attack the rebels. If so, Richardson declared, “it Cou’d not be in a
better time,” since the Whig militia was assembled and ready.?"”

The expected Indian attack did not come, but many Whigs_believed war was
imminent. News reached Charlestoﬁ on February 22, 1776, that the Chefokees had
scalped two whites and “danced the War Dance.” Other reports alleged that Stuart was in
Boston discussing plans with British officers for an attack on the southern colonies.
“Lord Dartmouth’s Indian Engines will probably now begin their pious play of

Butchering Women & Children,” Henry Laurens wrote.?'® Some Whi gs, however,

believed that an Indian war would benefit them by uniting the backcountry people. Pierce

213 John Stuart to [Henry Stuart], Oct. 24, 1775; John Stuart to Gage, Oct. 24, 1775, DAR, 11:162-164.
214 Nichols, “Alexander Cameron,” 107.
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Butler declared that “if the Indians are prevail’d on to attack us,” the men in the frontier
districts would unite to protect their homes.?"’

The Cherokees were in fact considering war. The militant faction in the nation
saw conflict among the whites as an opportunity to strike back against those who had
taken their land. Militant leader Dragging Canoe visited Henry Stuart, John Stuart’s
deputy, at Mobile during the spring of 1776 to announce his support for the British.
Henry Stuart provided Dragging Canoe with a large quantity of ammunition, which the
latter brought to the Cherokee town of Chota. There Stuart and Cameron conferred with
leaders from all parts of the nation. The British agents urged the Cherokees to remain at
peace, but could not sway Dragging Canoe or other militants, who paid more attention to
the Shawnee and Mohawk emissaries who favored war. Nor could accommodationist
Cherokee leaders such as Oconostota or Attakullakulla dissuade Dragging Canoe. Stuart
gave up his effort to argue for peace, contenting himself with obtaining a promise from
the militants that they would not cross the Indian boundary or kill women, children, or
loyalists when they went to war.*'8

The Cherokees began their attacks on July i, targeting frontier settlements from
Georgia to Virginia and catching the Whigs by surprise.”'® Rebel leaders had been lulled
to some degree; “the Cherokees had amused us by the most flattering Talks, full of
assurances of friendship,” Henry Laurens wrote. Then, “very suddenly, without any
pretence to Provocation those treacherous Devils in various Parties headed by White

Men” struck the frontiers, killing an estimated sixty South Carolinians.**°
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The attacks threw the South Carolina backcountry into confusion. “The whole
country was flying,” one Whig reported, “‘some to make forts, others as low as
Orangeburgh.” Officers tried to muster the militia, “but the panic was so great” that few
men turned out at first.”?' The Cherokees “spread great desolation all along the frontiers”
of the province, a Whig wrote. “Plantations lie desolate, and hopeful crops are going to
ruin.”*** In North Carolina, William Sharpe wrote that people for fifty miles along the
frontier in Rowan and Tryon Counties had abandoned their homes and taken refuge in
garrisons, and that four men and six children had been killed and a militia officer
mortally wounded. “About thirty houses Bumed and plantations destroyed hundreds of
fields loaded with A plentiful harvest laid waste and destroyed, many Cattle killed and
horses taken away,” he reported.”?’

As Henry Laurens had observed, many of the initial Cherokee attacks were
conducted jointly by Indians and white loyalists. On July 15 the Whigs repulsed an attack
on a militia camp, after which the Indians fled and thirteen whites were captured. By July
19, however, reports began to arrive that “the white people in general had quitted the
Indians” after an estimated 88 Cherokees and 102 whites made an ﬁnsuccessful attack on
Lindley’s Fort. Some whites who abandoned the Cherokees turned themselves in to rebel
militia officers and were imprisoned at Ninety Six.***

Many Whigs believed that, before the attacks, the Cherokees and loyalists had

devised signals so that the Indians could identify and spare loyalists. The Cherokees were
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said to have “observed sacredly” these signs, except in a few instances.”** It is possible
that some loyalists received warnings from friends who had escaped to the Indians, but
theré is scant evidence that most loyalists had advance notice of the Cherokee attack. One
person who insisted there had been collusion, the Rev. James Creswell, asserted that the
loyalists in Ninety Six district “were really elated with the prospect” of Cherokee
intervention. He accused loyalist militiamen of failing to appear at musters in the weeks
preceding the attack, which he considered proof that the loyalists had made a secret
compact “to assist the savages to ruin the country.” Yet Creswell also wrote that the
Cherokees “killed the disaffected in common, without distinction of party,” which, he
said, caused many loyalists to abandon their plans to cooperate with the Indians.?*
Fulfilling Pierce Butler’s prediction, the Cherokee attacks promoted unity among
most backcountry inhabitants, regardless of their political principles. Loyalist Alexander
Chesney “marched against the Indians, to which I had no objection,” and seemed proud
of the fact that he “helped destroy 32 of their towns.””*’ Robert Cunningham “would not
at first believe that the British Administration were so wicked as to Instigate the Savages
to War against us.” When he realized it was true, Cﬁnningham and other loyalists -
imprisoned in Charleston offered to serve against the Cherokees, and the Council of

Safety released them from confinement.?*®

Cunningham and Richard Pearis reported to
Andrew Williamson’s camp as volunteers. Although suspicious of Pearis, Williamson

was certain of Cunningham’s reliability. But Williamson decided that “it would be

improper to confer any public trust” on Cunningham because the backcountry people

2 «“Memoir of Joseph McJunkin, of Union,” The Magnolia; or Southern Appalachian, New Series, Vol. 2,
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were “so much exasperated” by the sight of loyalists, some “painted as Indians,”
cooperating with the Cherokees.**?

Most backcountry loyalists did not see any contradiction between their support for
royal authority and serving against the Cherokees. The Indians’ presence blocked settlers
access to new lands and thus to potential economic advancement, and conflict between
whites and Indians was endemic to the frontier. Neither Governor Campbell nor Stuart’s
agents had given the backcountry loyalists any indication that the king’s supporters and
the Cherokees were now allies in a common cause. Without such instructions, the
loyalists followed their usual behavior and acted to protect their homes and families from
the Indian threat. As a result, the king’s white supporters who assisted the Whigs found
themselves pitted against other loyalists and their erstwhile Indian allies, so that Britain’s
supporters ended up weakening each other while simultaneously strengthening the Whig
position in the backcountry.

Other loyalists who had been victims of Whig persecution took advantage of the
confusjon that resulted from the Cherokee attacks to escape to Indian territory. David
Faﬁning of Raebern’s Creek, South Carolina, had first fled to the Cherokees in late 1775
when the Whigs subdued the backcountry loyalists. Captured in January 1776, Fanning
was briefly imprisoned, then jailed a second time on suspicion of conspiring to assist the
Cherokees. Amid the chaos caused by the Indian attacks, Fanning escaped to his home,
where he found that “a number of my friends had already gone to the Indians, and more
disposed so for to do.” Fanning assembled twenty-five men and joined a Cherokee party

of over two hundred warriors on Reedy River. After finding that Whig posts in the area
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were too strong to be attacked, Fanning left the Indians and went to North Carolina.”

Other loyalists also took the opportunity to escape to the Cherokees; at least fifteen were
later captured in the rebel offensive against the Cherokee towns. >

By July 22, the Whigs had recovered from the first shock of the Cherokee attack,
and Andrew Williamson had assembled seven hundred militiamen to punish the
“treachery and faithless behavior” of that nation.”** Some Catawbas also joined the Whig
forces and served as scouts during the invasion of Cherokee territory.** Williamson
began his advance on July 31. In the early morning hours of August 1, a large party of
Cherokees ambushed the militia but were driven off. The rebels found one Indian dead
and three seriously wounded on the field, théir own losses were thfee killed and fourteen
wounded. Williamson resumed his march and over the next several days burned many
towns. On August 12, some Cherokees ambushed a Whig detachment commanded by
Andrew Pickens. The encircled rebels managed to fight off their attackers and claimed to
have killed or wounded eighty-three Indians. The militia then continued their march,
burning towns and crops while most of the Cherokees fled to the mountains.** “I have
now burnt down every town, and destroyed all the corn, from the Cherokee line to the
middle settlements,” Andrew Williamson reported on August 22. Williamson spared only
the town of Little Chota, which was on land claimed by the Creeks.”*

Other Whig parties encountered few Indians and carried out their work of

destruction with little opposition. Lt. William Lenoir of North Carolina served in a fifty-
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man militia unit which set out on August 17 to invade the Cherokee lands. After uniting
with other militia units, the force grew to 3,500. Lenoir did not see any Cherokees until
September 6, when a party of militia encountered five Indians. The next day twenty
Cherokees attacked Lenoir’s detachment, which had separated from the larger unit and
numbered one thousand men. One North Carolinian was wounded before the Indians
withdrew. The Cherokees killed one man on September 12 after a Whig party had killed
and scalped a Cherokee woman.”*® The expedition reached the Cherokees’ Valley Towns
on September 19, and on that day and the next killed eight Indians and took several
prisoners while destroying the towns and comfields. Two militiamen were killed by
Indians on September 22, and on the éamé day John Roberson “killed an old Indian
prisoner & was put under Guard Tyed for it.” Two days later a detachment brought in
two white prisoners with their Indian wives and mixed blood children, plus four blacks
and “some other prisoners.” The party had also taken between seventy and eighty horses,
some cattle, and a quantity of deerskins. The plunder was sold the next day at high prices;
the captured Indians and blacks were probably sold as well.>’

The North Carolinians met Williamson’s militia at the town of Hiwassee on
September 26 after both forces had destroyed every Indian town within their reach. The
combined force completed their work of destruction, which in addition to the burned
towns and provisions claimed the lives of an estimated two thousand Cherokee men,

women, and children. South Carolina reported a loss of ninety-nine men killed in the
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campaign; the casualties of the other southern states were lower. It had been a small price
to pay to break Cherokee power.”’ 8

Some militia units continued to launch raids against the Cherokees until late in the
year. Brigadier General Griffith Rutherford of North Carolina sent nearly one hundred
men on a march deep into Cherokee territory in mid-October. They killed and scalped a
few Indians, captured three others, and burned a small town of twenty-five houses. At an
abandoned Cherokee camp the Whigs found an “Abundance of plunder, of Horses And
Other Goods, to the Amount of Seven Hundred Pounds.” When the raiders returned, they
sold their plunder and divided the prqceeds. The fate of the three captives, however,
caused a disbute betvs)een. Captain William Moore, who wanted to keep the women and
boy as prisoners until they could be properly questioned, and the other officers and men,
who “Swore Bloodily that if they were not Sold for Slaves upon the Spot, they would kill
and Scalp them Immediately.” Moore relented to save the Indians’ lives and they were
sold. Eager to procure more slaves and plunder, Moore’s troops announced that they were
“Very Desirous” to undertake another expedition against the Cherokees.”’

The Whigs had to limit their actions against the Cherokees in order to end the war
quickly and avoid the risk of being assailed on two fronts should British forces return to
the South. Rebel officials therefore halted the militia raids. When a Capt. Robinson of the
Watauga settlement sought permission in mid-November to invade the Overhill Cherokee
lands to get horses, he received a stern refusal from William Christian, who ordered that

no one be permitted to enter Cherokee territory.**’
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The rebels’ victory over the Cherokees had far-reaching consequences.
Devastated by the Whig counteroffensive, the Cherokees sued for peace. Only Dragging
Canoe remained intransigent, taking his followers farther west rather than surrender.**!
By making skillful use of the fact that some loyalists had fought alongside the Cherokees,
the Whigs also managed “to score a propaganda victory ... by tapping deep-seated anti-
tribal fears among the backcountry farmers.” The rebels manipulated the Indian issue so
well that they emerged from the Cherokee war “as the opponents of alliance with the
Cherokees, even though they had themselves courted the tribe.”*** William Henry
Drayton articulated the new Whig position, declaring that “the public would have
recei\}ed én essential piece of service” if the whites who ﬁad aided tﬁe Cherokees ﬁéd
“been all instantly hanged.” In addition, he believed that the war provided an opportunity
to eliminate the Cherokees once and for all. Drayton advised militia officers to “cut up
every Indian corn-field, and burn every Indian town,” and suggested “that every Indian
taken shall be the slave and property of the taker; that the nation be extirpated, and the
lands become the property of the public.”**’

The timing of the Cherokee attack, which had begun just three days after the
British attacked Charleston, provided more propaganda for the Whigs since it appeared to
confirm their allegations that the British government had instigated the Indian war. Henry
Laurens thought that the Cherokees “probably acted in a concerted Plan with the Ships &

99244

Troops,”"" while the Rev. Creswell wrote that it was “quite evident that the savages were
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made acquainted with the designs of the British fleet against Charlestown, and that there
was a concerted scheme between them against our country.”**’

Another consequence of the Cherokees’ defeat was that it made the Creeks
reluctant to assist the British. When the rebels launched their counterattack, Charles Lee
stated that one of their objectives was “striking a necessary terror into the minds of the
other Nations.”**S Henry Laurens likewise hoped that a Whig victory would make other
southern Indians “simple Spectators of our contest” with Britain.>*’ The results of the war
met these expectations; Stuart failed to convince the Creeks to assist the Cherokees, and
later reported that “all the Southern Tribes are greatly dispirited, by the unopposed
successes of the Rebells, and no appearaﬁce of any Suppoﬁ ffom vaemment.” Whig
Indian agent George Galphin contributed to Creek inactivity by circulating reports of the
devastation inflicted on the Cherokees.”*®

Whig leaders had been working to undermine Stuart’s influence with the Creeks
since the summer of 1775, although they remained more wary of that nation than of the
Cherokees. Thus the South Carolina Council of Safety advised the Georgians to reject

" Creek demands for gunpowder, warning that it might “be putting Arms into their Hands,
which they might be influenced to use against the Colonies.” Instead, the South
Carolinians suggested giving some Creek leaders a small quantity of powder, which
might be enough to satisfy them.?* Galphin, however, warned the council that unless
they could supply the Creeks, the Indians would think that the Whigs had lied to them

about their friendly intentions, as Stuart’s agents had told the Creeks that the rebels were
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deceiving them. Galphin noted that “about half the uper Towns” of the Creeks were
aligned with the British because of the Whigs’ inability to provide supplies and were
using “all there Interest to bringe the rest of the nattion to there way of thinking,” albeit
without success.”*® This report convinced the council to promise Galphin that they would
provide the Creeks with clothing and ammunition. But two months later, the council
informed Galphin that they were unable to deliver the two thousand pounds of
gunpowder he had requested for the Indians.>"

The Georgians also took steps to maintain peace with the Creeks. Upon learning
in January 1776 of “some diéturbances that have lately happened between an Indian and
some white people,” the Coﬁncil of Safety orderéd Whlg committees in the frontier
counties to arrest any whites who disturbed “Indian amity with this Province.”>*> This
failed to satisfy Galphin, who worried in early February that the disruption of trade made
war with the Creeks imminent. Aware that “it is the Trade with them that keeps them in
our Intrest,” Galphin warned that action was necessary to counter Stuart’s efforts to unite
the southern nations against the rebels. The combined strength of the Indians, Galphin
wrote, was “ten or twelve thousand Gun men, but as long as we can keep the Creeks our
Friends they will be a Barrier between us & all the other Indians.” But “if the trade is
stop’d from here they will all go to Florida, & then we may Expect an Indian War, when

Thirty or forty stragling Indians made the Greatest part of Georgia run, what must the

whole Nation do,” he asked.**® In reply, the council sent Galphin one thousand pounds of

%0 George Galphin to Council of Safety, Oct. 15, 1775, PHL, 10:467-468.
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gunpowder for the Creeks and pledged to procure blankets and more gunpowder. They
also promised to seek assistance from the Continental Congress.”*

Galphin’s worries appeared chimerical when about seventy Crecks who were in
Savannah fought alongside the Whigs in the March battle against the British. Afterwards,
Stukychee of the Cussitas allegedly declared that “he & his people would now join &
assist” the Americans.””’ Hoping to capitalize on this sentiment, the Georgia Council of
Safety considered providing the Creeks with cattle in exchange “for their good
offices.”**% In May, because “several accounts received respecting the Indians are very
unfavorable,” the council continued its efforts to keep peace by repeating its orders to
backcountry militia ofﬁcers to do evérything pdssible “to prevent the murder of any
Indians.”*’ At the same time, the Whigs took precautions by assigning sixty mounted
men to guard their western border “from the insults of Indians who are likely to be
troublesome.”**®

Georgians’ fears of a Creek attack increased in the spring and summer. Lt. Col.
Samuel Elbert of the Georgia Continentals warned Charles Lee that information from St.
Augustine indicated that a joint British-Creek invasion was probable. “[T]he Savages are
too Much inclin’d [to use] the Hatchet against us,” Elbert wrote.>>* The Council of Safety
also pleaded with Lee for assistance in July, shortly after the Cherokees had begun their
attacks. “To the west ... are the most numerous tribes of Indians now in North America,
viz.: the Creeks, Cherokees, Choctaws, and a number of small tribes, in the whole at least

15,000 gun men,” the council reminded Lee. “All of these nations have been much
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témpered with by the emissaries of Government, and without the utmost exertions of
prudence on our side, it is feared may be brought to act against us.”**

Lee used the southern Whigs’ fear of the Creeks to convince them to support his
plan to invade East Florida. He told Gov. John Rutledge of South Carolina that the
conquest of East Florida would “make a most salutary impression on the minds of the
Creeks — which is an object of the highest consideration.” Lee asked Rutledge to provide
some South Carolina troops to the expedition.”®' After receiving Lee’s proposal, the
Georgia Council of Safety agreed with the general that the occupation of East Florida
would, “from principles of dread, attach the Indians to our interest” and cut off British
communication.with. thé Indian rvlations.2 62 <1 heartily wish the settlements” in East
Florida “were entirely broke up,” Lachlan Mclntosh wrote, endorsing Lee’s plan. “It
would detach the Creek Indians from their [British] Interest.”*%?

Many Georgia rebels, however, preferred to wage war against the Creeks rather
than invade East Florida. Having seen the ease with which the Cherokees had been
defeated, the Georgians hoped to similarly destroy the Creeks and seize their land. They
pressured their own government and Lee to attack the Creeks, but Whig officials refused
to approve a measure that might devastate Georgia.?®* War with the Creeks appeared
likely enough without seeking a confrontation; in October an ominous report reached

Savannah that representatives from the Creeks, Cherokees, Choctaws, and Chickasaws

were meeting with Stuart at Pensacola to decide whether to launch “a general War” on

20 proceedings of the Georgia Council of Safety, July 5, 1776, CGHS, Vol. 5, 72.
2! Charles Lee to [John Rutledge], Aug. 1, 1776, Charles Lee Letterbook, SCL.

262 Proceedings of the Georgia Council of Safety, Aug. 19, 1776, CGHS, Vol. 5, 93.
263 Mclntosh to Charles Lee, July 29, 1776, “Papers of McIntosh,” 159.

264 Searcy, Georgia-Florida Contest, 31.
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the rebels. According to the informant, five hundred Creeks in Florida were ready to
attack Georgia.*®®

As Whig relations with the Creeks worsened, Stuart’s prospects for retaining that
nation’s allegiance correspondingly improved. In September 1776, George Galphin’s
nephew, David Holmes, partially undermined Galphin’s work by joining the British.
Stuart promptly employed Holmes to work with the Creeks to take advantage of the
latter’s influence with them.?*® Patrick Tonyn also labored to keep the Creeks attached to
the British interest, despite Germain’s instructions to refrain from “indiscriminate use of
Indians against the rebels.”**’ The governor defused a potential crisis in the summer of
.17 76, When twehty—two Creeks raidéd East Floridians living along indian River. Insisting
that the settlers were “much more alarmed than hurt,” Tonyn rejected proposals to
retaliate. Instead, he summoned the Indians who were in the vicinity of St. Augustine,
“said what was proper,” and secured their promise to identify the offenders. He also
asked David Taitt to inform Creek leaders that “such violences ought to be punished.”*®®

The best way to maintain good relations with the Creeks, Tonyn believed, was to
use them in conjunction with backcountry loyalists to harass the rebels. The governor
blamed Stuart for moving too slowly to bring the Indians into action, complaining to Gen.

Henry Clinton that Stuart needed “a strong Spur” to get him to act.”®®

Tonyn also
expressed his “fear” to Germain that “it is the intention of the Government not to employ

the Indians,” adding that such a policy would be a mistake. The Indians, Tonyn asserted,

265 McIntosh to Howe, Oct. 22, 1776, “Papers of MclIntosh,” 160.

266 Searcy, Georgia-Florida Contest, 73.

7 Brown, American Secretary, 60.

268 Tonyn to Germain, July 19, 1776, Edward M. Coleman, ed., “Letter from Governor Patrick Tonyn of
East Florida to Lord George Germain, Secretary of State for the Colonies, 1776,” MVHR, Vol. 33, No. 2,
Sept. 1946, 290.

2% Snapp, John Stuart, 168.
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were “ready to join the British troops.” The governor added that he was “well informed
the back country of the two Carolinas wished greatly for the Indians to cooperate with
them, for His Majesty’s service, but were in great dread of the Indians making an
indiscriminate attack.” However, Tonyn believed that “it would be easy to conduct the
Indians discriminately” by appointing proper guides for them and designating locations
where they could rendezvous with the loyalists.””°

Pressure from Tonyn and others finally convinced Germain to approve the use of
Indians in October 1776. Germain advised William Howe, the army’s new commander-
in-chief in America, that if the general decided to undertake “a Southern Expedition”
during the upcoming Wintef, an “Indian war” might facilitate his operations.”’" Several
weeks later, Germain emphasized the “great Importance of engaging the Southern Indians
in Our Interest” in another letter to Howe. Stuart would be awaiting Howe’s orders to
employ the Indians “in seconding any Operations you may think fit to direct” in the
south, Germain noted.?”* Howe had already decided to use Indians, albeit only in a
defensive role. He had ordered Stuart on August 25 “to engage the Indians for the
defence of the Florida’s” as soon as possible.?”?

Some Creeks had already begun to assist the British. About twenty Creeks and
some loyalists attacked rebel troops near Fort Barrington in Georgia in October, killing

four, destroying several plantations in the vicinity and sending the inhabitants and militia

fleeing. Two months later another Creek party raided a rebel post at Beard’s Bluff, then

270 Tonyn to Germain, July 19, 1776, in Coleman, ed., “Letter from Governor Tonyn,” 291-292.
2! Germain to William Knox, Oct. 19, 1776, William Knox Papers, WLCL.

22 Germain to William Howe, Nov. 6, 1776, Germain Papers, Vol. 5, WLCL.

2B william Howe to John Stuart, Aug. 25, 1776, Carleton Papers, Vol. 3, No. 258.
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killed four Whigs when the garrison emerged to pursue the attackers. Most of the rebels
then deserted the post.”™

Other Creek leaders also appeared ready to join the war. Tonyn and Thomas
Brown managed to convince Cowkeeper to commit the Seminoles to assist in the defense
of East Florida, while Emestisiguo of the Upper Creeks informed John Stuart in
November 1776 that his people would attack the Americans if the northern nations would
cooperate with them. At the end of the month, several hundred Creeks gathered to resist a
rumored rebel attack on the Lower Creeks, but the report proved false.””

Stuart had to consider defensive strategy as well as offensive maneuvers. Both he
and Gov. Chester reco gnized the importance of protecting West Florida as the base from
which the Indians would be supplied.?”® Stuart also understood that the Indians would
have to bear most of the burden of West Florida’s defense since the white population was
small. In August 1776 he informed Germain that there were about “four hundred good
white men, traders and packhorsemen” who lived among the Indians, and “might be
embodied” for use “in carrying on any service jointly with the Indians.” Stuart added that
such men, “acquainted with the manner and language of the Indians ... might, I conceive,
be very useful and tend to prevent the disorders and excesses which bodies of Indians, not

conducted by white men might probably commit.”?”” Howe, who had heard rumors that

the rebels planned to attack West Florida, agreed. He instructed Stuart to prepare the

24 Searcy, Georgia-Florida Contest, 68, 77-78; Lachlan Mclntosh to [Robert Howe?], Oct. 29, 1776;
McIntosh to Howe, Oct. 1, 1776, Oct. 29, 1776, “Papers of McIntosh,” 157, 159, 160.
275 Calloway, Revolution in Indian Country, 258-259; Dowd, Spirited Resistance, 55-56; Stuart to Germain,
Nov. 24, 1776, DAR, 12:253.
276 Kathryn T. Abbey, “Peter Chester’s Defense of the Mississippi After the Willing Raid,” MVHR, Vol. 22,
No. 1, June 1935, 19.
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Indians to defend the province and to “appoint proper persons to accompany and lead”
them.””

Stuart assigned the Chickasaws to guard the trails that passed through the upper
Tombigbee Valley in case the rebels attempted to march overland against the British
posts on the Gulf of Mexico. He provided them with arms and ammunition; but when the
superintendent asked them in late 1776 to guard the Mississippi and Tennessee River
approaches to West Florida, the Chickasaws refused, claiming that such duty would
interfere with their winter hunt.>”

Phantom Slave Insurrections, Real Repression

When reports that British officials planned to arm slaves and incite insurrections
reached South Carolina and Georgia, rebel leaders immediately took steps to prevent
their slaves from assisting the British. The Whigs put the militia on guard, searched for
signs of slave rebellion, and took harsh action against any blacks who appeared
dangerous. Slave laws were rigorously enforced, so that “black people — free and slave —
found that regulations which had gone unenforced for years were given new life.20

Upon hearing the first rumors of the alleged British plan, Charles Pinckney,
commander of Charleston’s Whig militia, informed loyalist Lt. Gov. William Bull that he
had information of “some bad designs in the negroes.” At Pinckney’s request, Bull issued
an order increasing the strength of militia patrols in the town.”®' One company patrolled

Charleston during the day and two at night to guard against slave insurrection.”®* Whig

Josiah Smith wrote that the militia’s primary duty was “to guard against any hostile

278 Starr, Tories, Dons, and Rebels, 52.

" Gibson, The Chickasaws, 71; Calloway, Revolution in Indian Country, 222.

20 Berlin, Many Thousands Gone, 292. ‘
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attempts that might be made by our domesticks.”?** He also noted that the provincial
congress’s decision to create three regiments of troops was intended to keep slaves “in
awe,” as well as to resist a possible British attack.”®*

Rebel authorities in South Carolina knew that if such an attack came, many slaves
would flee to the British at the first opportunity and carefully studied how to prevent
slaves in the lowcountry from reaching the king’s forces. A committee charged with
planning the colony’s defense proposed a drastic measure: if the British approached the
coast, “All the negroes between the sea, and a line drawn from North Edisto Inlet to
Tugaloo, thence along the river to Stono, thence to Dorchester, thence to Goose Creek
bridge, thence to the mouth of Back river, thence to Cain ‘Hoy, and thénce to the sea,
should be removed” to safer locations. The militia would then constantly patrol these
boundaries to prevent any communication between the slaves and the British.?®** This plan
would have deprived the province’s most productive plantations of their laborers for as
long as the British were in the vicinity of Charleston, and perhaps indefinitely if the
British managed to occupy the town, yet South Carolina’s Whigs preferred to let their
plantations lie idle rather than risk the loss of their slaves. Such a massive relocation of
people, however, would have been nearly impossible to carry out, and the confusion that
would have resulted might actually have created opportunities for slaves to escape.
Therefore no such systematic evacuation of slaves was ever attempted.

Some Whigs hoped that persuasion would suffice to prevent their slaves from

fleeing to the British. In an effort to insure that slaves remain at home, Henry Laurens

23 Olwell, Masters, Slaves, and Subjects, 238.
2 Prey, Water from the Rock, 57.
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summoned all the slaves on his brother’s plantation to a meeting, where he advised them
“to behave with great circumspection” and “set before them, the great risque of exposing
themselves to the treachery of pretended freinds & false witnesses if they associated with
any Negroes out of your family or mine.” Laurens said that the slaves “were sensibly
affected” by his speech, “& with many thanks promised to follow my advice.”?®

Most rebels considered such mild measures insufficient to prevent a slave
uprising. The Charleston press fueled white anxiety by frequently publishing material
“calculated to incite the fears of the People.” At the same time, reports that Governor
Campbell had brought arms for them reached many slaves, encouraging some to
“impertinent behaviour.””’ In late May 6r early J ime, a schoon‘er sailing from Charleston
into the Carolina interior “was robbed by Some Negroes, they took Nothing else but
Powder,” adding further credence to reports that a slave revolt was imminent.?

Whig leaders responded to the threat by beginning criminal proceedings against
blacks suspected of rebellious tendencies. “Trials of Several Negroes Suspected &
charged of plotting an Insurrection have been conducted this Week,” Henry Laurens
wrote on June 18. “Jerry the pilot is among the most Criminal — two or three White
people are Committed to prison upon Strong Negro Evidence.” Laurens expected even
more plots to be revealed, as the Rev. Oliver Hart had reported that one of his slaves and
another owned by Joshua Ward “could make very ample discoveries.” The Whigs

immediately took the two slaves into custody so they could be interro ga’[ed.289

286 Henry Laurens to James Laurens, June 7, 1775, PHL, 10:162-163.
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A few days later the investigators reported that there was “very little foundation”
to the rumors of an impending slave rebellion, “however one or two Negroes are to be
Severely flogged & banished.” The Whigs conceded that they had not found any
substantial evidence of their guilt, but thought it best to make an example of them. Two
whites suspected of plotting with the slaves were released for lack of evidence. These
findings did not reduce white apprehensions, however, and the militia was “kept on Duty
Night & Day” as rumors of slave revolts continued to circulate.*°

By early July the fears of insurrection began to abate. Henry Laurens declared on
July 2 that “I am sure we have nothing to fear from within.”**' Another Whig, Gabriel
Manigault, concluded that the tales of inipending slave revolts had no validity. “We have
been alarmed by idle reports that the Negros intended to rise, which on examination
proved to be of less consequence than was expected,” he informed his son on July 8§;
“however a Strick watch has been Kept for fear of the worst.”**

This air of assurance evaporated a few days later when the Council of Safety
received a letter from St. Bartholomew’s Parish, dated July 5, which claimed that Whigs
there had discovered “that Several of the Slaves in the neighborhood, were exciting &
endeavouring to bring abt. a General Insurrection.” Local officials had arrested “such as
were said to be the Principal leaders of their Infernal designs” and put them on trial.
Several of the slaves were sentenced to receive “Exemplary punishmts,” including the

hanging of one suspect. The testimony of the accused slaves also revealed the instigator

of the alleged insurrection: John Burnet, a Scot who “hath been a long time preaching to

 Henry Laurens to John Laurens, June 23, 1775, PHL, 10:191-192.
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the ... Negroes ... In the Woods — and other Places.” One of the accused slaves testified
that another suspect had informed him that Burnet told his black listeners that “the old
King had reced a Book from our Lord by which he was to Alter the World (meaning to
set the Negroes free),” but had died and gone to hell for failing to follow his divine
instructions. However, “the Young King, meaning our Present One, came up with the
Book, & was about to alter the World, & set the Negroes Free.” On the basis of this
hearsay evidence, officials in St. Bartholomew Parish arrested Burnet and sent him to
Charleston for further interrogation. >

After examining Burnet, the Council of Safety found him guilty only of excessive
enthusiaém for cohverting slaves to Christianity, which had led him t§ preach without
obtaining permission from the slaves’ owners. Burnet “denied having any Knowledge of
the pretended Book,” so the council released him on his promise not to return to St.
Bartholomew’s Parish. He then left for Georgia.”>* Despite Burnet’s acquittal, rumors of
slave rebellions continued to circulate and gain credence. Even Henry Laurens, who had
dismissed the accounts a few weeks earlier, was now certain that “[i]nsurrections of our
Negroes attended by the most horrible butcheries of Innocent Women & Children” were
part of the ministry’s “dark Hellish plots for Subjugating the Colonies.”*”

The Council of Safety believed that Thomas Jeremiah, known to the Whigs as
“Jerry,” intended to take a leading role in the ministry’s supposed plot; he was the man
Laurens described as the worst among the suspected black conspirators arrested in mid-

June. Jeremiah, a free black whose skills as a harbor pilot had enabled him to amass

considerable wealth, apparently angered the Whigs simply because he was a successful

2% Thomas Hutchinson to Council of Safety, July 5, 1775, PHL, 10:206-208.
2% Council of Safety to St. Bartholomew Committee, July 18, 1775, PHL, 10:231.
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black man in a slave society. Laurens considered him “a forward fellow, puffed up by
prosperity, ruined by Luxury & debauchery & grown to an amazing pitch of vanity &
ambition.”?*® During the interrogation of the black prisoners, one slave claimed that
Jeremiah had asked him to bring some guns to a runaway slave named Dewar, “to be
placed in Negro’s Hands to fight against the Inhabitants of this Province, and that He
Jeremiah was to have the chief Command of the said Negroes.” Jeremiah also allegedly
stated that he had enough powder but “wanted more Arms.” A second slave said that
when he had asked Jeremiah what he should do if war came, Jeremiah told him to “join
the Soldiers; that Vthe Wgr was come to help the poor Negroes.”**’

On August 11 the Whigs put Jeremiah on triai, found him guilty of plotting an
insurrection, and sentenced him “to be hanged and afterwards burned.” Gov. Campbell,
who did not think that the legal proceedings even deserved to be called a trial, protested
to the presiding judge, pointing out “the weakness of the evidence” against Jeremiah.
Campbell’s intervention “raised such a clamour among the people as is incredible,” the
governor wrote, “and they openly and loudly declared that if I granted the man a pardon
they would hang him at my door.”**® Campbell then asked Henry Laurens for assistance
in preventing Jeremiah’s execution, noting that one of the slaves who had testified for the
prosecution had since retracted his testimony.299 Laurens answered that he had brought
the issues Campbell had raised before the Council of Safety, and that “they utterly
refused to take them under Consideration.” Laurens added that he understood that

Jeremiah had received a fair trial and justified the Whigs’ threats of violence if he were to

26 Henry Laurens to John Laurens, Aug. 20, 1775, PHL, 10:320-322.
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be released. “In the Calamitous Situation of this Colony under the threats of
Insurrections, strong proofs of which the people are possessed of, no wonder they are
alarmed at the Sound of Pardon to a Man circumstanced in all respects as Jerry is,” he
wrote.>* Alexander Innes renewed the correspondence with Laurens the following day in
hopes of obtaining a reprieve for Jeremiah, but without success. *°' Some rebels sneered
at the governor’s endeavors to save the condemned man; Peter Timothy told William
Henry Drayton that “more force was exerted for his being saved, than there would have
been for you.”"

Privately, Laurens pronounced himself “fully Satisfied that Jerry was guilty of a
design & attempt to encourage our Négroes to Rébellion & joiﬁihg the Kiﬁg’s Troops if
any had been sent here.” The “uncommon pains taken to Save his Life” by Campbell and
Innes led the Whigs to suspect their motives; Laurens wrote that their efforts on the black
man’s behalf “had filled the minds of many people with great Jealousies against certain
Crown Officers.”® The governor believed that the rebels suspected loyalists of
involvement in the alleged plot to promote slave insurrections and sought an opportunity
to punish them for it. “Happy it was for the friends of government in this country that the
wretched creatures who were doomed to death could not be prevailed upon to accuse any
white person though repeatedly told it was the only chance they had for life,” Campbell
wrote. “I am convinced if any had been accused they must have fallen a sacrifice to the

fury of the mob.”**
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In a letter to Dartmouth, Campbell expressed his horror at Jeremiah’s execution.
“I could not save him My Lord! the very reflection Harrows my Soul!” the governor
lamented. His only consolation was that he had done all in his power to save Jeremiah’s
life.’®> Campbell called the Whigs “a set of barbarians who are worse than the most cruel
savages any history has described.”*

Campbell’s horror at the execution and compassion for the victim were shared by
many in Britain when the news arrived there. Supporters of the government used the
judicial murder of Jeremiah to justify taking a hard line against the rebels, whom they
portrayed as savages. Pamphleteer John Lind included the incident in a tract designed “to
demonstrate how Américan patriots were. using .térror to éstablish a regime wﬁich neither
the British constitution nor English common law could ever legitimate.”*"” The Earl of
Sandwich, speaking for the ministry in the House of Lords, declared that the rebels “have
put an innocent free negro to death, attended with every circumstance of cruelty and
baseness.” He recounted how “a mock tribunal” had allowed the perjury of a slave to
convict Jeremiah, even though provincial law did not allow a slave to testify against a
free person. This affair proved the need for a harsh policy to suppress the rebels. “After
such outrages, lenity would be culpable,” Sandwich stated.’®® In a vain attempt to undo
the damage Jeremiah’s execution had done to the rebel cause, John Laurens, at his
father’s request, published a justification for the Whigs’ actions in a London

newspaper.’”

305 Campbell to Dartmouth, Aug. 19, 1775, Dartmouth Papers, Reel 13, #1446, DLAR.

3% Campbell to Dartmouth, Aug. 31, 1775, DAR, 11:96.

307 Eliga H, Gould, “American Independence and Britain’s Counter-Revolution,” Past and Present, No.
154, Feb. 1997, 115. '

3%8 Earl of Sandwich’s Speech, Nov. 20, 1775, Proceedings and Debates, 6:365, 370.

3% John Laurens to Henry Laurens, Oct. 4, 1775, PHL, 10:450.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



148

Had the ministry wished to arm slaves, or at least to offer freedom to those willing
to serve in the king’s forces, the death of Jeremiah and the accompanying outrage
provided an excellent opportunity to justify the decision. If the ministers had asserted that
such measures were necessary to allow blacks to protect themselves from rebel cruelty, it
would have been difficult for opponents to counter that argument. However, there is no
evidence that Jeremiah’s execution caused the ministers to reconsider their policy in
regard to slaves.

If the ministers still refused to give blacks a more active part in subduing the
southern rebels, slaves at least fulfilled their assigned role by keeping the Whig militia
occupied. The lafge numbér of .sl‘a‘ves in South Carolina compliéated efforts to keep the
rebel militia in service, for with most white men away from home the possibility of a
slave insurrection increased. In September 1775, militia Col. Stephen Bull reported that
he had been forced to send some of the men from Prince William Parish home because
“there were the fewest white men in proportion to the Domestics” there. Bull observed
that this was a common problem. “As to the Argument of their domestics being left
without white Men,” he wrote, “they certainly are in the predicament with every other
Parish or District on Field or Muster days; and you certainly will allow that when they
[militia] are in a body they are more safe and ready to march to ... any other part where an
Insurrection may be apprehended.”'® But Bull worried that “should a sudden
Insurrection of our Domestics happen,” the militia lacked sufficient gunpowder “to make

the least defence.””!! Joseph Glover reported that in Colleton County “the Patrol Service

319 Stephen Bull to Henry Laurens, Sept. 19, 1775, PHL, 10:313-314.
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(which is one of the Materialist in the lower districts)” occupied so much of the men’s
time that the officers were unable to conduct any training.”'>

The decision by Virginia governor John Murray, Earl of Dunmore, to arm slaves
to suppress the rebellion in that province sparked another uproar in South Carolina.
Dunmore believed that his plan would deprive rebel planters of their labor force, keep
them at home to guard against slave uprisings instead of serving in the rebel forces, and
most importantly, provide both soldiers and laborers for the British army. This latter
benefit appeared to be easily realized, as word of Dunmore’s proclamation of freedom to
any slave who would join him, spread verbally by the slaves and circulated by loyalists,
brought three ﬁuhdred slaﬁes to the governor Qithin a week of its issuance. The
proclamation also “undoubtedly had an indirect effect on thousands of additional slaves,”
even if they did not join the British, by “quickening their hopes for freedom.”"? It clearly
linked the British with emancipation in the minds of slaves across the South.

Dunmore’s actions threatened to undermine the entire social and economic
structure of the southern provinces and also had the potential to provide enough black
troops to defeat the rebels. One Whig, writing from Philadelphia but evidently quite
familiar with southern slavery, described rebel views on the issue with great insight:

Hell itself could not have vomitted any thing more black than his

[Dunmore’s] design of emancipating our slaves; and unless he is cut off

before he is reinforced, we know not how far the contagion may spread.

The flame runs like wild fire through the slaves, who are more than two

for one white in the Southern Colonies. The subject of their nocturnal revels,

instead of music and dancing, is now turned upon their liberty. I know not

whence these troubles may lead us. If our friends in England are not able to
oblige the ministry to give way, we are lost; and already gone too far to

12 yoseph Glover to Henry Laurens, Sept. 22, 1775, PHL, 10:416.
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retract with safety.*'*

South Carolinian Edward Rutledge, who several weeks earlier had urged the
Continental Congress to discharge all blacks serving in the rebel army, asserted that
Dunmore’s actions would “more effectually work an eternal separ.ation between Great
Britain and the Colonies, — than any other expedient, which could possibly have been
thought of.” After the colonists saw “our Slaves emancipated for the express purpose of
massacreing their Masters,” Rutledge thought that they would no longer consider
reconciliation with the mother country.®"?

Like their counterparts in Virginia who sought freedom with Dunmore, many
South Cardlina slaves escaped from their masters and made their way to Charleston,
hoping to get aboard British warships stationed in the harbor. Some did reach the ships
and began cooperating with royal navy sailors in nighttime raids along the province’s
coast. In early December, Whig leaders learned that nearly five hundred black fugitives
were camped on Sullivan’s Island awaiting an opportunity to board the British vessels.’'°
On December 9, Gen. William Moultrie ordered Major Charles Cotesworth Pinckney to
take 150 men to the island “to surprize, seize, and apprehend” the slaves. The plan was

frustrated, however, when Pinckney failed to locate a ford that would allow him to cross

to the island.’"’ The Whigs made a second attempt on December 18; in keeping with
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their policy of encouraging animosity between blacks and Indians, the Whigs sent fifty-
four Catawbas to participate in the attack. Their early morning assault killed an estimated
fifty blacks and captured several more along with a few British sailors. Almost twenty
blacks escaped and were picked up by boats from the British warships.’'® The Council of
Safety hoped that the attack “will serve to humble our Negroes in general.”*"*

Angered at the British naval officers for providing refuge to fugitive slaves, the
Whigs repudiated an agreement by which they sold provisions to the navy in exchange
for the officers’ pledge not to take supplies by force. Fenwick Bull, a Whig who had gone
aboard a warship to discuss the British seizure of a merchant vessel on December 10,
accused Capt. J ohn Tollemache of harboring runaway slaves during the discussion.
Tollemache replied that the blacks “came as free men, and demanded protection; that he
could have had five-hundred who had offered.” He refused a demand to return the slaves,
asserting that the Americans were rebels and he had orders to distress them in any way
possible.””® The rebels believed that Tollemache’s ship, the Scorpion, carried off between
thirty and forty slaves when it left the harbor shortly afterwards.**' One of these was “a
valuable black Pilot” whom the captain took “by way of Reprisal & for worse purposes

91322

perhaps. Another was John Marrant, who had been “pressed on board” because the
British “were told I could play on music.” Marrant served as a musician in the royal navy

until the end of the war.>*> When the other ships departed, each also had several blacks on
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board. Henry Laurens considered the British “robberies” of slaves “sufficient to alarm
every Man in the Colony.”***

In the spring of 1776, South Carolina Whigs began to suspect that a British attack
somewhere in the South was imminent. They immediately took steps to prevent slaves
from fleeing to the British by passing a law mandating the death penalty for any slave
who tried to join the king’s armed forces. Two slaves who stole a schooner in a vain
attempt to reach British warships scouting Charleston’s defenses were ordered hanged on
April 27 to demonstrate that the law would be strictly enforced.’® Undeterred, five of
William Moultrie’s slaves who worked as crewmen on a barge used the vessel to reach a
British ship in May. Whigs believed the British naval officers had “obtained ample means
of information” from the fugitives.**®

The rebels feared that if a British attack did come, the necessity of concentrating
the militia to defend Charleston would make it difficult to control the large slave
population in the lowcountry. “The Militia near the Sea Coast You Know Consists of
Overseers, if they are kept from their business, little is to be expected in the Planting
way,” Pierce Butler stated. “Besides it is surely improper to leave numbers of Negroes
without a White Man. By all Accts. at this time there is Scarce an Overseer on any of the
Plantations from Purysburg to Combahee.”?” Affairs on Ralph Izard’s plantation were in
the “utmost distraction” in late March because five of the six overseers had been away
on militia duty.**® Gen. Charles Lee was aware of these problems but decided that

concentrating all available troops to hold Charleston would ultimately prove to be the
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best means of keeping the slaves in check. It was important, Lee wrote, to convince
slaves that the Whigs held real power, as “the opinion which the slave will entertain of
our superiority or inferiority will naturally keep pace with our maintaining or giving
ground.”3 2

Lee’s assessment was correct; the rebels succeeded in defeating a British attack
on Charleston at the end of June without their slaves creating any disruption. When the
opportunity offered, however, slaves continued to escape to British naval vessels that
frequently patrolled the South Carolina coast. In early August the frigate Active landed a
party of forty whites and twenty armed blacks on Bull’s Island, where they took some
cattle and “augmented their black Guard by stealing Six more Negfoes.” While Henry
Laurens took comfort in the fact that none of his slaves had escaped to the British, he
realized that he had been fortunate in that regard, for “many hundreds of that Colour have
been stolen & decoyed by the Servants of King George the third — Captains of British
Ships of War & Noble Lords have busied themselves in such inglorious pilferage to the
disgrace of their Master & disgrace of their Cause.”**" Later, when Laurens suspected
that one of his disgruntled slaves might try to escape to a British vessel, he ordered his
overseer to secure the man in irons.>!

After their initial outrage at reports that the British government planned to incite

slave insurrections, Georgia rebels appeared to have worried far less about such an event
than did their counterparts in South Carolina. It was not until January 1776, when British

warships arrived at Savannah to procure rice for the garrison at Boston, that the Whigs in

Georgia acted to prevent their slaves from revolting or fleeing to the British. The Council
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of Safety then sent the militia “to Strip the Negroe Houses” on both the Georgia and
South Carolina sides of the Savannah River of “Arms and Ammunition.” Whig troops
searched the homes of overseers as well as slaves; all of the muskets and ammunition
found were confiscated, except that overseers were each allowed to keep one musket and
thirteen rounds of ammunition. If the slaves did revolt and defeat their overseers, Whig
officials did not want them to gain access to a significant supply of arms.>*2

Many slaves did attempt to reach the British ships, angering rebels who
complained that naval officers were “encouraging our slaves to desert to them.”*** If this
were not infuriating enough, some slaves added to the Whigs’ frustration during a battle
that erupted in March when the rebels tried to prevent the British from seiéing several
rice-laden vessels. British troops on Hutchinson’s Island had retreated under a barrage of
rebel musket fire, abandoning two pieces of artillery. Before the Whigs could secure
these trophies, slaves belonging to John Graham, the loyalist lieutenant governor,
recovered the cannon and returned them to the British.>**

Col. Stephen Bull, who had taken some of his South Carolina militia to reinforce
the Georgians, believed that vigorous action had to be taken to halt the flight of slaves to
the British and punish those who had taken refuge on Tybee Island waiting to go on
board royal navy vessels. Bull learned in mid-March that between forty and fifty slaves

belonging to South Carolinian Arthur Middleton, along with over 150 others, were at

Tybee.>* Bull urged the South Carolina Council of Safety to approve harsh measures
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against the runaways. If the British were permitted to carry off the slaves, Bull stated, it
“will only enable an enemy to fight us with our own money or property,” money if the
slaves were sold and the funds applied to the war effort, property if the slaves were
armed.>¢

Bull proposed to solve the problem with the aid of seventy Creek warriors who
were then at Savannah.”’ He suggested that the Indians raid Tybee and execute all the
slaves who could not be recaptured; their owners could be compensated at public
expense. The Creeks were the ideal people to conduct the raid and kill resisting slaves,
Bull asserted, because the destruction of the refugees might not only “deter other negroes
from deserting” but “will establish a hatred or aversion befween the Indians and negroes.”
A Creek leader had assured Bull of his willingness to lead a Aparty in an attack on the
fugitive slaves; however, Bull lacked the authority to order the measure and doubted
whether the Georgia Council of Safety was resolute enough to approve his plan. He
therefore sought authorization from South Carolina officials, while urging them to keep
the matter “a profound secret,” so that the slaves would not learn of the attack and flee, or
obtain arms from the British and ambush the Creeks.**® Bull, who made up in astuteness
what he lacked in morality, easily recognized the advantages of inflaming the hostility of
two potential enemies towards one another at the outset of the conflict in order to spare
the rebels the difficulty of opposing both.

On March 16, the South Carolina Council of Safety informed Bull that his plan

was “an awful business notwithstanding it has the sanction of Law to put even fugitive &

Rebellious Slaves to death, the prospect is horrible.” The council advised Bull that it was
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up to the Georgians “to give that encouragement which is necessary to induce proper -
Persons to seize & if nothing else will do to destroy all those Rebellious Negroes upon
Tybee Island or wherever they may be found.” Indians could be used if the Georgians
thought proper, but white men should lead them if possible. The owners of any slaves
killed in the raid should be reimbursed by the public, and South Carolina officials were
willing to share the cost with Georgia. The council also told Bull to blame the violence
on the British: “to those Royal Miscreants who are carrying on an inglorious picaroon
Warr let every inglorious unavoidable act of necessity which we may be driven to
commit for our self preservation, be imputed.””* Southern Whigs would resort to this
device throughout the war, cbmrﬁitting the most brutal acts of violence and then claiming
that their enemies had left them no alternative.

The Georgia militia, dressed and painted like Indians, and some thirty Creeks
attacked Tybee Island on March 25. They killed one of six British marines who were on
the island at the time, wounded several others, and burned three houses. The rebels also
captured a handful of white loyalists and about a dozen slaves.>*® Evidently they killed
many fugitive slaves, since the British claimed that both whites and Indians in the
attacking party practiced “the most savage barbarity,” and that in this regard the whites
had behaved worse than the Indians.>*!

After the British left Georgia, some slaves continued to escape to British vessels
whenever they appeared on the coast, while others made the trek overland to the Floridas.

Georgia’s Council of Safety noted in July that “negroes are daily inveigled and carried
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away from their plantations” by British warships.*** In September, Gebrge Aaron,
overseer at Henry Laurens’s plantation at New Hope, Georgia, fled with five of Laurens’s

slaves and a sixth belonging to William McIntosh.**

Laurens later learned that his slaves
had gone to St. Augustine and complained that they “had been actually Stolen.” He wrote
that “the Man who had perpetrated that act of villainy had returned with a party in order
to carry off as many more as he could take” and failed only because Laurens had already
moved the remaining slaves elsewhere.*** It is not clear whether Aaron took the slaves
forcibly for his own benefit or whether they voluntarily accompanied him. Since Aaron
would have found it almost impossible to manage six reluctant companions, in all
likellihood thé mén either agreed to escape together; perhaps he cieceived the slaves With
promises of liberty in Florida, only to sell them back into bondage after they arrived.
Georgia’s rebel leaders worried that loyalists in East Florida would arm the
runaway slaves and employ them against their former masters, which led the Council of
Safety to advocate an invasion of East Florida in the summer of 1776.** Gov. Tonyn,
however, lacked the resources to undertake such a measure; in October he wrote that
“there are a number of Runaway Negros from Georgia, whom I relieved the Captains of
the Navy of, to whom they fled for protection,” but added that he needed government
assistance to support the slaves and white loyalist refugees who had come to the

: 4
provmce.3 6
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Tonyn willingly armed blacks to defend his pro'vince. When he created a militia
battalion in August 1776, he informed Germain that “we shall be able to raise four black
Companies.” Tonyn planned to maintain discipline in those units by assigning “double or
treble” the number of white officers in comparison to the amount of officers in white
companies.>* Slaves served in the provincial militia throughout the war; others, perhaps
free blacks or those who had escaped from rebel masters, joined Thomas Brown’s Florida
Rangers, which at one time included about 150 black soldiers.>*® Like their govermnor,
“white Floridians assumed not only that slaves should be impressed to labor on
fortifications ‘put also that if need be they should be armed and employed as ordinary
soldiers.” Several planters along the St. Mary’s River and oﬁ the coastal isvla.nds, areasl
particularly vulnerable to rebel raids, probably armed and trained their slaves to defend
their estates.** Slaves also helped defend the province by providing intelligence of rebel
movements. When seventy Whig militiamen from Georgia marched southward to attack a
fort at Germyn Wright’s plantation on the St. Mary’s River, a slave warned Wright of
their approach, so that the rebels found the defenders prepared for them and had to

re’creat.'35 0

Unlike their neighbors in East Florida, the loyalist planters of West Florida were
not threatened by the Whigs and thus preferred to maintain the status quo in regard to
slavery. The most serious danger West Floridians faced in 1776 was in fact a possible
slave insurrection. On June 24, three neighbors called upon planter William Dunbar of

Natchez and told him that they had discovered a slave conspiracy centered at his
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plantation. They named three of Dunbar’s slaves and a fourth owned by another planter
as the ringleaders. “Of what avail is kindness & good usage when rewarded by such
ingratitude?”” a shocked Dunbar asked himself. He summoned one of the accused slaves,
who “seemed to know nothing of the matter,” even when confronted by his accusers.
Later that day, while the slave was in a boat “with his arms pinioned,” he threw himself
into the Mississippi and drowned. Dunbar attributed the suicide to the slave’s feeling of
guilt that “his intended Diabolical plan” had been discovered. The other three accused
conspirators were tried on July 1, found guilty, and hanged the next day. Several other
slaves suspected of involvement received milder punishments.*>!

West Florida was the only southern i)rovince Wheré éiaves had not been directly
affected by the Revolution. In Georgia and South Carolina, numerous slaves had sought
freedom with the British, an eventuality the ministry had apparently failed to consider
when formulating its southern strategy. The slaves’ actions had prompted British officers
to grant blacks what protection they could provide, while royal governors Dunmore and
Tonyn had, on their own initiative, armed blacks. Yet in spite of these clear indications
that slaves would not remain passive and that both civil and military officials were
willing to employ blacks against the rebels, the ministry refused to alter their policy to

take full advantage of slave assistance.

Royal Relief Fails
In the autumn of 1775, the ministry began preparations for an expedition to

relieve the loyalists in the southern provinces. Acting in response to the information he
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had received from southern governors, in early September Lord Dartmouth suggested a
southern expedition to Gen. William Howe. Lord North, who hoped to mollify those
Britons who demanded vigorous action by winning a victory with minimal effort, put the
plan before the king on October 15. The next day the king approved the diversion of five
regiments from Ireland, originally intended to reinforce Boston, for a winter campaign
with the objective of retaking North Carolina.**

Dartmouth informed Howe of the plan, going so far as to suggest that “the
Appearance of a respectable Force” in the South might “have the effect to restore Order
and Government” in both Carolinas, Georgia, and Virginia.*>® The determination of
where to attack ﬁfst would be left to tﬁe ofﬁéér in conimand of the expedition; Howe was
to appoint a general and send him with some troops from Boston to the Cape Fear River
to meet the fleet from Britain, which was assembling at Cork in Ireland.*** Despite his
insistence that Howe undertake the southern expedition, Dartmouth harbored doubts as to
whether the army would find the loyalist support on which its success depended. He told
Howe that if the army found “no appearance of a disposition in the inhabitants of the
southern colonies to join the King’s Army, I fear little more will be effected than the
gaining of some respectable post to the southward, where the officers and servants of
government may find protection.”>

Howe was reluctant to make the move, writing Dartmouth that he thought it better

“to leave the southern provinces in the fullest persuasion of their security until the rebels
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have been defeated on the side of New York.”* Yet in spite of his objections, Howe
complied with Dartmouth’s orders and dispatched Gen. Henry Clinton from Boston with
between twelve and fifteen hundred troops on January 20, 1776. Clinton doubted whether
he could succeed, because he believed that the southern governors had exaggerated the
prospects of defeating the rebels. He noted that “governors are sanguine, the malady is
catching, and ministers sometimes infected.”™”’

Loyalists disagreed with Clinton, believing that the opportunity was ripe to regain
control of the southern provinces. John Pownall informed Howe in September “that a
very considerable part of the People” in South Carolina “have shewn a Disposition to
résist” the Whigs and.urge.d't-he generél to aid them.>® Ohe South Carolinian lamented
“the inattention of Government, to this important Colony” in the two years preceding the
British expedition. A province “in the habit of Alarm, upon every appearance of ill-
humour in the most trifling Tribe of Indians on its Western frontier,” was certainly
vulnerable to a regular force, he maintained.>®

En route southward, Clinton met others who echoed that opinion. At New York
Clinton conferred with former North Carolina governor William Tryon, whose assertion
that the Scotch Highlanders in that province would eagerly support the British dispelled
some of Clinton’s pessimism. A mid-February conference with Lord Dunmore in
Hampton Roads further raised Clinton’s hopes for success. But when the fleet reached
Cape Fear at the end of the month, Clinton found that the Highlanders had risen

prematurely and been defeated by the rebels at Moore’s Creek Bridge. Furthermore, he
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did not meet the expedition from Ireland, which should have joined him there. Clinton
thus had to formulate a new plan.>®

While awaiting the Cork fleet, Clinton conferred with Lord William Campbell,
who had arrived aboard the frigate HMS Syren. Campbell told Clinton that the loyalists
in South Carolina, “overflowing with zeal,” had been “precipitate in showing
themselves,” and as a result they had been “overpowered, disarmed, and many
imprisoned” by the Whigs. The general considered this report and the news of Moore’s
Creek Bridge “gloomy forebodings” of what lay ahead, although the southern governors
“were not dispirited.”*®' Clinton proceeded to formulate two plans that might replace the
Nortﬁ Caroliﬁa operations. The first was to establish a post on the Chesapeake near
Norfolk, Virginia, where the bay, Atlantic Ocean, and Dismal Swamp created a virtual
island where loyalists who joined the troops would have considerable security. The
second contemplated an attack on Savannah and a march into the Georgia interior to open
communication with the loyalists in the South Carolina backcountry. Further delays in
the arrival of the Cork fleet led Clinton to abandon both plans.>®

Meanwhile, Patrick Tonyn submitted an even more ambitious scheme for
Clinton’s consideration. The governor proposed to take 150 regulars from the St.
Augustine garrison, augmented by thirty rangers, one hundred loyalists, and three
hundred Indians, and march into Georgia. Tonyn believed that his force would gather
more loyalists and Indians as they marched and could capture Savannah and allow

Governor Wright to resume his post. Thomas Brown would provide additional support by
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returning to the Georgia and South Carolina backcountry, where he expected to recruit
two or three thousand loyalists. Uniting this force with the Cherokees, Brown intended to
secure the backcountry, then march to the coast to join the other British units. Rather than
lose time waiting for Clinton’s reply, Tonyn dispatched Brown to the backcountry and
informed the general of the plan. Clinton replied only that he had not yet decided where

k.363

he would attac Tonyn, impatient to strike the rebels, continued to press the general to

adopt his plan and requested “full powers to carry it on with spirit and effect.”*®*
Clinton did not authorize Tonyn to act, but the governor’s idea may have
influenced the general’s thinking as he contemplated a third plan of his own. Like
Tonyn"s proposal, this plaﬁ .was intended to take advantége of loyalist and Indian
support. Clinton believed that he could dispatch several hundred troops to Pensacola,
from where they would advance up the Alabama River and across Indian territory to the
Georgia and Carolina backcountry. There they would unite with Indians and loyalists to
take control of the interior of those provinces. Clinton even intended to insure continued
loyalist support by providing schools, courts, and political representation to the
backcountry inhabitants. The plan was barely feasible given the distances the troops
would have to traverse through the wilderness; Clinton abandoned the idea when he
learned there were not enough boats at Pensacola to transport troops upriver.>®
The first ships of the Cork fleet, which had been expected to sail on December 1,

1775, finally began straggling into Cape Fear in late April. The ministry’s decision to

increase the force to seven regiments, and a lack of naval escort, postponed the fleet’s
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departure until February 10. Then foul weather dispersed the ships and caused further
delay. When the entire force had assembled, Clinton consulted with Gen. Charles, Earl
Comwallis and Admiral Sir Peter Parker, the respective commanders of the land and
naval forces, about how to proceed. Clinton argued that the delay had ruined any chance
of assisting the loyalists, since he had orders to rejoin Howe shortly and could not leave
enough troops to protect them if they turned out as expected.*®

Better than anyone else in the ministry or the army’s high command, Clinton
understood the problems the loyalists faced. Most British leaders believed that once
regular troops had defeated the Whigs in a province, the loyalists would be able to
maintain céntrol with little or no support from the army. Clinton, however, recognized
that the rebels would not accept defeat so easily, but would turn upon the loyalists once
the army left. In that case, he declared, “all the friends of government will be sacrificed”
in one province after another. Only sustained support from the army would enable the
loyalists to retain control of a province when it had been recaptured.*®” Clinton believed
that “to bring those poor people forward” without providing adequate support “would
have only exposed them to the resentment and malice of their enemies, and multiplied
our difficulties by putting the rebels so much the more on their guard.™ 68

Despite his reluctance to undertake an attack that in his opinion would harm the
loyalists more than help them, Clinton allowed Parker to convince him that Charleston
was weakly defended and could be easily captured. Parker’s insistence on attacking

Charleston reflected the views of both Dartmouth and Germain; in November 1775, both
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had suggested the town as a promising objective should operations in North Carolina
appear infeasible. Dartmouth had gone so far as to instruct Gov. Campbell to send
emissaries to the backcountry to organize the loyalists and lead them to the coast to meet
the expedition. Clinton doubted that the town could be taken, but convinced himself that
the establishment of a post on Sullivan’s Island at the entrance to the harbor would at
least demonstrate to the loyalists the government’s intention to support them and provide
a base for a future attack on Charleston itself.**

By February, South Carolina rebels expected a British attack and prepared to meet
it, impressing every available slave to build fortifications to protect Charleston.””® Whig
leaders particularly feared that the arrival of the British would ignite a loyalist uprising.
Pierce Butler doubted the reliability of backcountry militiamen who had come to
reinforce Charleston. “The real Sentiments of a great part of them I believe we are
ignorant of,” he noted.>”' Gen. Charles Lee, believing that the British would attempt to
establish themselves on the mainland and summon the loyalists to join them, posted
troops to prevent Clinton’s soldiers from coming ashore.>”> Other Whigs sought to
intimidate loyalists from aiding the British by launching another wave of persecution.
“Supported by Military force, every appearance of Discontent or dissention, received
immediate punishment,” wrote one observer. Troops were quartered in the homes of
suspected loyalists, where they plundered and vandalized the contents. When the British
fleet finally appeared, Whig militiamen began to make examples, “in terrorem, of such as

discovered any disinclination to Act, or refused a Test-Oath, which was then tendered.
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The Crown officers, and all such as were more immediately suspected of disaffection,
were put into close confinement, and their Papers Plate &c Seized.””

The Whigs had good cause for their fears, since many loyalists hoped to escape to
the British when the fleet arrived at Charleston. Several men deserted from rebel units
and managed to reach a royal navy frigate that appeared off Charleston bar in May to

sound the channel.*”*

Other loyalists coerced into serving with the Whig forces tried
unsuccessfully to reach the British when Clinton’s forces landed on Long Island.
Alexander Chesney, posted across the channel from the British camp, tried with some
friends to make a crossing “but failed for want of a boat.”””

Parker’s fleet, guided by black pilots, arrived off Charleston harbor on June 1.
The presence of one pilot, Sampson, particularly angered many Whigs, who accused him
of having convinced the British to attack the town. Clinton landed his troops on Long
Island, north of Sullivan’s Island where the rebels were building a fort. People with the
expedition had informed Clinton that the water between the islands was only eighteen
inches deep at low tide, which would allow British troops to cross to Sullivan’s Island
and attack the fort by land while the navy assaulted it by sea. Unfortunately, upon
examination the channel proved to be seven feet deep, so the troops stood idle while

Parker’s warships attacked the fort on June 28. Parker, also acting on faulty intelligence,

kept his ships too far from the fort for their fire to be effective, while the Whigs

373 Kepner, ed., “British View of the Siege of Charleston,” 97.

3" William Richardson to Nan, [May 19, 1776], in Emma B. Richardson, ed., “Letters of William
Richardson, 1765-1784,” SCHGM, Vol. 47, No. 1, Jan. 1946, 16.

375 Chesney, Journal, 7.
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pummeled the royal navy. After the defeat, Clinton and Parker had no choice but to rejoin
Howe, who was preparing to attack New York.>”

The repulse of the British inspired the Whigs and left the loyalists dispirited. In
South Carolina, “the success of the 28 June made some Converts” to the rebel cause.®”’
Georgia’s Whigs were “much Elated” at the news, Lachlan McIntosh wrote, while “the
Torys now amongst us are ha[rdly worth] our Notice unless it is with pity &
Conte:mpt.”3 7

Germain’s deputy William Knox lamented these effects. “The worst consequence
of this failure will be the shewing the rebels where their strength lies and how they may
foil us again,” he wrote. Yet Knox found some reason for hc‘)pe.‘ “Loyalist support had
been proven no mere chimera but a force of considerable potential which needed only to
be encouraged, supported, and unleashed at the right opportunity,” he concluded.’” His
views reflected prevailing British sentiment. The failure at Charleston “in no way

dampened Britain’s optimistic view of the temper of the region.”**’

The expedition had
not succeeded in aiding the loyalists, but the loyalists had not been given a chance to
come forward and cooperate with the king’s troops. They would have to wait several
years for another opportunity.

Another effect of the Charleston operation, which went unnoticed in London,
resulted from the timing of the attack. Although Clinton and Parker’s schedule had been

determined primarily by the delays in the arrival of the fleet from Cork, the attack on

Charleston took place only three days before the Cherokees attacked the southern

376 Henry Laurens to Martha Laurens, Aug. 17, 1776, PHL, 11:253; Willcox, Portrait of a General, 87-88.
3" Henry Laurens to John Laurens, Aug. 14, 1776, PHL, 11:232.

3781 achlan McIntosh to George Walton, July 11, 1776, “Papers of McIntosh,” 157.

3 Bellot, William Knox, 145.

38 Higginbotham, War of American Independence, 137.
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frontier. This coincidence helped convince many in the South that there had indeed been
collusion between the British and Cherokees and that the ministry was determined to
employ the Indians against the colonists.

In some respects the failure at Charleston worked to Britain’s advantage. Had
Clinton and Parker succeeded in taking the town or establishing a post elsewhere along
the South Carolina coést, the British position would have acted as a magnet for Whig
troops, who would have cut off any loyalist access to it. The post would not have been
tenable without supplies brought by sea, so that any delays or difficulties in the delivery
of provisions or ammunition might have forced the garrison to surrender. Furthermore,
the presence of British troops in the regioh wbuld undéubtedly ilave caused the Whigs to
make even greater efforts to suppress the loyalists than they otherwise did, which may
have demoralized and neutralized the king’s supporters by the time the British were ready
to undertake another campaign in the South. Taking these possibilities into account,
outright failure in 1776 probably proved more advantageous for the British than a limited

SUCCCSS.

Although the Whigs had suppressed the loyalists and slaves, defeated the
Cherokees and kept most of the Creeks neutral, they did not consider themselves secure.
Upon replacing Charles Lee as commander of the southern department in September
1776, Maj. Gen. Robert Howe noted that South Carolina and Georgia still had “innate
foes of more colours than one, to guard against, & more numerous than those who are
willing to oppose them.” He expressed particular concern for Georgia, which if retaken

by the British “would immediately bring to their aid, the Creek nation, & other potent
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tribes of Indians.” The presence of British troops there, Howe wrote, “would be a strong
temptation for our slaves to elope, & a secure asylum for them when they do.”*! Howe
worried that loyalists in South Carolina might “spirit up & join” with the blacks, “whose
great number & alarming temper make it necessary to guard against the worst.” He
believed that in Georgia “one third of the inhabitants are enemies to America, & only
wait for an opportunity, to plunge a dagger, into its vitals,” while slaves there were even
“more ready to revolt” than those in South Carolina.’®* The Whigs’ victories had won

them nothing more than a respite; the king’s supporters remained a potent foe.

1 Excerpt of Robert Howe’s letter to unnamed recipient, Sept. 6, 1776, in Archibald MacLaine Hooper,
unpublished biography of Robert Howe, Robert Howe Papers, SHC.
382 Excerpt, Howe to unnamed, Nov. 21, 1776, in Hooper biography, Robert Howe Papers, SHC.
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CHAPTER Il
WHIGS ASCENDANT

After the Clinton-Parker expedition’s failure to capture Charleston, British
strategy in the South focused on defending the Floridas from rebel attack and on
maintaining good relations with the southern Indians until the time when their assistance
might be required. Yet Governor Tonyn, loyalists and Indians waged their own war
against the Whigs outside the bounds of Gen. William Howe’s plans. Shortages of
provisioﬁs in East Florida led Tonyn to frequently send loyalist and Indian raiders to
capture cattle in Georgia, sparking sporadic warfare along the border between the two
provinces. Responding to this threat, the Whigs twice invaded East Florida, while in 1778
rebels from Pennsylvania descended the Mississippi River to attack West Florida.

Having secured control of South Carolina and Georgia, the Whigs labored to
maintain the upper‘hand against both their internal and external enemies. They continued
to persecute loyalists and banished those who persisted in opposition. Rebel officials also
strove to keep the Indians neutral in hopes of avoiding another attack on the frontier.
Slaves endured continued repression, although many managed to escape to the Floridas.

But Lord George Germain had not forgotten the southern provinces and
repeatedly urged General Howe to undertake a winter campaign in the region. Howe
agreed in November 1776 that “South Carolina and Georgia must be the Objects for

Winter,” but said he needed fifteen thousand reinforcements before he could begin

170
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operations there.' Germain told him that it was imﬁossible to send that many troops, so
Howe abandoned the plan.? After studying an August 1777 memorial from Governors
Wright and Campbell, which stressed the importance of retaking South Carolina and
Georgia and the relative ease with which that task could be accomplished, Germain again
advised Howe to undertake a southern campaign. “If Sir Wm Howe would carry any part
of his army into the Southern Provinces this winter I should have no doubt of his
success,” Germain told his deputy.’ Howe demurred, insisting that operations in the
South were impossible unless he received additional soldiers.* Gov. Tonyn also prodded
Howe to vattack Georgia, asserting that the conquest of that province would open a line of
communication to the “back Settlements of tﬁe Southefn provinces, Whére there are many
well affected to His Majesty,” but this advice failed to sway the general.’
Suppressing the Loyalists

By 1777, Whig attitudes toward the loyalists had hardened to a point where even
a moderate like Henry Laurens saw no middle ground in the dispute. “ A Man who is not
a friend to the American Cause certainly holds principles, if he holds any, which are
injurious to America,” Laurens informed a loyalist acquaintance. If such a person refused
to bear arms against the British, “that Man may, without any torture of construction or
expression, be deem’d an Enemy to the American Cause.”®

To ferret out such enemies, South Carolina required its inhabitants to take an oath

of allegiance to the state and to Congress. This was the basis of a process by which “the

! William Howe to Germain, Nov. 30, 1776, Germain Papers, Vol. 5, WLCL.

2 Germain to Howe, Jan. 14, 1777, Germain Papers, Vol. 5, WLCL.

* Germain to Knox, Sept. 13, 1777, William Knox Papers, WLCL.

* Smith, Loyalists and Redcoats, 89-90; Howe to Germain, Oct. 22, 1777, Germain Papers, Vol. 6, WLCL.
5 Tonyn to Sir William Howe, April 4, 1778, in Report on American Manuscripts in the Royal Institutions
of Great Britain, Vol. 1 (London: Mackie & Co., 1904) Vol. 2 (Dublin; John Falconer, 1906), Vol. 3
(Hereford: Anthony Brothers, 1907), 1:223.

6 Henry Laurens to James Brisbane, April 24, 1777, PHL, 11:333,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



172

southern rebels systematically begaﬁ to isolate and expose” loyalists, although many of
the king’s supporters “adopted various subterfuges in order to evade the requirement or,
to the same end, attempted to avoid having any contact with the local authorities
administering the oaths.”” The oath not only forced many loyalists to reveal their beliefs,
it also served “to compromise people in the eyes of the British and to deter them from
fighting for the British. A man who swore loyalty to Congress and his state would be a
documented rebel if he fell into British hands. Worse still, if he served the British and
then fell back into American hands, he would be a documented traitor.”

Those who refused to renounce their loyalty to Britain and take the oath to the
rebel government were to be Banished from South.Ca.ro.li-n‘a. Undef the terms of the
banishment act passed by the legislature in early 1777, loyalists “were expected to
remove themselves and their families from the state within sixty days or as soon
thereafter as they could settle their business affairs and secure passage.” George Harland
Hartley, organist at St. Michael’s church in Charleston, was banished and lost an annual
income of £450 ($59,000) from his various musical performances along with nearly two
thousand acres of land. His wife accompanied him, as did his mother-in-law, Janet
Cummings. Although Mrs. Cummings had not been banished, she chose to leave because
her loyalty to Britain “exposed her to many insults from the mobs.”"

Many other loyalists also left the state voluntarily to escape persecution, without
waiting to be officially expelled. Despite continuous harassment from the Whigs, the

Rev. James Stuart remained in his pulpit at Georgetown, where loyalists were numerous,

” Mary Beth Norton, The British Americans: The Loyalist Exiles in England, 1774-1789 (Boston: Little,
Brown, & Co., 1972), 34-35. »

$ Royster, Revolutionary People at War, 105.

9 Lambert, South Carolina Loyalists, 60.

19 Robert Woodward Barnwell, Jr., ed., “George Harland Hartley’s Claim for Losses as a Loyalist,”
SCHGM, Vol. 51, No. 1, Jan. 1950, 47, 48.
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until December 1777. By then he had concluded that “there was no Law, Justice, or
Protection for Loyal or even neutral Men.” Believing that his life was endangered, Stuart
fled to the West Indies."'

Evan McLaurin, one of the leaders of the backcountry loyalists, likewise decided
that it was too dangerous to remain in South Carolina and fled to East Florida. Traveling
in disguise on the Santee River, McLaurin was discovered, pursued, and nearly captured
by the rebels. He lost his canoe, weapons, and clothing, but eventually reached St.
Augustine. There McLaurin was commissioned a major in the South Carolina Royalists, a
provincial battalion commanded by fellow refugee Joseph Robinson. The influx of
loyalists sooﬁ increased the strength of fhé unit to ‘three hundred men..12

Another prominent backcountry loyalist, Richard Pearis, also feared for his life,
despite Governor Rutledge’s promise of protection. Pearis fled Charleston for the
backcountry, where in August he organized four hundred loyalists in the area between the
Broad and Saluda Rivers and prepared to march to Florida. The Whigs learned of Pearis’s
activities and sent Andrew Williamson’s militia to prevent the loyalists’ escape. Rather
than risk an armed confrontation, nearly all of Pearis’s followers gave up on the plan and
remained home. Six of his supporters escaped with Pearis to Pensacola, where John
Stuart appointed him captain of a loyal unit forming there."

David Fanning had hoped to accompany Pearis to Florida, but was thwarted by
the Whigs. He had returned to South Carolina on March 10, 1777, but the Whigs arrested

him the next day. Fanning managed to escape and return home, where he was “obliged to

' Bull, ed., “Note on James Stuart,” 572-573.

12 Isabella MacLaurin Memorial, April 8, 1783, SCHS; “Memoir of Lt. Col. Joseph Robinson.”

' Richard Pearis Loyalist Claim, Aug. 22, 1783, SCHS; John Rutledge to [South Carolina delegates in
Congress], Aug. 30, 1777, John Rutledge Papers, SCL; John Wells, Jr. to Henry Laurens, Sept. 29, 1777,
PHL, 11:536.
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secrete myself in the woods, and was supplied with provisions by some Quakers and
other Loyalists in the neighbourhood.” Learning of Pearis’s plan to lead a group of
loyalists to West Florida, Fanning gathered some of his associates with the intention of
joining Pearis, but was captured when a member of his party betrayed the plan to the
Whigs. Fanning was tried for treason, acquitted, then failed in an attempt to escape to
East Florida. After three months living in the woods with another loyalist named Samuel
Brown, Fanning returned home, where he was repeatedly arrested and imprisoned. Each
time he was released or managed to escape, yet by the end of December 1778 he was
back in rebel custody, in irons in the jail at Ninety Six."*

One loyaliét exi)érienced e\}en greater sufferinvg.than Fanning. William Fortune
refused to renounce his allegiance to the king in 1777, and as a result was imprisoned
eight times, had his home repeatedly plundered, and finally fled to the woods. He
emerged only for brief meetings with his wife, who supplied him with food. Fortune did
not leave his forest refuge until British forces occupied South Carolina in 1780."

Some loyalists had enlisted in the state’s Continental regiments, either to avoid
persecution or because the Whigs had compelled them to do so by threatening them and
their families. These men frequently attempted to desert or to subvert their comrades, and
when they were identified, suffered harsh punishment. Private James Orange, captured
after deserting, “repeatedly damned the Continental Congress saying he was good
English Blood & would support the cause of Great Britain to his last.” Orange received

two hundred lashes as his penalty. Four other deserters later “found in arms against the

14 Fanning, David Fanning’s Narrative, 10-12.
15 Callahan, Royal Raiders, 2217.
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United States” were executed in 1777, as were three other soldiers convicted of treason
and encouraging desertion. '

A few Whigs considered their government’s policies unduly harsh. Gabriel
Manigault saw many of his acquaintances expelled from South Carolina and noted that
banishment “is exceeding hard on them.”'” William Hasell Gibbes, an Assembly member
from John’s Island and member of the Council, felt obligated despite his fervor for the
Revolution to defend “the rights of others who differed from me in this respect.” Gibbes
argued that the state’s loyalists should be left unmolested, “provided their behavior was
peaceable and that they didn’t interfere with us or thwart our Opposition to British
Géverﬁnient.” His 'colleagues, howevef, ignoréd his advice.'®

The principal reason why most rebels refused to show lenience to loyalists was
that the tough policies produced the desired effect: many of the king’s supporters
gradually lost their resolve and began to incline toward the rebels. In February 1777,
Christopher Gadsden wrote that “we grow more and more united. Numbers of the
Theorists join us Daily, as they begin to be convinced we are of the safest side.”!® Public
displays of support for the rebel cause also influenced the loyalists. After watching a
celebration marking the anniversary of the repulse of the British attack on Charleston on

June 28, 1777, a French visitor noted that the festivities fired the enthusiasm of the rebels

while weakening the loyalists’ commitment. “Even the followers of the Royalists and

16 Walter J. Fraser, Jr., “Reflections of ‘Democracy’ in Revolutionary South Carolina?: The Composition of
Military Organizations and the Attitudes and Relationships of the Officers and Men, 1775-1780,” SCHM,
Vol. 78, No. 3, July 1977, 210.

17 Gabriel Manigault to Gabriel Manigault, Jr., April 30, 1777, “Papers of Manigault,” 6-7.

18 William Hasell Gibbes, “William Hasell Gibbes’ Story of His Life,” Amey R. Childs, ed., SCHGM, Vol.
50, No. 2, April 1949, 64-65.

¥ Christopher Gadsden to Thomas Mumford, Feb. 19, 1777, in Richard Walsh, ed., The Writings of
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many who are indifferent to the common cause,” he wrote, “see the example set by the
others at these affairs and are gradually educated around to their beliefs.”*’

The banishment, flight, conversion, and execution of numerous loyalists failed to
satisfy the Whigs, so in the spring of 1778 the Assembly péssed another act to accelerate
the political cleansing of South Carolina. The new law required all males sixteen and
older to swear allegiance to the state. Anyone who refused would forfeit the right to vote
and to conduct business and legal transactions. Those who left the state rather than take
the oath were subject to the death penalty if they returned. Dozens of loyalists in the
lowcountry promptly sold whatever property they could and sailed for Britain or the West
Indies.”' Edward Rutlécige boasted that South Carolina had “sent forth Cargoes” of
loyalists into exile, which he described as “a small punishment, tho’ apparently severe,
for the many Injuries, they have, and the irreparable ones they would have brought on the
virtuous part of our Community.”*?

Fleeing Loyalists experienced persecution right up to the moment of their
departure. While a vessel “full to the brim with Tories” prepared to sail from Charleston,
a rebel mob “assembled with Pitch, Tar and other Combustibles, to burn her at the

Wharf.” The ship was saved when some of those aboard cut the mooring lines and it

drifted away from the dock.”
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Loyalists with good connections among the Whigs, or who had valuable skills,
often managed to avoid penalties. Dr. Alexander Garden refused to take the rebel oath
and sought assistance from his friend Henry Laurens, who advised Garden to obtain a
certificate from a magistrate that would satisfy state authorities. Garden then swore a
declaration that he would always promote the best interests of South Carolina, which the
Whigs accepted as satisfactory. “Garden was not troubled again and was allowed to go
freely about his business.””* The only physician in Beaufort, loyalist James Fraser was
never asked to take the oath because the townspeople could not afford to lose his
services.?

Many Backcountry loyalists, forced to choose between pledging allegiance to the
Whigs or suffering under the new legal sanctions, came up with their own solution to the
dilemma. Early in the spring, loyalists began assembling near Ninety Six with the
intention of marching to East Florida. By late March, leaders Benjamin Gregory and John
Murphy had gathered about four hundred men, all of whom were mounted. A second
party canceled their plans to join Gregory and Murphy when rebel militia learned of their
intentions. The loyalists set out for the Savannah River, moving rapidly.*®

At first the Whigs dismissed the loyalists as “no more than a Plundering Party,”
and sent out a few militia who searched for them without success.”” But when they
realized the strength of the party, rebel leaders panicked. “The back Country is all up in
Arms; The Tories ... have risen, and as if informed by the same spirit and moved by the

same spring, have put themselves in motion at one and the same time throughout all parts

24 Berkeley and Berkeley, Dr. Alexander Garden, 274-275.
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of the State,” Gov. Rawlins Lowndes wrote. The loyalists split into several parties as they
moved, “plundering robbing and terrifying the Inhabitants” and picking up
reinforcements on their route. On April 3 they crossed the Savannah River into Georgia,
which put “that Country in a very great Consternation.” Lowndes estimated that the
loyalists” numbers had increased to six hundred men by the time they entered Georgia.”®
He sent the South Carolina militia in pursuit, but they accomplished nothing more than to
kill and capture a few stragglers.”’

Continental commander Robert Howe also attempted to intercept the loyalists. On
April 6 he ordered Col. Samuel Elbert of the Georgia Continentalé to gather as many

- troops as possible “to prevent the Insurgents, now embodied & marching to East Flo.rida,

from joining the forces of that province.” Howe was to treat the loyalists “as Enemies to
the united States” and use every means “consistent with the rules of war,” to defeat
them.>® Not only did Elbert fail to halt the loyalists, which Howe blamed on the lack of
cavalry, but the refugees “Hoisted the British Kings standard, as they passed” through
Georgia.”' The impunity with which the loyalists moved through Georgia and their
summons to join them attracted as many as two hundred Georgians, including a party led
by Colonel John Thomas and several rebel deserters.™

The loyalists’ successful march to East Florida convinced many Whigs that the
maneuver was part of a larger British plan to attack the southern states. Georgia governor
John Houstoun believed that the incursion presaged “the total Reduction” of Georgia.>

William Moultrie agreed and predicted that an invasion from both Pensacola and St.

2 Rawlins Lowndes to Henry Laurens, April 14, 1778, PHL, 13:114.
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Augustine was imminent. Rumors circulated of a simultaneous advance by loyalists and
Indians from West Florida and loyalists and British regulars from East Florida.”* Joseph
Clay expressed concern at “the very great additional Strength” the British were “daily
receiving from the great Defection” in the South Carolina backcountry.® He warned
Henry Laurens that the influx of loyalists was making the British in East Florida “so
formidable” that they might soon overrun Georgia.>® Robert Howe also expected “serious
Consequences” to follow the loyalists’ junction with the British. Considering the
weakness of the southern states and the “Disaffection among the People & that this
Infection is still more prevalent in the Back parts of So Carolina,” Howe thought it wise
“to.pre‘pare for the worst.”’ | |
Howe’s assessment of loyalist strength was accurate and only the vigilance of the
Whigs prevented more of the king’s supporters from reaching Florida. Along the Peedee
River, more loyalists from North and South Carolina had assembled in the spring, but
rebel militia from North Carolina attacked them. A battle ensued in which several men
were killed on each side, including a Whig colonel.”® This battle and constant militia
patrols ended the loyalist exodus. A few refugees who slipped through the cordon
informed Thomas Brown in April that other South Carolina loyalists “thought proper to
postpone their insurrection to a more favourable opportunity, as the rebels upon receiving

intelligence of the March of Murphy and Gregory’s party had embodied themselves in

every district.” Because the loyalists were poorly armed, they could not overcome the
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Whigs without the element of surprise. The refugees also brought Brown a message from
Robert Cunningham “that 2,500 Men between the forks of Saluda and Broadriver” were
prepared to assist Brown “whenever orders are sent for that purpose.” An additional
3,800 men at the Congarees, along the Pedee and Ennoree Rivers, and near the North
Carolina border were also reported ready to aid the British.”

Some of these loyalists did attempt to get to Florida; in succeeding weeks,
“several other large parties of the disaffected attempted to cross Savannah river,” but the
South Carolina militia prevented them from entering Georgia.*® Ten loyalists returned to
Georgia in June with a proclamation from Tonyn offering pardon and ten dollars bounty
to anyone who came to East Florida with their arms. .These men announced that they
expected to raise a thousand loyalists in the Carolina backcountry, but the openness of
their éctivities brought them to the Whigs’ attention while they were still in Georgia.
Some rebel militia, with the aid of more than twenty Creeks sent by Galphin, caught up
with the loyalists and their handful of recruits and killed and captured several.*!

The loyalist exodus from the backcountry led Whig officials in Charleston to
again administer the state loyalty oath to the town’s inhabitants. Many people, however,
stayed at home when the oath was administered rather than swear allegiance to the
rebels.** Other loyalists chose to leave the state rather than take the oath; “two Vessels
full of Tories” left Charleston in early May.*

Hoping that some loyalists could be won over to the Whig cause by generous

treatment, Gov. Lowndes and the Council issued a proclamation on June 5 extending the
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time limit for taking the oath to the state by five days. News of this action caused
“unspeakable Uneasiness” among Charleston Whigs, who held a public meeting to
express their opposition to the measure. They denounced both Lowndes and Christopher
Gadsden, who had written the proclamation.* The mob threatened the governor, insisted
that they would not allow the proclamation to be published, and intimidated printers into
complying with their demands.*’ They also forbade that “any Magistrate administer the
oath, to any of the recanting Tories.” Fresh efforts were made to intimidate loyalists,
leading John Lewis Gervais to conclude that “the Tories will have no peace in this
quarter.” Gervais opposed the governor’s policy, declaring that “experience teaches us,
they [loyalists] will never be bur Frieﬁd longer than we are Successfull, in adversity they
will remain our Ennemies, let them take what Oath they please.”*®

The response to the proclamation astonished Lowndes, who defended his action
as “the best Policy, and peculiarly adapted to our Circumstances.” He refused to
Withdraw the proclamation, despite “Intimations that the People were in such a ferment
that fatal Consequences were to be apprehended” if he failed to do so. Some loyalists did
take advantage of the extended opportunity to take the Whig oath, “but the menaces of
the populace have detered many, and frustrated the best plan that could be devised for
Conciliating Peace and Union amongst us,” Lowndes noted.*” Charleston’s Whigs were
so blinded by their hatred of loyalists that they refused to recognize that reconciliation

might be more advantageous to their cause than continued hostility.
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Still in a frenzy of rage against loyalists, the rebels turned their wrath upon Joshua
Brown and two other Quaker ministers who had come from Pennsylvania to visit
congregations in the South. The pacifist Quakers were imprisoned at Ninety Six for
refusing to take the Whig oath. Convinced that the men were harmless, Henry Laurens
asked John Lewis Gervais to intercede and obtain their release.*®

Unlike the peaceful Quakers, some loyalists responded to the Whigs’ aggressive
behavior with violence. In the vicinity of Orangeburgh, a group of loyalists “cut off the
Ears of one Prichard a Magistrate, and another Man,” beat a Whig militia captain, and
burned the house of an assemblyman. These acts “have thrown all that part of the
Country into a generél Pénick, an(i so intimidated the Inhabitants that thdse well affected,
are detered from taking any steps for their own Security least ... they should bring upon
themselves the resentment of these banditti,” Lowndes wrote. He sent one hundred
regular troops to Orangeburgh to reinforce the local militia, ordering the officers “to
settle the point of Law, on the spot” if they captured the perpetrators of those acts.*

Backcountry loyalists also sent the Whigs a symbolic message by electing some
of their leaders to the state legislature. Voters in the Little River District elected Robert
Cunningham to the senate and two other loyalists, Jacob Bowman and Henry O’Neall, to
the house of representatives. O’Neall took his seat, along with the required oaths to the
state. Cunningham and Bowman, however, chose not to attend the legislature.*

Despite such acts of resistance, loyalism continued to wane in response to the
apparent decline in British fortunes and to relentless persecution. John Lewis Gervais

noted that the news that France had entered the war on the American side “gave great

“ Henry Laurens to John Lewis Gervais, Sept. 15, 1778, PHL, 14:312-313,
> Rawlins Lowndes to Henry Laurens, Sept. 22, 1778, PHL, 14:343.
%% Edgar, Partisans and Redcoats, 44.
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Satisfaction to all (except Tories)” in South Carolina, “& even some of those wished to
recant.””! Edward Rutledge boasted to John Adams that the French alliance had “worked
wonders in the Minds of Men ... you would still be amazed to see, what a Conversion has
taken place in the political Opinion of Numbers; from the multitude of Disaffected, we
have had whole Hosts of Patriots ... who mean to be firm Friends to our good old Cause.”
Rutledge nevertheless doubted the sincerity of many of these converts, observing that
their newfound Whig principles would last only “until they shall think it for their Interest
to be otherwise.”? By October, many other loyalists had also taken the rebel oath, though
not in response to the French alliance. A Whig noted that “the uniform ruin that has
attended all tﬁose who professed themselves friends to thé British Tyrant, haé curedvmany
of their Toryism.”>> When the military outlook and rebel persuasion failed to sway the
loyalists, persecution as always proved the best antidote to loyalism.

Whig officials in Georgia moved more cautiously against loyalists in that state, in
part because factional divisions between moderates and radicals paralyzed the rebel
government, and also because there were so many loyalists in the state. Merchant Joseph
Clay complained that the state’s leadership problems “arose in a great measure from so
large a Number of the principal People being either Tories” or having withdrawn from
politics to avoid becoming entangled in factional quarrels.>* John Adam Treutlen wrote
that “our small friends, the Tories, within our Bowels, are so very numerous & have such

ties of Consanguinity, that all our Efforts against these Enemies of American Freedom

>! John Lewis Gervais to Henry Laurens, June 19, 1778, PHL, 13:491.

52 Edward Rutledge to John Adams, July 16, 1778, PJ4, 6:295.

53 John Wells, Jr. to Henry Laurens, Oct. 14, 1778, PHL, 13:416.

** Joseph Clay to Messrs. Bright and Pechin, July 2, 1777, in Letters of Clay, 35.
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have hitherto been languid and ineffectual.” He suggested that the rebels might have to
“take the treatment of these Men into their own hands” to suppress the loyalists.”

In September 1777, Georgia finally took steps to punish the loyalists when the
Assembly passed “An Act for the Expulsion of the Internal Enemies of this State.” The
law was intended to halt the activities of loyalists in undermining the state’s defense and
sought to link the loyalists to the Indian menace. Declaring that by providing information
to the British in St. Augustine the loyalists made it possible for the Indians to raid “our
frontier settlements ... sacrificing, in the most barbarous manner, numbers of our worthy
citizens,” the Whigs hoped to win popular support for the new law and to inflame
Georgians against the loyalists.> | |

The act established twelve-member committees in each county and authorized
them to tender an oath of allegiance to Georgia and the United States to all white males
age twenty-one or over. Anyone summoned by the committee had to bring along “two or
more undoubted friends to American independence” to vouch for the suspected loyalist’s
Whig principles. Those who failed to satisfy the committee would “be deemed enemies”

- and would have to leave Georgia within forty days. They would also forfeit half of their
property to the state, but could sell the remaining half and keep the proceeds. The penal;y
for failing to appear before the committee or refusing to accept its verdict was
imprisonment without bail until the offender was forcibly removed from the state. If
someone who was declared an enemy returned to Georgia without permission or was
“found in arms” with the British, “upon conviction thereof, they shall suffer death.”” The

committee at Midway promptly summoned twelve accused loyalists; three refused to

5% John Adam Treutlen to John Hancock, June 19, 1777, John Adam Treutlen Papers, GHS.
%6 Robertson, ed., “Georgia’s Banishment Act,” 275, 276.
57 Robertson, ed., “Georgia’s Banishment Act,” 279-281.
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éppear and gave notice that the)} would leave Georgia within the allotted forty days. Eight
who did appear failed to satisfy the committee and were banished.”® The law proved
effective, for only the most committed loyalists were willing to endure such harsh
punishments. The threat of death served as a powerful discouragement against taking up
arms for the king so long as the Whigs held power.

Many Whigs, however, still worried that the loyalists remained dangerous.
“[Tihat there are many Disaffected” in Georgia “is past any Doubt — but I believe no
greater proportion than in any other State,” Clay noted in October 1777. “Fear from the
very exposed situation of this State has operated very powerfully on many well Affected
Citizens.” In response td these conéerns, the.Assénil.)ly passe.d another law in March
1778 “to proscribe over one hundred Georgians and authorize the sale of their
property.”® The act declared 117 people guilty of treason and banished them, leaving
their property liable to seizure and sale to benefit the state.’' Those banished included
two ministers, William Ronaldson of Queensborough, and former Whig John Zubly. The
latter eloquently defended his loyalism in an essay entitled To the Grand Jury, yet his
legal arguments failed to overcome rebel wrath. In addition to banishing him, the Whigs
destroyed his home and threw his books into the Savannah River. He fled to South
Carolina, where he managed to avoid persecution from that state’s Whigs.** John
Jamieson of St. Paul’s Parish had escaped the notice of the rebel committee in 1777, but

while visiting Savannah in January 1778 the local Whigs charged him with loyalism. He

58 Robertson, Loyalism in Revolutionary Georgia, 8.

5 Joseph Clay to Henry Laurens, Oct. 21, 1777, Letters of Clay, 54.

% George R. Lamplugh, ““To Check and Discourage the Wicked and Designing’: John Wereat and the
Revolution in Georgia,” GHQ, Vol. 61, No. 4, Winter 1977, 297-298.

ot Robert S. Lambert, “The Confiscation of Loyalist Property in Georgia, 1782-1786,” WMQ, Vol. 20, No.
1, Jan. 1963, 80.

2 ER.R. Green, “Queensborough Township: Scotch-Irish Emigration and the Expansion of Georgia, 1763-
1776, WMQ, Vol. 17, No. 2, April 1960, 197; Miller, “Warm & Zealous Spirit,” 22-23.
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refused to take “their detestable and absurd oath,” whereupon the rebels seized half his
property and banished him from the state. Before he could leave, the 1778 act went into
effect and the Whigs confiscated the remaining half of his property.“

Whig repression succeeded in checking any efforts by Georgia loyalists to openly
oppose the state government, but the rebels faced a more serious threat from the refugees
in East Florida. Legal sanctions and persecution had driven thousands of loyalists to seek
safety there. Some 350 South Carolinians arrived in April 1776, many of them Germans
from the Dutch Fork, Orangeburg, and Saxe-Gotha regions. In June another five hundred
refugees entered the province. Most were South Carolinians from Ninety Six district, but
many were Georgians and a féw héd made the. long journey from North Carolina.%

Gov. Tonyn quickly put numbers of the immigrants to good use. He gave Thomas
Brown a commission as lieutenant colonel and instructed him to recruit rangers from
among the refugees who had escaped to Indian territory. The governor initially planned to
use this force to gather cattle in Georgia to alleviate East Florida’s food shortage. Brown
increased his force with recruits from the loyalists entering East Florida, creating the
battalion known as the Florida Rangers. Tonyn employed this unit to carry out his desire
to carry the war to the rebels.®

In February 1777, Tonyn dispatched Brown with his Rangers and some Indians to
seize cattle in Georgia. Gen. Augustine Prevost, commander of the East Florida garrison,
provided 160 regulars to support them; British Lt. Col. Lewis Fuser commanded the
combined force. On February 17, Brown with twenty rangers and fifty Creeks and

Seminoles attacked Fort McIntosh. The garrison of seventy rebels surrendered the next

8 Robertson, Loyalism in Revolutionary Georgia, 9.
5 Troxler, “Refuge, Resistance, and Reward,” 569-570, 572-575.
8 Cashin, King’s Ranger, 49, 59, 61.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



187

.day after four intrepid rangers stopped a relief column of three hundred men four miles
from the fort. Fuser’s troops arrived in time for the surrender, and Fuser’s rudeness
toward the loyalists and Indians angered Brown, who warned Tonyn that such treatment
might cause the Indians to withdraw their support. Fuser advanced to the Altamaha River,
skirmished with a rebel force there, and decided to return to St. Augustine. Brown’s
Rangers brought two thousand head of cattle back with them.*

The raid convinced Georgia Whigs that it was necessary to invade East Florida to
halt such depredations. Ignoring the objections of Continental commander Robert Howe,
the Georgians sent an invasion force overland toward St. Augustine while a second
detachment traveled.sbuth by sea. The land force faced spbradic resistance from small
parties of Indians, but reached the St. Mary’s River on May 12, the day they had been
scheduled to rendezvous with the invasion flotilla. On the night of May 14, some Indians
captured about one hundred of the rebels’ horses, provoking a skirmish the next day in
which two Indians were killed, scalped, and mutilated by the Georgians.®’

The American commander, Col. John Baker, then moved his camp to a safer
location at Thomas Creek. On the moming of May 17, Brown with about two hundred
loyalists and Indians attacked Baker’s slightly smaller force. The rebels retreated —
directly into about one hundred British troops advancing to assist Brown. The stunned
Americans fled into a swamp, leaving behind three dead and thirty-one prisoners. This

victory ruined the rebels’ prospects for a successful invasion.®®

o Searcy, Georgia-Florida Contest, 84-88; Cashin, King s Ranger, 61-62.

67 Searcy, Georgia-Florida Contest, 89, 94.

¢ Bennett and Lennon, Quest for Glory, 62; Searcy, Georgia-Florida Contest, 89, 94-95; Charles C. Jones,
Jr., The Life and Services of the Honorable Maj. Gen. Samuel Elbert of Georgia (Cambridge: Riverside
Press for the Georgia Historical Society, 1887), 12.
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The seaborne invasion force finally reached Amelia Island on May 18, well

behind schedule. The following day some of the island’s loyalist inhabitants attacked a
Whig detachment, killing an officer and wounding two men. In retaliation, rebel Col.
Elbert ordered his troops to burn all the houses and kill all the livestock on the island.
Having learned of Baker’s defeat, Elbert decided that it was too dangerous to put his
troops ashore on the mainland to march southward. He then found that his boats were
unable to pass through the channel between Amelia Island and the mainland and were too
unseaworthy to risk venturing into the Atlantic. On May 26 he decided to return to
Georgia.”

| After the ihvaders withdrew, Brown’é rangers, with Creek assistance, renewed
their raids into Georgia during the summer and fall of 1777. They attacked a party of
twenty-two rebel troops in August, killed fourteen, and then retreated.” Joseph Clay
lamented in late September that the raiders had “for some Months past been continually
making incursions into our State,” and “not the smallest Check has ever been given to
these People,” other than one incident in which Continental troops drove off a party of
rangers in a skirmish on the Altamaha River. Clay could not understand how a force that
“never exceeded 150 including Indians” could operate with impunity in southern
Georgia. This situation, Clay wrote, “is very much complained of by the Inhabitants &
with great reason that they cannot be protected from such an inferior force.””"

Brown struck again on March 13, 1778, capturing Fort Barrington on the

Altamaha River. Swimming across the river to achieve surprise, Brown, one hundred

rangers, and ten Creeks stormed the fort at dawn. They killed two rebels and took twenty-

% Searcy, Georgia-Florida Contest, 92-96.
™ Searcy, Georgia-Florida Contest, 113.
" Joseph Clay to Henry Laurens, Sept. 29, 1777, Letters of Clay, 40.
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three prisoners along with some artillery; their own casualties amounted only to one
killed and four wounded. “Fort Barrington was a great Obstruction to our Foraging, as
that difficulty is now removed,” it would be easier to procure cattle, Brown reported.”

These successes led Tonyn to conclude that British strength in East Florida was
sufficient to conquer Georgia and possibly South Carolina as well. He pointed out to
William Howe the “numberless inconveniences from acting always on the defensive” and
offered an alternate plan. “With this [St. Augustine] Garrison the Rangers and Indians,
the province of Georgia may be taken in possession, which will give a fair opportunity to
the loyalists in South Carolina to show themselves,” Tonyn wrote. Should the loyalists in

| the latter state be as numerous as reported, “I should apprehend that province would soon
be compelled to subjection,” the governor stated.”

Tonyn never got the opportunity to test his plan because once again the Whigs
responded to the menace by deciding to invade East Florida. Unless that province were
conquered, Clay asserted, “we can have no Security,” since the loyalist inhabitants of the
Georgia and South Carolina backcountry “are continually backwards & Forwards giving
them every information.””* Frustrated by the attacks of Brown’s rangers and “the Acts &
Treachery of some among ourselves,” John Houstoun agreed that an invasion was the
only way to protect Georgia.”> John Faucherau Grimke, a major in the South Carolina
Continentals, justified an invasion as necessary to prevent the British from uniting with
loyalist refugees like the six hundred who had recently marched to Florida. He had heard

rumors that Prevost intended to attack Sunbury as a diversion while other British troops

2 Thomas Brown to Tonyn, March 13, 1778, Carleton Papers, Vol. 9, No. 1014,
” Tonyn to William Howe, April 6, 1778, Carleton Papers, Vol. 10, No. 1073.
7 Joseph Clay to Robert Howe, Oct. 15, 1777, Letters of Clay, 50.
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would “March into the Middle Settlements of Georgia to be joined there by ... 1000 or
1200 disaffected Insurgents from the back parts of So. Carolina, No. Carolina &
Georgia.”™

Christopher Gadsden argued that the large number of slaves in the South Carolina
made it necessary for the Americans to occupy East Florida. Free white laborers,
Gadsden stated, could not compete with slaves who were hired out by their masters,
which he denounced as an “excessively impolitick” practice. The whites thus
impoverished, along with “the Scum of all the States from Pennsylvania hitherward ...
will naturally flock to Augustine as an asylum and no doubt Britain will give them every
Political Encouragement,” he Wrofe. These desperate people would then harass both
Georgia and South Carolina; the only way to prevent this was to deprive them of refuge
in St. Augustine.”” Gadsden was unique among southern Whigs in believing that because
slavery denied poor whites economic opportunity, it drove some people into becoming
loyalists out of sheer necessity.

Gen. Robert Howe opposed the invasion of East Florida, believing that
concentrating the regulars and militia for such an operation would leave Georgia
vulnerable to attack from another direction. While conceding that the “daily Incursions
from the Partizans of Saint Augustine .... Aided, abetted and Encouraged by some of the
Inhabitants” of Georgia and South Carolina, constituted a serious problem, he insisted
that invading East Florida would not halt their operations. The rangers’ knowledge of the

country would enable them to plague Georgia even if they lost their Florida base.”® The

7 John Faucherau Grimke, “Journal of a Campaign to the Southward. May 9" to July 14™, 1778,”
SCHGM, Vol. 12, No. 2, April 1911, 63-64.

" Gadsden to W.H. Drayton, June 1, 1778, Writings of Gadsden, 126-127.
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best plan, Howe advised the Georgians, would be to secure their southern frontier by
establishing strong posts along their southern boundary and keeping scouting parties
operating between the St. Mary’s and St. John’s Rivers, “by which means the terror &
alarm the Enemy delight to spread would be retorted upon them.””

Civil officials dismissed the general’s objections, and Howe reluctantly began to
organize the invasion force. Even before the troops set out, the army was troubled by
dissension in the ranks. Loyalists who had sought relief from persecution by enlisting in
Continental regiments saw the march into Florida as an opportunity to escape the rebels
and join the British. The boldest of these men attempted to persuade their comrades to
accompany them. Shortly before the army marched, a Sergeant Alcock 6f the qurth
Georgia Battalion was charged with mutiny and “endeavouring to Enveigle Continentl.
Soldiers to desert with him to the Enemy.” The accusation, however, could not be proven,
as no one could be found to testify against Alcock.*® The Fourth Georgia, which included
several British deserters, caused problems for Howe throughout the campaign.®'

The Alcock incident was merely a prelude to similar troubles Howe encountered
when his army finally reached Fort Tonyn on the St. Mary’s River. Three Continental
privates were charged with mutiny on May 13, and the next day a Sergeant Tyrrell of the
Fourth Georgia was tried on charges of mutiny and encouraging others to desert. Tyrrell
was found guilty and on May 21 was executed in front of the whole army. Howe hoped

that this punishment “may have a proper Effect upon the Minds of the Soldiers.”®

™ Robert Howe to Governor of Georgia, Feb. 7, 1778, Robert Howe Papers, GHS.
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Howe’s optimism did not last twenty-four hours, for the next day James Lister, a
deserter, was captured and accused of spying, sedition, and urging soldiers to desert.
Lister, who may have earlier deserted from the British army, had taken fifteen of his
comrades from the Fourth Georgia with him when he deserted. Three of the men soon
returned of their own accord, another was killed and ten captured by a detachment sent in
pursuit. Also taken was one private of the First Georgia.®® One of Howe’s officers stated
that Lister’s party intended to go to St. Augustine and that if they had succeeded, it
“might by the Example have proved prejudicial to us.”84

A court martial sentenced Lister and eight other deserters to be executed. Howe
haﬁ by now concluded that only harsh punishment could prevent' an exodus of loyalist
sympathizers and other disgruntled soldiers from the ranks. Although the general later
partially relented and pardoned three of the men, this time the executions had the desired
effect. The Continental units experienced no further problems with desertion or attempted
mutiny during the six weeks they remained in East Florida.®® The loyalists’ efforts to
escape to the British and induce others to follow, while disruptive to Howe’s army, did
little to impede the campaign as a whole, and in the end many sacrificed their lives
without materially assisting the royal cause.

Howe succeeded in halting desertion among his regulars, but militiamen deserted

frequently once they entered East Florida. In early June, thirty Georgians went “off to the

Enemy in a body” and individuals deserted often as well. Desertions were also “daily &

¥ Howe Orderly Book, May 22 and 23, 1778, WLCL; Thomas Pinckney to Harriott Pinckney, May 23,
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frequent” from South Carolina militia units.*® Like many of the Georgians, “some
Carolinians had invaded Florida to escape from the Whigs.”®” When Whig officers
decided in early July to abandon the campaign and withdraw to Georgia, a dozen men
took advantage of their last opportunity to reach the British and deserted.®

While loyalists in Whig units struggled to reach the British, their counterparts in
the king’s service labored to halt the invading army. Reports reaching American officers
indicated that Brown’s rangers numbered 150 men, supported by 150 Indians, while 350
South Carolina loyalists were said to be ten miles north of the St. John’s River on May
21. An informant told the rebels that both Brown’s troops qnd th¢ South Carolinians
“were extremely discontented with their Change of .Situation & had expressed a wish to

Return.”®

Prisoners taken by the Americans on J une 23 provided a different account,
stating that although the loyalist soldiers “had been very discontented & that some of
them had threatened to return to Carolina & throw themselves upon the Mercy of their
Country,” they had since been “Reconciled.”®

The loyalists showed few signs of demoralization in their encounters with the
Whigs. Brown first attempted to threaten the invaders by dispatching seventy-five rangers
and some Indians to unite with another party of loyalists and strike the Whigs’ rear, but
the plan failed when some of the rangers deserted and informed the rebels. Whig troops
then attacked and dispersed the party, capturing its commander, Capt. James Moore, and

executing him. This forced Brown to burn Fort Tonyn on the St. Mary’s River and

retreat. Brown had more success on June 30. Pursued by about one hundred mounted
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Georgians, the rangers turned on the Whigs and, with the help of some regulars, drove off .
their enemy. At least nine rebels were killed in the encounter.”’

This skirmish proved to be the only significant fighting of the campaign. Gen.
Augustine Prevost had been “under very little apprehension of the enemy being able to
effect any thing of consequence” and his prediction proved accurate.”> The Whig leaders
fell to arguing among themselves; Georgia governor John Houstoun and Andrew
Williamson, commanding the South Carolinians, refused to take orders from Howe, the
officer commanding the naval squadron wanted to retreat, and Howe could not impose a
plan that satisfied everyone. On July 14 the Whig_s began to withdraw. With them went
about fifteen South Caroiina loyélists who had deserted on July 1.7

Forced back on the defensive, Howe contemplated yet another invasion of East
Florida. He advised Congress that the capture of St. Augustine would end the raids on
Georgia and “entirely crush the Spirit of Insurgency and defection too prevalent in the
back parts” of that state and South Carolina.”* Meanwhile, Howe prepared for a British
attack which he expected to coincide with “the rising of a number of Insurgents” in the
two states.” Such a blow, he warned, would prove “fatal” to Georgia.”® Congress
approved Howe’s proposed invasion, but subsequent British actions forestalled the plan.”’

Once the rebels had left Florida, Brown’s rangers resumed their raids into
Georgia. “We are again very much infested with Tonyns Banditti Stealing our Horses &

Negros & doing us all the Mischief they can,” Joseph Clay wrote on September 9. A few

! Brown to Tonyn, June 30, 1778, Carleton Papers, Vol. 11, No. 1247; Cashin, King’s Ranger, 77-78;
Thomas Pinckney to Harriott Pinckney, July 1, 1778, “Letters of Pinckney,” 157.

%2 Augustine Prevost to William Howe, June 13, 1778, Carleton Papers, Vol. 11, No. 1236.

9 Searcy, Georgia-Florida Contest, 142, 144, 145-147; Grimke, “Journal,” Part 3, 191.

** Howe to Congress, Sept. 22, 1778, Robert Howe Papers, GHS.

% Howe to unnamed, Aug. 18, 1778, Robert Howe Papers, GHS.

% Howe to Henry Laurens, Oct. 12, 1778, Robert Howe Papers, GHS.

%7 Searcy, Georgia-Florida Contest, 157.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
































http://www.royalprovincial.com/military.rhist/wflrletl.htm






























































































































http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/mems/ga/clmman.htm








































































http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/mems/sc/clmcumm.htm














































































http://collections.ic.gc.ca/blackloyalists/documents













































http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/mems.sc/clmhandley













































http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/rhist/scmil/scmletl.htm














































































































































































































































































http://collections.ic.gc.ca/blackloyalists/documents

































































































































































































































http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/black/blkord.htmand
http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/black/blkprisl.htm













































http://sc_tories.tripod.com/list_of_murdered_loyalists.htm








































































































































































http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/rhist/dian























































































http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/black/blkharry.htm
































































































http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/black/blkords.htm
http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/black/blkprisl.htm
http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/rhist/dian/dianlet5.htm



http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/mems/sc/clmcumm.htm
http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/black/blkharry.htm
http://sc_tories.tripod.com/list_of_murdered_loyalists.htm



http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/mems.sc/clmhandley.htm
http://www.royalprovincial.com/military.rhist/wflr/wflrletl.htm



http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/mems/ga/clmkit.htm
http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/mems/sc/clmmckz.htm
http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/mems/ga/clmman.htm



http://www.royalprovincial.com/military/rhist/scmil/scmletl.htm















http://collections.ic.gc.ca/blackloyalists/documents



http://collections.ic.gc.ca/blackloyalists/documents






































































