UCLA

American Indian Culture and Research Journal

Title

Sir William Johnson's Reliance on the Six Nations at the Conclusion of
the Anglo-Indian War of 1763-65

Permalink
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/3vb9z525
Journal

American Indian Culture and Research Journal , 17(4)

ISSN
0161-6463

Author
Mullin, Michael J.

Publication Date
1993-09-01

DOI
10.17953

Copyright Information

This work is made available under the terms of a Creative Commons
Attribution-NonCommercial License, availalbe at
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

Peer reviewed

eScholarship.org Powered by the California Diqgital Library

University of California


https://escholarship.org/uc/item/3vb9z525
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
https://escholarship.org
http://www.cdlib.org/

AMERICAN INDIAN CULTURE AND RESEARCH JOURNAL 17:4 (1993) 69-90

Sir William Johnson’s Reliance on the
Six Nations at the Conclusion of the
Anglo-Indian War of 1763-65

MICHAEL J. MULLIN

It was 24 July 1766, and the eyes of the Ottawa and Wyandot
warriors suggested they were displeased with their situation as
they gathered for a conference between their spokesmen—Teata
and Pontiac—and British Indian superintendent Sir William
Johnson. Their disapproving stare would not have been directed
atthe superintendentbut at the Mohawk, Oneida, Onondaga, and
Cayuga warriors accompanying Sir William. Johnsondownplayed
the Iroquois Confederacy’s presence at Lake Ontario in his reports
to London, although their presence was crucial to his negotiations
with the western nations.! The confederacy’s presence at the
conference conveyed a clear message: The Six Nations Iroquois,
despite some internal political problems, would remain the cen-
terpiece of Anglo-Indian relations, even as that policy moved into
the Great Lakes region. Even Pontiac, who came in the “name of
all Nations to the Westward” could not ignore the implied mes-
sage.’

The warriors, chiefs, diplomats, interpreters, and soldiers who
gathered at Lake Ontario in 1766 were trying to put an end to the
Anglo-Indian War of 1763-65, a war commonly referred to as
“Pontiac’s Rebellion.” Thanks to writers such as Francis Parkman
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and Howard Peckham, Pontiac’s Rebellion is one of the most
thoroughly documented “Indian” events of the colonial period.?
Only recently, however, has the Native American perspective
been explored. Recent studies by Michael N. McConnell, Richard
White, and Gregory Evans Dowd direct historians toward a new
appreciation for the complexities of the issues faced by western
Indians as they decided whether to take “up the hatchet” against
the British.* This study builds on these more recent works by
examining a variety of political, generational, and religious issues
thatSir William Johnson tried to resolve when he met with Pontiac
in July 1766.

The origins of the Anglo-Indian War of 1763—65 are found in the
period between the fall of Canada in 1760 and the Proclamation of
1763. For western Algonquians, this period of transition was
difficult, both culturally and economically. Polities such as the
Ottawa and Wyandot had to readjust to a new “father,” in this
case an English king who had his own view of the parent-child
relationship. The western Indians’ need to create a new meta-
phorical relationship with the British occurred at a time when
rumors concerning the fate of the Indians themselves were circu-
lating widely.> Some reports stated that the French king had ceded
his children to his English counterpart. From the Algonquians’
perspective, not only did the French king have no right to make
such a cession, but it was something a good “father” would not
have done.® If British representatives hoped to assume influence
in the West peacefully, then they had to become good fathers to
their western children, just as the French had learned to do earlier
in the eighteenth century. One way to do this was by providing
assistance to the Indians.

At the same time, pro-English groups that had received
numerous gifts for participating in the struggle against France
found that gifts and presents were no longer forthcoming.
England’s debt crisis had produced a changed climate regarding
the Indians and the importance of Indian gifts.” Curtailing pre-
sents to these polities produced economic hardship and misun-
derstandings—something the superintendent tried to explain to
his military superior, Sir Jeffery Amherst, but tonoavail 2 Amherst
had decided power, not friendship, would be the British modus
operandi in the West.? If these cultural and economic issues were
not enough, another rumor circulating in the Ohio and Illinois
region suggested that English colonists planned to “destroy” the
Indians; this rumor was reinforced by the erection of new British
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outposts in the region and the haughty attitude of British officers
toward their Indian neighbors.!?

These cultural and economic changes occurring in the early
1760s created disaffection among groups such as the Huron,
Ottawa, and Ojibwa, who had accepted the British king as their
“father” in September 1761. When these western polities had
agreed to accept an English presence in the region, they had done
so with specific expectations. Anaiasa, a Huron sachem, told
William Johnson that the Huron and other western nations ex-
pected the English to send them “plenty of goods, & that at a
Cheaper rate than we have hitherto been able to procure them.”"
When the British provided these goods and presented the western
nations with gifts, they were acting as a good father should. At this
time, in 1761, Superintendent Johnson was confident that Anaiasa
and his followers would not be disappointed in their new father.

Unfortunately for the western Indians and Johnson, the British
commander in charge of the situation, Sir Jeffery Amherst, was
unwilling to become the father they desired.'? Indeed, Amherst’s
parsimony regarding Indian gifts and supplies not only disap-
pointed the Ottawa, Huron, Shawnee, Miami, and others but
brought him into conflict with Britain’s Indian agents, who ar-
gued that such a policy was an invitation to disaster.!® Privately,
some of Amherst’s subordinates agreed with the superinten-
dent." By 1762, rumors of Indian unhappiness and reports of a
possible rupture with the Indians were circulating along the
frontier. Amherst chose to ignore the reports, telling those who
would listen,

I am sorry to find, that you are Apprehensive, that the Indians
are Brewing something privately amongst them; If it is
Mischief, it will fall on their own Heads, with a Powerfull and
Heavy Hand; and I am hopefull they are not so Blind . .. .""

In 1763, when war began, the Ottawa and other Indian polities
sought the supportof the Six Nations Confederacy in their struggle
against the English.’¢ The Chenussio Seneca had heeded the callin
1763, and now, when the various parties were scheduled to
resolve their differences, the Seneca were excluded from a place
beside the victors. Indeed, the Seneca had been forced to sign a
separate peace with the British and had done so in the presence of
the western nations.”” The warriors whonow accompanied Johnson
to Lake Ontario were men whom polities such as the Delaware,
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Mingo, and Ottawa had struggled to undermine since the begin-
ning of the Seven Years War.!® Now these same warriors came as
victors to help negotiate an end to the war called Pontiac’s.

According to Johnson, he had invited the confederacy leaders
to participate in the peace process because he “judged it neces-
sary.” By inviting them, he hoped to avoid their “suspicions”
concerning the upcoming negotiations.!” Most historians do not
accept Johnson’s assertion. Francis Jennings argues that the
Iroquois presence at the negotiations was an attempt by confed-
eracy leaders to “re-establish” their dominant position in Anglo-
Indian affairs. As for the Mohawk, Jennings regards them as
“feudal retainers of Johnson.”?° Michael N. McConnell contends
thatthe Mohawk, Oneida, and Onondaga presence at Lake Ontario
in 1766 was proof of Johnson’s rejection of the political and
military reality of the trans-Appalachianregion.”? Wilbur R. Jacobs
is more sympathetic toward Johnson. Jacobs believes that the
Iroquois, with the exception of the Seneca, rejected Pontiac’s call
for assistance because of Johnson’s “astute diplomacy.”?? Accord-
ing to Jacobs, since the Mohawk, Onondaga, and Cayuga had
rejected the western nations” message and remained loyal to the
British, they belonged with the victors at Lake Ontario.

Each of these interpretations is credible. Yet a rereading of the
same documents allows us to move beyond these explanations.
This alternative interpretation emerges when one remembers that
Johnson's peace initiative was intended to end more than just a
military challenge to British rule. The negotiations were meant to
resolve a myriad of problems that were political, generational,
and religious in nature. Each of these three problems, examined in
more detail below, gives rise to an interrelated set of questions:
First, who was going to speak for the western Indians at confer-
ences? Second, who was going to have the ear of the British Indian
superintendent? And third, how would British policy toward the
Ohio and Illinois regions be implemented?

Two treaties illustrate the political problems faced by Johnson
and the British as their colonial empire moved westward. Various
members of the Six Nations participated in both treaties, and an
understanding of their presence at Johnson Hall and Lake Ontario
helps clarify Johnson’s intentions. The first of these treaties, an
agreement between Johnson and the “Ohio Indians,” ratified in
July 1765, reasserted the “domination” of the confederacy over
the Delaware, Shawnee, and Mingo Iroquois. This first treaty was
part of Johnson's strategy to make the western and eastern Indian
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nations “jealous of each other.” Johnson’s strategy was to separate
the eastern Indian polities from their western allies: the Ottawa,
Wyandot, and Potawatomi.23 These later groups concluded a
peace with the British, via Johnson, in July 1766. This was the Lake
Ontario meeting that would cause the western Indians such
consternation.

InJuly 1765, a conference took place at Johnson Hall, one of the
two council fires of the Six Nations. By hosting the conference at
one of the two fires maintained by the confederacy and not at a
third fire located at Detroit, Johnson symbolically emphasized the
special place the Six Nations held in Anglo-Indian affairs.*

This first treaty was Superintendent Johnson’s attempt to undo
the troubles associated with an earlier “preliminary treaty” that
had beennegotiated by Colonel John Bradstreet with the Shawnee,
Mingo, Delaware, and Huron in August 1764.% In this prelimi-
nary treaty, Bradstreet demanded that his Indian counterparts
acknowledge England’s claim of sovereignty over the lands that
housed British forts. Further, he demanded that the western
Indians allow the British “to build, and erect as many Forts, or
Trading houses...” as the British wanted. Bradstreet also insisted
that the Indians renounce any claims of sovereignty over thelands
they currently possessed.? The terms Bradstreet demanded were
bound to cause problems on both sides of the cultural divide.
Bradstreet’s military superior, Thomas Gage, and Sir William
Johnson understood this potential conflict. Both men repudiated
Bradstreet’s preliminary treaty. Johnson, for example, claimed
Bradstreet had no understanding of what sovereignty meant for
the Indians and suggested that trouble would result if Bradstreet’s
terms were enforced on the Huron, Delaware, and Shawnee.?”

Gage and Johnson were wise to reject Bradstreet’s treaty; the
terms he demanded produced an intense power struggle within
the various Indian communities of the Ohio and Illinois regions.?®
The power struggle that emerged after Bradstreet’s treaty (but
before Johnson’s Lake Ontario conference) was not only bitter but
violent. Sir William’s deputy, George Croghan, saw the violence
firsthand. In Croghan’s meeting with a group of Delaware, “two
Principal Warriors . . . differed in Council & stabb’d each other.”
Croghan went on to report that neither man was expected to
survive.” The two warriors disagreed about what course the
Delaware should pursue: peace on the grounds demanded by
Bradstreet, or rejection of any peace that changed the relationship
between the Delaware and the British. An Indian leader’s chosen
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course often depended on his age. The older, civil chiefs often
sought the avenue of peace, while the warriors, often the young
men of the polity, refused to accept peace if acceptance connoted
acquiescence.

William Johnson realized that the violence Croghan had wit-
nessed at Fort Pitt meant warriors and civil chiefs had to be
reconciled to each other if peace between the British and the
Indians was to be possible. Reconciliation was the second goal of
the July 1765 conference. Johnson understood that there was a
power struggle taking place in the West between warriors and
chiefs. In this July meeting, Johnson got the chiefs and warriors to
agree to the same terms. He accomplished this by assuring the
chiefs that they were accepting the terms that had been negotiated
by Killbuck, a Delaware warrior of the Turkey phratry, at an
earlier, separate conference with Johnson.* Civil chiefs and war-
riors could accept Johnson’s terms for peace in July 1765 because
the superintendent did not demand, as Bradstreet had a year
earlier, that the Indians accept English sovereignty. Instead, the
1765 treaties with Killbuck and the chiefs focused on issues
concerning the return of prisoners, rights of travel, access to trade,
and, finally, the role of the Six Nations in determining future
Anglo-Indian relations.* Johnson had succeeded in getting the
civil and military leaders of the Delaware to agree on common
terms.

The importance Johnson placed on gaining acceptance among
both warriors and chiefs becomes more obvious when one consid-
ers the second conference, the meeting of Lake Ontario in 1766. In
July 1766, Johnson held a series of meetings with representatives
of the Ottawa, Wyandot, Potawatomi, and Chippewa. The agree-
ments that resulted from these meetings served a twofold pur-
pose: First, the conference allowed Pontiac to emerge as an “alli-
ance chief” of the English.? Second, the settlement brought these
Indian groups into the British sphere via the “Covenant Chain.”*
Let us look first at Pontiac’s emergence as an alliance chief, for in
examining his role we see how Johnson hoped to solve a political
problem.

Johnson knew, as the French had known before him, that the
creation of alliance chiefs was essential for a successful relation-
ship with the western nations. Johnson also knew that the future
of Britain’s western policy demanded the presence of alliance
chiefs such as Pontiac. By making Pontiac an alliance chief and by
providing him with the goods necessary to succeed in that posi-
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tion, Johnson hoped to direct British policy in a manner similar to
the French. Yet Johnson's vision of the future would have been for
nought if Pontiac had been unwilling to accept such a position. At
this July 1766 conference, Pontiac assumed the position of an
alliance chief. To understand why Pontiac accepted the
superintendent’s invitation, one must be cognizant of events in
the Illinois and Ohio regions during the mid-1760s.

When Pontiac met with Johnson at Lake Ontario in July 1766,
the Ottawa warrior was in political trouble at home. Although
Pontiac told Johnson he spoke for all the western nations, in
reality he was being eclipsed politically by Charlot Kaské. Kaské
was a Shawnee warrior whose rise to prominence was directly
related to tribal unhappiness with political decisions made by
both civil and military leaders.* Charlot Kaské repudiated the
1763 Treaty of Paris, spoke against the Delaware and Shawnee
peace settlement with the English, and made Pontiac’s position so
untenable that the supposed leader of the warriors forsook his
Ottawa village and moved to the Wabash region. As a result of
Kaské’s actions, Pontiac was no longer the dominant figure in the
Illinois region. By becoming a British alliance chief, however, he
would be able to “turn the tables” on Kaské. His new relationship
with the British superintendent could restore his position and
prestige among the western warriors. It is possible that the Kaské-
Pontiac dispute was actually part of a larger dispute that dated
back nearly two decades; in any case, Pontiac’s acceptance of
Johnson's implicit offer to become an alliance chief was driven by
native politics, not European actions.*® Nevertheless, both Sir
William Johnson and General Thomas Gage were more than
happy to see Pontiac accept the position. In this instance, native
politics and English policy coalesced.

Although making Pontiac an alliance chief was an attempt by
Britain to solve its political problems in the west, it is important to
recall that the events of the early 1760s created political challenges
not only to the British but to the six Nations as well. The western
Indians and the issues they raised could not be ignored. The
Indians’ successes against British outposts in 1763 had made a
mockery of British commander Jeffery Amherst’s belief that these
nations could not drive the British from the field.* William
Johnson disagreed with Amherst’s assessment. He believed that
the western Indians could field more troops than the Six Nations,
and he argued that the British military needed to recognize the
trouble these western nations could potentially create.”” Any
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settlement must force the western nations to accept British control
of the western territories and maintain Iroquois hegemony. Johnson
held the treaty at Lake Ontario because it was within the tradi-
tional homeland of the confederacy. By conducting the confer-
ence in the Iroquois homeland, Johnson was reaffirming the
Iroquois role in Anglo-Indian policy, even as that policy moved
westward.

Iroquois Confederacy leaders must have realized that any
Anglo-Indian war politically challenged their position in Anglo-
Indian affairs. If Johnson were to begin negotiating directly with
the western nations, then the confederacy’s power and influence
would be jeopardized. Confederacy leaders only had to look
southward and eastward to understand the ramifications of Brit-
ish officials’ projecting beyond Onondaga and into the Ohio
Valley and Great Lakes regions as they formulated British policy.
From the confederacy’s perspective, British policy toward the
western nations should be conducted via the Six Nations. This is
why confederacy leaders endeavored tobring the western nations
into the British sphere via the Covenant Chain. Under these
circumstances, the Anglo-Indian war represented not just a chal-
lenge to British rule but also to the confederacy’s preeminent
position in Anglo-Indian affairs.

Yet Pontiac’s War was not just a political war; it was also a
religious conflict. For groups like the Delaware and Wyandot,
participationin the war signified an allegiance to messages brought
to them by various prophets. These prophets had appeared regu-
larly in the Ohio and Great Lakes region during the decades
leading up to the Anglo-Indian War of 1763-65. Originating along
the Susquehanna River in the late 1730s, the prophets took their
messages from the heterogenous community of Wyoming north-
ward and westward into Iroquoia, the Ohio Valley, and, finally,
the Great Lakes region. Although Neolin is the most famous of
these Indian prophets (in part because of how Pontiac used his
message for military advantage during the Anglo-Indian War),
there are others.*® Some were male and some were female, but, no
matter what their gender, their message conveyed a challenge to
Johnson and the Six Nations and, thus, to the existing structure of
Anglo-Indian relations. An understanding of this threat clarifies
Johnson'’s decision to work with the Six Nations to end the Anglo-
Indian War of 1763-65. Both Johnson and the sachems were
threatened by the presence of these prophets and their messages.
The superintendent allowed the Mohawk and the Oneida to
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participate in his negotiations because their presence served a
dual purpose: maintenance of the Covenant Chain and a visible
statement that the British Crown supported, protected, and re-
warded those groups that aligned themselves with the superin-
tendent.

Gregory Evans Dowd’s recent work, A Spirited Resistance, ar-
gues that the prophets’ messages were an attack on the existing
Anglo-Indian political structure and that, by challenging this
political structure, various prophets were inherently attacking
the Six Nations. By the 1760s, the Delaware associated Anglo-
American expansion with Six Nations authority.* For the Dela-
ware, participation in the Anglo-Indian War was notjust anattack
against colonial expansion and British policy but also against
Iroquois preeminence.

The Six Nations had been the linchpin of Anglo-Indian rela-
tions since the creation of the Covenant Chain in 1676. Pennsylva-
nian politicians had used Iroquois spokesmen to dispossess the
Delaware in both 1737 and 1744. In 1761, Johnson had used the
Covenant Chain (with the blessings of Onondaga leaders) to
extend British influence to the Great Lakes. Like the Delaware
before them, western Indian groups resented the notion of Iroquois
leadership.

Even in Iroquoia there was disagreement regarding the Six
Nations policy toward the British. Certain factions believed con-
federacy leaders had been too trusting of Johnson and his prom-
ises. These Iroquois groups often supported the Delaware and
Shawnee in their struggles against confederacy domination. These
Iroquois worried about colonial expansion and Onondaga’s seem-
ing acquiescence on the issue. Many of these dissenters showed
their displeasure by moving westward and founding new settle-
ments. As they moved westward, they established communities
along the Ohio River where other unhappy Indians could find
refuge. Known as the Mingo Iroquois, they tried to circumvent Six
Nations leadership by creating their own “fire” and negotiating
directly with Pennsylvania on behalf of other Ohio Valley poli-
ties.®

Having sided with the western Indians in the war against the
British colonists, the confederation leaders could now assert
control over the warriors who had tried to circumvent Onondaga
less than a generation earlier. Now, in July 1765, the Mingo were
placed in the same category as the Delaware and Shawnee.
Metaphorically, these Mingo were no longer “brothers” of the
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confederacy itself. Deiaquande, an Onondaga warrior, made this
clear when he spoke to the Mingo, Delaware, and Shawnee at the
end of the conference. “Brethren & Nephews,” Deiaquande be-
gan, “[w]e are all glad that you are become the Children of the Great
King ... [emphasis added].” The message was clear: The Mingo
were children of the British, but the nations of the confederacy
were brothers to the king. As brothers, they were equals of the
British; unlike Deiaquande’s listeners, the Six Nations were obli-
gated to no one. Johnson saw no reason to intercede on the
Mingo’s behalf.*!

On the eve of the Anglo-Indian War, the Iroquois Confederacy
faced more than just the external challenges of the Mingo, Dela-
ware, and Shawnee. Insome ways, the survival of the confederacy
itself was at risk. Since the conclusion of the Seven Years War, the
Six Nations had witnessed an internal struggle for political con-
trol of the confederacy. The encounter had become so divisive
that, in 1761, the Mohawk and Oneida believed the Seneca were
going to destroy them.* Civil war seemed imminent. It took a
formal conference to clear the air between the rival factions.®
Now, in 1765 and 1766, the confederacy appeared to be unified
and thereby able to maintain its place in the Anglo-Indian net-
work. For the time being, the Seneca acquiesced. They did not
attend the Lake Ontario conference, and their absence, though
noted, allowed the confederacy to maintain this appearance of
unity when it came to negotiating with both the western nations
and the colonists.

Although the Seneca’s absence might allow the confederacy an
opportunity toillustrate their cohesiveness, Deiaquande’s speech
to the Ottawa illustrates a second factor influencing Johnson'’s
decision to have the other Iroquois nations accompany him to
Lake Ontario. In talking about the British, Deiaquande spoke of a
“Supreme Being whose Worshipper & Servant” the British king
was.* Although Deiaquande did not claim to be a Christian
himself, his reference to a supreme being would have captured
the attention of his audience. An Onondaga prophet had ap-
peared on the eve of the Anglo-Indian War, and another prophet,
Neolin, had tried to convert some Seneca to his anti-European
position.* Competing against these nativist leaders were Chris-
tian missionaries. Samson Occom, himself a Mohegan, estab-
lished a Christian mission among the Oneida in 1761.% Samuel
Kirkland followed Samson Occom, establishing a mission in the
Seneca country in 1764. Shortly after his arrival, Kirkland alien-
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ated Seneca sachems and warriors, thereby dooming his mis-
sion.”

The success or failure of the prophets and missionaries among
the Six Nations, although worthy of note, is not particularly
germane to the central thesis of this article. After all, this type of
religious struggle had been going on for more than a century
within Iroquoia.* Rather, the presence of these religious figures
demonstrates that the Six Nations confronted the same types of
issues faced by polities such as the Ottawa and the Delaware. Like
their western and southern neighbors, Iroquois could listen to the
prophets’ message and turn away from the British or could reject
the message, thus choosing to remain allied with the British.
Those that associated with the British might have to accept the
presence of missionaries. Although that presence was not essen-
tial, the Indians with whom Johnson worked were those who
remained tacitly committed to accommodation. By allowing par-
ticular speakers to address their compatriots, Johnson sent a clear
message: Those who rejected the prophets” words would receive
better treatment than those who did not.

Even if he was not a Christian, Deiaquande represented an
important aspect of Johnson’s policy toward the participants in
the Anglo-Indian War. Those who rejected the nativist message
would be rewarded with recognition by the superintendent. This
was amply demonstrated during the July 1766 conference be-
tween Johnson and the western Indians. When the negotiations
began, the superintendent recognized Teata as the leader of the
Wyandot. He did so despite evidence that Teata was not the only
leader among the Wyandot. Teata was a Christian, but his compa-
triot, Takey, was not.* Johnson dealt with Teata, not with Takey.
Teata had joined in the attack against Detroit only after Pontiac
and his followers threatened to attack his neutral Wyandot band
if they did not enlist in the cause.”® Having reluctantly joined the
war, Teata and his followers were the first to withdraw from the
wartime coalition; therefore, in his effort to end the conflict,
Johnson negotiated with Teata.” Teata, in Johnson’s view, repre-
sented a rejection of the nativist religion. Again, Johnson’s mes-
sage was clear: Those who rejected the nativist prophecies of
Neolin and the other prophets would be rewarded.

The delivery of Deiaquande’s message to Pontiac and his
followers at the Lake Ontario conference illustrates Superinten-
dent Johnson’s reasons for allowing members of the Iroquois
Confederacy to participate. In a second speech to the Ottawa,
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Deiaquande gave Pontiac a belt that came “from the Warriors” of
the confederacy. Deiaquande told Pontiac that, since the message
was from the warriors, “this speech is much stronger” than those
from the “old cheifs[sic].” The Onondaga warrior told the Ottawa
that Six Nations warriors expected the western Indians to “main-
tain and support” the agreements they had made with Superin-
tendent Johnson.”? Deiaquande’s statement showed all present
that, on this occasion, warriors and sachems were in agreement.
The confederacy was united. Both established and future Iroquois
leaders recognized the benefits of helping Johnson establish con-
trol over the western Indians. If the confederacy remained the
center of Anglo-Indian policy decisions (and it would as long as
Johnsonlived), then they would derive benefits denied other, less
influential polities.

Deiaquande’s belt on behalf of the warriors represents the
generational struggle the Anglo-Indian War entailed in Native
American societies. Deiaquande gave the belt to Pontiac, not to
Teata. Ritually, Deiaquande had reaffirmed what the spokesmen
had done. Again, the message was clear: On this issue, the
warriors and sachems were in agreement.

For the Indians, the Anglo-Indian War represented more than
just a religious struggle and more than a generational struggle for
control over policy. Indeed, even more was at stake than the status
of the Six Nations in Anglo-Indian relations. After all, factional-
ism was nothing new to many of these polities; groups like the
Shawnee and Delaware had learned to operate outside of confed-
eracy strictures.* For the followers of Neolin or other prophets
such as Wamgomend, the Anglo-Indian War of 1763 was also an
economic struggle. Although the prophets’ message was reli-
gious, it possessed economic overtones.

Using the notion of “sacred power,” the prophets argued that
contact with the Europeans had ruined Indian culture. Further-
more, they argued that Indians must break Britain’s economic
control over their lives; otherwise, Indian peoples would be
unable to recapture lost lands, and traditional game would al-
ways be scarce. The message suggested that Indians needed to
disengage themselves from the colonial-Indian trade. Since the
British had stopped supplying the Indians with gunpowder for
the hunt, this message received a more sympathetic hearing than
it might have a few years earlier.”® In stressing the need for
economic divorce from the Europeans, the prophets also empha-
sized that Indians and colonists were created separately.® This
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message of separation challenged those Indians who had commit-
ted themselves either to Christianity or to a policy of accommoda-
tion with Anglo-Americans.

In emphasizing a separate creation (and implicitly a separate
afterlife) for the various ethnic groups making up the colonial
landscape, certain nativist adherents, such as those at Wyoming,
were also challenging Six Nations claims to political control over
the Delaware.”” This political struggle centered on the role of
Teedyuscung and his leadership of eastern Delaware who had
moved into the Wyoming Valley (technically territory claimed by
the Six Nations in the 1750s).® What the Delaware objected to was
their subordinate place at the council fire whenever they met with
the English in the presence of the Iroquois.

The Delaware’s subordinate position was the result of their
having been given “skirts” in 1744. The Six Nations, having made
the Delaware “women,” now claimed responsibility for con-
ducting Delaware diplomacy.” It is against the backdrop of this
political change in Delaware-Iroquois relations that a female
prophet appeared in the 1750s. Emerging out of the hetero-
genous community of Wyoming, this female prophet called for
a return to Delaware traditional practices. Implicit in her mes-
sage was a return of Delaware autonomy. The Delaware wanted
to disassociate themselves from the Six Nations and the
confederacy’s foreign policy.® This desire for autonomy led some
Delaware to ally themselves with the French during the Seven
Years War and, later, led some Delaware to join in Pontiac’s War
in 1763.

How did the Delaware situation relate to the confederacy’s
presence at Lake Ontario in 1766? In part, the Mohawk and
Oneida were the most forceful advocates of accommodation with
the English. As early as 1754, other members of the Iroquois
Confederacy had complained of the Mohawk’s close relationship
with Johnson and the English.®’ During the Seven Years War, Six
Nations leaders appointed the Mohawk as the guardians of the
Delaware and Shawnee, only to have them reject the arrange-
ment.®? Later (at the 1761 Detroit meeting between Johnson and
the western nations), the Ottawa and Huron made it clear that
they believed they were the equals of the Mohawk.® In 1765 and
1766, the Indians who were standing behind the Indian superin-
tendent became victors, not equals. The most vocal proponents of
accommodation stood victorious over their nativist rivals. The
message was difficult to miss.
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If this interpretation is correct, one can assume a new under-
standing of the meaning of Johnson’s assertion that he hoped to
create jealousies between the western nations and the Six Na-
tions.* The superintendent wanted to create religious divisions
among the polities so that he could work with the accommoda-
tionists of the region and build up their influence and power. By
building the accommodationists’ power among the indigenous
communities, Johnson hoped to tacitly establish English hege-
mony and to use the same model that had evolved between the Six
Nations and New York—a working alliance that produced ben-
efits for both sides. Thus, the Six Nations received a special place
in Anglo-Indian affairs, and, in return, the English government
had a group of Indians with whom it could always negotiate.®®

Such an interpretation suggests that the Mohawk, Oneida,
Onondaga, and Cayuga chose to accompany Johnson to Lake
Ontario in 1766 for more than just symbolic reasons. Superinten-
dent Johnson needed them politically. Without confederacy sup-
port, Johnson would have trouble accomplishing anything in the
Ohio Valley. The Mohawk, for one, recognized this fact. At one
meeting between Johnson and the Wyandot and Ottawa, Nickas,
the Canajoharie speaker, told the Wyandot that Johnson was
extending the Covenant Chain to embrace the western nations.
The inference could not be missed. The Covenant Chain ran
through Iroquoia, including Canajoharie.* In extending English
power, Johnson was advancing Six Nations power.

What is often forgotten regarding Johnson's relationship with
the Six Nations is that he was as dependent on them as the
easternmost members of the confederacy were on him. Without
confederacy support, even the most basic functions of the Indian
superintendent system—intelligence-gathering, for example—
were difficult. This was particularly true in the 1760s. One must
remember that the Ohio and Great Lakes region was in a state of
demographic, political, and cultural flux during this period.*’
The British had to cope not only with these changes but with a
changing cultural milieu for Anglo-Indian relations. At the same
time, the British government at Whitehall was undergoing a
period of transition. Imperial politicians were attempting to cur-
tail colonial expenses, and, given the removal of a formal French
presence in North America, the administration of Indian affairs
was an obvious place to cut expenses.® Indeed, one of the causes
for the Anglo-Indian War was English economic retrenchment.®
In order to secure his future, Johnson needed Six Nations
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support more than ever. Fortunately for him, the Six Nations
needed his help, too.

It was for this reason—mutual benefit—that the Six Nations
accompanied Johnson to Lake Ontario. They recognized that the
Anglo-Indian War of 1763-65 represented more than just a mili-
tary challenge to British rule in the Ohio and Great Lakes region.
The war also challenged the Six Nations’ precarious position in
Anglo-Indian relations. This war manifested itself in religious,
political, and generational forms. Together, Johnson and mem-
bers of the confederacy worked to undermine those who would
challenge British rule. To accomplish their objectives, Johnson
and the confederacy established a common cause. Iroquois poli-
ties such as the Mohawk, Oneida, and Onondaga faced the same
challenges as the British. Their position as the centerpiece of
Britain’s Indian policy would be undermined if any of the chal-
lenges presented to the British succeeded. Therefore, they had a
vested interest in seeing the Anglo-Indian War end. They wanted
the western Indian nations brought to peace via the Covenant
Chainrather thanby anew arrangement thatbypassed Onondaga.
As Johnson needed the confederacy, so the confederacy leaders
needed Johnson. This explains why representatives of the various
Iroquois nations accompanied Johnson to Lake Ontario in July
1766.
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