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				At the particular time when these discoveries were made, the superiority of force happened to be so great on the side of the Europeans, that they were enabled to commit with impunity every sort of injustice in those remote countries. Hereafter, perhaps, the natives of those countries may grow stronger, or those of Europe may grow weaker, and the inhabitants of all the different quarters of the world may arrive at that equality of courage and force which, by inspiring mutual fear, can alone overawe the injustice of independent states into some sort of respect for the rights of one another.

				Adam Smith, An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1976; originally published in 1776), Book 4, ch. 7, Part 3, 626
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				INTRODUCTION

				For the past several years I have taught Native American history to college students in the Midwest. Since the subject is new to most of them, I usually begin each course with a simple exercise. I ask students to take out a sheet of paper and write down the names of three American Indians. Most who have responded to this question—bright young men and women in settings that have shifted with me over the years from a small liberal arts college to a large private university to the massive research institution where I now work—have grown up in middle-class suburbs or urban neighborhoods where they rarely have encountered Native people. “Everybody knows something about Indians,” I tell them; “this exercise is a way of inventorying the extent of your knowledge as it exists today.” I have conducted this exercise dozens of times, and the results seldom vary. Crazy Horse, Sitting Bull, and Geronimo are the Indians most frequently mentioned. (Following the release of Disney’s Pocahontas in 1995, the Virginia “princess” frequently nudged one of the other three off the podium.)

				After tabulating their answers, I ask the students to reflect on the result. If visiting Martians were to arrive suddenly and examine this outcome, what would they learn? The ensuing discussion always generates new insights, but the general conclusion is inescapable. Most Americans instinctively view Indians as people of the past who occupy a position outside the central narrative of American history. Three of the most frequently mentioned individuals were warriors, men who fought violently against American expansion, lost, and died. (Pocahontas was a “good Indian,” remembered for assisting European expansion—and then dying.) The exercise suggests that Americans believe “real” Indians dwell in some distant time and place, apart from their own lives, and that Native history has no particular relationship to what is conventionally presented as the story of America. The images in my students’ heads seem to underscore the idea that the United States is a “new” nation whose history stretches back to a founding moment that involved violent conflicts that “won” the land for “us” and left the Indians dispossessed. These images suggest Indians had a history too; but theirs was short and sad, and it ended a long time ago.

				There is of course a great deal of truth in this conventional view. Native Americans were (and are) outsiders in America. Over the past two centuries most Indians resisted the rule of the United States and scoffed at the Americans’ claim that their new nation embodied the triumph of human freedom. Native people had their own traditions which differed fundamentally from those the early explorers brought with them from Europe. At their first contact with Europeans, Indians were not Christians, nor were they preoccupied with private property. While consensual, their societies were not “democratic” in the European sense of the term. To Indians, iconic American frontiersmen like Daniel Boone or Andrew Jackson were hardly heroic or admirable; they were simply the latest intruders. They were not impressed that Jackson championed the “common man” because they understood the connection between his populist politics and his equally fervent campaign to expel the tribes from the eastern United States. Native people understood that opening new areas for “settlement” would mean the devastation of their ancient homelands.

				The point of my first-day exercise is not to heap scorn on the nation’s pioneers but to kindle curiosity about the real story of American Indians in the United States. If “real” Indians are warriors and the warriors were defeated and killed, how do we explain the Native people who survived the founding of the United States? What about the vast majority of Indians who were not warriors and who refused the Pocahontas role of assisting European settlement? Were they “real”? Do they have a history? And if the national myths tell only part of the story of the Native past, where do we look to find the rest? My informal quiz is intended to prod students to look beneath the surface of the popular beliefs that define Native people as exotic and irrelevant. I also ask students to consider why it is that Americans so easily accept the romantic stereotype of Indians as heroic warriors and princesses? Why don’t we demand a richer, three-dimensional story? I pose a Native American version of the question the African American writer James Baldwin often asked white audiences a generation ago: “Why do you need a nigger?” My question is the same: Why do Americans need “Indians”—brave, exotic, and dead—as major figures in national culture?

				My first-day questions are not unique. For many years historians, anthropologists, and literary scholars have repeated versions of my exercise in both their teachings and their writings about the Native American past. Confronting an earlier scholarly tradition that viewed Indian people as tethered to tradition and bound down by their exotic tribal cultures, proponents of a “New Indian History” have pierced through old stereotypes and distortions to portray Native Americans as three-dimensional actors, performing on the stage of history in accessible and comprehensible ways. This scholarship has uncovered the record of remarkable men and women who managed to survive the European invasion and participate actively in the creation of the modern world. While not denigrating nineteenth-century warriors like Tecumseh or Chief Joseph, the “New Indian History” has taught that since 1492 Native people spent far more time negotiating, lobbying, and debating than they spent tomahawking settlers or shooting at soldiers. This insight has inspired historians to tell stories of men and women who adapted ancient traditions to new circumstances or married new phenomena like Christianity or Western technology to the needs of their people. The “New Indian History” has recovered Native voices that allow students to hear previously ignored tribal perspectives on historical events. But even as we framed this new history, historians were confronted again and again by the public’s enduring preference for warriors, feathers, and stories of Indian defeat.

				This book counters that preference by presenting portraits of American Indians who neither physically resisted, nor surrendered to, the expanding continental empire that became the United States. The men and women portrayed here were born within the boundaries of the United States, rose to positions of community leadership, and decided to enter the nation’s political arena—as lawyers, lobbyists, agitators, and writers—to defend their communities. They argued that Native people occupied a distinct place inside the borders of the United States and deserved special recognition from the central government. Undaunted by their adversary’s military power, these activists employed legal reasoning, political pressure, and philosophical arguments to wage a continuous campaign on behalf of Indian autonomy, freedom, and survival. Some were homegrown activists whose focus was on protecting their local homelands; others had wider ambitions for the reform of national policies. All sought to overcome the predicament of political powerlessness and find peaceful resolutions for their complaints. They struggled to create a long-term relationship with the United States that would enable Native people to live as members of both particular indigenous communities and a large, democratic nation.

				The story of these activists crosses several centuries. It opens in the waning days of the American Revolution, as negotiators in Paris set geographical boundaries for the new nation that ignored Indian nations that had fought in the conflict and had been recognized previously in international diplomacy. Native activists take center stage in the 1820s, when nationalistic U.S. leaders abandoned an earlier diplomatic tradition and pressed Indian leaders to surrender their homes to American settlers. The Choctaw James McDonald, the first Indian in the United States to be trained as a lawyer, is the protagonist of chapter two. McDonald became his tribe’s legal adviser and drew on American political ideals to defend Indian rights, thereby laying the foundation for future claims against the United States.

				A generation after McDonald, the Cherokee leader William Potter Ross developed and widened the young Choctaw’s arguments. During the middle decades of the nineteenth century he traveled among Indian tribes in the West as well as to Washington, D.C., to recruit other Native leaders to defend tribal sovereignty. Among those who followed in Ross’s wake were Sarah Winnemucca, a Nevada Paiute who in the 1880s became a nationally famous writer, lecturer, and lobbyist, and a group of remarkable Minnesota Ojibwe tribal leaders who battled both at home and in Washington, D.C., to preserve their tiny community on the shores of Mille Lacs Lake.

				In the twentieth century the leading activists were often polished professionals like Thomas Sloan, an Omaha Indian who became an attorney and established a legal practice in Washington, D.C. The first Indian to argue a case before the U.S. Supreme Court, Sloan helped found the Society of American Indians in 1911 (serving as its first president) and encouraged other community leaders to create similar networks of support. In the 1930s, when Franklin Roosevelt’s New Deal offered those leaders opportunities to speak out in defense of their tribes, these networks brought forth tribal advocates such as the Seneca Alice Jemison and the Crow leader Robert Yellowtail, as well as a new generation of intellectuals and thinkers, among them the Salish writer and reformer D’Arcy McNickle and the visionary scholar Vine Deloria, Jr., who by the time of his death in 2005 had become the leading proponent of indigenous cultures and tribal rights in the United States.

				By the start of the twenty-first century the threads of activism developed by these individuals had woven themselves together so tightly that they produced the complex reality we observe today: a world where the descendants of indigenous societies and the children of the Americans who had dispossessed them can imagine living together as fellow citizens. The eight chapters that constitute this book focus on a dozen or so individuals who, at different times and places, took up the challenge of winning recognition for their communities within the political and institutional framework of the United States. While a great many other men and women were involved in this process, the stories of this small group of activists allow us to view the broad outlines of Indian America’s long engagement with the power and political pretensions of the United States. They shared a common conviction that Native Americans, who had never consented to the establishment of the United States, nonetheless deserved recognition from its institutions and justice from its leaders.

				The activists in this book were originals and innovators. Sarah Winnemucca, for example, had no more than a grammar school education, yet she forged alliances with humanitarian reformers across the country and argued forcefully that the trans-Mississippi West, which most non-Indians believed had already been “won” for civilization, was still a landscape of violence and brutality. Thomas Sloan, the Omaha lawyer, proposed that American citizenship would give Indian people the freedom they needed to claim their rights as members of tribal communities as well as the legal status to resist the dictatorial power of government bureaucrats and Indian agents. Similarly, the leaders of Minnesota’s Mille Lacs band of Ojibwes, many of them illiterate in English, took the unprecedented step of hiring a team of prominent attorneys to press their claim for recognition and justice in U.S. courts.

				These figures overlapped sufficiently with one another that through them we can follow an ongoing train of thought and action. This is not a simple story of linear progress and triumph in a climactic court case or legislative victory. Rather, it is a tale of continuous reflection, argumentation, and reform. The activists presented here were engaged in a grand conversation that produced a collective achievement beyond each one’s imagination. James McDonald was a mentor and friend of Peter Pitchlynn, the Choctaw leader who later fought alongside William Potter Ross on behalf of autonomy for Indian Territory. Ross protested encroachments on Cherokee sovereignty in Washington, D.C., just as Sarah Winnemucca was speaking out against American national expansion in major cities across the country. Thomas Sloan established his Washington legal practice at the same time that the Mille Lacs Ojibwes were bringing their case into court. Sloan, in turn, was an ally of Robert Yellowtail, a successful Crow reservation politician who was promoted to agency superintendent by the same New Deal reformers who appointed D’Arcy McNickle to a senior post in the Indian Office. The latter two leaders worked together in the National Congress of American Indians (NCAI) during the 1940s, debating their views with the Seneca activist Alice Jemison, and joining with her to defend treaty rights and the power of tribal governments. Both Yellowtail and McNickle lived long enough to work alongside Vine Deloria, Jr., the author, lawyer, and activist who championed Native sovereignty in the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s and who carried their struggle into the twenty-first century. The connections among these activists grew stronger over time, reflecting the rise of pan-Indian organizations such as the NCAI and the growing prominence of lobbyists who traveled to Washington, D.C.

				The collective struggle of these men and women reveals the extent to which Native activists generated the ideas and constructed the legal and political doctrines that made it possible for Native American communities to survive in the United States. Taking place as it did in a nation founded on the presumption of Indian invisibility, theirs was a powerful humanistic achievement. Their lives teach us that Native survival was made possible by Indian people and their allies who had faith in their ideas and in nonviolent political activism. Their victories were triumphs earned by Native people who acted in accord with basic indigenous values: loyalty to one’s homeland, mutual respect, and the central importance of human relationships.

				This story of Native American activists should be a far more useful guide to the contemporary scene than tales of Geronimo’s guerrilla warfare or Sitting Bull’s stoic heroism. Most twenty-first-century Americans know that the old story of Indian defeat and disappearance makes no sense. There is too much evidence of Native survival surrounding us. People in the United States today easily recognize the artistic and cultural achievements of the continent’s Native people and readily appreciate the contributions they have made to national life. Galleries and museums trumpet indigenous cultural achievements. And while popular tales of the Olympian Jim Thorpe or the World War II Navajo code talkers may themselves be two-dimensional sidebars, they nevertheless directly contradict the old notion that Native people were always and everywhere the enemies of progress. Similarly, though Indian shamanism may be caricatured or dismissed by some, it is rarely labeled “paganism,” as was the case only a few decades ago.

				Outside the arena of popular culture, Americans are regularly reminded that Indian people are fellow members of our contentious democracy. In recent years tribes have been remarkably successful at asserting and defending their treaty rights to water and other resources. Likewise, instead of ignoring or denigrating tribal leaders, Congress and the White House regularly seek them out for consultation and negotiation. None of these aspects of politics and policy making exists without controversy, but it is unthinkable today that a Supreme Court justice could declare (as Justice Stanley Reed did in 1955) that “[e]very American schoolboy knows that the savage tribes of this continent were deprived of their ancestral ranges by force, and that . . . when the Indians ceded millions of acres by treaty in return for blankets, food and trinkets, it was not a sale but the conqueror’s will that deprived them of their land.”1 Most Americans now know that Indian treaty councils involved more than the “conqueror’s will” and that Native American history contained more elements than “savages” and “trinkets.”

				Within my lifetime American political institutions have come to appreciate that the words inscribed in long-ignored Indian treaties were actual agreements between sovereign powers that carved mutual promises into the edifice of the law. At the same time, religious organizations such as the National Council of Churches have come to accept the wisdom and integrity of ancient Native customs and beliefs. Many Native religious practices now enjoy legal protection, while Native veterans are honored, and tribal logging, fishing, and farming enterprises compete with their non-Indian neighbors for profits and market share. Closer to the nation’s more densely populated areas, gleaming casinos now produce significant cash (and political clout) for Native groups. Poverty and the effects of past injustice remain in many places, but the simple, two-dimensional story of white progress and Indian suffering suggested sixty years ago by Justice Reed is clearly inadequate.

				The people at the heart of this book provide an alternative to the old tale of conquest and victimization. Their story demonstrates that during the past two centuries Native people met the birth and territorial expansion of the United States with an array of strategies that ranged from direct and forceful opposition to flexible negotiation and accommodation. While striking different poses at different times and in different places, American Indians always insisted that for them, the United States did not embody human freedom. It was not, in Thomas Jefferson’s phrase, a true “empire for liberty.” These Native activists and the thousands of others who worked alongside them knew better, and they struggled both to be heard and to find settings where they too could enjoy American freedom. In a way, the story of their struggle is distinctly American, for it illustrates that the appreciation of tribal cultures and tribal governments we see today had its origins in the self-reliance and creativity of Native activists who engaged politically with a government that wanted them to disappear.

				These activists rejected the idea that the worlds of Indians and non-Indians did not overlap and could not coexist, and their enterprise is part of the broad chain of events Adam Smith imagined in the pages of The Wealth of Nations: the struggle of “natives” from the “remote countries” to overcome the “injustice” visited upon them by Europeans in order to achieve an “equality of courage and force” in our own time. That larger story stretches across the globe and involves many others who refused to accept the colonizers’ versions of events. The portion told here is a piece of that larger whole.

				None of the figures in this book has ever made one of the lists generated by my opening-day exercise, but they all were recognized in their lifetimes as individuals unafraid to speak out on behalf of Indian rights and community survival. While many were of mixed ancestry, all were members of American Indian tribes. They exhibited extraordinary courage, though none confronted the United States on the battlefield. Their achievements occurred largely in legislative chambers, lecture halls, and courtrooms. They shouldered a common task: defining a place for American Indian communities within the boundaries and institutions of the United States. They also employed a common strategy: to use the invader’s language, values, and institutions to create and defend that place. They believed that “Indian country” did not lie in the West or the North or the South, out beyond the borders of the nation but instead that it was located wherever Indians gathered together and resolved to live in accord with their ancient traditions and histories. This is their story and, through it, the story of this Indian country.
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				ERASED FROM THE MAP

				The American habit of disregarding living Indians is not founded in ignorance or prejudice; it is the product of history—of decisions made at the time of the nation’s founding, then etched into policy and absorbed into popular belief. At the close of the American Revolution, when international statesmen and monarchs first recognized the existence of the United States, events and actors on both sides of the Atlantic conspired to erase Indians from the official life, and the official map, of the new nation. This erasure fulfilled the founders’ desire to sever the diplomatic ties that had linked European powers to Native groups for centuries and confirmed the Americans’ commitment to a “new order” on the continent. The young nation’s leaders could then pretend that Indian people were irrelevant in international affairs as well as in much of U.S. public life. Their achievement created a new predicament for tribal activists who found themselves resident within America’s boundaries but invisible to its leaders.

				Despite the tradition of celebrating July 4, 1776, as the nation’s birthday, the United States did not come into formal existence until September 3, 1783, when diplomats from America, Great Britain, France, and Spain gathered in Paris to sign a series of agreements that both ended the conflicts among them and established the boundaries of a new country. It was those treaties, not the ringing words of the Declaration of Independence, that established the American nation-state.1 Perhaps more surprising to modern readers is the fact that the expansive boundaries established for the United States in 1783, which extended to the Great Lakes in the north and the Mississippi River in the west, had little relationship to the places where the new nation’s citizens actually lived. In 1783, 2.3 million settlers and their slaves lived within the new U.S. borders, nearly 98 percent of them in communities hugging the Atlantic seaboard. The 50,000 or so former colonists who had decamped for Kentucky during the 1770s represented the only sizable group of “Americans” living in the approximately 422,000 square miles of national territory that lay west of the Appalachians.2

				In 1783 outposts such as Fort Pitt, on the Ohio River, or Detroit, on the western end of Lake Erie, contained only a few hundred residents. Beyond Fort Pitt, most of the Europeans living in the North American interior were descendants of the English, French, and Indian traders and soldiers who had activated the imperial claims to the region. Their interests were commercial; they felt no particular sympathy for the new American enterprise. Towns that later became part of the United States—St. Louis, Mobile, Pensacola, and New Orleans—stood outside the nation’s borders and maintained a steady loyalty to Spain. The bulk of the country lying within the new nation’s borders—the Ohio and Tennessee river valleys and the rivers flowing into the east bank of the Mississippi—was home to nearly 200,000 Native people, most of them living in agricultural villages tied to one another through trade, kinship, and military alliances. The inhabitants of this vast “Indian country” viewed the settlers’ new nation with considerable unease.3

				In the colonial era, European powers had asserted their control over the North American interior through diplomatic alliances with Native groups. The American rebels now in nominal control of the continent were prepared to break with that tradition. Not only did they claim that Indian lands were “empty,” but in their negotiations with the European powers they refused to recognize the tribal nations in their territory. When the new national borders were announced, one American officer told an Indian gathering, “Your fathers the English have made peace with us for themselves, but [they] forgot you . . . and neglected you like bastards.”4

				Prominent among those ignored in the new treaties were Joseph Brant (Thayendanega), the charismatic Mohawk war captain who during the Revolutionary War had rallied tribes to attack Americans along the northern border with Canada, and Alexander McGillivray, the Creek merchant leader who had fought with the British in both Florida and Georgia. Both men were firmly committed to the British cause. Brant left his New York home early in the conflict to organize resistance to the “Savage Virginians” in the Ohio Valley.5 McGillivray abandoned his family’s prosperous trading post near Augusta at the start of the war, moving to his mother’s Creek town along the Coosa River. When they were told of the territory granted to the Americans in Paris, Brant and McGillivray must have realized that they had, in fact, been treated “like bastards.”

				Soon after Brant and his Iroquois kinsmen learned of the provisional terms of peace in the spring of 1783, they gathered at the British post at Fort Niagara (soon to become “American” soil) to prepare a response. The Iroquois chiefs quickly concluded that the king “had no right whatever to grant away to the States of America their rights or properties.” Brant shared their outrage, declaring: “England had sold the Indians to Congress.” The assembly urged the Mohawk chief to travel to Quebec to meet with the British governor. They wanted reassurance that “they are not partakers of that peace with the King and the Bostonians.”6 The British commander at Niagara reported that the Indian chiefs with whom he had met found it “almost impossible to believe that the boundaries actually were run as reported. . . .”7

				Forty years old in 1783, Joseph Brant was well prepared to make the case for the Indians’ claim to their homelands. The Mohawk leader had grown up in the orbit of Sir William Johnson, the masterful superintendent of Indian trade in the eastern Great Lakes, whose close alliance with the Iroquois confederacy had sustained the crown’s ties to the tribes in New York and Ohio for decades prior to the Revolution. Like many eighteenth-century frontier traders and diplomats, Johnson had brought a prominent Native woman into his home as his companion and diplomatic guide. Brant’s older sister, Molly, was Johnson’s consort during most of his career. As a member of a prominent family she provided him access to the Iroquois community. She served as hostess, interpreter, and adviser at countless conferences and diplomatic meetings and bore him eight children.

				Brant came to live in Johnson’s household as a teenager, and in 1761 he was sent to Eleazer Wheelock’s Connecticut mission school to polish his English and learn European mores, manners, and customs. (An evangelist who came of age during the Great Awakening that swept through New England in the 1730s, Wheelock established a ministry that included Native Americans soon after he graduated from Yale College. He eventually used his success with young men like Brant to raise funds for ever more ambitious projects aimed at Indian education. The climax of these efforts was the founding of Dartmouth College in 1768.) After two years of instruction in English and the tenets of Christianity, Brant returned to Johnson’s estate in central New York and took up life as a farmer and military servant of the crown. He moved easily among both Europeans and Native Americans. When he visited London just prior to the American war, the handsome young Mohawk met with cabinet officers and charmed the capital’s grand dames with his perfect manners. He capped his visit by posing for the celebrated artist George Romney, whose portrait stripped away Brant’s Christian manners and presented him holding a tomahawk and wearing a feather headdress.

				As warfare with the colonists began in earnest in 1776, British officials turned to Brant to rally tribal leaders to attack the Americans on their western frontier. Paid at the rate of a captain and supplied with uniforms and arms, the Mohawk leader stitched together a regional coalition of Great Lakes tribes that fought with considerable success and continued even after George Washington had defeated the British forces under Lord Cornwallis at Yorktown in the fall of 1781. In 1782 war parties organized by Brant were victorious in battles at Sandusky in Ohio and Blue Licks in Kentucky. The following year, with the peace treaty still not concluded, the Mohawk leader urged the British command to launch a new offensive against the Americans. When Brant arrived in Quebec on May 21, he was eager to continue the fight. Baroness Frederika von Riedesel, the wife of a German officer whose troops were serving in Canada alongside the British, reported meeting the man who was considered “chief among the Indians.” She noted in her diary that “his language was good, his manners the best.” She added: “He was dressed half as a soldier and half as an Indian, and his countenance was manly and clever.”8

				Brant’s host was Governor Frederick Haldimand, a Swiss-born mercenary who had served the British in North America since the Seven Years’ War against the French in the 1760s. Haldimand was deeply embarrassed by the terms of the Paris treaty. When he first saw the peace terms in late April, he wrote a friend that his “soul [was] completely bowed down with grief. I am heartily ashamed,” he added “and wish I was in the interior of Tartary.”9 As a military strategist who appreciated the power and territorial reach of Native military leaders like Brant, Haldimand understood that the king’s Indian allies would continue to be important in postwar relations along the American border. He also understood that as experienced diplomats the Indians could sense that the Americans had changed the rules of diplomacy. Leaders like Brant had never before been so completely ignored. As Haldimand later explained to the Tory leader Frederick North, “they entertain no idea . . . that the King . . . had a right to cede their territories or hunting grounds to the United States of North America. These people . . . have as enlightened ideas of the nature and obligations of treaties as the most civilized nations have. . . .”10

				The treaty terms announced in Paris confirmed Brant’s deepest fears. During his 1775 visit to London he had met many of the Whig politicians who later negotiated the Treaty of Paris. He understood that their opposition to royal authority and their enthusiastic faith in the power of international trade led them to believe that abandoning the North American colonies could expand the market for British products and stimulate the national economy. From their perspective, the king’s long-standing alliances with Native leaders were cumbersome and expensive artifacts of the past. Still, the Mohawk war captain made his case to Haldimand with extraordinary intensity. He demanded that the governor “[t]ell us the whole and real truth from your heart.” Brant noted that nearly two hundred years earlier the Mohawks “were the first Indian nation that took you by the hand like friends and brothers and invited you to live amongst us.” In return, he added, his tribe had always considered the British “a great nation bound to us by treaty and able to protect us against all the world.”

				When the Revolution erupted, Brant recalled that the Mohawks and their allies “were unalterably determined to stick to our ancient treaties with the Crown of England.” Brant demanded that Haldimand fulfill his obligations as an ally: “Wherefore brother I am now sent on behalf of all the King’s Indian allies to receive a decisive answer from you and to know whether they are included in this treaty with the Americans as faithful allies should be . . . and whether those lands which the great being above has pointed out for our ancestors . . . and where the bones of our forefathers are laid [are] secured to them.” Knowing that the governor was well aware of the sacrifices his soldiers and their families had made during the long years of war—many, like Brant and his family, driven from their homes by rampaging colonial troops—the Mohawk captain closed by invoking his warriors’ unbending loyalty. The Indians expected assistance, he declared, from “allies for whom we have so often [and] so freely bled.”11

				—

				MORE THAN A THOUSAND MILES south of Quebec City, another Native leader who had fought for the British responded to the new American borders with a more aggressive strategy. Like Brant, Alexander McGillivray was the product of a prewar world of trade and imperial alliances. He was the son of Lachlan McGillivray, a Scottish trader, and Sehoy Marchand, the daughter of a French officer and a Creek woman from that tribe’s prominent wind clan. Like William Johnson, Lachlan McGillivray was a newcomer to North America who gained access to the Indian trade by allying himself with a prominent Native family. Because the Creeks were matrilineal (tracing their ancestry through mothers) Lachlan’s son Alexander was accepted as a member of the tribe and spent his early childhood among his mother’s kinsmen along the Coosa River in modern Alabama. Lachlan McGillivray did not remain on the frontier, however, and in 1760—when he was ten—Alexander moved to Savannah with his family. There he was educated by tutors and introduced to the trading business by both Lachlan and his Creek relatives. When the American rebellion began, young McGillivray, like Brant, was eager to use his family and business connections to rally Indian leaders to the crown’s defense.12 Native war parties drawn from the Creeks and Cherokees were fiercely loyal. They helped secure Savannah for the British in the summer of 1779 and stayed on after their victory to repel a combined French and rebel assault on the city late the same year. When Charleston, the largest city in the southern colonies, fell to the British in 1780, McGillivray believed the region had been secured. He returned to his headquarters on the Coosa River. Unfortunately for the British, the Americans strengthened their resistance in the Carolina backcountry later in the year and the Spanish and French challenged the crown’s defenses in East Florida and along the Mississippi. Creek warriors fought alongside the redcoats on both fronts, with McGillivray commanding a contingent that ultimately surrendered Pensacola to the Spanish in the spring of 1781.

				By year’s end Florida had fallen to Spain and the Americans had captured General Cornwallis’s army at Yorktown. The situation grew increasingly desperate. American rebels seized the southern upcountry, and the Spanish occupied all the major trading posts in both East and West Florida. As in the North, Native forces nevertheless remained in command of most of the interior farmland and trade networks. Their leaders were no less incredulous about the outcome of the Paris negotiations than their counterparts at Fort Niagara. In a report on his meeting with “the chiefs of the nation” assembled at St. Augustine, the British commander reported that the Indians “lamented extremely” this unfortunate turn of events and had attacked their former allies for betraying their own standards of conduct. “Their fathers told them,” he reported, “that an Englishman in the hour of misfortune or danger was a man who would die rather than forsake his friends.”13

				Like Brant, McGillivray had seen his family’s prosperous prewar life torn apart by the American rebellion. He was forced to abandon his home, and his father surrendered much of his Georgia property to the rebels. Lachlan McGillivray returned to Scotland at war’s end, while his son and other relatives remained in Upper Creek tribal towns along the Coosa River. As Alexander McGillivray and his supporters considered their next move, Lower Creek settlements situated near the Chattahoochee and Flint rivers decided to open talks with the former rebels now in charge in Georgia. At the end of 1783, seeing no alternative, this increasingly pro-American segment of the tribe signed a treaty ceding thousands of acres to the Americans.

				McGillivray faced a crucial decision. Should he follow the Lower Creeks and make peace with the Americans, or should he seek a new alliance with the Spanish, ignoring their reputation for brutality and tightfistedness? McGillivray, who had recently been named “Head warrior of the Nation” by the Upper Creeks, barely hesitated. Charging that the British had “most shamefully deserted” his family, the Creek leader moved quickly to establish a relationship with the Spanish commander at Pensacola. Like the chiefs who had met with the British commander at St. Augustine, he believed his former allies had acted without honor, “unless,” he wrote, “[s]pilling our blood in the Service of his Nation can be deemed so.”14

				In March 1783, at about the time Joseph Brant met with his fellow chiefs at Fort Niagara, McGillivray wrote to Arturo O’Neil, the Dublin-born Spanish commander at Pensacola, identifying himself as “Chief of the Creek Nations.” He urged O’Neil to release a trader friendly to the Creeks who recently had been imprisoned on suspicion of spying. “’Tis without foundation,” he wrote. Moreover, refusing to let the trader go would only endanger “the tranquility” that currently existed between their two communities. Six months later McGillivray appeared in person at the Spanish post to open talks. O’Neil later reported to his superiors in Havana that the Creek leader had told him that even though his former English allies would soon evacuate St. Augustine, they had urged McGillivray to “hold the Indians in readiness to recommence the war.” Not only could the Creeks promise O’Neil a steady flow of deerskins, but, he reported, they would also “refuse” the peace overtures coming their way from Georgia. The commander was convinced that the Indians were “strongly opposed” to the Americans.15

				—

				BRANT AND MCGILLIVRAY were puzzled by Britain’s decision to abandon their Native allies. How could the crown’s loyal auxiliaries, whose villages spread across every corner of King George’s North American empire, have gone unmentioned in the international agreements that ended the American rebellion and created a new nation with a western border on the Mississippi River? How had a squabbling band of rebel leaders, who had almost no ability to project military power into the continent’s interior, managed to win international recognition for a vast territory they could neither occupy nor rule? Why had the French and Spanish allowed this to occur? And most upsetting to them personally, how could sophisticated and loyal commanders like Brant and McGillivray, men treated as officers by the British, be so completely dismissed? Perhaps this was but a momentary aberration.

				It was not. The 1783 Paris agreements changed how Mohawks, Creeks, and all other Native groups within the official boundaries of the United States would henceforth deal with outsiders. The accords accomplished the double trick of erasing Native people from the international diplomatic arena, while placing them under the authority of a nation that took no formal notice of their existence.16 For major tribes, like the Iroquois and Creeks, who were accustomed to diplomacy, trade, and treaty making involving multiple European adversaries, a new world was coming dimly into view. A single power now claimed sovereignty over them but did not recognize their leaders or territorial borders. This predicament pitted tribal leaders like Brant and McGillivray against the deepest ambitions of a young nation intent on becoming a continental power. How had this happened?

				THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION AND THE GREAT POWERS

				From the outset, the American rebellion had required its leaders to wage a complex three-front struggle that was made all the more different by their ever-changing relationship with Indian tribes. Their most immediate concern was the imposing army of British and mercenary troops that swarmed across the Atlantic in the summer of 1776, but the Revolution’s leaders also knew that popular support for their rebellion was thin. At least a third of their countrymen were either opposed or indifferent to the war for independence.17 American leaders might condemn British Loyalists and malcontents as “cut throats and deserters,” but they could not ignore their sizable presence.18 Help from overseas was essential if the Americans had any chance of winning enough victories over the redcoats to rally their divided followers to the cause.

				This calculation led the Americans to the court of Louis XVI, Britain’s chief international rival. Members of the Continental Congress corresponded with French agents during the winter of 1775–76 and began debating a proposed model commercial treaty with the French within days of approving their Declaration of Independence. They counted on Paris’s eagerness to avenge the loss of their North American colonies in 1763, and they were not disappointed. Shortly after July 4, 1776, Minister of Foreign Affairs Charles Gravier, comte de Vergennes, wrote that “providence [has] marked this moment for the humiliation of England . . . it is time to take revenge . . . for the evil it has done since the beginning of the century to those who had the misfortune to be its neighbors or its rivals.”19

				The French began supplying the Americans with covert aid, but the Continental Congress wanted a public commitment. With formal recognition from France the rebels believed they would be better able to cultivate additional military allies and financial supporters. To press their case, the rebel government dispatched its most experienced diplomat, Benjamin Franklin, to the French court. The seventy-year-old scientist was soon lobbying his hosts by holding receptions at his suburban residence and appearing regularly in Paris salons sporting a beaver hat, homespun clothes, and shoulder-length hair. The American victory at Saratoga, New York, in October 1777 (won by American troops firing French munitions) provided the reassurance the French required. A formal treaty was approved in early 1778. The agreement contained all the Americans had wished for with one caveat. Minister Vergennes had insisted that “the first and most essential” element in the new treaty “is that neither of the two parties shall make either peace or truce without the consent of the other.”20

				With Franklin now recognized as the ambassador of the United States to France, the Americans’ attention shifted to Spain. The American diplomat Arthur Lee had visited Madrid in March 1777 to deliver a memorial warning the Spanish court that an English victory in North America would allow King George to reign as “the irresistible though hated arbiter of Europe.” Aid to the Americans could prevent that outcome. “This,” he declared, “is the moment in which Spain and France may clip her wings and pinion her forever.” The Spanish demurred, but the Americans persisted. Both the Americans and their French allies offered to help King Charles III retake Florida (lost in the Seven Years’ War) and capture the British West Indies. They also hinted that a new alliance might enable the two Catholic powers to retake Gibraltar for Spain (the English had held that strategic spot for the past seventy years). The Spanish were receptive but noncommittal.21

				The conclusion of the Seven Years’ War in 1763 had coincided with the ascension of Charles III to the Spanish throne. A former ruler of Naples, Charles was a member of the house of Bourbon and thereby related to Louis XVI. Charles was a forceful administrator. He had promoted prosperity in Naples by adopting liberal trade policies and appointing competent ministers to regulate the kingdom. He came to power in Spain at a moment when the rise of urban merchant houses and the beginnings of industrialization had enabled Britain and France to expand the reach of their international trade. But the Spanish crown had continued to trudge along the old mercantilist path. It tightly controlled commerce between its colonies and the Iberian Peninsula and relied heavily on the extraction of mineral and agricultural wealth to enrich the mother country. As a consequence, as much as 80 percent of the goods shipped from Cádiz to the Americas in the 1760s were manufactured outside Spain. At the onset of the American rebellion the Spanish were therefore as eager to “clip” the wings of Great Britain’s burgeoning economic juggernaut as they were to stymie its military ambitions.

				The principal instrument of Spanish imperial policy during the American Revolution was José de Gálvez, a career bureaucrat who had risen from the post of inspector general in New Spain to become colonial secretary in 1775. Gálvez advocated loosening Spain’s traditional restrictions on its American colonies. His most important achievement was persuading the king to increase the number of ports that were permitted to import and export goods between the Americas and the mother country. This reform produced a surge in traffic, particularly with Mexico City and the surrounding territories of New Spain.22 Despite his willingness to innovate, Gálvez remained committed to the mercantile ideal of a self-contained empire. As Charles declared, “Only a free and protected commerce . . . can restore agriculture, industry and population in my dominions to their proper vigor.”23

				Spain, then, was of two minds. On the one hand, Spanish officials understood the power of free trade and manufacturing to produce new wealth. On the other, an alliance with the Americans could draw this collection of upstart traders (and smugglers) dangerously close to the empire’s borders. In the end their fear of Britain prevailed over their fear of the unruly Americans. Following the French lead, Charles III declared war on Britain in the summer of 1779. Immediately after Spain had entered the war, Minister Gálvez wrote the governor of Louisiana to remind him of their objectives. The “principal object” of the king’s American campaign during the coming war, he said, would be “to drive the [English] from the Mexican Gulf and the neighborhood of Louisiana.”24

				While the Americans were waging their international campaign for recognition in the royal courts of Europe, they were also acutely aware of the extent to which their rebellion had divided powerful political interests in Great Britain. The Tory prime minister Frederick North held firm to the goal of defeating the American insurrection, but the number of rivals within his own party, as well as the leaders of his Whig opposition, grew as the conflict wore on. John Adams reported from Paris in 1780, for example, that the Irish-born Lord Shelburne, one of North’s fiercest critics, had recently declared in Parliament that “such is the situation in which we now find ourselves: not a single ally! . . . Such are the fruits of the prudence of our ministers,” he added. “They have lost America, the most beautiful half of the empire, and against the half that remains to us they have excited all the powers of Europe.”25 Shelburne and others sympathized with the Americans’ democratic ideals; many of them wanted to see similar electoral reforms enacted in Britain. Critics of the war also included a rising generation of free traders who insisted that once independent, the American colonies could become active trading partners and attractive customers for British manufacturers and banks.26

				As the war stretched into its fifth year, a growing chorus of British politicians urged the government to cut its losses by recognizing American independence and negotiating a peace agreement with France and Spain. The king and his supporters in Parliament stuck to their guns, but when news of Lord Cornwallis’s surrender at Yorktown reached London in November 1781, their support collapsed. Lord North exclaimed, “Oh God, Oh God, It’s All Over.” Though the king’s advocates maneuvered for three more months, on March 20, 1782, North’s cabinet, in power since 1770, finally resigned.27

				In the wake of North’s departure, George III reluctantly turned to the loyal opposition, inviting the aging Lord Rockingham, who had led the government during the Stamp Act crisis two decades earlier, to form a new cabinet. Rockingham managed to exclude the strongest antiwar voices from his government, but he served for less than four months; he died in July during an influenza epidemic. The king then turned to Rockingham’s home secretary, Lord Shelburne, an idiosyncratic Anglo-Irishman who had served in the House of Commons for twenty years but who was selected primarily because the king detested his chief rival, Charles James Fox, an outspoken young advocate of American independence.

				French and Spanish officials celebrated Britain’s plummeting resolve. It seemed their diplomatic calculations had paid off. British power would now be reduced while the influence of the king’s domestic critics would expand. But these celebrations were short-lived. The rebellion had united the Americans and their European allies, but once Cornwallis’s sword had been handed to General Washington and the North government had fallen, the victors began to mistrust one another. The French and Spanish were eager to continue the alliance to ensure the “clipping” of Britain’s wings, but the Americans, with a bankrupt treasury and a domestic population weary of war, were far less enthusiastic.

				Acutely aware of their military weakness (the British, after all, continued to occupy New York and Charleston), the Americans could not survive without European arms and credit. On the other hand, France and Spain worried that Franklin and company might cut a quick conciliatory deal with their former rulers, ignore the interests of the continent’s tribes, and sail for home. Spain’s chief minister summarized those worries in early 1782, when he told the French ambassador in Madrid that “the Americans would always be English at heart. . . .”28

				NEGOTIATING THE PEACE

				The principal issue separating the rebels and their French and Spanish allies in the spring of 1782 was the size of the nation about to be created on the North American continent. The Americans sympathized with their partners’ geographical concerns. They agreed, for example, that the French should be allowed to reclaim some portion of the rich North Atlantic fisheries they had harvested prior to 1763 and that the Spanish should be allowed to keep Louisiana and the Florida territories they had captured from the British in 1781. Franklin and his colleagues also sympathized with France’s overseas ambitions in India and Africa. But the Americans had no interest in the Mohawks or Creeks or other tribes whose territories encroached on their own. From the first days of the war the Americans had declared their intention to claim all of Canada as part of their new country and to extend their western boundary to the Mississippi River. The French and Spanish quickly rejected those ambitious claims, but their opposition had been moot so long as British troops (and their Indian allies) occupied Detroit and Mackinac and dominated the North American interior from the Ohio Valley to New Orleans. In the spring of 1782, however, when the news from Yorktown and London reached Paris, the moment to resolve this disagreement had suddenly arrived.

				Colonial Secretary Gálvez and the other Spanish ministers were committed to the reinvigoration of their colonial empire. They hoped New Orleans would become the hub of a trade network that would join the Spanish king’s far-flung colonies in California, the Rio Grande Valley, and Texas to its new conquests in Florida. America’s western ambitions would challenge this plan. The French ambassador in Philadelphia communicated Spain’s opposition as early as January 1780. “It is the idea of the cabinet of Madrid,” Chevalier de la Luzerne wrote, “that the United States extended to the westward no farther than settlements were permitted by the royal proclamation . . . of 1763.”29 The ambassador went on to note that since the lands between the Appalachians and the great river had been declared off-limits to American settlement by the British, they were “proper objects against which the arms of Spain may be employed for the purpose of making a permanent conquest for the Spanish crown. . . . Such conquest may,” he added, “be made during the present war.”30

				The French agreed that the Indians’ territory west of the Appalachians should be divided between Spain and the Americans. The French ambassador pointed out that his nation was “[u]nited . . . in treaties of alliance” with both Spain and the United States and was therefore “exceedingly desirous of conciliating” them. Luzerne reminded the Americans that Spanish support would be essential to an American victory. The revolution was not “past all danger of unfavorable events,” he wrote, “until his Catholic Majesty [Spain] and the United States shall be established on . . . terms of confidence and amity.”31

				Though serious discussions among the diplomats in Paris began in early 1782, the situation remained fluid. American diplomats in Paris remained determined to press their demand for a western boundary on the Mississippi, but the leadership in Philadelphia appeared willing to accept something less. Robert Livingston, the rebels’ secretary for foreign affairs in Philadelphia, warned Franklin that “our western and northwestern extent will probably be contested with some warmth” and suggested: “If the mediators should not incline to admit our claim, perhaps it would not be difficult to bring them to agree that the country . . . belongs to the nations that inhabit it [and] that it should enjoy its independence under the guarantee of France, Spain and Great Britain and America. . . .”32 Similarly, while the British crown was also determined to defend the Appalachians as the Americans’ western border, circumstances had brought Franklin’s old friend Lord Shelburne into Rockingham’s cabinet as home secretary. The two had worked closely together at the end of the Seven Years’ War and perhaps would be able to strike a deal again. “I find myself returned nearly to the same situation which you remember me to have occupied nineteen years ago,” the new minister wrote Franklin, “and I should be very glad to talk to you as I did then upon the means of promoting the happiness of mankind, a subject much more agreeable to my nature than . . . plans for spreading misery and devastation.”33

				The final source of uncertainty was the fact that despite their recent victory, the Americans remained militarily weak. They had been unable to dislodge the British from New York and Charleston or to challenge the king’s navy on the high seas. The Americans had few weapons other than their resolve—and Franklin’s pen. Tellingly, at a moment when he sought every possible advantage, America’s most experienced international diplomat turned to the most scurrilous form of racist propaganda. In late April 1782, as serious negotiations with the Spanish and British were about to begin, the American ambassador in Paris sent a broadside titled “Supplement to the Boston Independent Chronicle,” dated March 12, to the American ambassadors in Spain and the Netherlands and to several British newspapers. His goal was to undermine any claims Indian tribes may have had to recognition in Paris and to weaken the hand of his British adversaries.

				Franklin’s “Supplement” purported to be a special issue of the Boston newspaper that carried a letter from one Captain Gerrish of the New England militia. Gerrish’s letter reported the interception of several packages of European scalps shipped from Britain’s Indian allies to their commander, Governor Haldimand, in Quebec. A letter from a British officer was also reprinted in the broadside. His dispatch announced that there were nearly one thousand scalps in the shipment and included a request that his commanders “give farther encouragement” to the warriors who had collected them. The document was a complete fabrication and had been printed on Franklin’s own press in Paris.34

				In a letter accompanying the copy of the “Supplement” he sent to John Jay, the American representative at the Spanish court, Franklin noted that while he “suspected” that the document was false, “it is undoubtedly true as to substance . . . the English cannot deny such a number of murders having been really committed by their instigation.”35 While few were fooled by Franklin’s ploy—it appeared in a few English papers but was widely dismissed—it provides a clear measure of the lengths the American ambassador would go to demonize the Native people occupying the lands the Americans coveted and encourage the Europeans to abandon their Indian allies.36

				As treaty discussions got under way in Paris in May 1782, the Americans held to this anti-Indian theme while tiptoeing quietly away from their obligations to their European allies. French and Spanish commanders seemed hardly to notice because they were deeply engaged in planning the coming year’s military offensives against the British. The French had already dispatched a fleet to India to challenge London’s bases there, and the Spanish had begun planning for a massive September assault on the king’s fortress at Gibraltar.37 Meanwhile, in London, Shelburne and his colleagues were searching for a way to end the war honorably and at minimal cost. They rejected Franklin’s initial offer of an immediate peace that would have added Canada to the new United States, but they made no counterproposal. As spring turned to summer, Franklin and his fellow Americans began to consider direct negotiations despite their treaty obligation to work solely in concert with Spain and France.38

				Rockingham’s death on July 1 and Shelburne’s sudden appointment as prime minister produced the opportunity the Americans had been looking for. Hoping that Franklin and his colleagues could be persuaded to retain some link to Britain, the new prime minister pressed for a direct meeting with rebel envoys despite his refusal to agree to their precondition of a public recognition of their independence. While the Americans and the British sparred over these preliminaries, John Jay (now acting alone in Paris because Franklin had fallen ill and Adams was away in Amsterdam) attempted to resolve the rebels’ differences with Spain and France.

				The New York lawyer insisted that his European allies recognize the U.S. claim to a western border at the Mississippi. As Jay, Spain’s ambassador, the conde de Aranda, and the French minister, the comte de Vergennes, wrestled over the boundary issue, each began to realize that it was Britain that might resolve the conflict. Because it had been the imperial ruler of eastern North America, Britain could legally cede all of its territories to the Americans. At the same time, the Spanish minister knew that legal precedents would support Shelburne if he wished to set the new nation’s border at the Appalachians. Aranda estimated that the Continental Congress (and the weary American electorate) would not continue the war simply to acquire the Ohio country and the Tennessee Valley.

				Jay devoted much of August to exploring the boundary issue with Aranda. At their first meeting the Spanish ambassador confronted Jay with a large map of North America and, after reminding him that his country had been engaged in the region for more than two centuries, pointed out the obvious fact that regardless of the location of the future boundary, “that dividing line would have to run, in greater part, through the lands of the Indians. . . . All the territory we were looking at beyond the principal line of the boundaries of the colonies,” the ambassador insisted, “was Indian land, to which both [the Spanish and the Americans] had equal rights, or equally unjust claims.”39

				Aranda did not mention his government’s potential new allies in Florida and along the Gulf Coast. The Spanish understood that British authority in the Southeast had rested on the crown’s ability to supply local traders like Lachlan McGillivray with sufficient protection and commercial support to maintain the alliances they had forged with the region’s tribes. While Aranda was not yet aware of Alexander McGillivray’s interest in forming an alliance with his government, he certainly knew that Creek warriors had fought alongside the British defenders of Pensacola in 1781 and that a program of local diplomacy could stitch this territory into Spain’s North American empire.

				Aranda told Jay that his government was ready to compromise, insisting that he and his colleagues “would not quibble over some leagues more or less in such a vast extent of territory.”40 When Jay remained adamant, Vergennes suggested bringing into the conversation Gérard de Rayneval, a member of the Council of State. Fluent in English and experienced in dealing with the American delegation (he had been among those who first welcomed Franklin and John Adams to Paris four years earlier), Rayneval convened a joint meeting at which he reviewed the international customs affecting imperial claims. He pointed out that by custom, establishing European jurisdiction over American territory required a nation either to conquer the local Native tribes or to negotiate treaties of alliance with them. He noted that the United States had not fulfilled either of these requirements. Much of the Ohio and Mississippi country, he noted, was occupied by Indians “not even as yet brought under control by anyone.” He also reminded the Americans that when France ceded Canada to Great Britain in 1763, the diplomats at the peace conference had identified the Ohio River as the southern boundary of the former French colony. The new nation could not claim the Great Lakes, he reasoned, “not having taken possession of Canada.” Similarly, the area south of the Ohio that lay “behind Georgia, the Carolinas and Virginia” was technically still part of British Florida and currently under the control of its latest conqueror, Spain.41

				When Jay still refused to budge, the French offered the Spanish ambassador something new: an extensive legal memorandum that detailed the legal principles underlying their united opposition to the American land grab. Rayneval’s memorandum reiterated European support for a compromise boundary and recognition of the Indians’ right to be represented in future negotiations. It represented their strongest attempt to force their American partners to acknowledge the Indians’ claims to sovereignty in the interior of North America. While falling short of accepting Native people as equal in status to themselves, the French and Spanish ministers pressed Jay to accept the reality that the continent contained a distinct group of independent political communities.42

				In the end Ambassador Jay and his colleagues deflected Rayneval’s arguments by immediately opening separate talks with the new Shelburne government in London. They quickly persuaded the prime minister to accept a western border at the Mississippi. Their efforts were assisted by a remarkable turn of events in the western Mediterranean. In late September the British learned that early in the month the long-anticipated French and Spanish assault on Gibraltar had been repulsed. This brilliant victory meant that King George’s forces now faced no significant military threat outside North America. Whatever negotiating strength the French and Spanish may have had prior to their defeat had disappeared. The final negotiations were conducted by Franklin and the entire team of American ministers over the coming weeks. The Americans made several concessions to the British—granting them access to the Atlantic fisheries and recognizing the claims of Loyalists—but they would not retreat from their territorial demand. One British diplomat wrote that “these Americans are the greatest quibblers I ever knew.” A draft treaty was initialed by both sides on November 30.43

				Once the deal was struck, the Americans’ European allies had no choice but to accept it. By concluding a separate peace, the Americans destroyed the diplomatic customs Aranda and Reyneval had struggled so hard to impose on them the previous summer, a world where Indians had a legal presence and an internationally recognized claim to their tribal homelands in the continental interior. Those customs had been erased by British opportunism and American greed. Over those lost customs the Americans laid the foundations of a new country that sought to ignore the Indian nations within its borders.

				It took nearly a year for the British and American agreements to be translated into a finished document. It was not until September 1783 that the United States emerged as a recognized state. This document also erased, on paper, North America’s indigenous people from international concern. While the reality of the Indians’ military power and economic influence would require the Americans to continue dealing with Native communities through diplomacy and treaty making for decades to come, the Treaty of Paris eliminated the requirement that those interactions pass standards of international conduct or the scrutiny of foreign powers. From 1783 forward the struggle of Native peoples with the United States for recognition and accommodation took place within the boundaries of a nation that encompassed vast territories “unsettled” by its citizens. The American diplomats in Paris had achieved peace abroad but sparked new conflict within their new borders.

				THE SHAPE OF THE FUTURE

				Seasoned leaders like Joseph Brant and Alexander McGillivray could appreciate the political pressures that had caused their British patrons and American adversaries to betray them, but they continued to reject the settlers’ claim, made on their government’s new official seal, that the United States represented Novus Ordo Seclorum¸ a “new order of the ages.” Indian communities outside American settlements tried to ignore the new boundaries. Some dismissed the Americans’ growing presence by describing their expansion in religious terms, as prophets in the Great Lakes and the South preached that the Americans were sent by evil spirits. Others renewed their prewar military alliances with the British or Spanish. The Mohawks negotiated with Governor General Haldimand for a new Canadian homeland where Joseph Brant, his sister Molly, and other Iroquois leaders could settle in peace. After the war, Brant moved north to the Grand River in modern Ontario.

				Even after he resettled on the Grand River reserve, Brant remained in contact with his tribal allies at Fort Niagara and in the Ohio country. He dreamed of reclaiming some part of the Mohawks’ original homeland, but he did not hold out much hope for a new military offensive. In the summer of 1784 he attended a council with New York State officials, but he refused to recognize their authority. Brant returned to Montreal to press his British commanders to devise some strategy for countering the ambitions of the new government in Philadelphia. Haldimand welcomed the Mohawk chief’s loyalty, but he remained powerless. “To this day I remain without any answers,” the general reported to the crown’s Indian agent for North America, adding that this “painful” fact forced him “to remain silent when called upon for advice by these unfortunate, deserving people.”44

				Joseph Brant traveled to London at the end of 1785 to explore the possibility of organizing military resistance to American expansion. He found the English receptive but wary. Shelburne’s government had fallen, and public criticism of the Paris accords had stiffened the crown’s resolve to block the young nation’s ambitions. Citing the former rebels’ refusal to pay damages to displaced Loyalists, the new prime minister, William Pitt, had announced that his forces would not vacate their posts at Niagara, Detroit, Mackinac, and Green Bay. His declaration effectively blocked American expansion across the Great Lakes. It also encouraged Brant and his Ohio allies to imagine that the western territories might yet be made an Indian homeland, protected from Americans by British power.

				But Brant also discovered that his hosts were reluctant to commit themselves. The Mohawk leader had a long, private meeting with the home secretary, Lord Sydney. The government quickly arranged cash payments to him and his family to compensate for their losses in New York, but no one was interested in a new war. Whig politicians were quick to condemn Lord Shelburne’s concessions to the Americans in the Paris treaty, but they fell silent when asked to explain how they might repair the damage that the peace agreement had done to their Native comrades. The best Brant could get was a letter from Lord Sydney urging the king’s “Indian allies to continue united in their councils” in hopes that they might ultimately “secure to themselves the possession of those rights and privileges which their ancestors have . . . enjoyed.” Words; nothing more.45

				To the south, Spanish administrators preparing to take control of East and West Florida adopted a more confrontational approach. Continuing the effort to keep the Americans as far from New Orleans and the Mississippi River as possible, King Charles’s first minister, Floridabianca, announced that because his country’s peace agreement with Britain had granted the Spanish king the right to “retain” West Florida, it would recognize the northern border of that province at the mouth of the Yazoo River, a point more than one hundred miles north of the border claimed by the Americans. Extended east from the Mississippi, this expanded version of the Florida’s boundaries would encompass large parts of modern Mississippi and Alabama and a generous portion of Alexander McGillivray’s Creek homeland. In addition, Floridabianca announced that effective in June 1784 the Mississippi would be closed to American shipping.46

				Charged with implementing his government’s new policies, Vicente Manuel de Zespedes, the new governor of East Florida, encouraged Loyalists in Georgia and South Carolina to resettle in his province and cast their lot with Spain. At the same time, Alexander McGillivray (who was already negotiating with Arturo O’Neil in Pensacola) persuaded an old friend, William Panton, an Englishman who had planned to abandon his St. Augustine trading business once the Spanish took control, to stay on and continue the flow of European merchandise into the Creek homeland. Panton readily agreed, offering to seal the agreement by making the Creek leader a silent partner in his business. The two of them, soon joined by a second Englishman, John Leslie, persuaded Zespedes and his superiors to allow them to expand their business by establishing new trading houses at Pensacola, Mobile, and the Chickasaw Bluffs, a point on the Mississippi River near modern Memphis. The firm would be allowed to ship goods to and from Britain without paying the normally prohibitive Spanish tariffs. With encouragement from McGillivray and other local Native leaders, Zespedes in effect created an anti-American free trade zone along the Gulf.

				The climax of McGillivray’s diplomatic and commercial maneuvering in the immediate aftermath of the Paris negotiations was the treaty he signed with the Spanish at Pensacola on June 1, 1784. The Creek chief initiated the agreement with a forceful letter to Arturo O’Neil, the new governor of West Florida (based in Pensacola), in which he rejected the Paris agreements. He had just received a copy of the final text
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