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      Introduction 

      
      
      On a damp cold Saturday afternoon, February 24, 1838, Jonathan Cilley, a thirty-five-year-old
         first-term Maine Democrat in the U.S. House of Representatives, was killed in a duel
         in a field outside Washington, D.C., by a Whig congressman from Kentucky, thirty-two-year-old
         William Graves. While in the early 1800s duels were not uncommon, particularly in
         the South, this duel grabbed national headlines. The political press talked of plots
         and conspiracies. It brought out, mostly in the Northern press, a cry for the abolishment
         of these so-called “affairs of honor,” which were seen as only dishonorable to those
         involved.
      

      
      When one today asks someone from Maine about the man from Thomaston named Jonathan
         Cilley, rarely have they heard of him. In Thomaston today, if you were to drive north
         through town on Main Street, you can spot on the left, just before the Mill River
         Bridge, a white house with the small sign over the front door that reads, “Jonathan
         Cilley House 1837.” Also off Main Street, in the southeast corner of the Elm Grove
         Cemetery, stands a seventeen-foot granite monument erected by the people of Thomaston
         in 1841 at a cost of $500. At the top is found this inscription:
      

      
         Hon. Jonathan Cilley

         
         July 2, 1802–Feb. 24, 1838

         
         Bowdoin 1825

         
         Member of 25th Congress

         
         “New England Must Not Be Trampled On” 

      

      Jonathan, a longtime supporter of President Andrew Jackson, arrived in Washington
         in the fall of 1837 as a new member of the 25th Congress at a time when the political
         climate was fiery and contentious. The issues of the day and the factional rivalries
         were seen as impacting the long-term survival of the new American experiment in democracy.
         The pro-Jackson newspapers characterized Jonathan’s death as part of a plot by Southern
         Whigs who had conspired to rid themselves of a Northern Democrat they believed to
         be developing too much influence and thus posing a threat to their agenda. In March
         1838, a decidedly pro-Jackson publication, the Democratic Review, offered what it claimed was a detailed account of the issues surrounding the duel,
         titled “The Martyrdom of Cilley.” In it Jonathan was depicted as a man who stood up
         for the honor of New England. He was quoted as having said, “My name must not be disgraced,
         and I go to this field sustained by as high a motive of patriotism as ever led my
         grandfather or my brother to battle, as an unhappy duty not to be shrunk from, to
         my honor my principles and my country.” 
      

      
      America was shocked by the death and distressed that a congressman had been killed.
         To some degree even the Northern Whig press was appalled by Jonathan’s death. Sermons
         were preached on the evils and senselessness of dueling and the archaic gentleman’s
         code of honor. Because the issues that precipitated the duel took place during a session
         of Congress, a congressional investigation was undertaken, though the only noteworthy
         result was that dueling was banned in Washington, D.C.
      

      
      One thing that has made history so intriguing to me is that over time, through the
         many centuries, events have always been populated by people. These people had lives;
         they were at one time children, they struggled through their teenage years, they had
         goals and aspirations, they had fears and insecurities, and they experienced the joys
         and tragedies of their time. Often they are presented only as actors or actresses
         on the stage of the events of the day, but ultimately they were people with varying
         degrees of intellectual capability; they made choices and engaged in actions that
         impacted others as well as the world in which they lived. They had emotions—joy, happiness,
         sadness, fear, and anger. They had bonds (to varying degrees) with parents and siblings,
         as well as other family members, and also friends and rivals. They likely had spouses
         and children. They suffered losses. They grew old and died contemplating their legacy
         or sense of immortality, or they died young from sickness, accidents, or violence.
         History is made up of a long, unending series of lives.
      

      
      As a psychologist, my work life regularly involved looking at the intimate experiences,
         the struggles, the joys, the successes, the fears, the heartaches, and the tragedies
         associated with the individuals with whom I worked. I attempted to understand where
         they came from, what guided their daily lives, and what might help them improve the
         quality of their lives or reduce their fears and despair. This involved an intimacy
         with others that would be uncommon in routine daily relationships. These lives have
         never ceased to fascinate me. They are all different, but often with many threads
         of sameness. All are unique and have their place in the human experience and the history
         of their time.
      

      
      The only biography about Jonathan Cilley was a brief one hurriedly written a few months
         after the duel by his college friend Nathaniel Hawthorne. It is usually the source
         cited when Jonathan is discussed. But when you look past this brief sketch of Jonathan’s
         life, a much more interesting and fascinating story unfolds. He was seen by some as
         a man who would have made an outstanding contribution to his country, in the mold
         of such contemporary Maine politicians as Hannibal Hamlin, Lincoln’s vice president,
         and William Pitt Fessenden, Lincoln’s secretary of the Treasury.
      

      
      Beyond Hawthorne’s sketch of Jonathan’s life, there is an abundance of information
         available about Jonathan, his life, and his times. The most remarkable and poignant
         source of information is found in the Cilley letters, some five hundred of which were
         given to the Thomaston Historical Society in Maine. These letters were painstakingly
         transcribed and subsequently published in a 2003 book by Eve Anderson titled Breach of Privilege. They begin with a letter written by Jonathan to his younger sister, Elizabeth Ann,
         while he was attending a boarding school in Atkinson, New Hampshire, prior to entering
         Bowdoin College, and continue into the 1860s with letters written by his children.
         These letters provide an intimate and personal picture of Jonathan, particularly related
         to his family and his relationship with his wife. They give us insight into his aspirations
         and the struggles he encountered on his journey up the political ladder. For example,
         in a letter to his wife in 1832 during his first term in the Maine state legislature,
         he wrote, “The most unpleasant thing I meet with thus far in my political experience
         is political jealousy and rivalry among our friends. It is strange to me, that men
         who are engaged in a great contest for the maintenance of sound republican principles
         should be jealous of being outdone in so glorious a cause by any of their political
         friends.”
      

      
      More is learned about Jonathan’s personal life during his early years in Thomaston
         from the journal of Hezekiah Prince Jr., which gives an enlightening daily account
         of early nineteenth-century life and activities in the small coastal town of Thomaston
         between 1822 and 1828. Prince was a close friend of Jonathan and eventually became
         his brother-in-law. The journal also provides a good glimpse of Jonathan’s personal
         life and the development of his professional and political standing within the Thomaston
         community. The entries in the journal, along with the early letters, give added depth
         to the man who made national headlines in February 1838. They also provide important
         early insight into Jonathan’s developing character and the positive rapport he had
         with the people with whom he lived.
      

      
      Other significant information, particularly about his political life and the duel,
         is found in the newspapers of the time. His conflicts in the Maine legislature, as
         well as the conflicts within his own Democratic Party, are well documented.
      

      
      Accounts of the duel are extensively covered in the newspapers of the time, as well
         as in the records of the U.S. Congress. The Congressional Globe provides a detailed report concerning the circumstances of the duel. There are also
         other firsthand accounts by those in Washington at the time. The letters of John Fairfield,
         also a congressman from Maine, and the letters of Reuel Williams, one of the senators
         from Maine at the time, provide firsthand information about Jonathan as well as the
         belligerent and contentious atmosphere in Washington at the time of his death.
      

      
      The story of the fateful duel cannot be fully appreciated without consideration of
         the men whose actions were at the center of the challenge and its ultimate tragic
         outcome. These men in and of themselves were especially interesting individuals, most
         of whom had experience with dueling, and their involvement in the fatal duel adds
         depth and perspective to the Cilley tragedy. One was James Watson Webb, the New York
         newspaper publisher who took exception to a statement made by Jonathan in Congress.
         Another player was Henry Wise, a congressman from Virginia known for his fiery rhetoric
         and temper. Wise was the second to Graves at the duel and the one who took the brunt
         of the blame for Jonathan’s death. Franklin Pierce, later the fourteenth president
         of the United States, was a confidante of Jonathan through crucial days leading up
         to the duel. A fourth notable player was Henry Clay, the distinguished senator from
         Kentucky and frequent presidential candidate. Finally, there was Congressman Graves
         himself, who was at times described as a pawn of his more influential colleagues.
         In all there were seventeen members of Congress involved, to varying degrees, in the
         affair. The tragedy was that, by all accounts, these two men, Cilley and Graves, had
         no real animosity toward one another, and under normal circumstances they would never
         have ended up facing each other with rifles at eighty paces.
      

      
      The ultimate question for me in researching and subsequently writing about Jonathan
         Cilley was what was there about this man and the makeup of his personality that would
         lead him to choose to put his life at risk, to defend his honor and become in the
         eyes of some a martyr. At first glance, looking at his life, one would never predict
         that he would ultimately die in a duel or be held up as a martyr. But as we look at
         his life and the challenges he faced, it may not be so surprising. To the best of
         my knowledge, to date, there has been no objective look at the circumstances surrounding
         the duel and the people who were involved. The rhetoric at the time talked of plots
         and murder, but the real story is more complex. 
      

      
      Bringing understanding and meaning to a man’s decisions and actions is a complex and
         multidimensional task. Some of an individual’s behavior is the result of well-thought-out
         reasoning, but at other times an act would appear to be very impulsive and devoid
         of logical reasoning. Was Jonathan’s decision to accept Congressman Graves’s challenge
         the result of the former or the latter? One thing that helps explain and understand
         a man’s behavior is the study of that individual’s history, his personality, and his
         character An important factor to be addressed and understood in explaining a man’s
         actions is the culture and the social climate of the time. The values, attitudes,
         and beliefs of a culture change over time. While today the idea of two men standing
         in a field, with friends watching, pointing lethal weapons at each other would be
         abhorrent, in Jonathan’s time dueling was, particularly in the South, the accepted
         means of settling personal differences among gentlemen. Central to what came to be
         called “affairs of honor” was the concept of honor as it was defined at that period
         of time and its importance among the influential men in early nineteenth-century America.
         While in present society the word honor is used in a more general context, back then a man’s honor was of paramount importance.
         It was a term used by men to assess themselves and judge others. An attack on a man’s
         honor, either directly or indirectly, was something that required a response, for
         not to defend one’s honor was in itself dishonorable.
      

      
      The personality traits, values, and beliefs, the things that chart a person’s course
         through life, are the products of cumulative life experience, or, as the psychologist
         would frame it, evolution through the stages of development. A decision or choice
         one might make at age ten or twenty in all probability would not be the same as the
         one made at thirty-six, and it may well be different from the one made at fifty. At
         any point in time, however, the only wisdom and understanding an individual has available
         is that which has been accumulated up to that point in his or her life.
      

      
      While the main focus of this book is the short, fascinating life of Jonathan Cilley,
         it is also, to a lesser extent, the story of a proud New England family whose members
         lived through and played a prominent role in the American story from the middle of
         the eighteenth century through the Civil War. Jonathan’s story can only be appreciated
         when looked at in the context of the Cilley family’s contribution to the development
         of America and their commitment to public service both in peacetime and in war.
      

      
       

      
       

      
      
   
      Chapter 1

      Nottingham Square: A New Hampshire Hilltop

      
         
         
         
      

      
      Jonathan Cilley was born on Nottingham Square on July 2, 1802. He was the sixth child
         born to Greenleaf and Jane Nealley Cilley. He had three older brothers and two older
         sisters. Much of the foundation of Jonathan’s character, sense of self-identity, and
         concept of honor (particularly as it related to his commitment to public service)
         was rooted in the role models of family members, by way of the stories, tales, and
         legends he frequently heard throughout his childhood and adolescent years as he grew
         up in Nottingham, New Hampshire. 
      

      
      Nottingham Square sits on a hilltop about twenty-four miles inland from the seacoast
         city of Portsmouth, New Hampshire, which had been a thriving seaport since the late
         1600s. At the top of the hill today, at the intersection of two roads, there is a
         sign marking Nottingham Square. The origin of the Square dates back to 1721. It was
         here that Jonathan grew up among a large extended family. Remaining on the Square
         today are two monuments. On one are remembered Nathaniel Folsom, Robert Beard, and
         Elizabeth Simpson, who were killed in the Indian attack in September 1747 and buried
         somewhere on the Square. Elizabeth Simpson was likely a distant relative of President
         Ulysses Simpson Grant, since some members of the Simpson side of his family had moved
         from Nottingham to Ohio. Also on the Square is the large General Joseph Cilley Monument
         erected in 1917 by the Else Cilley (wife of Jonathan’s great-grandfather) Chapter
         of the Daughters of the American Revolution. Additionally honored on this monument
         are Henry Dearborn, Thomas Bartlett, and Henry Butler, three other Nottingham men
         who were generals in the Continental Army. On one corner of the Square there remains
         the house of Jonathan’s Uncle Bradbury. Hidden in the area are two cemeteries, where
         many Cilley family members are buried; unfortunately, both are in disrepair and grown
         over with brush. Gone are the churches, the school, the meeting hall, stores, and
         taverns that were once the hub of the Square.
      

      
      One would not know in passing by that here, in the eighteenth and into the nineteenth
         centuries, was a small thriving community where the Cilley family, along with other
         families formed a close-knit community. Today the area is still surrounded by fields,
         farms, and woods. It was here that Jonathan lived, roamed, and learned. It was here
         that the roots of his commitment to public service began, where he would follow in
         the footsteps of his grandfather, uncles, father, and brother. With his roots firmly
         established, Nottingham Square was also a place to which he regularly returned over
         the course of his short life.
      

      
      The first Cilley to come to Nottingham was Captain Joseph Cilley, Jonathan’s great-grandfather,
         who arrived with his wife Alice (called “Else”) in 1727, just five years after the
         town was founded. He was not one of the landowners who originally received plots of
         land surrounding the Square, but he did become an agent for those proprietors. He
         was also appointed captain of the local militia. A requirement of those granted the
         original tracts of land around the Square was that they had to clear some of the land
         and build on it; if they did not, they had to sell the land. This gave Captain Cilley
         the opportunity to acquire a significant amount of land; by the time he died in 1786,
         he had more than three hundred acres and was the wealthiest man in the area. He was
         described as a man with “an undivided interest in the welfare of his neighbors and
         in the progress of the community, an honest man.” Captain Cilley had six children
         (four daughters and two sons), and this next generation of Cilleys continued the tradition
         of service to town, state, and country. The oldest son was Joseph, born in 1734, followed
         by Cutting in 1738.
      

      
      Captain Cilley’s sons received little formal education, as he believed that ultimately
         knowledge of the land would be more valuable. When the French and Indian War broke
         out in 1754, the twenty-year-old Joseph Cilley enlisted in the army and served with
         the famous Roger’s Rangers along the northern frontier and into Canada. He started
         as a private, and when he returned to Nottingham a year later he was a sergeant. After
         his return, in spite of his limited education, he taught himself the law and provided
         legal services to the residents of Nottingham. He continued to be involved with the
         state militia and by the beginning of the Revolutionary War he had reached the rank
         of captain. In November 1756 he married Sarah Longfellow, a distant cousin of the
         poet Henry Wadsworth Longfellow. Her father, Jonathan Longfellow, along with Captain
         Cilley, was one of the men responsible for defending Nottingham from Indian attacks.
         Cilley and Sarah had ten children (seven boys and three girls).
      

      
      Cilley, along with the other men on the Square, was well aware of the brewing conflict
         with England. They all certainly spent time in the taverns, Bartlett’s store, and
         meeting halls discussing events such as the Boston Massacre in March 1770, and the
         Boston Tea Party in December 1773. The citizens of the Square provided financial assistance
         to the people of Boston after the British closed the port in retaliation for the dumping
         of the tea. Throughout the colonies people began to organize. They developed local
         and state committees of correspondence and public safety committees, which were to
         aid in the facilitation of communication and coordinate the brewing rebellion against
         Britain.
      

      
      While Paul Revere is most notably remembered for his “the British are coming” ride
         on April 18, 1775, he made a less well-known ride to Portsmouth in December 1774,
         which placed the men of Nottingham at the scene of one the first hostile actions of
         the War of Independence. On December 13, Revere rode to Portsmouth with a letter from
         Boston for Samuel Cutts of the Portsmouth Committee of Correspondence. Just outside
         Portsmouth, in New Castle, at Fort William and Mary, the British had stored a large
         supply of gunpowder, as well as muskets and cannons. Revere’s letter informed Cutts
         that the British navy was on its way to Fort William and Mary to reinforce the fort
         and possibly transfer the powder and weapons to a more secure place. The implication
         was that some action needed to be taken. On December 14 a group of local residents
         took control of the fort, but they needed help.
      

      
      A call went out through the state for assistance, and on December 15 Cilley, then
         forty years old, along with other men from Nottingham Square headed for New Castle.
         Along the way they connected with other men from the surrounding countryside, under
         the leadership of John Sullivan, later a general in the Continental Army and a governor
         of New Hampshire. They joined those already in the fort and, with little bloodshed,
         were able to remove seventy-two barrels of gunpowder along with some of the weapons.
         British troops arrived before they had time to dismantle the cannons, so those were
         left behind. The powder was stored for later use in various homes throughout the area—Cilley
         hid eight barrels under his own house.
      

      
      Following the Fort William and Mary raid, the men of Nottingham Square began in earnest
         to prepare for the impending conflict. Under the direction of the young local doctor,
         Henry Dearborn, who had married Bartlett’s sister Mary, the men gathered on the Square
         for drill. On April 20, 1775, when word of the battles of Lexington and Concord (which
         had occurred on the previous day) reached the Square, Cilley, his brother Cutting,
         and the other men of Nottingham were ready. Dr. Dearborn called the men to the Square,
         and at 4 p.m. one hundred volunteers headed for Massachusetts. In addition to the
         two Cilleys and Dearborn, the group included Thomas Bartlett, Henry Butler, and Zephaniah
         Butler, who was married to Cilley’s sister Abigail. Traveling about sixty miles throughout
         the night, the men astonishingly reached Medford, Massachusetts, by sunrise on April
         21. Unfortunately for these men, who wanted to be part of the action, the fighting
         had ended, and most of them returned home to fight another day. It did, however, mark
         the beginning of Cilley’s meritorious military career. He, along with the other men
         from Nottingham who served with distinction during the war, left in the minds of future
         generations of Nottingham citizens a rich and notable tradition of service to the
         country.
      

      
      Dearborn, his medical career over, remained in Massachusetts following the overnight
         march and was instrumental in organizing the New Hampshire regiments. Cilley initially
         served as a major in the Third New Hampshire Regiment under Colonel Enoch Poor, whose
         two daughters had married Cilley’s sons, Bradbury and Jacob. The Third’s initial responsibility
         was to defend the New Hampshire coast. The British had attacked Portland, Maine, on
         October 15, 1775, bombarding it for nine hours and setting three quarters of the town
         on fire. In New Hampshire the fear was that the next target might be Portsmouth. Fortunately,
         no attack took place.
      

      
      While Cilley was in New Hampshire, Dearborn and other men from Nottingham fought in
         the Battle of Bunker Hill. After Bunker Hill, then Captain Henry Dearborn headed off
         through the Maine woods with Benedict Arnold on the ill-fated expedition to capture
         Quebec City. Cilley’s regiment was sent to Boston and was part of the siege of Boston,
         which forced the British to leave and head to New York City. Over the next six years
         Cilley was involved with his troops in many of the now-famous actions that ended with
         America’s independence. After Boston, the New Hampshire men headed to New York.
      

      
      With the failure in Quebec, the Americans were forced to retreat south. Washington,
         concerned about their safety, sent the now General Sullivan, of Fort William and Mary
         fame, and his brigade north to Canada to support the retreat. The newly appointed
         Lieutenant Colonel Cilley and the New Hampshire Third Regiment were part of this effort
         to get Benedict Arnold and his men back to fight another day. Dearborn was captured
         but later released as part of a prisoner exchange in March 1777. Cilley and his men
         were back with Washington in July 1776, when the Founding Fathers approved the Declaration
         of Independence. In the winter of 1776 Cilley was with Washington during the famous
         crossing of the icy Delaware River and at the badly needed wins in the battles of
         Trenton and Princeton.
      

      
      Given the similarity between the name Cilley and the word silly, it has not been uncommon to find the words interchanged for the purpose of a little
         levity. In 1820 the New-Hampshire Patriot published the following:
      

      
         In the American Revolution a brave soldier was brought before a court martial and
            put on trial, charged with having uttered the following disrespectful words concerning
            the regiment to which he belonged, viz: “our regiment is the only damn, poor, silly
            regiment in the American Army.” The soldier at his trial admitted the words to have
            been uttered by him, and relied on his justification of those words before the court
            by saying that the regiment was commanded by Col. Damn, Maj. Poor, and Capt. Cilley.
            The defense being true, instantly acquitted the prisoner, and for his wit, procured
            him ever thereafter the love and esteem of the whole regiment.
         

      

      In April 1777 the now Colonel Cilley was given command of the First New Hampshire
         Regiment. Earlier in the spring he paid a visit home to Nottingham based on the birth
         of his last son in December 1777. He named his son Horatio Gates, after the once British
         officer who now was a general in the Continental Army. When he returned to action,
         Cilley and his men were sent back to Fort Ticonderoga because the British army, under
         General John Burgoyne, was marching south out of Canada. Dearborn, back with his New
         Hampshire brethren, now commanded the Third New Hampshire Regiment. 
      

      
      When Cilley headed off for his six-year tour of duty, he was accompanied by his second
         son Jonathan (our Jonathan’s uncle), who was only fifteen years old when he left home.
         Part of the Cilley family lore has been young Jonathan’s encounter with the British
         general John Burgoyne. In 1777, under heavy pressure from Burgoyne’s forces at Fort
         Ticonderoga, located at the southern end of Lake Champlain, the American army, including
         Cilley’s First New Hampshire Regiment, had to make a hasty retreat. Unfortunately,
         his son Jonathan was captured by the British. Legend has it that when General Burgoyne
         found out the young prisoner was the son of an American officer, he provided him with
         a pass so he could return to his father. He also gave Jonathan a horse to ride with
         two saddlebags packed with copies of a proclamation urging the Americans to surrender.
         Although certainly glad to have his son back, Cilley did not take kindly to the contents
         of the saddlebags. He reportedly ordered that all the proclamations be torn up. He
         tore one himself, threw it in the air, and said to his troops, “Thus may the British
         army be scattered.” His son continued with the army until the end of the war, attaining
         the rank of lieutenant.
      

      
      The two armies met in the area around Saratoga, New York, in October 1777. After several
         battles the American troops forced Burgoyne to surrender his army. The final result
         was hastened when the New Hampshire men outflanked the British. Cilley was named a
         hero for his perseverance in actions leading up to Burgoyne’s surrender. After his
         men, following repeated attempts, captured British cannons on a disputed hilltop,
         a New Hampshire lieutenant in the First Regiment wrote in his diary that Cilley climbed
         on one of the captured cannons, “waved his sword over his head, dedicated the piece
         to the ‘American Cause,’ and turning it upon the foe, he opened its destructive energy
         upon the enemy with their own ammunition, amid an avalanche of applause from the New
         Hampshire brigade.” This victory was immortalized in John Trumbull’s 1821 painting,
         which includes Colonel Cilley, that to this day hangs in the rotunda of the U.S. Capitol.
      

      
      The defeat at Saratoga was a major blow to what the British hoped would be a quick
         end to the American rebellion. With winter approaching, Cilley and the men of New
         Hampshire joined Washington at Valley Forge, where they remained until May 1778. As
         we all remember, the men at Valley Forge suffered for want of adequate food and warm
         clothing. The Continental Congress and the states were neglectfully remiss in their
         responsibility to provide even basic necessities. Even though the Valley Forge region
         of Pennsylvania was a prosperous area, the farmers and merchants preferred to trade
         with the British in Philadelphia because they could pay for the supplies with hard
         currency, while Washington had only the highly inflated and basically worthless Continental
         dollar.
      

      
      At Valley Forge Cilley had the opportunity to establish a relationship with the Marquis
         de Lafayette. He and his men would have participated in the back to basics military
         training provided by the former Prussian captain, Baron von Steuben. The training
         gave the army a much-needed indoctrination to military order, procedures, and discipline.
         This was something for which the British army was noted, but the fledgling American
         army never had time to acquire. In spite of the cold, shortage of food, and inadequate
         clothing, when spring came the army left Valley Forge significantly improved. With
         spring also came word of the new alliance with France. This news buoyed the army’s
         spirits and gave them a newfound sense of optimism.
      

      
      By June Washington’s troops were ready to engage the British, who had decided to leave
         Philadelphia and return to New York. The battle took place in Monmouth, New Jersey,
         on June 28, 1778. It was a fierce battle on a very hot day, which sapped the men’s
         energy. The final result has historically been considered a draw. Cilley and his men
         fought courageously. In his brief 1921 biography, the Life of Gen. Joseph Cilley, John Scales wrote, “Colonel Cilley’s regiment was closely engaged and he and his
         men behaved with such bravery as to merit the particular approbation of the illustrious
         Washington after the battle was over.”
      

      
      After Monmouth the men from New Hampshire did not see much action for a while. They
         ended the year 1778 as guards for the troops from Burgoyne’s army who had been captured
         at Saratoga and were being moved to Virginia.
      

      
      In May 1779, Cilley and his regiment, along with Dearborn’s Third Regiment, in which
         Cilley’s son was a junior officer, departed under fellow New Hampshire general John
         Sullivan for the Wyoming Valley in north-central Pennsylvania. In July 1778, the Wyoming
         Valley had been the scene of barbarous attacks by English-sympathizing Tories and
         Indians against the settlers in the valley. Also, in November, the Tories and Indians
         attacked the Cherry Valley settlement in eastern New York, killing forty-seven (mostly
         women and children), and took a number of prisoners, forty of whom never returned.
         The massacre of these settlers prompted Washington to send Sullivan and five thousand
         troops to the area to protect the settlers and put a stop to the attacks, and also
         to stamp out the threat along the Northern border. Washington specifically ordered
         Sullivan to completely destroy all the Indian villages and burn all their crops. This
         foray against the Indians of New York was probably the first major campaign in a strategy
         spanning more than a century to subdue and annihilate the Indians from this country
         in order to make room for expansion.
      

      
      The campaign lasted about six months, with the troops marching through unsettled wilderness,
         constantly harassed by Tory rangers and Indians. The American troops significantly
         outnumbered the enemy and ultimately prevailed. The Tories retreated and the Indians
         were left to defend themselves. In the end, the Indians were subdued and their culture
         destroyed. More than forty villages were decimated, 160,000 bushels of corn and other
         crops were burned, and the orchards were cut and burned. Nothing was left, and five
         thousand Indians fled to the British held Fort Niagara, where there was little to
         sustain them over the winter.
      

      
      The defeat of the Indians was hailed as a major victory, one that essentially put
         a stop to the raids on the settlers along the Northern border. This approach to dealing
         with the Indians would later be referred to favorably by then Congressman Jonathan
         Cilley in a speech in January 1838. Today, in some circles, the destruction of the
         New York tribes is not looked upon with admiration, but rather as a tragic example
         of the white man’s campaign to remove the Indians from their lands. To this day, George
         Washington is remembered by the New York tribes not as the “father of our country”
         but as the “town destroyer.”
      

      
      Cilley’s involvement in this action left him with some vivid memories. Scales wrote
         that “Colonel Cilley was accustomed to say, in after years that the sight of so many
         buildings on fire, the massy clouds of black smoke, the curling pillars of flame bursting
         through them, formed the most awful and sublime spectacle he ever witnessed.” Scales
         added (likely echoing the prevailing attitude of the time) that as “awful as it were,
         it was trifling in comparison with the inhuman barbarities those Indians had inflicted
         on American citizens during the preceding years of the war.”
      

      
      After leaving New York, Cilley and his men spent the winter in Connecticut. In the
         spring they moved up the Hudson River to the West Point area. At that time, Cilley’s
         son-in-law was in command of another New Hampshire regiment stationed at West Point.
         Both men were involved in the protection of West Point after Benedict Arnold defected
         to the British. Cilley saw no more action after the Indian campaign. When the New
         Hampshire regiments were consolidated in January 1781, Cilley returned to Nottingham
         a hero after six years of service to the cause of American independence.
      

      
      By the close of the war, Nottingham had contributed more high-ranking officers to
         the cause of American independence than any other town in the country. Most of those
         who left the Square to serve in the army returned to Nottingham at the conclusion
         of the war. The one exception was Dearborn, who initially settled in Maine. His ties
         to Nottingham likely ended with the death of his wife Mary, who had gone to Quebec
         with their children to serve as a hostage for him after his capture. She died in 1778.
         Dearborn went on to be secretary of war in Jefferson’s cabinet and later served as
         a major general in the War of 1812.
      

      
      Over the six years he was away, the colonel’s wife, Sarah, and son Bradbury had maintained
         the family’s business interests. On his return to New Hampshire, the state legislature
         appointed Colonel Cilley to a New England commission with the responsibility of providing
         much-needed supplies to the Continental Army. He was well aware of the supply issue
         from his winter at Valley Forge. He became involved in both local and state politics.
         He was a justice of the peace, served as a senator in the state legislature, and was
         a representative to the New Hampshire Convention, which revised the state’s constitution.
         He continued to serve in the state militia, where he attained the rank of major general.
         Lieutenant Jonathan Cilley returned briefly, married Butler’s sister Dorcas, and then
         moved to Ohio in 1804, never to return to the Square.
      

       

      William Plumer, who had been governor of New Hampshire for six terms, wrote a brief
         sketch of General Cilley in 1830. This sketch captured the essence of the general’s
         character, beyond his fame as a hero of the American Revolution. Plumer, born in 1759,
         was from Epping, New Hampshire, about six miles from the Square. He was involved in
         New Hampshire public life for thirty-five years, initially as a Federalist, but later
         he became what was known at the time as a Jeffersonian Republican. He was in the New
         Hampshire House of Representatives for nine terms, serving as Speaker twice. He was
         a Federalist U.S. senator from 1802 to 1807, and he voted, along with all but one
         New England senator, against Jefferson’s Louisiana Purchase. When he returned to New
         Hampshire he served in the state senate, followed by his terms as a Jefferson Republican
         governor. He undoubtedly met the general when they served in the legislature, if he
         had not known him before. They both were members of the State Constitutional Convention.
         There were also family ties: Plumer’s sister Hannah married the general’s brother
         Daniel in 1790, and his brother Samuel married the general’s sister, Elizabeth Cilley,
         in 1791.
      

      
      Plumer wrote about the general as follows:

      
         He was a man of good judgment, a lively imagination, and of great decision of character.
            His passions were strong and irritable, his expressions quick and hasty: but he was
            humane and tender hearted. He was on all occasions open, frank, and explicit in avowing
            his sentiments; there was no vice he so much abhorred and detested as hypocrisy. His
            passions were too strong to be deceitful; he despised and condemned the artful cool,
            designing knave. He was manly and liberal—incapable of meanness: and his manners were
            not those of a courtier, they were easy, plain, and correct. His friendship was sincere
            and ardent; and his prejudices, for he had them, were the effort of strong passions
            and not of a depraved heart.
         

      

      General Cilley was also described as a man who could work with people on both sides
         of an issue and who could facilitate compromise. He judged a man by his capabilities
         over political ideology; even if a man were a Federalist, the general would support
         him for public office if he believed the man was the better-qualified candidate. He
         spoke his mind and did not back down from what he believed to be important. He was
         devoted to his land and diligently worked to acquire more, and by the time of his
         death he passed on a sizeable inheritance, most of which went to his oldest son, Bradbury.
      

      
      While Cilley throughout the war was an ardent supporter and admirer of Washington,
         he found himself disagreeing with the new president’s politics and policies. Right
         from the beginning of the American experiment in self-rule, there was a decided difference
         of opinion regarding the direction the country should take and the roles and responsibilities
         of the new federal government. While rejecting the notion of political parties, which
         were believed to be too British and only for the selfish, unofficial opposition or
         factions were begrudgingly tolerated.
      

      
      From the beginning and through the ratification of the Constitution in 1789, there
         remained significant differences of opinion about the relationship between the federal
         government and the states. The Constitution left this relationship ambiguous, thus
         opening the door to political disagreement. Cilley advocated for the common man and
         opposed a strong federal government, fearing, as did many others, that it would lead
         to an English-style monarchy, thus relegating second-class status on the average citizen,
         who would then likely carry an unfair tax burden.
      

      
      Cilley was a fervent supporter of Thomas Jefferson and James Madison’s republican
         concept of government, which advocated giving more power to the states and the concepts
         espoused in the Declaration of Independence: a government of the people, by the people,
         for the people. The responsibility of those who served in public office was to “protect
         citizens’ political freedom and legal equality from any concentration of public or
         private power, and especially from law-granted privileges that gave advantage to some
         to the disadvantage of others.”
      

      
      When John Adams bested Jefferson for the right to succeed Washington as president
         in 1796, Cilley was disappointed and found himself continuing to disagree with what
         he believed was the pro-British course the government was taking. He was, however,
         in the minority in New Hampshire, as well as in Federalist New England, which had
         given all its electoral votes to Adams. In New Hampshire throughout the 1790s a Federalist
         governor had been regularly elected, never receiving less than 70 percent of the vote.
         Regrettably, Cilley did not live to see Jefferson elected president in 1800 and the
         Jeffersonians moving to the forefront both nationally and in New Hampshire.
      

      
      Religion was not a significant factor in the lives of most of those on the Square,
         nor was it with the Cilley family. As the early settlers of New England came to the
         colonies in pursuit of religious freedom, those who later moved to New Hampshire came
         there in part to get away from the religious orthodoxy of old New England. Leon Williams,
         who grew up on the Square in the late 1800s and subsequently became a minister, wrote
         in his Nottingham history, A New Hampshire Hilltop, that those who came did so not “for conscience sake” but for secular reasons, most
         notably to make money. There were a number of different religions on the Square, and
         they coexisted without major controversy, and shared the meeting house. Williams lamented
         that “the godlessness of New Hampshire, of which we are so often reminded, is no new
         condition. It has been evident from the beginning, though never drifting to hapless
         immorality.” General Cilley was not a church-going man. “His religion consisted more
         in practice of the moral and social virtues, than the articles of faith, the observance
         of ceremonials, or in attending the preaching clergy.”
      

      
       The general’s thinking toward churches and religion carried over into succeeding
         generations. The Universalist church appears to have been the religious orientation
         preferred by Cilley family members. In 1827, a New Hampshire newspaper reported that
         Bradbury and his brother Daniel Cilley founded a Universalist Society in nearby Epsom.
         Universalists had little interest in salvation, tending to focus on service to the
         community. While Jonathan never mentioned in any of his letters any affiliation with
         a specific church, there was a reference in a newspaper at the time of his death that
         he told a woman he spoke to before the duel that he was a Universalist.
      

      
      The man now known as General Cilley died in 1799 at the age of sixty-five, after a
         brief illness, three years before his grandson Jonathan’s birth. Jonathan therefore
         would never know his famous grandfather, but he knew his grandmother. Many of the
         men, including Cutting Cilley, Bartlett, and Butler, who fought in the war, were still
         in Nottingham during Jonathan’s childhood years, and he would undoubtedly have heard
         on many occasions the tales of the great war for American independence and the heroic
         stories regarding his grandfather.
      

      
      
   
      Chapter 2

      The Formative Years: 
Life on the Square
      

      
         
         
         
      

      
      At the time Jonathan was born in July 1802, Thomas Jefferson was in the second year
         of his presidency, with Nottingham, New Hampshire’s Henry Dearborn serving as secretary
         of war, but Federalists were still in control of the New Hampshire State House. It
         was a time of relative peace; war with France had been averted at the end of the Adams
         administration, but significant issues still existed with England and Napoleon’s France
         around America’s unimpeded access to the oceans, with both countries continuing to
         interfere with America’s overseas commerce. On the Square, the sons of General Cilley
         continued to work their land and produce children. Twenty-year-old Greenleaf had married
         fifteen-year-old Jane Neally in May 1787. Jane’s father Joseph, also from Nottingham,
         had served as an officer during the recent war. Greenleaf and Jane Cilley already
         had five children before Jonathan arrived: Susanna was born in 1788, Joseph in 1791,
         Greenleaf Jr. in 1793, Fredrick in 1796, and Sarah in 1799. After Jonathan became
         part of the family, the last member of the family, Elizabeth, was born in 1804.
      

      
      Little is known about Jonathan’s father, Greenleaf. He owned land that he inherited
         from his father, which he and his sons worked to sustain his large family. He did,
         from time to time, hold some town offices and was a major in the state militia. Jonathan’s
         time with his father was tragically brief, for Greenleaf died when Jonathan was five
         or six years old. Unlike present-day health care, medical knowledge and treatments
         were limited and unsophisticated, and any illness could quickly prove fatal. Life
         expectancy was much shorter, and premature death from sickness or injury was much
         more prevalent then it is today. The loss of family members would not be an unusual
         occurrence; however, it was surely not something for which a young child would be
         prepared. It is not known what caused Greenleaf’s death, or whether it was sudden
         or lingering or from illness or accident. In any case, the loss of a father was surely
         a painful experience for a young child who could not truly understand death but only
         know that Dad would no longer be at home. That same year Jonathan had to cope with
         a second loss, when his Grandmother Cilley also died. Fortunately for Jonathan, he
         had a large family support system to help him cope with these losses.
      

      
      The loss of his father would have brought major changes in Jonathan’s life. It could
         be assumed that Greenleaf had sustained the family (with the help of his sons) through
         farming and working his land. With him gone, there would have been a decrease in financial
         resources and the need to be more dependent on others. It is likely that Uncle Bradbury
         and Uncle Jacob, who also resided in Nottingham and had more substantial assets, made
         sure the family did not suffer. At the core of Jonathan’s support was his mother,
         who by all accounts provided a strong and consistent foundation for the family. His
         six siblings also included three older brothers to look up to, providing him with
         male role models.
      

      
      In the same year that Jonathan’s father died, James Madison, who had been Jefferson’s
         secretary of state, followed Jefferson as president. While Jefferson got New Hampshire’s
         electoral votes in 1804, Madison was not popular in New England, and Charles C. Pinckney
         of South Carolina received all the New England electoral votes. By the time the 1812
         election came around, Congress had authorized war with England. One of the military
         commanders for Madison was Henry Dearborn. The war was not popular in the predominantly
         Federalist New England, but in New Hampshire the support was divided, with those in
         the interior supportive and those along the coast opposed. The seaport towns of New
         England had been hard hit economically by Jefferson and Madison’s 1807 Embargo Act,
         which prohibited trade with England and France and came as a response to British plundering
         of American vessels. The ship owners believed that a war would make matters worse
         for their business and preferred to take their chances on the open sea.
      

      
      In October 1811, twenty-year-old brother Joseph enlisted in the state militia with
         the rank of ensign. Also in 1811, three years after Jonathan lost his father, tragedy
         again struck the Cilley family when eighteen-year-old Greenleaf Jr. died. The cause
         of his death is unknown, but most likely resulted from illness, an all too common
         occurrence in the days before the discovery of antibiotics. When war with England
         was declared in the summer of 1812, Republican Governor Plumer sent the New Hampshire
         militia off to war. Eight-year-old Jonathan watched his brother Joseph leave home,
         likely not fully realizing the risks involved, and still coping with the loss of Greenleaf.
         With Joseph responding to the call of battle and following the family commitment to
         military service, sixteen-year-old Fredrick and young Jonathan were left to carry
         on the male role in the family. In addition to schooling, Jonathan had to assume a
         larger share of the responsibility for the traditionally male functions within the
         household. At the center and undoubtedly the bedrock of the family was their mother
         Jane. It would be unimaginable that her children, so often touched by loss, could
         have persevered without this woman at the head of the household, whose resilience,
         courage, and guidance held the family together and allowed them to forge ahead in
         life.
      

      
      In the regular army Joseph started as an ensign, and he fought in a number of major
         battles, ending the war as a captain. In 1814, reminiscent of his grandfather’s action
         thirty-seven years earlier at Saratoga during the Battle of Lundy Lane, the young
         captain led a successful charge against British cannons, but while holding their new
         position Joseph took a musket ball in the thigh that left him with permanent damage
         and lameness. This injury, however, did not end his service, and he unfortunately
         later lost an eye at Detroit when a powder magazine exploded. He came home an acknowledged
         hero in the tradition of the other military men who originated from Nottingham, but
         with some disabilities that would plague him for the rest of his life. After the war
         Joseph continued in the army until 1816, but before he returned home death once more
         rocked the family when Fredrick died at age nineteen, most likely from some type of
         illness. After his return home, Joseph served in the state militia and then as an
         aide to Governor Benjamin Pierce (Franklin Pierce’s father), finishing his military
         career with the rank of colonel.
      

      
      Involvement in the political life of New Hampshire was a family tradition, if not
         an expectation. In addition to General Cilley’s time in the state legislature, his
         sons also served in the New Hampshire House of Representatives. Daniel, who was a
         Republican, served in 1805, while brother Jacob served eight terms between 1802 and
         1813, likely as a Federalist. It is also probable that they, as well as other Cilleys,
         ran for office and did not win. Right after Mr. Madison’s war began in 1812, elections
         were held. Madison was seeking reelection, and his Federalist opponent was DeWitt
         Clinton from New York. In New Hampshire, the main issue was the war, and the newspapers
         pitted the war party against the peace party. Jonathan’s Uncle Bradbury was part of
         a Federalist peace ticket seeking election to the U.S. House of Representatives. Madison
         won the presidential election, but the only New England support came from Vermont.
         The peace candidates won all the New Hampshire seats in the U.S. House, thus sending
         Bradbury off to Washington, D.C., for terms in both the 13th and the 14th Congresses.
      

      
      In December 1814 New England Federalists sent representatives to Hartford, Connecticut,
         to discuss and formulate a strategy to deal with the war. New Hampshire did not send
         any official delegates because, even though the state had a Federalist governor, he
         was outvoted by his predominantly Democratic-Republican executive council. With the
         line between the rights of the states and the federal government’s responsibility
         and authority continually debated, the option for some who believed the national government’s
         policies were contrary to their interests was to remove their state from the Union,
         and thus a proposal was floated in Hartford that New England should secede from the
         United States. The resolution that came out of the convention did not recommend secession,
         but it did suggest seven new amendments to the U.S. Constitution. Two are of interest
         here. One recommended amendment—with New England frustrated that four of the first
         five presidents came from Virginia—would require that no president could be followed
         by one from the same state. The second new amendment would eliminate the “three-fifths
         rule,” which allowed for representation purposes that each slave be counted as three-fifths
         of a person, thereby inflating the representation in Congress and giving slave-holding
         states an unfair advantage. (This continued to be an issue when Jonathan arrived in
         Washington in 1837.) The resolution’s timing was inopportune because the treaty to
         end the war was signed on Christmas Eve 1814, and it was overshadowed by General Andrew
         Jackson’s victory in New Orleans on January 8, 1815. The secession discussion at the
         Hartford Convention resulted in the Federalists being labeled traitors in the press,
         spelling the beginning of the end for the Federalist Party.
      

      
      All references to Bradbury’s time in the House suggest that he said very little. He
         was characterized as a “rich conservative patriotic country squire,” an “unobtrusive
         backbencher,” “quiet as a church mouse.” While he undoubtedly took his responsibility
         seriously, he was not known to be a great orator. There are no records of any speeches.
         The voice in the House for New Hampshire came from a young lawyer from Portsmouth
         named Daniel Webster.
      

      
      Webster honed his legal and debating skills in courtroom battles with the most famous
         lawyer in New Hampshire at the time, Jeremiah Mason, who represented New Hampshire
         in the U.S. Senate during Bradbury’s terms in Washington. Webster, who primarily represented
         shipping interests, was a strong advocate of states’ rights and an opponent of Jefferson’s
         embargo and later Madison’s war.
      

      
      During the war New Hampshire returned a Federalist to the Governor’s Office, but by
         1816, with the war over, Plumer was back in office. America, the new member of the
         world community, had demonstrated that it could stand up for itself, and for the first
         time in its history a period of peace and economic prosperity settled over the
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