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. Introduction

Project Description

In recognition of the historical and cultural significance of the Battle of Great
Falls / Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut that occurred on May 19, 1676, the Town of
Montague, with support from the Battlefield Study Advisory Board comprised of
representatives from the Towns of Montague, Greenfield and Gill, and the Narragansett,
Aquinnah Wampanoag, Mohegan, Nipmuc, and Mashpee Wampanoag Tribes, received a
Site Identification and Documentation grant (GA-2287-14-012) from the National Park
Service, American Battlefield Protection Program (NPS ABPP) to conduct a pre-
Inventory Research and Documentation project to identify the likely locations of the King
Philip’s War (1675-1676) Peskeompskut (Turners Falls) Battlefield and associated sites.
The Pre-Inventory Research and Documentation Project is considered the first phase of a
longer term project to conduct a Battlefield Archaeology Survey to identify and recover
battle-related objects from the sites, battles, and actions associated with Peskeompskut
(Turners Falls) Battlefield.

The pre-inventory and documentation project included consultation with the
Native American community associated with Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut and
associated sites, examination and analysis of documentary records and archeological
collections associated with the battle, collection of Tribal and non-tribal (Yankee) oral
histories, military terrain analysis KOCOA) to identify and assess the battlefield terrain
including avenues of approach and withdrawal, key terrain features, battlefield sites and
actions, ancillary sites, and battlefield Study and Core Areas. An additional, although no
less important goal was to engage local officials, landowners, and the interested public in
efforts to locate and protect the battlefield(s) and associated sites. This technical report
summarizes the research, methods, and results of the “Battle of Great Falls /
Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut™ National Park Service American Battlefield Protection
Program (NPS ABPP) grant awarded in July 2014 to the Town of Montague,
Massachusetts.

! The NPS ABPP promotes the preservation of significant historic battlefields associated with wars on
American soil. The purpose of the program is to assist citizens, public and private institutions, and
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The overall goal of the “Battle of Great Falls / Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut”
was the documentation of the May 19, 1676 English assault on the Native village of
Wissantinnewag and the subsequent Native allied attacks on of English forces shortly
after the attack was over. Native soldiers quickly responded to the English attack and
mobilized forces from several nearby communities. The English withdrawal to Hatfield
20 miles south quickly deteriorated into a rout as rumors spread that King Philip was
approaching with 1,000 men at the same time they were counterattacked. In the
disorganized retreat several bands of English became separated and cut off from the main
body. The “Battle of Great Falls / Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut” project chronicled the
actions and events that constitute the Battle of Great Falls (May 19, 1676) beginning with
the event(s) leading up to the English attack on the village of Wissantinnewag-
Peskeompskut and the Native counterattacks on retreating English forces that followed.
This Technical Report includes the following chapters; I. Introduction; Il: Historical
Context; I1l: Research Methods; IV: Results of Historical Research; V: Results of Public
Outreach; VI. Synthesis: Identification of Probable Battlefield Areas; VII: Research
Design: Future Site and Documentation Phase; VIII: Provisional Long Term Protection
Plan; 1X Appendices; X: Works Cited.

The purpose of the grant was to conduct a Pre-Inventory Research and
Documentation project to identify the likely locations of the King Philip’s War (1675-
1676) Peskeompskut (Turners Falls) Battlefield and associated sites which includes, but
is not limited to, the Native American community of Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut.
Researching these battlefield sites included the examination of documentary records and
archeological collections, tribal and non-tribal oral histories, and the use of military
terrain analysis. An additional goal is to engage the local officials, landowners, and the
interested public in efforts to locate and protect the battlefield(s) and associated sites.

governments at all levels in planning, interpreting, and protecting sites where historic battles were fought
on American soil during the armed conflicts that shaped the growth and development of the United States,
in order that present and future generations may learn and gain inspiration from the ground where
Americans made their ultimate sacrifice. The goals of the program are: 1) to protect battlefields and sites
associated with armed conflicts that influenced the course of American history, 2) to encourage and assist
all Americans in planning for the preservation, management, and interpretation of these sites, and 3) to
raise awareness of the importance of preserving battlefields and related sites for future generations.
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The Battle of Great Falls / Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut was one of the most
significant battles of King Philip’s War (1675-1676) as it marked the beginning of the
end of King Philip’s War. The early morning surprise attack on the multi-tribal villages
and encampments at Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut by 150-160 English soldiers and
settlers from the settlements of Hadley, Northampton and Hatfield area effectively ended
nascent peace discussions between the United Colonies (Connecticut, Massachusetts Bay,
and Plymouth) and the Native American tribes fighting the English which included the
Narragansett, Pocumtuck, Nonotuck, Norrotuck, Wampanoag, and Nipmuc. The attack
on the unsuspecting villages gathered at their traditional gathering place at
Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut for fishing and ceremony resulted in the deaths of over
two hundred Native people, mostly women and children. Tribal fishing activities were
disrupted significantly and a portion of their fish stores were lost as well as important
blacksmithing tools and supplies of lead. While the attack was a major blow, particularly
with the loss of fish which was intended to see them through the year, the alliance was
still able to mount major attacks against the English over the next month at Northampton,
Hatfield, and Hadley. Eventually the combined losses of leaders, food and military
supplies, soldiers, and growing dissension on future courses of action forced the alliance
of tribes gathered at the Turners Falls to disband and many returned to the “relative”
safety of their homelands in Wampanoag, Nipmuc, and Narragansett territories. These
communities, and those remaining in the Connecticut valley, were aggressively pursued
by the English for the remainder of the war. In the ensuing months, thousands of Native
people were killed, captured, and enslaved bringing the war to a rapid conclusion a few
months later.

The Mashantucket Pequot Museum and Research Center (MPMRC) conducted
the Pre-Inventory Research and Documentation project through a program of historical
(primary) research, interviews and field visits with knowledgeable individuals, military
and Colonial history research, historical archeological and material culture research, and
military terrain analysis (KOCOA). The resulting information from these sources along
with observations gained through windshield and walkover surveys of the battlefield
were used to identify and map the likely location(s) of the Battle of Great Falls /
Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut and associated sites, Native and Colonial avenues /

routes of approach and retreat, battles and engagements, campsites, and village. This
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information was integrated into a Geographic Information Systems (GIS) database and
battlefield Study (overall battlefield geography) and Core (areas of engagement) defined.
All work was conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for
Archeology and Historic Preservation, and the methods outlined in the National Park
Service American Battlefield Protection Program Battlefield Survey Manuel (2000). All
work was coordinated with the Battlefield Study Advisory Board comprised of
representatives of the Towns of Montague, Gill, and Greenfield, and the Narragansett,
Agquinnah Wampanoag, Mashpee Wampanoag, Nipmuc, and Mohegan Tribes, and any
individuals with expertise in the history and archaeology of the study area.

American Battlefield Protection Program

The American Battlefield Protection Program (ABPP) promotes the preservation
of significant historic battlefields associated with wars on American soil. The purpose of
the program is to assist citizens, public and private institutions, and governments at all
levels in planning, interpreting, and protecting sites where historic battles were fought on
American soil during the armed conflicts that shaped the growth and development of the
United States, in order that present and future generations may learn and gain inspiration
from the ground where Americans made their ultimate sacrifice. The goals of the
program are; 1) to protect battlefields and sites associated with armed conflicts that
influenced American history, 2) to encourage and assist all Americans in planning for the
preservation, management, and interpretation of these sites, and 3) to raise awareness of

the importance of preserving battlefields and related sites for future generations.

Battlefield Surveys

Battlefield surveys are an important aspect of historic preservation as many
significant battlefield sites are destroyed or negatively impacted through ignorance of
their location and significance. Many battlefields might be preserved if the property
owner and community were aware of their existence and informed of the significance of
the battlefield and its contribution to a broader understanding and appreciation of history.
Preserved battlefields and related historic sites can add to a community’s sense of
identify and foster a greater interest in history and preservation efforts. The identification,

documentation (through historical research and battlefield archaeology), and mapping of
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a battlefield’s historic and cultural resources are an essential first step for any battlefield
preservation efforts. The long-term preservation goal of the “Battle of Great Falls /
Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut™” project is to nominate significant battle sites to the
National Register of Historic Places, educate the public on the importance of King
Philip’s War battlefield sites and to develop a long-term historic preservation program for
identified sites.

The first step in battlefield preservation is to locate and delineate the extent of the
site and battlefields, and to assess their integrity. This requires establishing a boundary
around a battlefield and site and integrating all relevant physical (e.g. terrain/topography)
and cultural features (e.g. paths/trails, roads, hilltops, bridges, fords, towns, palisades,
redoubts, etc.) and artifact distributions (e.g. musket balls, brass arrow points, equipment)
into an appropriately scaled topographic base map using GIS. The boundary must be
defensible based on historical and archeological evidence (e.g. documents, field survey,
terrain analysis and archeological surveys) and encompass historic architectural resources
if associated. Three boundaries are created for a battlefield: Study Area, Core Area(s),
and Area(s) of Integrity. Study Areas encompass the tactical context and visual setting of
the battlefield and reflect the historical extent of the battlefield. Study Areas can contain
one or more Core Areas defined as area(s) of direct combat. Areas of Integrity delineate
those portions of a historic battlefield landscape that still convey a sense of the historic
scene and contain material remains (artifacts and features) that are associated with the
battle. Generally Areas of Integrity are not assessed until landowner permissions have
been obtained and the battlefield archeological survey has been completed.

The NPS ABPP has developed an approach to research, document, and map
battlefields that has proven to be highly successful.” These methods were originally
developed for Civil War battlefields and later applied to many Revolutionary War
battlefields. Seventeenth century battlefields such as those of King Philip’s War present
unique challenges for historians and battlefield archeologists to research, survey,
document, and delineate battlefield boundaries given the nature of seventeenth century
sources, the low density and frequency of artifacts associated with seventeenth century

2 American Battlefield Protection Program, Battlefield Survey Manual (Washington, DC: National Park
Service, revised 2007).
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battlefields in North America, and the high frequency and density of non-battle related
objects on a landscape after 350 years of land use activities unrelated to the battle.
Nonetheless, the methods developed for seventeenth century battlefields have proven
very successful and it is anticipated that they will be successful in documenting the Battle
of Great Falls / Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut sites as well.?

Project Scope and Objectives

The overall goal of the Battle of Great Falls / Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut
project was to not only to research the battle and to identify potential sites for future
battlefield archeological surveys, but to place the battle in a broader historical and
cultural context. To that extent the broader history of the war and the region were
incorporated into the historical context of this Technical Report. Analysis of historical
and material materials was an important aspect of this study as was research on the
Native and English communities and individuals involved in the battle. Another
important aspect of historical and material culture research was documenting the nature
of period European and Native American military culture and associated technologies,
the evolution of technologies and tactics, and reconstructing the social-political
organization and kinship relationships of the Native tribes present in the region at the
time of the battle.

The fighting that occurred at the Great Falls on May 9, 1676 involved hundreds of
English and Native soldiers who fought over at least a 30 square mile area [Figure 1].
The battlefield terrain and key terrain features (e.g. fords, White Ash Swamp) over which
much of the combat is believed to have occurred influenced many of the tactical
decisions made by both sides before, during, and after the battle. Primary accounts from
contemporary historians, such as the Reverends Increase Mather and William Hubbard,
English soldiers like sixteen-year old Jonathan Wells or Narragansett soldier
Wenanaquabin, provide important details on the battle including the initial English

attack, and the successful Native counterattacks which routed the English into a panicked

® Kevin McBride, Douglas Currie, David Naumec, Ashley Bissonnette, Noah Fellman, Laurie Pasteryak,
Jacqueline Veninger. “Battle of Mistick Fort Documentation Plan” GA-2255-09-017. Mashantucket, CT:
Mashantucket Pequot Museum and Research Center, 2012.
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retreat. Various accounts document an unorganized English retreat south towards Hadley
on the east side of the Connecticut River and describe close quarter fighting as the
English soldiers broke into small groups in a desperate effort to escape Native attacks.
Many were overrun and ambushed from swamps, and many of the captured English were
tortured to death. After the initial shock of the attack on the village at Wissantinnewag-
Peskeompskut, the Native soldiers from several surrounding communities mobilized and
counterattacked the English shortly after they mounted their horses to begin the retreat. In
sharp contrast to the inexperienced, poorly organized and generally poorly led English,
the counterattacking Native forces were very experienced, well led, and intimately
familiar with the terrain. The Native tactics of ambush at swamps and fords and direct
assaults from the flanks and rear of the retreating English were highly effective against
the inexperienced English soldiers.

An important goal of the “Battle of Great Falls / Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut”
project was to identify and assess the integrity of the battlefield terrain and associated
sites and villages associated with the Great Falls battle according to KOCOA standards,
and evaluate the effects of the landscape on the outcome of the battle. The defining
features from battles actions and sites have been categorized into critical, major and
minor defining features.* The critical defining battles, sites and features were mapped

using Global Positioning System (GPS) and GIS technology.

Study and Core Areas & Areas of Integrity

Defining Study and Core Areas of the battlefield is a critical part of the battlefield
documentation process.” The Study Area of a battlefield is defined as the maximum
delineation of the historical battlefield site and should contain all the terrain and cultural
features related to or contributing to the battle event including where troops maneuvered,
deployed, and fought immediately before, during, and immediately after combat. The
Study Area functions as the tactical context and visual setting of the battlefield. The
natural features and contours visible on relevant USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle maps are

used to outline a study area and include all those locations that directly contributed to the

* See Chapter 111 Research Design, Methods, & Terrain Analysis; KOCOA Analysis; Table 1.
® ABPP, Battlefield Survey Manual. Pp. 28-29.
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development and conclusion of the battle (Figure 1). The study area should include the
following:

e Core Areas of combat

e approach and withdrawal routes of the combatants

e locations of all deployed units of the combatants on the field, even reserves

e preliminary skirmishing if it led directly to the battle, and

e logistical areas of the armies (supply trains, hospitals, ammunition dumps, etc.).

The Study Area is restricted to the immediate flow of battle after one side or the other
has moved to initiate combat. For example, if a unit left its encampment or assembly
area intending to attack the enemy at dawn, it would be appropriate to include these
encampments or areas within the Study Area as the initial position of the attacking force
(e.g. assembly point west of Falls Brook just before the battle). The route of the previous
day's march to reach these encampments or assembly points would not be included,
although the selection of the avenue of approach of attacking forces may have been a
tactical decision that would play a role in understanding the broader battlefield. The
Study Area ends where the armies disengaged, although in the case of the Peskeompskut
battlefield that may be difficult to determine. Forces may have disengaged under orders,
because of darkness or adverse weather conditions, pursuit of a retreating force halted by
a rear guard action, or because one force accomplished its objective and chose not to
pursue its retreating foe.

The Core Area of a battlefield is the area of direct combat and includes those
places where the opposing forces engaged and incurred casualties such as the
Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut village, Native attack on the English assembly/horse tie
down area, and Native ambushes along the White Ash Swamp. The Core Area(s) must
fall fully within the Study Area. The natural features and contours on the USGS 7 %
minute quadrant help to define areas of confrontation, conflict, and casualties. Natural
barriers, such as rivers, creeks, swamps, hills and ridges often restrained the movement of
the combatants, providing a natural landscape or topographical boundary for the
battlefield Study.

Generally Study Areas can be reasonably well defined for Revolutionary and
Civil War battlefields based on better documentation and maps compared to King

Philip’s War battlefields. No known period maps document the Battle of Great Falls /
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Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut or any other action that occurred during King Philip’s
War and period descriptions of battle locations are often conflicting and ambiguous.

Areas of Integrity delineate those portions of the historic battlefield landscape that
still convey a sense of the historic scene (retain visual and physical integrity) and can still
be preserved (at least in part). Any parts of the study and core areas that have been
impacted or otherwise compromised by modern development, erosion or other
destructive forces, and can no longer provide a feeling of the historic setting are excluded
from areas of integrity. Although impacted to some degree, the Core Areas identified for
the Battle of Great Falls / Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut still convey a sense of the
historic landscape. Even battlefields located in suburban areas such as the Riverside
District may still retain a degree of integrity and significance if battle-related artifacts and
other archeological information (e.g. campfires, ditches, etc.) can be recovered or
observed in undisturbed contexts. In such instances the presence of houses may affect
the feeling of the historic setting but information may still be present that will contribute
to the archeological significance of the battlefield.

The Battle of Great Falls / Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut still retains physical elements
that convey a sense of the landscape at the time of the battle. Since 1676 houses, roads,
dams, and industrial sites have impacted portions of the battlefield but there are many
areas of the battlefield that still retain sufficiently intact, such as battlefield terrain and
key terrain features to give one a sense of the seventeenth century battlefield. For
example, although the Riverside District where the attack on the Wissantinnewag-
Peskeompskut village took place has been visually and archeological impacted by
residential development, the area still retains a moderate degree of visual and
archeological integrity. The rising hill behind the village, and where the English attack
originated from still retains geographic and topographic integrity sufficient to convey the
setting for the avenue of attack taken by the English and the setting for the village below.
In addition, earlier archeological investigations in the Riverside District area have

demonstrated that intact archeological deposits still exist some dating back 8,000 years.
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Figure 1. Battle of Great Falls / Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut: Study and Core Areas,
Ancillary Sites and Key Terrain Features
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Surprisingly, suburban areas always retain a fairly high percentage of undisturbed
terrain, sometimes as much as 50-60% as demonstrated by the archeological surveys of
the Battlefields of Mistick Fort (1637) and Saybrook Fort (1636-1637).° The most
significant impacts to a seventeenth century New England battlefield are often those
associated with 350 years of land use activity after the battle. Post-battle artifacts can
include stone walls, quarry pits, modern bullets, horse and ox shoes, quarry tools such as
feathers and plugs, chain links, and personal items such as coins, buttons and harmonicas.
These activities resulted in thousands of objects deposited on the battlefield landscape,
and made the identification of battle and non-battle related objects more challenging;
however they do not significantly affect the integrity of the battlefield.

Preliminary Statement of Significance of the Battle of Great Falls: Evaluation under
National Register Criteria of A and D.

The National Register is the nation's inventory of historic places and the national
repository of documentation on the variety of historic property types, significance,
abundance, condition, ownership, needs, and other information. It is the beginning of a
national census of historic properties. The National Register Criteria for Evaluation
define the scope of the National Register of Historic Places; they identify the range of
resources and kinds of significance that will qualify properties for listing in the National
Register. The Criteria are written broadly to recognize the wide variety of historic
properties associated with our prehistory and history. Decisions concerning the
significance, historic integrity, documentation, and treatment of properties can be made
reliably only when the resource is evaluated within its historic context. The historic
context serves as the framework within which the National Register Criteria are applied
to specific properties or property types.

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archeology,
engineering, and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that
possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and

association: Criterion A: That are associated with events that have made a significant

® See: McBride, et. al. Mistick Fort: Documentation Plan 2012.
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contribution to the broad patterns of our history; Criterion B: That are associated with the
lives of persons significant in our past; Criterion C: That embody the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent the work of a
master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; Criterion D:
That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.

Under Criterion A, the Battle of Great Falls / Wissantinnewag- is significant in
the overall conduct of King Philip’s War because it marked the beginning of the end of
the tribal alliance and organized resistance to the Colonists in the middle Connecticut
River Valley. The broader Colonial campaign against the Native people in the middle
Connecticut Valley is also significant as a demonstration of the English forces’ acquired
mastery of military tactics, including the use of combined English and Indian forces and
mounted troops, which enabled them to reverse earlier losses and bring the war to a
successful close.

The battlefield also possesses significance under Criterion D for its potential to
further elucidate the nature of the battle, and the evolution of the tactics and materiel of
King Philip’s War. In addition, further archaeology has the potential to yield significant
information on evolving Native strategy and tactics during the war and particularly in the
Connecticut Valley. Further archeological and historical research can elucidate the
particular role Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut played as a place of habitation,

agriculture, ceremony and refuge.

1. Historic Context

Brief History of King Philip’s War

King Philip’s War Begins — June 1675 through April 1676

King Philip’s War (June 1675 — August 1676) was an armed conflict between dozens of

Native American tribes and bands who inhabited (and still do) present-day southern New
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England fighting against the United Colonies of Connecticut, Massachusetts Bay, and
Plymouth.” Dozens of frontier towns in central Massachusetts and the Connecticut
Valley were attacked and burned during the war as were settlements in Providence
Plantations, Plymouth Colony and eastern Massachusetts. Colonial authorities estimated
that 600 English were killed and 1,200 houses burned during the war. A minimum of
3,000 Native men, women, and children were battle casualties, and thousands more died
from battle, disease, starvation, and exposure or were sold into slavery. The conflict is
often referred to as the deadliest in American history based on English and Native
civilian and military casualties relative to population.®

English-allied Native tribes of the various colonies played a significant role in the
war including the Mohegan, Pequot, Tunxis, and Western Niantic of Connecticut and
Christian Indians groups in Massachusetts and Plymouth. The war is named after the
Pokanoket sachem Metacom, known to the English as "King Philip" as the war began in
Plymouth Colony, homeland of the Pokanoket.

King Philip’s War began on June 25, 1675 when a group of Metacom’s men
attacked and killed several English at Swansea, Massachusetts as a result of rising
tensions between the Pokanoket and Plymouth following the execution of three
Pokanoket men hanged by the English several months earlier.® This action initiated a
sequence of events that engulfed all of New England in a full-scale war within six
months. Once Metacom and his followers escaped English forces at Mount Hope and fled
to central Massachusetts in late August, the Nipmuc of central Massachusetts and
northeastern Connecticut as well as the Pocumtuck and other tribes of the middle

Connecticut Valley joined the war against the English.

" King Philip’s War has also been referred to as the First Indian War, Metacom’s War, or Metacom’s
Rebellion. Most recently, Major Jason Warren has referred to the conflict as the Great Narragansett War in
his book Connecticut Unscathed: Victory in the Great Narragansett War (2014). The Nolumbeka Project, a
501©(3) non-profit organization dedicated to the preservation of the history of Native Americans/American
Indians of New England based in Greenfield, Massachusetts. The Nolumbeka Project refers to the war as
the “Second Puritan war of Conquest” (The first being the Pequot War) and believe that it “was not simply
a clash of cultures” but “the results of the actions of and reactions to a very identifiable group of connected
people who had a vision for themselves and their descendants in the Nee world that could not co-exist over
time with the value sand life-ways of the First Peoples of North America.” (Personal Communication).

® Douglas Leach, Flintlock and tomahawk; New England in King Philip’s War. New York, NY:
Macmillan, 1958

% George Madison Bodge, Soldiers in King Philip’s War: Being a Critical Account of that War (Boston,
MA: Rockwell and Churchill Press, 1906. Pp. 25-27
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Through the summer of 1675 until the early winter of 1676 several Wampanoag
bands, Narragansett, Nipmuc, and tribes from the Connecticut Valley, including the
Pocumtuck, Nonotucks, Agawam, Quabaug, Nashaway, Norwottock, and Skokis,
launched dozens of highly successful attacks against English towns throughout
Massachusetts Bay and Plymouth Colony settlements in eastern and central
Massachusetts and along the Connecticut River Valley between Springfield and
Northfield. These attacks forced the English settlements at Northfield (Squakeag) and
Deerfield (Pocumtuck) to be abandoned by September of 1675. In October of 1675,
strategic Native attacks on English corn and grist mills in the area forced Massachusetts
to send soldiers to garrison and fortify the remaining upper river valley settlements of
Springfield, Hatfield, Hadley, and Northampton during the winter of 1675-1676. This
greatly increased the burden on the local population who had to feed and house the
soldiers and complained of overcrowding and shortages in medicine, food and clothing.

During the winter of 1675-1676 English towns experienced severe hunger and
famine, but not nearly to the extent in Native communities. Chronic food shortages,
malnutrition, and consumption of spoiled meat (e.g. decomposed horse legs) led to a
severe deterioration in the overall health of Native communities, widespread dysentery
(“bloody flux”) and a dramatic increase in the number of deaths from battlefield
casualties, exposure to the elements, dysentery and other undefined sicknesses. Although
not documented in Native communities during the war, smallpox may have also led to a
significant number of deaths, particularly within an already weakened population.
Massachusetts Bay soldiers were often coming and going from their communities to the
battlefields and as captives potentially spreading diseases to Native communities. Though
European peoples had some antibodies protecting them against such viruses, smallpox
and influenza became opportunistic diseases (not to mention highly infectious) for all
peoples transmitted with such virulence during this war that much of New England
during the winter of 1676 experienced epidemical situations.”® Native settlements in
Nipmuc Country and the Connecticut Valley were abandoned as Massachusetts Bay and
Connecticut forces employed eco-terror tactics destroying Native cornfields and food

19 Mather, Increase. Diary, March 1675-December 1676 (Cambridge, MA: John Wilson and Son, 1900).
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stores, and kept Native communities on the run to prevent them from gathering and
hunting to “see to it the Indians would likewise face hardships come winter.”*

By the spring of 1676, the war had raged for nearly a year with heavy casualties
on both sides, but the Native coalition was far more successful on the battlefield than
were the English. Even so, the tide of the war began to turn in favor of the English as
they began to aggressively pursue, harass, and attack Native communities throughout the
region; not allowing them to rest, gather food, or plant their fields. Both sides were
exhausted and there was a brief pause in the war as the combatants took time to rest and
resupply. English forces in Connecticut, Massachusetts Bay, and Plymouth refitted their
armies, provided for the defense of their towns, and were preparing for spring offensives
against the enemy. Native communities began gathering in the upper Connecticut River
Valley to find refuge and rest recover from the long winter, develop new strategies, rearm
and refit, plant corn, and gather food supplies, particularly fish for immediate and future

consumption.

VERMONT

— = éA'
¥ f Some Towns, Place Names & Actions
g e King Philip’s War (1675-1676)

1 Daniel Gookin, An historical account of the doings and sufferings of the Christian Indians in New
England, in the years 1675, 1676, 1677 (North Stratford, NH: Ayer Company, 1999). P. 439.
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Figure 2. Selected Towns, Place Names, and Actions of King Philip’s War (1675-1676)

By April the Great Falls area, commonly referred to as or “Peskeompskut” by the
Native peoples of the region and “Deerfield Falls” by some English, had become a center
of a multi-tribal refugee villages and encampments. This immediate area consisted of two
flat plains along the north and south banks of the Connecticut River immediately east of
the falls as well as adjacent hills and terraces. The natural rock dam at Peskeompskut
forms one of the largest water falls along the entire river where anadromous fish such as
shad, alewife, salmon, and eels are easily caught as they make their way upriver to
spawn. Native peoples from all over the region gathered at Peskeompskut for thousands
of years during the spring to take advantage of the tremendous quantities of fish, plant,
renew ties with other communities, and for ritual and ceremony.

The English and the tribes gathered at Peskeompskut were war weary by the early
spring of 1676 and each began to make serious peace overtures. Earlier messages were
exchanged between the Narragansett sachems and the English in late December and early
January, but with little prospect of achieving any lasting results. Seventeenth century
historian William Hubbard reported that on January 12" a messenger came from
Canonicus “desiring the space of a month longer, wherein to issue the treaty, which so
provoked the Commander of our forces, that they resolved to have no more treaties with
the enemy, but prepare to assault them, with God’s assistance, as soon as the season

would permit.”12

Hubbard also reported the “rest of the winter was spent in fruitless
treaties about a peace, both sides being well wearied with the late desperate fight, were
willing to refresh themselves the remaining part of the winter with the short slumber of a
pretended peace at least with a talk or a dream thereof”™ On March 11", the
Commissioners of the United Colonies issued a letter to the respective Colonial
governments stating:

We are well informed that the enemy hath given it out that they keep some
English which they have taken captive in order to their making of peace
and for that end our council have it in consideration to commission two or
more meet persons...to embrace & improve all ...with assurances that
they shall not be remanded by the English so as to be sold for slaves or to

12 william Hubbard, A Narrative of the Troubles with the Indians in New England. Boston, MA: John
Foster, 1675). P. 148.
3 Hubbard, Narrative. P. 145.

20 | GA-2287-14-012 Technical Report



lose their lives...the enemy are far the greatest part of them weary of the
war, as well as the English, only the youngest and their pride and fear of
slavery have propose for a peace...

For their part the Connecticut War Council sent a letter dated March 28" to “the
Indians in hostility against us” proposing a prisoner exchange at Hadley. They also
offered “if the said Indians do desire any treaty with us, and make appear that they have
been wronged by any of the English, we shall endeavor to have that wrong rectified and
hear any propositions that they shall make unto us; and that if any of the sachem have a
desire to treat with us, they shall have liberty to come to us and go away without any
molestation.”™ The letter was carried by a Narragansett man named Towcanchasson,
described as a trusted advisor to Narragansett sachems Pessicus and Quiapan.
Towcanchasson was called upon on a number of occasions in the winter and spring of
1676 to be an intermediary between the English and Narragansett sachems during the
peace process an ambassador/messenger often used by the Narragansett, particularly the
Sunk Squaw Sachem Quiapan, to carry messages back and forth to the English at
Connecticut and Massachusetts. Although not explicitly stated it would appear that at
least the Narragansett and communities from the middle Connecticut Valley were in the
Turner’s Falls are at this time as was King Phillip based on Mary Rowlandson’s account

No immediate reply was forthcoming from the sachems, perhaps because
Connecticut and Massachusetts Bay continued to attack the Narragansett and other tribes
in the Connecticut Valley, as well as Nipmuc and Narragansett territory during this
period. English strategy was to: “put the greatest dread upon the enemy...so also
prudently to embrace and improve all opportunities for obtaining a peace, so that the
enemy with thorough hopelessness of having a case of submission be made desperate in
their designs.”*® Understandably Native leaders were loath to expose their communities
to the uncertainties of an English peace. In early April the Narragansett Sachem
Canonchet, a highly respected leader among Natives and English alike, was killed by

Connecticut Dragoons when he returned to Narragansett Country to retrieve seed corn,

4 Connecticut State Library, Connecticut Archives Series, Colonial War, Series |, 1675-1775. Document
45.

15 public Records of the Colony of Connecticut, Vol. 2. Jonathan Trumbull Ed., P. 435

18 Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:425.
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presumably to plant in the Connecticut Valley. Canonchet’s death was a tremendous
blow to the Narragansett and the alliance. The principal Narragansett Sachem Pessicus
(Sucquance) responded to the Connecticut War Council’s peace proposal in mid-April
and stated that he would gather the other sachems to present Connecticut’s terms and
requested that any Narragansett sachems imprisoned by the English be released.!” On
May 1%, the Connecticut Council sent a message to “Pessicus, Wequaquat, Wanchequit,
Sunggumachoe and the rest of the Indian sachems up the river at Suckquackheage
[Northfield]”

we have received your writing brought by our two messengers and by

Pessicus his messenger [presumably Towcanchasson], and in it we find

no answer to what we proposed, and therefore once again we have sent

these lines lo you, to inform you that, as we sayd before, we are men of

peace, and if they will deliver unto us the English captives that are with

them, either for money or for captives of yours in our hands, to be

returned to them, we shall accept of it so far ; and if they will attend a

meeting at Hadley within these eight days, if the Sachems will come

thither bringing the captives with them as a sign of their real desire of

peace, we shall appoint some to meet them there, and to treat them upon

terms of peace.*®

At this time, it appears that Connecticut was serious about peace negotiations. The
Connecticut War Council instructed Russell and the settlers at Hadley not to take any
aggressive action as “in any onset should be made upon the enemy whilst the captives are
in their hands they will destroy each of them...if they accept a treaty we may send a good
guard to attend the messengers that shall be sent to joyne with such...accordingly to be
improved to best advantage.”™® The council offered to exchange Native prisoners for
English captives and proposed to meet the sachems at Hadley within eight days (May
9).% On May 15", Reverend Russell of Hadley reported to the Connecticut Council that
captive Mary Rowlandson had been released (on May 2) and a Mr. Hoar “brought a letter
subscribed by Philip: The Old queen [(Quiapan] & sundry sachems containing a desire of

peace or rather an overture for a cessation that they might quietly plant at Menden,

Y Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:425

'8 Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:439

19 Connecticut State Library, Connecticut Archives Series, Colonial War, Series |, 1675-1775. Document
67.

2 Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:439
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Groton, Quaboag etc.”** 1In late May it was reported that the “enemie” was planting at
“Quabaug & at Nipsachook, nigh Coweesit: that Philip’s men & the Narraganset are
generally come into these above mentioned places, only Pessicus, one of the chief of the
Narragansett sachems did abide up at Pocomtuck with some few of his men.”? These
letters suggest that with the exception of Pessicus and a few of his men, the Pokanoket,
Nipmuc, and remaining Narragansett may not have been at the Falls, and were certainly
not there shortly after, but were returning to or close to their homelands. We do know that
Narragansett men were present at the Falls Fight, but they may have been Pessicus’ men.
A Native man named “Wenanaquabin of Pawtuxett...confesseth , that he was at the fight
with Capt. Turner, and there lost his gun, and swam over a river to save his life.” John
Wecopeak a Narragansett Indian “saith, that he was at the fight with Capt. Turner, and
run away by reason that shot came as thick as rain...he saw Capt. Turner, and that he was
shot in the thigh, and that he knew it was him, for the said Turner said that was his
name.” %

It is possible that the alliance was beginning to dissolve after the Falls Fight with
each or groups of tribes considering different courses of action, including returning to or
relocating close to their homelands. It is interesting that “Philip: The Old queen
[(Quiapan] & sundry sachems “proposed planting at Menden, Groton, Quaboag etc. in
Nipmuc country not the Connecticut Valley.”** English sources place the Narragansett
Sachem Pessicus at Pocomtuck in late May, and Phillip and Quiapan at Watchusett in
early May. Philip and Quiapan may not have been at the falls fight. English sources also
indicate a developing rift in the alliance in the early spring, with some members of the

alliance wanting to pursue peace and others wanting to continue the war.

2! Connecticut State Library, Connecticut Archives Series, Colonial War, Series I, 1675-1775. Document
71.

22 Connecticut State Library, Connecticut Archives Series, Colonial War, Series I, 1675-1775. Document
80a.

2 John Easton, 4 Narrative of the Causes which led to Philip’s Indian War, of 1675 and 1676, by John
Easton, of Rhode Island. (Alban, NY. J. Munsell, 1858). P. 179.

2 Connecticut State Library, Connecticut Archives Series, Colonial War, Series I, 1675-1775. Document
71.
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Brief History of the Battle of Great Falls / Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut

In April of 1676, Northampton, Hadley, and Hatfield were the northernmost
English frontier towns on the upper Connecticut River. Settlements in Deerfield and
Northfield had been destroyed and abandoned earlier in the war. The Great Falls had
become a gathering spot for Native peoples at war with the English, and the settlements
at Peskeompskut was steadily growing as Native people throughout the region gathered
to rest, resupply and participate in ceremonies and ritual. English settlers in the upriver
towns were gathering intelligence that alerted them to a growing Native presence to the
north at the falls. While Connecticut and Massachusetts Bay authorities were involved in
peace negotiations with various Native leaders, the townspeople of the English
settlements at Northhampton, Hadley and Hatfield were becoming increasingly
concerned with the large body of Native forces massing to the north and the potential
threats this represented.

Around May 13, 1676 Natives soldiers from the Peskeompskut area raided
Hatfield meadows and captured seventy cattle and horses which were driven north to the
north Deerfield meadows for use by the Native communities gathered at Peskeompskut.
This incident enraged English settlers at Hatfield and the other river towns, who had been
urging colonial officials to attack those upriver Native settlements for weeks. Many of the
English in the Hatfield and Hadley communities were refugees from the destroyed
Northfield and Deerfield settlements and harbored a great deal of resentment toward the
tribes gathered at the falls. The deaths of more than 100 English soldiers and settlers in
the upper valley at the area at the hands of the Indian enemy over the previous six months
also contributed to a growing desire on the part of the settlers to attack the Native people
gathered at Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut.

Two days later two English “lads™ taken captive during the earlier raid on
Hatfield, and recently released, informed the settlers and garrison at Hadley about the
whereabouts and disposition of the Natives at Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut. One of the
informants, Thomas Reed, related that the Natives had planted at the Deerfield meadows
and had fenced in the stolen cattle. He also described the Native encampments at the falls
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and estimated that there were around 60-70 warriors there.”® Armed with this new
information the militia committees of the upper river towns gathered garrison soldiers
and settlers form Northampton, Hadley, Hatfield, Springfield and Westfield and prepared
for an attack on the encampments at Peskeompskut.

On May 15, 1676 Reverend John Russell wrote to Secretary John Allyn for the
Council of Connecticut in which he detailed the new intelligence that had been recently
gathered. Russell relayed word of the Mohawk attacks on “enemy” Native forces and of
the Indians gathered in the vicinity of the falls:

They sitt by us secure w™out watch, busy at their harvest worke storing

themselves with food for a yeer to fight against us and we let theme alonge

to take the full advantage that ye selves would afford them by there wise

nor enemy.?

Russell pressed Connecticut to join the upper river towns in an attack against the Natives
gathered at the falls. He informed Allyn that the upper river towns were going to take
immediate action against the Native encampments around Peskeompskut whether
Connecticut was willing to assist or not, and regardless of any ongoing peace
negotiations.”” Perhaps before the Connecticut Council even received the letter from
Russel and Captain Turner, English forces assembled from the various towns at Hatfield
by May 18", Turner’s relatively inexperienced militia force, drawn from townspeople
and garrison troops, counted on the element of surprise and greater numbers of soldiers.
Benjamin Wait and Experience Hinsdale were selected to serve as guides due to their
experience and knowledge of the region.?® Captain William Turner and 160 men, most of
them mounted, left Hatfield at dark on the evening of May 18" anticipating a dawn
surprise attack on the Native encampment at Peskeompskut.”®

The Native encampments at Peskeompskut were located in the vicinity of the

Great Falls with the two main villages located above the falls on the north and south

% CSL, Connecticut Archives, Colonial War, Series 1. P. 71.

?% CSL, Connecticut Archives, Colonial War, Series 1. P. 71.

27 CSL, Connecticut Archives, Colonial War, Series 1. P. 71.

%8 Sylvester Judd, History of Hadley (Springfield, MA: H.R. Hunting & Company, 1905). P. 171; Bodge.
King Philip’s War. P. 245.

2% Estimates on troop strength includes “One hundred and four score” in Mather, A Brief History. P. 49;
“two or three hundred of them” in Hubbard. Troubles with the Indians. P. 86; “One hundred fifty rank and
file” in Bodge. King Philip’s War. P. 245; “About 150 or 160 mounted men” in Judd. History of Hadley. P.
171.
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banks of the river. The English battle plan was likely drawn from intelligence obtained
from Thomas Reed and English scouts who reported there were Native soldiers
encamped on an island in the Connecticut River (present-day Smead’s and perhaps
Rawson’s Island) a little more than a mile south of the falls and at Cheapside guarding
the Deerfield River ford. The English began their march just as night fell on May 18",
Turner’s force traveled north through Hatfield meadows on the road towards Deerfield
staying on the west side of the Connecticut River and remaining east of the Deerfield
River.® It is clear that English commanders chose to avoid the area now known as
“Cheapside” and searched for a point to cross the Deerfield River further to the west. The
20™ century historian George Bodge claimed they crossed the river at the northerly part
of the Deerfield meadow near Sheldon’s Brook.”*" Another possible location was the Red
Rock Ford just west of present-day Deerfield, MA.*

Once Turner’s company forded the Deerfield River they continued north through
Greenfield Meadow along the west bank of the Green River. According to local 19"
century historian George Sheldon, Turner’s command crossed the Green River at the
Green River Ford “at the mouth of Ash-swamp brook to the eastward, skirting the great
swamp.”* In the midst of a thunderstorm, which served to hide their movements from the
Native Sentries at Cheapside, Turner’s command continued eastward on horseback
paralleling the brook and swamp until they came to a high terrace overlooking the Fall
River. The English guides knew they were in close vicinity of the falls and the mounted
troops likely heard the noise of the falls at that distance. The English troops dismounted,
tied their horses to nearby trees and the company crossed the Fall River and ascended a
steep slope to the summit of the broad, flat hill above.3* The English gathered their forces
on the upper slope of the hill which overlooked the village to their south along the north
bank of the Connecticut River. Captain Turner and Lieutenant Holyoke likely made final

preparations for the assault now that they had a rough visual in the early morning hours

¥ Bodge. King Philip’s War. P. 245.

%! Bodge. King Philip’s War. P. 245.

% David Graci, Standing on History: Deerfield — Northampton — Hadley — Hatfield — Northfield —
Springfield & The Valley Indians (West Springfield, MA: Class A Graphics, 2006). P. 6; Personal
correspondence with Suzanne Flynt, Curator, Pocumtuck Valley Memorial Association, September 2015.

% This quote may from an interview, was alive until 1916. Bodge. King Philip’s War. P. 245.

¥ Hubbard. Troubles with the Indians. P. 86.
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of the Native encampment on the northern side of the Great Falls and stretching east for
some unknown distance. The English launched their attack at daybreak.

By all accounts, English forces were able to advance within point-blank range of
the village without being detected. On a given signal English forces opened fire and fell
in with the unsuspecting inhabitants of the village and began to indiscriminately kill all
Native peoples they encountered. As non-combatants (unarmed old men, women, and
children) ran away from English soldiers towards the banks of the Connecticut River
armed Native men tried to engage the English and slow the assault.

Several English accounts describe the panic of the attack and in desperation to
escape from the English how many of the people in the village tried to cross the
Connecticut River either by swimming or by canoe. English soldiers who took up
positions along the shoreline opened fired on the swimmers and paddlers hitting some
and causing others to be swept by the force of the river over the falls. During the attack
English soldiers encountered at least two blacksmith forges, tools, and large bars of lead
which they threw into the river. In addition to the forges and munitions Turner’s soldiers
encountered large stores of dried or smoked fish which they also destroyed on site.*

The English suffered one man killed and two wounded during the assault.*®
Native casualty figures were uncertain at the time but according to Increase Mather
“Some of the Souldiers affirm, that they numbered above one hundred that lay dead upon
the ground, and besides those, others told about an hundred and thirty, who were driven

7
3" Turner’s men rescued

into the River, and there perished, being carried down the Falls.
an English captive who told them that Philip [Metacom] was nearby with a thousand
men. The report was believed by the English and at the same moment it was recived, or
within a few minutes of the report, while they were attacked by Native men from the
village on the south side of the Connecticut River. The coincidence of the report and the
attack spread panic and fear through the English ranks and the retreat quickly turned into

a rout with every man for himself.

¥ 1 ’Estrange. A True Account of the Most Considerable Occurrences. P. 4.
% Mather, A Brief History. P. 49.
%" Mather, A Brief History. P. 49.
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The Indian soldiers encamped on the islands below the falls also responded to the
attack on Peskeompskut by attacking the English on their flanks and setting ambushes in
front of the retreating English along the White Ash Swamp. Native soldiers from the
southern village, Cheapside, and survivors from the Peskeompskut attack began to
converge on Turner’s company whose westerly retreat likely followed their earlier
approach route along either the north or south of White Ash Swamp. The English forces
were attacked from all directions and their command and organization began to break
down turning the retreat an unorganized rout. Native soldiers struck the English from the
cover of White Ash Swamp and from the rear and overwhelmed smaller groups of men
that separated from the larger group. Most of the English soldiers followed Captain
Turner and Holyoke while others followed the guides Benjamin Wait and Experience
Hinsdale who presumably knew the route to the Green River.*® Smaller groups of soldiers
were cut off from the main body in the headlong rush to escape, a few fleeing as far north
as the West Mountain while others tried to make their way westerly along the more
obvious trails. Jonathan Wells attached himself to at least two or three small groups of ten
or twenty men, eventually finding himself with only a single wounded soldier.

Native forces continued to strike English forces as they emerged from the vicinity
of White Ash Swamp along their route to the Green River Ford they crossed a few hours
earlier. In the meantime Native forces could easily anticipate the English route of retreat
and converged at the Green River Ford and ambushed the English as they made their way
through the narrow valley to the Green River Ford. It was at the Green River Ford that
Captain Turner was struck by musket fire as he was crossing the river. A few days after
the fight English forces recovered Captain Turner’s body removed a small distance from
the Green River ford.* Lieutenant Holyoke rallied the remaining soldiers and organized
the remaining men for a disciplined fighting retreat and is credited with preventing the
complete destruction of the remaining English troops. It is unclear how many men were
now under Lieutenant Holyoke’s command but it appears they safely made it to Deerfield

and later Hatfield. Of the 37 or so men reported killed during the retreat, it appears most

% Daniel White Wells and Reuben Field Wells, History of Hatfield, Massachusetts, in three parts
(Springfield, MA: F.C.H. Gibbons, 1910). P. 464.
% Mather, A Brief History. Pp. 49-50.
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were not under Holyoke’s command during the retreat. Other soldiers, alone and in small
groups, made their way south to the Deerfield River only to be intercepted by Native
soldiers.

By May 22" it was clear that Captain Turner’s company had suffered a total of
thirty-eight casualties (killed), including the commanding officer.”® An exact tally of
English wounded cannot be determined but it is likely that a large percentage of the
survivors of Turner’s company, like Jonathan Wells, were wounded in the engagement. It
took some of these wounded men months to recover from their wounds while others died
a year or two later from complications related to their wounds or contracted illnesses.**
Years following the battle, Holyoke and Benjamin Munn die “of a surfeit got at the Falls
Fight.”*?

It is not clear how many Native soldiers and non-combatants lost their lives in the
engagement as accounts vary considerably. Also, like the English casualty figures, there
is no accounting for those who died of their wounds after the attack. Based on the
accounts of two soldiers who appear to have carefully tallied the dead at Peskeompskut,
Reverend Russell estimated that “we Cannot but judge that there were above 200 of them
Slain.”*®
The War Ends: May 1676 - 1677

The Turners Falls attack effectively ended any serious attempts by either side to

pursue peace negotiations for the remainder of the war. Several days after the battle

“0 English Casualty Figures as reported in primary accounts are as follows: “eight or nin[e] and thirty” (38-
39) in CSL, Connecticut Archives, Colonial War, Series 1. P. 74; “two and thirty” (32) in L’Estrange. A
True Account of the Most Considerable Occurrences. P. 4; “about thirty-eight” (38) in Edward Douglas
Leach, Ed., 4 Rhode Islander Reports On King Philip’s War, the Second William Harris Letter of August
1676 (Providence: Rhode Island Historical Society, 1963). P. 80; “thirty and eight” (38) in Mather, A Brief
History. P. 50; “thirty eight” (38) in Hubbard. Troubles with the Indians. P. 85; “Los of 37 men and the
Captin Turner” in Chapin. Chapin Genealogy. P. 4.

' Jonathan Wells was bed-ridden for a full year and by his account it took him up to four years to fully
recover. The Reverand Hope Atherton’s death on June 4, 1677 was blamed in part to the exposure he
suffered while lost in the woods. Wells, History of Hatfield. P. 85, 466.

%2 Everts, L. H. History of the Connecticut Valley in Massachusetts: History of Franklin Country, Vol. I1.
(Philadelphia, PA: Louis H. Everts, 1879). P. 600.

* Native Casualty Figures as reported in primary accounts are as follows: “abov® 200” (200+) in CSL,
Connecticut Archives, Colonial War, Series 1. P. 74; “several hundreds” (200+) in L’Estrange, A New and
Further Narrative. P. 12; “four hundred” (400 ) in L’Estrange. A True Account of the Most Considerable
Occurrences. P. 4; “hundreds” (200+) in Leach. Second William Harris Letter. P. 80; “above one hundred
that lay dead upon the ground...about an hundred and thirty, who were driven into the River” (230+) in”
(38) in Mather, A Brief History. P. 50; “two or three hundred” (200-300) in Hubbard. Troubles with the
Indians. P. 85.
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English scouts reported that the enemy had regrouped and were still encamped at
Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut. Connecticut immediately sent 80 men to Hadley to
strengthen the settlements in the upper valley. The Narragansett communities who were
in the Connecticut Valley began to return to Narragansett Country a few weeks after the
Turners Falls battle in the hopes of recovering stored corn to plant. Believing that the
Narragansett and other tribes were still in the Connecticut Valley, Major Talcott was
issued orders from the Connecticut War Council on May 24™ to assemble an army at
Norwich and “go forth against the Indians at Pocumtuck and those parts.”**

On May 30" Hatfield was attacked by 150 Native men presumably from
Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut. The attack was eventually repulsed but resulted in the
deaths of five Englishmen and three wounded with several houses burned.*”
Connecticut’s forces had not yet arrived and Talcott wrote on May 31 that they could
assist as soon as their supplies and men were replenished.”® The Connecticut troops
arrived in Northampton on June 8" with an army of 450 men, including 100 Mohegan
and Pequot soldiers and spent the next several weeks searching for the enemy. They
rendezvous with 500 Massachusetts Bay soldiers at Hadley on June 16" to conduct joint
operations and seek out the enemy in the upper Connecticut Valley. The combined
Connecticut and Massachusetts Bay expedition was the largest English force sent to the
Connecticut River Valley in the entire war.

Talcott returned to Norwich on June 22™ and reported to the Council that his
forces had scouted both sides of the river above Pocomtuck with no sign of enemy forces.
Talcott reported that his men had been to the:

Falls above Pocomtuck, and scouts being sent up the River on both
sides and on the east side as high as Sucquackheag ; and not
discovering the enemy to be in those parts, but rather they were
retired back towards Watchosuck or into the Nipmuc country; and
that they were under no engagement of farther conjunction with the
Massachusetts forces...*’

* Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:443.
** Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:450.
“® Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:450.
" Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:455.
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On July 2" a force of 300 Connecticut dragoons and 100 Pequot and Mohegan
attacked Narragansett encampment at Nipsachuck (northwest of Providence) killing over
150 people, mostly women and children. Among the dead were the Squaw Sachem
Quaiapan and other important councilors who may have returned to Nipsachuck to pursue
peace negotiations with Massachusetts Bay after they were derailed after the Battle of
Great Falls. Quaiapan was feared and respected by the English as a powerful leader and
someone who could gather the remaining Narragansett to potentially continue the fight
against the English. Her return to Narragansett Country to seek a peace agreement with
Massachusetts Bay affected Connecticut’s plans to claim Narragansett territory by the
doctrine of Right of Conquest and Vacuum Domicilium. Connecticut forces moved east
after the Battle at Nipsachuck and attacked a band of Narragansett led by the
Narragansett sachem Potucke who intended to deliver a peace proposal to Massachusetts
Bay authorities in Boston, likely on behalf of Quaiapan.*®

Connecticut’s attack on Potucke did not sit well with the Massachusetts General
Court who wrote a letter to the Connecticut Council on July 18" chastising them for
undermining the peace process:

You are pleased in a postscript to take notice of an Indean taken by your
forces with the enemy, treating with them, and pretending a commission
from us; which we suppose you intimate as an irregularity in us, and is to
us a matter of admiration, considering your declaration to the Indians of
March 28 under the hand of your secretary. The business of the Indian you
being only to receive from some of the Narragansett sachems (for which
he had only our passé) some proposals of peace, which they had offered to
us at Boston by a messenger of their own; which perhaps had been
effected, had it not been interrupted by the accidental falling in of your
forces, for which we neither blame you nor them, neither see we reason
they should be discouraged thereby or the enemy hardened.*

Massachusetts was being careful not to offend their most important ally, but they
essentially accused Connecticut of undermining Narragansett peace overtures and
intimated Connecticut was acting duplicitous as they had had earlier initiated peace

negotiations with the Narragansett and then abandoned the effort. In any event, Talcott’s

“8 Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:459.
* Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:465.
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attack on Quaiapan’s and Potucke’s bands was certainly fortuitous as Connecticut clearly
wished to eradicate any Narragansett presence in the region.*

The war in southern New England ended when English s