Technical Report

Battle of Great Falls / Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut
(May 19, 1676)

Pre-Inventory Research and Documentation Plan
Department of the Interior,

National Park Service American Battlefield Protection Program
GA-2287-14-012

Dr. Kevin McBride
David Naumec, Ashley Bissonnette & Noah Fellman

April 2016
Mashantucket Pequot Museum & Research Center

This material is based upon work assisted by a grant from the Department of the Interior,
National Park Service. Any opinions, findings and conclusions or recommendations

expressed in this material are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the
Department of the Interior.

1| GA-2287-14-012 Technical Report



Table of Contents

Lo INEFOQUCTION .ot 5
PrOJECT DESCIIPTION ...ttt bbbttt e r e ne e nre s 5
American Battlefield Protection Program ...........cccovvieiiiieie i 9
BattIEfIEld SUINVBYS ... 9
Project SCOPe and ODJECLIVES ......cccvcviiieiiii ettt re e e neas 11
Study and Core Areas & Areas Of INTEGIILY .......coovviiiiiiiie e 12
Preliminary Statement of Significance of the Battle of Great Falls: Evaluation under National
Register Criteria 0f A @Nd D........ccooiiiiiiiiiree s 17

Il. HISTOMIC CONMIEXE ...t 18
Brief History of King Philip’s War ........cccoiiiiiiii e e 18

King Philip’s War Begins — June 1675 through April 1676...........ccccceiviiiiininineneiceee, 18
Brief History of the Battle of Great Falls / Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut ............c.cccccueee.. 25
The War Ends: My 1676 - 1677 .....ccocoviiiiieiieieieeieises st 31
Combatants, WeapONS, TACHICS. ......c.ciiiiiiieieceeie sttt re et sre st et sreenne s 34
English Allied Order of Battle...........c.cooeveiiiiiiiiiiieies Error! Bookmark not defined.

1. RESEArCH METNOGS ... 41
Analysis of Primary and SECONAArY SOUICES. ........ccueiririririerieiesieeeeee st 42
Archival and Archeological COIECTIONS ...........ooiiiiiiiiiie s 45
Terrain Analysis & KOCOA EVAlUALION...........ccoviieiiiiee et st 53
LaNd USE RESEAICH ...ttt 58
Visual Inspection & Viewshed ANAIYSIS........cccciviiiiiiicii e 59
Public Meetings and Landholder PErmISSIONS...........ccuoiiiiiiiniieieees e 61
Geographic INfOrmation SYSIEMS ........cciiiiie it sre e 61

IV.  Results of HisStorical RESEAICN..........ccoiiiiiiiieee s 62
Battle Narrative and SEOUENCE .......coveiveeieie ettt sttt sbe e be e resbeeaesresreenneas 62
THMEIING. ..ot bebee ettt bbb 62

V. Synthesis: Identification of Probable Battlefield Areas...........ccoccovvviviviiiveienie i 66
HISTOMICAl SYNTNESIS ... .ot see e 66
Battle of Great Falls Study & COre ATBaS........cciiiiiiiiiriie et 97

R LU0 | AN T SRS 97
(000 =3 N 1= LTRSS 99
KEY TEITAIN FEAIUIES ... .eive e ettt ee e te e re e ste e sneesneesnee s teereenreenrees 104
ANCHIANY STTES ...ttt bbb 106

2| GA-2287-14-012 Technical Report



V1. Research Design: Future Site Identification & Documentation Phase..............ccocovvnenenienns 112

Battlefield ArChEOIOQY .......ccoiieiiieiii e 113
Battlefield Pattern ANAIYSIS........ccv it s 114
Battlefield SUMNVBY ... 117

VII.  Provisional Long-Range Protection Plan ..........cccccoveiiiiiiciciese e 118
VT WOTKS CIEEU. ...ttt 122
Primary SOUICE MaterialS: .........covciiiiiicii et ae s 122
Secondary SOUrCe MAtErTalS: ..........uoiiiiirieie e 123
AppendiX | — Primary SOUICE EXCEIPLS ....cuiiieiiiieiie e ste ettt sre et sne e e 126
Appendix Il — Great Falls KOCOA ANAIYSIS........ccoiiiieiiiieiere e sre e sre e see s 140
APPENTIX T — COMDEEANTS ...ttt 144
Appendix 1V: Timeline of Contextual EVENLS.........c.cccviieiiieic e 148
Appendix V - King Philip’s War Statement — Stockbridge-Munsee Mohican .............cc.cccceevenee 213
Appendix VI — Remembering & Reconnecting: Nipmucs and the Massacre at Great Falls........ 217
Appendix VII — Narragansett STAtEMENT ............coviiiiiiieieieeee e 236
Appendix VIII — Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head Aquinnah Statement..........c.cccccovevevviieinnnn, 239
Appendix IX — Resurrecting an Early Landscape - Thomas Report..........ccccccevviniiiicneneniennns 264
Appendix X: Results of PUDIIC OULIEACK ..........ccceciiiiiicic e e 316

Tables and Figures

Table 1. Critical DefiniNg FEATUIES..........cociiiiiiiiieiee e 54
Table 2. Battlefield EVents TIMeliNe .........ccccooiviiiiieee e 63
Table 3: Critical Defining Features. Battle of Great Falls ...........cccccovovevvniiieiinine. 108
Figure 1 Battle of Great Falls / Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut: Study and Core Areas,

Ancillary Sites and Key Terrain FEatUIES ...........coeiieieeieiie e 15
Figure 2 Battle-Related ODJECTS.........coiiiiiiiriiieieiee s 16

Figure 3 Selected Towns, Place Names, and Actions of King Philip’s War (1675-1676) 21
Figure 4 Carnagie Public Library collection. [Clockwise from top left] Impacted Musket
balls, Cuprous Ring, English gunflint, Local objects on display.........c.ccccccvrvvrrivirnrnnnnn. 47
Figure 5 Pocumtuck Valley Memorial Association collection. A vile reported to contain
“Gun Powder taken from the old carbine found by James Porter, June 1896, four feet

below the surface in a swamp on Lincoln Street in Greenfield.” .................ccccovvvnnnunn. 48
Figure 6 King War Club housed at the Fenimore Art Museum, Cooperstown, New York.
........................................................................................................................................... 49

Figure 7 Artifacts from the Nolumbuka Project Collection. [Clockwise from Top Left]
Lead Shot; Woodland Period Pottery Sherds; Woodland Period Rim Fragment; Kaolin
PIPE FFAGMENTS ...t bbbttt e bbb 51

3| GA-2287-14-012 Technical Report



Figure 8 Beads (shown to the left) and gun flints shown to the right were recovered from

the Contact-period Bark Wigwam SIte. ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiie e 52
Figure 9 Beads (featured to the left), brass points (featured to the right), Eaglebrook
(O00] | [T ox 1 o] o ARSI 53
Figure 10 Key Terrain FEALUIES ..........cccvveieiieiieeiesee st eseesee e ie e e sre e e e snaesraeeas 56
Figure 11 Key Terrain Features. U.S.G.S. Topographic Map 7 %" Series 1941............. S7
Figure 12 Viewshed Model from the “Cheapside” Key Terrain Feature. Darkened (pink)
areas are not visible from the vantage point of Cheapside. ..........cccccooeveiineninininnnns 60
Figure 13 English Route 0f APPrOach.........c.ccveiiieiieiieiiece e 73
Figure 14 Deerfield FOrd LOCAtIONS. .........ccoouiiiiiieieieiese s 75
Figure 15 English Route of Approach to Falls RIVEr............ccccoveiiiieiiecccc e 77
Figure 16 English Route of Approach to Peskeompskut. ...........ccoovvieiiiininciciiiie 78
Figure 17 English Attack on Peskeompskut Encampment. ..........ccccccevvveveeieiieneciesnennn 80
Figure 18 Native Counterattack and English Retreat. .............cccooovviiiiiiciiinciiis 86
Figure 19 Native Counterattack at White Ash Swamp..........cccooeviviiiiiecie i, 89
Figure 20 Native Counterattack at the Green River FOrd. ..........ccoocooviiiininciciincnn, 92
Figure 21 Study and COre AFEaS. .......cccueiuveieiieeieeiesie st este et eseeste e e sre e sreesteaaesreennas 98
Figure 22 Peskeompskut Village Core Area. ........cceoveveieieieniniseeeeee s 99
Figure 23 English Assembly Point COre Ara .........cccvevveieeieiieiiese e 101
Figure 24 White ASh SWampP COIe ABaL ......ccviiiieieieiiere e 102
Figure 25 Green River FOrd COre Ar€a........cccociveiveiieiieieesie e 103
Figure 26 MPMRC Battlefield Archeology Exhibit at the 2" Annual Pocumtuck
Homeland Festival, Montague, MA — August 1, 2015.........cccccceiieeiiiieieere e 317
Figure 27 Examples of private object and lithic collections brought to the MPMRC Table
at the Pocumtuck Homeland Festival, August 1, 2015. ........cccccoviieiievecce e 318
Figure 28 Iron blade fragment identified a most likely the remains of a Model 1841 or
Model 1855 Rifle Saber BaYOnet. ..........ccccoiveiiiieiicie e 318
Figure 30 Battlefields of King Philip’s War website screenshot, October 1, 2015 ........ 320

4 | GA-2287-14-012 Technical Report



l. Introduction

Project Description

In recognition of the historical and cultural significance of the Battle of Great
Falls / Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut that occurred on May 19, 1676, the Town of
Montague, with support of the Historical Commissioners from the Towns of Deerfield,
Gill, Greenfield, Montague, and Northfield along with the Narragansett, Nipmuc,
Stockbridge-Munsee Mohican, and Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head Aquinnah tribes
received a Site lIdentification 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 Wissatinnewag-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 /
Wissatinnewag-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 Site Identification and Documentation grant was the
documentation of the May 19, 1676 English assault on the Native village of
Wissatinnewag and the subsequent Native allied attacks on 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 / Wissatinnewag-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 Wissatinnewag-
Peskeompskut and through the Native counterattacks on retreating English forces that
followed.

An important objective 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 Wissatinnewag-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 engagement of the local officials, landowners, and
the interested public in efforts to locate and protect the battlefield(s) and associated sites.

The Battle of Great Falls / Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut was one of the most
significant battles of King Philip’s War (1675-1676) as it marked the beginning of the
end of the War. The early morning surprise attack on the multi-tribal villages and
encampments at Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut by 150-160 English soldiers and settlers

from Hadley, Northampton and Hatfield areas effectively ended nascent peace

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.

6 | GA-2287-14-012 Technical Report



discussions between the United Colonies (Connecticut, Massachusetts Bay, and Plimoth)
and the Native American tribes fighting the English and the Narragansett, Pocumtuck,
Nonotuck, Norrotuck, Wampanoag, and Nipmuc. The attack on the unsuspecting villages
at their traditional gathering place at Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut for fishing and
ceremony resulted in the deaths of over two hundred Native people, mostly women and
children. Tribal fishing activities were significantly disrupted and a portion of their fish
stores were lost as were 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 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 /
Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut and associated sites, Native and Colonial avenues / routes
of approach and retreat, battles and engagements, campsites, and village. This
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
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representatives of the Towns of Montague, Gill, and Greenfield, and the Narragansett,
Aquinnah Wampanoag, Mashpee Wampanoag, Nipmuc, and Mohegan Tribes, and any
individuals with expertise in the history and archaeology of the study area. The authors of
this report include Kevin McBride as Project Director, Ashley Bissonnette as Senior
Researcher, David Naumec as Senior Historian and Noah Fellman as GIS, map and
technical expert and interpretive archaeologist.

Ashley Bissonnette is a Senior Researcher, Mashantucket Pequot Museum &
Research Center. She holds a B.A. in Anthropology from the University of Connecticut,
Masters of Public Health from Southern Connecticut State University, and is currently a
Doctoral Candidate at Salve Regina University. Her research with Battlefields of the
Pequot War and King Philip’s War includes the literary analysis and historiography of
primary and secondary sources.

Noah Fellman holds a Bachelor of Arts in Geography from Clark University and
is a Senior Archaeologist at the Mashantucket Pequot Museum and research center. He
has extensive experience in GIS applications and KOCOA analysis and has worked on a
number of battlefield projects.

Kevin McBride is Associate Professor of Anthropology at the University of
Connecticut and Director of Research at the Mashantucket Pequot Museum and Research
Center. He has served as Principal Investigator on a number of Seventeenth Century
Battlefield Archaeology projects associated with the Pequot and King Philip’s War.

David J. Naumec is the Senior Historian and Staff Archaeologist for the
Mashantucket Pequot Museum’s American Battlefield Protection Program projects. He
holds a B.A in Public History Administration from the University of Connected and has
completed a Master’s Degree in History & Museum Studies from Tufts University. Mr.
Naumec specializes in Connecticut History, Early American History, and American
Military History. He is currently a doctoral candidate at Clark University in Worcester,

Massachusetts where he studies Race and Ethnicity in Early American History.
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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
a battlefield’s historic and cultural resources are an essential first step for any battlefield
preservation efforts. The long-term preservation goals of the “Battle of Great Falls /
Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut” project are 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 battlefield
boundary and integrating cultural features (e.g. paths/trails, roads, hilltops, bridges, fords,

towns, palisades, redoubts, etc.), and artifact distributions (e.g. musket balls, brass arrow
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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
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 / Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut sites as well.?

2 American Battlefield Protection Program, Battlefield Survey Manual (Washington, DC: National Park
Service, revised 2007).

® 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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Project Scope and Objectives

The overall goal of the Battle of Great Falls / Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut
project was 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 aim the broader history of the war and the region were
incorporated into the historical context of this Technical Report. Analysis of historical
materials was an important aspect of this study, as was research on the Native and
English communities and individuals involved in the battle. Other important aspects 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
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 Wissatinnewag-
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
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assaults from the flanks and rear of the retreating English were highly effective against
the inexperienced soldiers.

An important objective of the “Battle of Great Falls / Wissatinnewag-
Peskeompskut” project was to identify and assess the integrity of the battlefield terrain
and 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 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

* See Chapter 111 Research Design, Methods, & Terrain Analysis; KOCOA Analysis; Table 1.
® ABPP, Battlefield Survey Manual. Pp. 28-29.
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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
Wissatinnewag-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 as compared to King
Philip’s War battlefields. No known period maps document the Battle of Great Falls /
Wissatinnewag-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 / Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut still convey a

sense of the historic landscape. Even battlefields located in suburban areas such as the
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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 / Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut still retains physical
elements that convey a sense of the landscape at the time of the battle. Since 1676, the
introduction of 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
Wissatinnewag-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 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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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.

Figure 2 depicts potential battle-related objects individuals recovered from the
Study and contributed to the delineation of the Study and Core Areas.
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Figure 2 Battle-Related Objects

® See: McBride, et. al. Mistick Fort: Documentation Plan 2012.
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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, material, workmanship, feeling, and
association: Criterion A: That are associated with events that have made a significant
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 / Wissatinnewag- 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
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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 Wissatinnewag-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
England fighting against the United Colonies of Connecticut, Massachusetts Bay, and
Plimoth.” Dozens of frontier towns in central Massachusetts and the Connecticut Valley
were attacked and burned during the war, as were settlements in Providence Plantations,
Plimoth Colony and eastern Massachusetts (Figure 3). Colonial authorities estimated that
600 English were killed and 1,200 houses burned during the conflict. 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

’ 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).
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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 Plimoth. The war is named after the
Pokanoket sachem Metacom, known to the English as "King Philip™ as the war began in
Plimoth 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 Plimoth 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.

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 Sokokis,
launched dozens of highly successful attacks against English towns throughout
Massachusetts Bay Colony and Plimoth 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

® 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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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 May have inadvertently spread sickness and disease
throughout the English and Native communities when they returned home from the field
or as captives. Though European peoples had some antibodies protecting them against
such viruses, smallpox and influenza were opportunistic and highly infectious diseases
which infected thousands of natives and Euro-Americans during the war, particularly
during the winter and spring of 1676.2° Native settlements in Nipmuc Country and the
Connecticut Valley were abandoned as Massachusetts Bay and Connecticut forces
destroyed Native cornfields and food 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 Plimoth refitted their

armies, provided for the defense of their towns, and were prepared for spring offensives

19 Mather, Increase. Diary, March 1675-December 1676 (Cambridge, MA: John Wilson and Son, 1900).
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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against the enemy. Native communities began gathering in the upper Connecticut River
Valley to find refuge and recover from the long winter, develop new strategies, rearm and
refit, plant corn, and gather food supplies, particularly fish for immediate and future

consumption.

fERNVMONT

I'Somo.Towns, Place Names & Actions
f King Philip’s War (1675-1676)

Figure 3 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
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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

13 Hubbard also reported the “rest of the winter was spent in fruitless

would permit.
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
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

12 personal Correspondence, Battle of Great Falls / Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut Native American
Battlefield Study Advisory Board.

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

“ Hubbard, Narrative. P. 145.

15 Connecticut State Library, Connecticut Archives Series, Colonial War, Series |, 1675-1775. Document
45.
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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
who was 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 serve as an intermediary between the English at Connecticut and Massachusetts
and the Narragansett, Wampanoag, and Pocumtuc sachems. Although not explicitly
stated it appears that at least the Narragansett communities from the middle Connecticut
Valley were in Turner’s Falls areas 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 the
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,
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)”

1% pyblic Records of the Colony of Connecticut, Vol. 2. Jonathan Trumbull Ed., P. 435
Y Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:425.
8 Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:425
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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).2! 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,

Groton, Quaboag etc.”?

In 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

9 Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:439

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

! Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:439

22 Connecticut State Library, Connecticut Archives Series, Colonial War, Series |, 1675-1775. Document
71.

2 Connecticut State Library, Connecticut Archives Series, Colonial War, Series I, 1675-1775. Document
80a.
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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.” 24

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.

Brief History of the Battle of Great Falls / Wissatinnewag-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 Northampton, Hadley and Hatfield were becoming increasingly concerned

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.

% Connecticut State Library, Connecticut Archives Series, Colonial War, Series I, 1675-1775. Document
71.
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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 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 Wissatinnewag-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 Wissatinnewag-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
and estimated that there were around 60-70 fighting men.®® 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.?’

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

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

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

%0 Estimates on troop strength include “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.
*! Bodge. King Philip’s War. P. 245.
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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.* 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
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

% 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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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
into the River, and there perished, being carried down the Falls.”® Turner’s men rescued
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 received, or
within a few minutes of the report, 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.

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 into 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

%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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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. Native forces could easily anticipated the English route of retreat, and converged
at the Green River Ford where they ambushed the English as they made their way
through the narrow valley. 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 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, while others died a year or two later

¥ Daniel White Wells and Reuben Field Wells, History of Hatfield, Massachusetts, in three parts
(Springfield, MA: F.C.H. Gibbons, 1910). P. 464.

“0 Mather, A Brief History. Pp. 49-50.

*! 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.
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from complications.*” Years following the battle, Holyoke and Benjamin Munn die “of a
surfeit got at the Falls F ight.”43

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
iIs 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
English scouts reported that the enemy had regrouped and were still encamped at
Wissatinnewag-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
Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut. The attack was eventually repulsed but resulted in the

deaths of five Englishmen and three wounded with several houses burned.*®

%2 Jonathan Wells was bed-ridden for a full year and by his account it took him up to four years to fully
recover. The Reverend 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.

% Everts, L. H. History of the Connecticut Valley in Massachusetts: History of Franklin Country, Vol. II.
(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 I. P. 74; “several hundred” (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.

** Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:443.

“¢ Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:450.
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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
rendezvoused 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. ..*

On July 2" a force of 300 Connecticut dragoons and 100 Pequot and Mohegan
attacked a 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 by 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

*" Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:450.
*8 Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:455.
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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
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 soldiers and their Native
allies killed Metacom at Mount Hope in present-day Bristol, Rhode Island on August 12,
1676. The war continued in northern New England (primarily on the Maine frontier) until
a treaty was signed at Casco Bay in April of 1678. By the time the war had ended,
colonial authorities estimated that 600 English had been killed and 1,200 houses burned.
It is impossible to accurately calculate Native casualties but it is estimated that a
minimum of 3,000 Native men, women, and children were battle casualties, and

thousands more died from disease, starvation, and exposure to the elements, and

* Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:459.
% Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:465.
*! Hubbard, Narratives. P. 96.
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hundreds more were sold into slavery throughout the Atlantic World.>® The conflict is
often referred to as the deadliest in American history based on English and Native

civilian and military casualties relative to population.®

Combatants, Weapons, Tactics

One of the goals of the “Battle of Great Falls / Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut”
project was to understand how the weaponry, tactics, and experience of the combatants
influenced the outcome of the war generally and the Battle of Wissatinnewag-
Peskeompskut in particular. Whenever possible specific English Colonial or Native tribal
affiliations will be used to describe combatants, otherwise English military forces will be
referred to as “English Forces” while Native American groups who allied themselves
with Metacom will be referred to as “Native Forces.” All armed combatants will be
referred to as “soldiers” as it best describes their military status and abilities at the time of
the battle and combatants on both sides are referred to as such in the primary sources.

The exact number of Native combatants engaged in the Battle of Great Falls is
unknown as the figures are based on English estimates and not any true accounting of
fighting men. English intelligence routinely estimated that Native allied forces in the
region were sometimes as high as 1,000 soldiers. One account claimed that Turner’s
command of 160 men “were in number near twice as many as the Enemy” placing the
number of Native solders on the battlefield at around eighty.>* Increase Mather wrote that
Native surrenders claimed that there were 300 casualties inflicted on them at the battle
and that of that number there were 170 “fighting men.”>> This is an extremely high
estimate and not at all consistent with other estimates, including those from English
soldiers who participated in the battle who estimate the total number of casualties at 200.
Thomas Reed, who spent several days as a captive at Peskeompskut estimated that there
were only 60 or 70 fighting men on both sides of the river. His estimates were likely low

and certainly did not include the Native forces at Cheapside and elsewhere.

°2 John Romeyn Brodhead, Ed. Documents Relative to the Colonial History of the State of New York
(Albany, NY: Weed, Parsons, and Company, 1855). Pp. 3:243-244.

>3 Jason W. Warren, Connecticut Unscathed: Victory in the Great Narragansett War 1675-1676 (Norman,
OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 2014). P. 4.

> Mather, A Brief History. P. 49.

% Mather, A Brief History. P. 50.
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Native military tactics and technology had advanced significantly since the
Pequot War (1636-1637) when Native men had just begun to adopt European arms
technology and had only a limited knowledge of English military capabilities. By 1670
Native men had long been equipped with firearms, iron edged weapons, and brass-tipped
arrows. They were not only skilled in the operation, repair, and care of firearms but were
expert marksmen. Native men were very familiar with English military technology and
understood English military training and tactics from years of working and residing in
English communities. Some Native men may have even been enlisted in Massachusetts
Bay trainbands as the General Council ordered that all Native men who either acted as
English servants or resided in English towns were required to attend training days.®

Native people had steadily acquired firearms in increasing numbers by the mid
sixteenth century and were well armed when hostilities commenced in 1675.>" There
appears to have been a buildup of arms and ammunition by many Native communities in
the years leading up to the war. The English observed an “accumulation of powder, shot,
and arrows” by the Wampanoag who claimed that it was “a preparation against the
Mohawks, but actually it was aimed at the English.”*® Native men were not only very
experienced with firearms on the eve of the war, but many communities had blacksmiths
who had the tools and knowledge to maintain and repair firearms.>® Native blacksmiths,
such as those situated at Peskeompskut, made bullet molds and cast lead bar into shot of
various diameters but were not able to make gunpowder. Native forces faced constant
shortages of powder and shot throughout the war. Native allies of the English were either
supplied by Colonial forces or took powder and ammunition from enemies killed on the
battlefield. Enemy forces relied on the Dutch, French or Native middlemen for their
supplies or took them from English soldiers killed on the battlefield.

Both Native Allied and English forces were armed with a wide array of weaponry
with three main categories of firearms—matchlock, wheelock, and flintlock. Of these, the

flintlock firearm was the primary armament for combatants on both sides in King Philip’s

% patrick M. Malone, The Skulking Way of War: Technology and Tactics Among the New England Indians
(Lanham, MD: Madison Books, 1991). Pp. 50, 67-68.

>" Malone, The Skulking Way of War. Pp.48-49.

% |each, Second William Harris Letter. P. 23,

% Malone, The Skulking Way of War. Pp. 69-71.

35| GA-2287-14-012 Technical Report



War. The most common arm used during the Battle of Great Falls / Wissatinnewag-
Peskeompskut was likely the flintlock. Flintlock arms employed an ignition system
consisting of a flint and steel system. With the flintlock arm a pull of the trigger released
a piece of flint screwed tightly between the jaws of the musket hammer snapped forward
to strike the frizzen, or steel, which covered a pan of powder. When the flint hit the
frizzen, a shower of sparks would fall into the now exposed pan which ignited the main
powder charge in the barrel, firing the musket. Of all the musket designs the flintlock
was the most effective and reliable weapon and, consequently, the one which the majority
of English and Native used.®

Native men also used bows and arrows throughout the war either as a weapon of
stealth and surprise, to shoot fire arrows, or because they did not have enough firearms to
arm every Native soldier. From various accounts it appears that most enemy Native
forces had sufficient firearms to arm only one-third to one-half of their forces. Native
arrow points were generally made from brass cut from brass kettles and while they could
easily penetrate English clothing they could not penetrate English buff coats unless fired
at point blank range, and were completely ineffective against armor. Native bows were
most effective at a range of 40 yards to better aim and penetrate the weak spots in English
armor or buff coats. The maximum range of Native bows was 120-150 yards if shot
compass (at an arc) at a 45-degree angle. The bow and arrow may have been carried by
all Native men as a secondary weapon when their supplies of power and shot ran out. A
single example of a southern New England bow survives picked up from the Sudbury
battlefield during King Philip’s War now in the collections of Harvard University. It is
constructed of hickory, is approximately five and a half feet tall, and required about forty
to forty-five pounds of strength to draw and fire.®*

When King Philip’s War began in the spring of 1675 the Pokanoket, Pocumtuck,
Nipmuc, Wampanoag, Narragansett, and other tribes were well armed, munitioned, and

prepared to counter the English advantages in men, armor, and firepower. The Native

% David Blackmore, Arms & Armour of the English Civil Wars (London, UK: Royal Armouries, 1990). Pp.
32-38.

® Harvard Peabody Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology Object Report, PMAE Number 95-20-
10/49340; Karen Ordahl Kupperman, Captain John Smith: A Selected Edition of his Writings (Chapel Hill,
NC; University of North Carolina, 1998). 144
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forces often did so by laying ambushes, striking isolated English settlements, and
launching coordinated, sustained, and innovative assaults on English towns. Native
forces often attacked and laid siege to English towns for short periods of time killing or
capturing any English who did not quickly retreat to the town’s designated fortified
house. Native attacks would routinely result in the destruction of all the structures outside
of any fortifications along with the killing or taking of livestock. They relied on the
element of surprise and would employ tactics designed to separate and overwhelm
English units who could not react quickly enough to the attack. There were also many
instances when Native forces had sufficient men, ammunition, and a tactical advantage to
fight a sustained engagement against English soldiers.®?

Captain Williams Turner assembled a force comprised of settlers and garrison
soldiers from Hatfield (then residing in Hadley), Hadley, Northampton, Springfield, and
Westfield.”® Most of these men, including Turner had little or no combat experience
accompanied by some youths no older than age sixteen. Benjamin Wait and Experience
Hinsdale were selected to serve as guides due to their experience and knowledge of the
region.** Captain William Turner’s command included Lieutenant Samuel Holyoke,
Ensigns Isaiah Toy and John Lyman, Sergeants John Dickinson and Joseph Kellogg,
accompanied by Reverend Hope Atherton.®® When Turner’s Company marched north
from Hatfield on May 18, 1676 it consisted of a 150-180 mounted force of Dragoons
(mounted infantry).%®

By the time of King Philip’s War English colonial militia was largely based on
the old militia system in existence in England. Every able bodied male of military age

was required to be a member of the local militia known as the “trainband.” Officers, not

62 Malone, The Skulking Way of War. Pp. 67-71; Warren. Connecticut Unscathed. Pp. 159-162

% On May 17, 1676 one Soldier Japhet Chapin of Northampton, inscribed in his account book that “I went
out to Volenteare against the ingens the 17" of May, 1676 and we ingaged batel the 19" of May in the
moaning before sunrise and made great Spoil upon the enemy and came off the same day with the, Los of
37 men and the Captin Turner, and came home the 20" of May.” Orange Chapin, The Chapin Genealogy
(Northampton, MA: Metcalf & Company, 1862). P. 4.

® Judd. History of Hadley. P. 171; Bodge. King Philip’s War. P. 245.

% Bodge. King Philip’s War. P. 245.

% Troop estimates include the following: “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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all of whom had prior military experience, were appointed from the local community.
The number of men in an infantry company was usually 70 while Dragoon companies
“troops” (mounted infantry) typically ranged between 40-60 men. Trainbands would
often meet monthly on predetermined “training days” to drill and learn how to effectively
wield their assigned weapons. In Massachusetts Bay two-thirds of men in the trainbands
were trained as musketeers and one third as pikemen. This remained the case until early
in King Philip’s War when colonial military officials quickly realized the ineffectiveness
of pikemen against Native soldiers and began to instruct all their soldiers in the use of the
musket and increasingly adopted mounted troops.®’

English Colonial leadership was well aware of Native methods of warfare and the
limitations of European tactics in the heavily wooded terrain of New England against an
experienced enemy. Some of the English commanders had experience fighting Native
forces during the Pequot War and in a few small scale engagements in the ensuing forty
years. As a result of the overwhelming English victory over the Pequot forty years
earlier, the English increasingly believed in the superiority of their weaponry and tactics
over that of surrounding Native groups and did little to adopt their military training to
fight against a Native enemy. What Colonial leaders did not fully realize was the extent
to which Native men were able to acquire significant amounts of firearms, powder and
shot in the decades before King Philip’s from Dutch, French, and English sources or from
other Native groups, perhaps in anticipation of a conflict with the English. When King
Philip’s War broke out in 1675 the Native enemies of the English were well supplied
with arms and had been fighting constantly against their Native enemies. On the other
hand, English forces were woefully unprepared for woodland fighting against highly
mobile, well-armed, and experienced Native adversaries.

In New England the English were trained to defend against a foreign European
invader (Dutch or French) or a Native attack on their settlements. Local trainbands were
trained and equipped to fight a European style of warfare against a European enemy in
open terrain. When Metacom’s allied bands began to attack English townships in

Plimoth Colony and Massachusetts Bay Colony, the colonial leadership reacted by

%" Bodge, Soldiers of King Philip’s War. Pp. 11-12; Douglas Edward Leach, Flintlock and Tomahawk: New
England in King Philip’s War (New York, NY: Macmillan, 1958). Pp. 11-12.
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sending companies or regiments of foot soldiers and a few Dragoons levied from the
local trainband to relieve the threatened towns. When these same units went to pursue
Metacom they became subject to ambush and were unprepared to fight an enemy who
generally refused to battle on open ground. If the Native forces did fight the English on
open ground it was usually because they had vastly superior numbers and could employ
tactics advantageous to them. The English (primarily soldiers from Massachusetts Bay
and Plimoth) suffered very high casualties in the first months of the war because of their
inexperience.

Following a string of defeats the English began to modify their organization,
weapons, and tactics based on their experiences in the field. When the war began, the
General Court at Boston declared:

Wheras it is found by experience that troopers & pikemen are of little use
in the present war w™ the Indians, now, for the improvement of them to

more or better advantage...all troopers shall forthwith furnish themselves

w" carbines and ammunition...and also be liable to be impressed...to

serve as foot soldiers during the said warrr...and all pikemen are hereby

required forth with to furnish themselves wth fire armes.®®
All pikemen and a large part of the Massachusetts Bay cavalry were to be trained and
deployed as infantry. The Commissioners of the United Colonies adopted a policy in
November 1675 of splitting their armed forces between infantry and mounted troops
consisting of “a Thousand souldiers whereof 500 to be Dragoones or troopers with longe
Armes.”® English commanders quickly learned that mounted units were best suited for a
war against the New England Native forces because of their mobility, and by February
1676 Massachusetts Bay rescinded their earlier orders disbanding mounted units which
they “found by experience to be very serviceable and necessary.”70

The role of the mounted Massachusetts militia who participated in the Battle of
Great Falls / Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut could best be described as Dragoons. A
Dragoon referred to a mounted infantryman trained to travel on horseback but to fight on

foot. The horse allowed units to move quickly within a mile or so of the enemy before

% Nathaniel B. Shurtleff,, ed. Records of the Governor and Company of The Massachusetts Bay in New
England (Boston: William White, 1853). P. V:26.

% David Pulsifer, Ed. Records of the Colony of New Plymouth. Acts of the Commissioners of the United
Colonies of New England (Boston, MA: William White, 1859). P. 11:365.

" Shurtleff. Records of Massachusetts Bay. Pp. V: 70-71.
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they dismounted to engage the enemy on foot. Dragoons were armed with “long armes”
such as a carbine or musket (although they carried pistols and swords as well) and buff
coats were usually substituted for armor.”  As early as 1673, the Connecticut “Grand
Committee for Ordering the Militia” stipulated the following regulations for equipping
Dragoons:

...each dragoone be provided with a good sword and belt, and serviceable

musket or carbine, with a shott powch and powder and bullets, viz: one

pound of powder made into cartiridges fit for his gun, and three pound of

bullets fit for their guns, or pistol bullets; and a horse to expedite their

march.”
Dragoons are universally described as “little more than infantry on horseback” and
dragoon units employed by the army of the Swedish King Gustavus Adolphus were used
“like Horse-men: but they fight on foot.””® In a European battlefield context a dragoon
was a mounted soldier capable of fighting on horseback but who was mounted primarily
to reach the battlefield quickly, and then dismount to fight as a foot soldier.

Native enemy and allied forces were equipped with flintlock muskets, pistols,
bows, short spears, knives, hatchets and powder horns or pouches in which to carry shot
and powder. Native forces were very mobile and not tied to supply lines as their English
adversaries. Native men would carry a few pounds of dried corn meal in the field that
they mixed with water for a quick meal. They could also supplement this meager fare by
hunting, fishing, and gathering wild plants, seeds, and tubers.

Colonial forces carried muskets (primarily flintlocks if they were operating in the
field), as well as swords, hatchets, and knives, and powder horns and pouches. Full
musket calibers, regardless if they were a flintlock, matchlock, snaphaunce, or Wheelock,
usually ranged between .60 and .70 caliber and had four foot barrels. Carbines usually
had a barrel length of between two and three feet and usually ranged between .50 and .60
caliber. Regardless of the ignition system (match, flint, Wheelock) smoothbore weapons
had an effective range of 50-75 yards for shorter barreled weapons and a range of 100-

150 yards for longer barreled weapons. Pistols, with calibers most often between .45 and

™ Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. P. 2:270.

2 Trumbull, Colony of Connecticut. Pp. 2:207-208.

" Richard Brzezinski, The Army of Gustavus Adolphus: Cavalry (Oxford, UK: Osprey Publishing, 1993).
Pp. 14-15.
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-.55 caliber, only had an effective range between 30 and 50 yards. Colonial forces,
particularly dragoons, were very dependent on supply lines if on garrison duty. English
dragoons could carry enough food and supplies for themselves and their horses for about

two weeks, the usual length of time for most military expeditions.

I1l.  Research Methods

The primary objective of the Battle of Great Falls / Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut
Pre-Inventory Research and Documentation Plan will be to identify prospective
battlefield actions and related sites through a synthesis of historical research, land use
history, Native and English oral traditions, and previously collected archeological
material culture. Specific steps involved in this process include:

e Research the battlefield event(s)

e Develop a land-use history

e Develop a list of battlefield defining natural and cultural features

e Conduct a visual reconnaissance of the battlefield

e Locate, document, and photograph features

e Map troop positions and features on a USGS topographic quadrangle
e Define study and core engagement areas for each battlefield

e Assess overall site integrity and threats

The combined information will be used to model the Battle of Great Falls /
Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut Study Area and Core Areas in preparation for a future
battlefield survey.

The research design consists of six tasks, which often occurred simultaneously: 1)
analysis of primary sources to construct a timeline and location(s) of battlefield events
and sites with anticipated archeological signatures; 2) military terrain analysis of the
project area utilizing KOCOA; 3) detailed land use history of both Native and European
occupations before and after the event; 4) a visual inspection_of the prospective core areas
and a view shed analysis of the entire study area; 5) hold regular project update meetings
to keep the public informed and to secure landholder permissions; 6) integrate battlefield
terrain, and historical, and artifact data into Geographical Information Systems (GIS) to

reconstruct battlefield events and sites across time and space.
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Analysis of Primary and Secondary Sources

The first step in the historical research process was to reconstruct a
comprehensive military and cultural history of the Falls Fight battle by identifying the
various primary and secondary accounts that provide information on battlefield events or
sites. Once these accounts were identified they were analyzed to assess the quality,
veracity, relevancy, and significance of the material they contained. Very few primary
sources survive which discuss the fighting but all identified accounts were written at the
time of the battle or shortly after such as court cases later filled with combatant
testimony.” These critical accounts were written by individuals who participated in the
battle or by period historians who may have interviewed battle participants. Although
primary sources are relied upon whenever possible to reconstruct battle events secondary
sources published from the nineteenth century to present were also consulted to better
understand the historiography and historical memory of the event. Secondary source are
also assessed for any local lore, oral traditions, early photographs and sketches, and
geographic clues that are occasionally imbedded within later publications.”

Important consideration has been given to assess the veracity of individual
accounts including: determining who the author was (battle participant or chronicler),
why the account was written (e.g. field report, history, colonial records), how long
following the engagement the account written, and if the information included in the
account could be corroborated by other sources. Atlas.ti, literary software, was used to
systematically code, compare and arrange information from a wide range of sources,
primary and secondary, regarding the Falls Fight. Using optical character recognition and
applying a wide variety of search terms to these digitized documents, Atlas.ti, is able to
quickly query any given term and highlight all instances of that term in any given
document.

Some of the primary sources consulted in the course of this research include the

narratives of Jonathan Wells (Falls Fight soldier), Roger L’Estrange (chronicler), William

™ For a list of identified primary sources see: Chapter XXX : Works Cited
™ For a list of identified second sources used to reconstruct the battlefield narrative see: Chapter XXX :
Works Cited
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Hubbard (chronicler), and Increase Mather (chronicler) have proved important insight
into the sequence of battle events, physical terrain features and troop engagements
(Native and English). Both Increase Mather and William Hubbard relied on local
intelligence made readily available to them from family, friends and official letters being
tasked to publish a history of Massachusetts Bay Colony and the Indian wars — and both
Mather and Hubbard rivaled to secure initial press release and positive public opinion.”

Manuscript collections containing letters to and from officials of the
Massachusetts (Military Series) and Connecticut War Councils (1 Colonial War & Indian
Series) also provide important details of the battle including mortality rates, movements
of Colonial and Native forces, logistics, supplies, military compensation and requests for
inter-colony support. The letters written by John Russell of Hadley who was a central
figure reporting on the events leading up to and during the battle were important sources
of information. His letters to the Connecticut War Council in the weeks before the battle
provided valuable information on the disposition of Native communities and the vengeful
mood the local Colonists were in, intending to attack the Native encampments at the falls
in spite of Connecticut’s wishes to delay any action to see how the peace process
unfolded. Other official records include Newport Court records that provide the
testimony of captured Native (Narragansett/Coweeset) men who were at the Falls Fight
and subsequently executed for their role in the battle.

King Philip’s War has been the subject of numerous secondary source
publications including early antiquarian histories, dime-novels, plays, travel guides,

popular histories and academic works.”” Most localities affected by the war published

"® Nelson, Anne Kusener. “King Philip’s War and the Hubbard-Mather Rivalry,” William and Mary, Series
111, Vol. 27, No. 4 (Oct. 1970). Pp. 615-629.

" Numerous published works concerning King Philip’s War have been produced since the seventeenth
century. The following lists includes some representative samples of secondary sources often consulted by
historians and the public: James David Drake, King Philip’s War: Civil War in New England, 1675-1676
(Amherst, MA: University of Massachusetts Press, 1999); Samuel G. Drake, Indian Biography, Containing
the Lives of More than Two Hundred Indian Chiefs: Also Such Others of that Race as Have Rendered Their
Names Conspicuous in the History of North America. Giving Their Most Celebrated Speeches, Memorable
Sayings, Numerous Anecdotes; And a History of Their Wars. Much of Which is Taken from Manuscripts
Never Before Published (Boston, MA: J. Drake, 1832); Samuel G. Drake, The History of King Philip’s War
(Boston, MA: J. Munsell, 1862); Yasuhide Kawashima, Igniting King Philip’s War: The John Sassamon
Murder Trial (Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas, 2001); Douglas Leach, Flintlock and tomahawk;
New England in King Philip’s War (New York, NY: Macmillan, 1958); Jill Lepore, The Name of War:
King Philip’s War and the Origins of American Identity (New York, NY: Knopf, 1998); Patrick Malone,
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histories of the particular event that impacted their town in the form of pamphlets,
newspaper articles, town histories, or other historical writings. Such secondary sources
provide fascinating insights into local events and commemoration which often reflect the
biases, prejudices, and Anglo-American perspectives of the period in which they were
produced. One of the more useful secondary sources includes several town histories
written by twentieth century historian Sylvester Judd which provides additional details on
the Falls Fight.”® Sylvester Judd was responsible for organizing the Connecticut Colonial
War Series at the Connecticut State Library which also contained the John Russell letters
and assembled the Judd Collection at the Forbes Library, Northampton, Massachusetts.
Judd interviewed many local people who were descended from many of the English
soldiers who fought at the Falls Fight and collected a number of oral traditions which he
included in his publications.

Similarly, the historian George Madison Bodge published an extremely detailed
account of the war in his 1891 book Soldiers in King Philip’s War in which included both
extensive primary source research and oral traditions of many English descendants.
Bodge also compiled comprehensive rosters of English forces and English and Native
casualty figures. He also took great care in his reconstructions of individual engagements
in terms of tactics, movements, combatants, and Bodge’s history still stands as one of the
definitive books regarding the history of King Philip’s War."”

All of the above mentioned documentary sources were deconstructed to identify
defining cultural and physical features of the Battle of Great Falls/Wissatinnewag-

Peskeompskut battlefield including Native villages and encampments, battle events and

The Skulking Way of War (Lanham, MD: Madison Books, 1991); Kevin McBride, “Mohantic Fort: The
Pequots in King Philip’s War” in Gaynell Stone, Ed. Native Forts of the Long Island Sound Area (Stoney
Brook, NY: Suffolk County Archaeological Association, 2002); John McWilliams, “A Cloud of Blood:
King Philip’s War” in New England’s Crises and Cultural Memory: Literature, Politics, History, Religion
1620-1860 (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2004); Eric B. Schultz & Michael J. Tougias,
King Philip’s War: The History and Legacy of America’s Forgotten Conflict (Woodstock, VT: Countryman
Press, 1999); Richard Slotkin & James K. Folsom, eds. So Dreadfull a Judgment: Puritan Responses to
King Philip’s War, 1676-1677 (Middletown, CT: Wesleyan University Press, 1978); Jason W. Warren,
Connecticut Unscathed: Victory in the Great Narragansett War 1675-1676 (Norman, OK: University of
Oklahoma Press, 2014).

"8 Judd, History of Hadley.

™ George M. Bodge, Soldiers in King Philip’s War: Containing lists of the soldiers of Massachusetts
Colony, who served in the Indian war of 1675-1677. With sketches of the principal officers, and copies of
ancient documents and records relating to the war (Boston, MA: Printed for the author, 1891).
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locations, movements of combatants on the battlefield and avenues of approach and
retreat. An integrated analysis of all relevant primary and secondary accounts provided a
much richer and more complex narrative of the battle and greatly assisted in refining the

scope and scale of the battlefield study areas.

Archival and Archeological Collections

One important aspect of the Pre-Inventory Research and Documentation project
was to investigate relevant archeological and material cultural collections attributed to the
Great Falls/Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut region. This included materials belonging to
museum collections, university archives, local historical societies, antiquarian collections,
and artifacts recovered by local collectors.

The vast majority of surviving collections of objects from the Great
Falls/Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut region consist of lithic materials and aboriginal
pottery dating to the late Archaic and Woodland Periods. They reflect the thousands of
years of continuous occupation that has occurred in this area. Objects related to the May
19, 1676 battle have been reported to have been collected in the years following the
battle, but they are no longer in existence or the provenience information has been lost.
The Carnegie Public Library in Montague, MA was the only repository in which
documented battle related objects have been identified. In the Carnegie Public Library
collection are materials attributed to the Riverside section of Gill, MA which were
donated by James M. Chapman, John Jamison, Edward Campbell, Henry Barton, Robin
Scully, Kevin Collins, and Stephen Bassett. A human skull and leg bone found in the
Riverside area by Lewis William Hodgman on February 8, 1921 was on display at the
Carnegie until they were stolen from the display cases around 2010. Contact period items
that are attributed to the Riverside section of Gill, MA which may be battle related
include two musket balls, one copper ring, pottery shards, projectile points and a
European gun flint.

The public has been encouraged to share their personal collections with the
MPMRC research team if they believe their artifacts to be related the battle or if they
were collected in the local region. On several occasions visitors who attended the Public
Updates brought lithic materials with them for identification. During the Pocumtuck

Homelands Festival a dozen visitors brought substantial lithic artifact collections to share

45| GA-2287-14-012 Technical Report



for identification but none of the objects were determined to be of the Contact Period,
most of which dated to the middle or late Woodland Period (Appendix V — Results of
Public Outreach; Figure 4).

American Antiquarian Society, Worcester, MA

The American Antiquarian Society, of Worcester, MA no longer houses any
artifacts associated with King Philip’s War or 17" century Native and Colonial objects.
All artifacts were sent to the Smithsonian in the early 1900’s for safe keeping. Associated
King Philip’s War manuscript collections such as the Curwen Family Papers, John
Barton Account Book, and Edward Randolph Report on New England 1676, Russell
Family Sermons and the Shepard Family Papers were examined but no relevant

particulars on the Battle of Great Falls was obtained from these sources.

Beneski Museum, Amherst College, Amherst, MA

A large amount of artifacts from the Turner’s Falls region, and Gill, MA in
particular, were sent to Amherst College to be housed at what was originally known as
the Gilbert Museum. After several conversations with the Director of the Beneski
Museum of Natural History and NAGPRA Coordinator it was learned that much of the
collection had been lost throughout the 20™ century and only a fraction of the original
collection remains. Those that survive have problematic provenience information. There
is a detailed publication, “Catalogue of the Gilbert Museum of Indian Relics” which
describes all the objects in the collections and where they were collected. This also
contains inventory numbers which are no longer accurate. This collection was researched
for items from the Turner’s Falls area and all of those objects identified appeared to be of

the pre-contact period.

Carnegie Library, Turners Falls, MA

The Barton Collection (of Henry and Lemuel Barton) remains in locked cabinets
on the top floor of the Carnegie Library. Linda Hickman, the Library Director, was
extremely helpful and greatly assisted in our research process. A 1980 pamphlet Artifacts
Loft at Carnegie Library associated with the collection states that the “Indian Artifacts”

on display were collected in the Turners Falls area by James M. Chapman, John Jamison,
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Edward Campbell, Henry Barton, Robin Scully, Kevin Collins, and Stephen Bassett
(Figure 4). A human skull and leg bone found in the Riverside area by Lewis William
Hodgman on February 8, 1921 were also associated with the collection. Contact period
items that are attributed to the Riverside section of Gill, MA are still on display include
two musket balls, one copper ring, pottery shards, projectile points and a gun flint. These
items may be related to the May 19, 1767 Battle of Great Falls.

Figure 4 Carnagie Public Library collection. [Clockwise from top left] Impacted Musket
balls, Cuprous Ring, English gunflint, Local objects on display.

Deerfield Pocumtuck Valley Memorial Association Library

Library collections were viewed to obtain any additional information regarding
the Jonathan Wells manuscript of the Falls Fight, which continues to be the most valuable
account of the battle. No manuscript collections viewed contain information on the Falls
Fight. Manuscript collections view included: Deerfield MSS, John Wells Papers, Papers
of Jonathan Wells, Papers of Thomas Wells, Mary P. Wells Smith Papers, Charles Wells
Papers, Ebenezer Wells Papers, P.V.M.A. Correspondence, Pocumtuck Grant and
Surveys 1673-1738.
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Deerfield Pocumtuck Valley Memorial Association Museum

A number of objects associated with King Philip’s War are curated at the museum
including Sarah Coleman’s shoe (ca. 1677; Edwin Bardwell Collection; Figure 5). Sarah
was captured during the Hatfield Raid on September 19, 1677 and was eventually
ransomed by Benjamin Wait (veteran of the Falls Battle). Seventeenth century glass
beads and glass bead fragments likely associated with the Pocumtucks are on display at
the museum, along with Native projective points and pottery shards. In 2004, Barbara
McMahon Forest and family donated a birch bark mukak, an Abenaki item with an old
label identifying it as “Indian Birch Bark Bottle picked up at South Deerfield, Mass after
the Bloody Brook Massacre in 1675.” The only object that may be connected to the May
19, 1676 battle is a small vial of gunpowder which came from an old carbine discovered
in Greenfield, MA in 1896. The provenience is as follows: “Gun Powder taken from the
old carbine found by James Porter, June 1896, four feet below the surface in a swamp on

Lincoln Street in Greenfield.”

Figure 5 Pocumtuck Valley Memorial Association collection. A vile reported to contain
“Gun Powder taken from the old carbine found by James Porter, June 1896, four feet
below the surface in a swamp on Lincoln Street in Greenfield.”
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Fenimore Art Museum, Cooperstown, New York

A generous lead was provided by Greg Lott of East Bridgewater, MA, of the King
War Club housed at the Fenimore Art Museum, Cooperstown, New York. The 17"
century war hardwood club is 24” long and inlaid with brass and shell (Figure 6). The
club is thought to have been picked up by Northampton recruit John King whom served
with William Turners in the Falls Fight. It is rumored that King had acquired the club on

the banks of the Connecticut River.

Figure 6 King War Club housed at the Fenimore Art Museum, Cooperstown, New York.

Gill Historical Commission, Gill, MA
Pam Shoemaker compiled numerous local histories, accounts, oral traditions,

photographs, and paintings related to the Great Falls battle, the Riverside neighborhood,
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and of the Great Falls. Several important landscape photographs of the area known as
Stoughton’s Farm from which English forces approached. No existing non-burial related
contact period artifacts have yet been identified in Gill, MA or the Riverside

neighborhood. This has been the case further downriver on the islands.

Harvard Peabody Museum of Anthropology and Ethnography, Cambridge, MA
Meredith Vasta, former Collections Manager of the MPMRC and current
Collections Steward at the PMAE compiled an inventory list of artifacts in the collection
attributed to Franklin County, Massachusetts, and specifically the towns within the
vicinity of Turner’s Falls. This yielded a number of lithic objects but nothing that was

clearly attributed to the contact period.

Institute for American Indian Studies, Washington, CT

The Rogers Collection at the Institute of American Indian Studies was recently
documented as it was known to contain artifacts from the vicinity of Turner’s Falls. The
objects were primarily lithic in nature but also contained wampum which may indicate
late woodland through contact period attributions. Many of these objects were recovered

from Gill, MA and specifically in the Riverside neighborhood and the Fort Hill landform.

Massachusetts State Library, Boston, Massachusetts

Massachusetts Archive collections Volume 3: Colonial, 1629-1720; Volume 9:
Domestic Relations, 1643-1774; Volume 30: Indian, 1603-1705; Volumes 68-70:
Military provide official intelligence of civilian and military relations and activities in
Massachusetts Bay, in addition to interactions with their neighbor colonies and Native

communities.

Nolumbeka Project, Non-profit, Western Massachusetts

The Nolumbeka Project shared copies of relevant site reports for the Mackin Sand
Bank Site, numerous inventory lists and overviews of museum and university collections
highlighting objects attributed to the Great Falls region. Inventory lists and photographs
of local collections were also included along with place-name research. The Nolumbeka

Project members have provided substantial knowledge and insight into the Native and
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Colonial history of the area as well as many archeological sites in the area, along with a
number of 17™ century artifacts recovered from the hill directly across the falls on the
Gill side, immediately west of the Falls Bridge River, including kaolin pipe steams,

musket balls, and Native ceramics (Figure 7).

Figure 7 Artifacts from the Nolumbuka Project Collection. [Clockwise from Top Left]
Lead Shot; Woodland Period Pottery Sherds; Woodland Period Rim Fragment; Kaolin
Pipe Fragments

Northfield Mount Hermon School, Northfield, MA

On May 20, 2015 Peter Weiss, the librarian of the Northfield Mount Hermon
School was contacted in search of the Roswell Field Collection. Weiss stated that the
Roswell Field Collection currently at the high school consists only of fossils and that

there are no domestic Native or Colonial artifacts.

Peabody Museum at Yale University, New Haven, CT
The collection holdings have been searched. Identifiable 17" century items (both
Native and European) and battlefield associated items are very limited — most of the

collection consists of lithic materials. A summary list of collections viewed at institution
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includes: Fragment of soapstone vessel, Indian, Turners Falls, MA; Lancehead of black
flint with very simple tang and bards, Northfield, MA; Large flint fragment, Turners
Falls, MA (collectors not identified).

Springfield Science Museum, Springfield

The comparative collections that were viewed include Fort Hill/Long Hill Site in
Springfield, MA and the Bark Wigwams Site in Northampton, MA. A summary list of
collections of interest at the Springfield Science Museum include: Fort Hill/Long Hill
Site in Springfield, MA and the Bark Wigwams Site in Northampton, MA. Contact-
period items photographed include glass beads and gunflints (Figure 8).

"t @ W
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Figure 8 Beads (shown to the left) and gun flints shown to the right were recovered from
the Contact-period Bark Wigwam site.

University of Massachusetts, Amherst, Massachusetts

The Eaglebook Collection housed at the University of UMass, Amherst,
Massachusetts consists of Contact Period Native artifacts recovered from the Deerfield
vicinity of Franklin County, Massachusetts. The collection consists of brass scrap, brass
points, pottery shards and beads dating to a 17th century native site named Pocumtuck

Meadows (Figure 9).
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Figure 9 Beads (featured to the left), brass points (featured to the right), Eaglebrook
Collection.

Terrain Analysis & KOCOA Evaluation

Terrain analysis is a critical aspect of battlefield surveys, so much so that the NPS
ABPP require all grant recipients to use KOCOA (Key terrain, Observation, Cover and
concealment, Obstacles, Avenues of approach), a military terrain model the U.S. Army
developed to evaluate the military significance of terrain associated with a battlefield. By
studying the military applications of the terrain using KOCOA, a battlefield historian or
archeologist can identify the landscape of the battlefield and develop a basis for judging
the merits and flaws of battle accounts. Table 1 includes the critical defining features
identified for the Battle of Great Falls / Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut. KOCOA

components include:

Key Terrain and Decisive Terrain: Key Terrain is any ground which, when controlled,
affords a marked advantage to either combatant (Figures 10 & 11). Two factors can make
terrain key: how a commander wants to use it, and whether his enemy can use it to defeat
the commander’s forces. Decisive Terrain is ground that must be controlled in order to

successfully accomplish the mission.

Observation and Fields of Fire: Observation is the condition of weather and terrain that
allows a force to see friendly and enemy forces, and key aspects of the terrain. Fields of
Fire are areas in which a weapon or group of weapons may cover and fire into from a

given position.
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Cover and Concealment: Cover is protection from enemy’s fire (e.g. palisade, stone

wall, brow of a hill, wooded swamp), and Concealment is protection from observation

and surveillance (e.g. ravines, swamps, intervening hill or wood).

Obstacles: Obstacles are any features that prevent, restrict, or delay troop movements.

Obstacles can be natural, manmade, or a combination of both and fall into two categories:

existing (such as swamps, rivers, dense wood, town or village) and reinforcing (placed on

a battlefield through military effort).

Avenues of Approach and Withdrawal: An avenue of approach is the route taken by a

force that leads to its objective or to key terrain in its path. An Avenue of Withdrawal is

the route taken by a force to withdraw from an objective or key terrain.

Table 1. Critical Defining Features

Battle of Great Falls / Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut: ABPP Phase |

Name Location Relevance to Battle Field KOCOA Analysis | Integrity Remarks
Comment Assessment
Terrain and Topographic
Features
Connecticut The CT River | The portion of the CT | Substantial Key Terrain, | Location, Battle  of
River runs south from | River beginning south | Industrial Obstacle (English | setting, Great Falls
the border with | at  Deerfield and | development & Native), Avenue | feeling, Study Area
Quebec, Canada | running north to Gill | around the | of  retreat & | association, | & Core
and discharges at | served as a major | towns of Gill | approach (Native) material Area
Old  Saybrook, | obstacle to English | and
CT. The portion | and Native forces Montague,
relevant to the Open Space,
battle begins: Wooded
Lat/Long Points:
South
42.563015 -
72.556390;
North
42.601187, -
72.545404
Deerfield Western side of | English forces | Moderate Key Terrain, | Location, Battle  of
Plains the Connecticut | traveled north through | Residential Avenue of | setting, Great Falls
River,  approx. | Deerfield Plains on | Development, | Approach & | feeling, Study Area
2.5 miles. their approach to the | Open Space, | Retreat (English | association,
Deerfield River Wooded, & Native) material
Public Roads
Deerfield River | Forms a | English forces need to | Moderate Key Terrain, | Location, Battle  of
boundary cross the Deerfield | Residential Obstacles, Avenue | setting, Great Falls
between present- | River to proceed north | Development, | of Approach & | feeling, Study Area
day Deerfield | to ~ Wissatinnewag- | Open Space, | Retreat  (English | association,
and Greenfield. | Peskeompskut. There | Wooded & Native) material

It is a tributary of
the Connecticut
River.

were at least two
fords across the river.
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Cheapside A neck of land | A Native observation | Moderate Key Terrain, | Location, Battle  of
Neighborhood on the north bank | outpost and possible | Residential Observation setting, Great Falls
of the Deerfield | fortification was | Development, | (Native), feeling, Study Area
River abutted by | established on this | Wooded, Obstacles, association,
the CT River to | neck of land which | Public Roads | Fortified Place material
the east and the | forced the English to culture
Green River to | cross the Deerfield
the west. River further to the
west. Native forces
were alerted to the
noise of horses and
mobilized on the early
morning of May 19,
1676 but did not
encounter English
forces.

Petty Plain Located north of | English forces forded | Moderate Key Terrain, | Location, Battle  of
the Deerfield | the Deerfield River | Residential Avenue of | setting, Great Falls
River and west of | and crossed Petty | Development, | Approach & | feeling, Study Area
the Green River Plain  towards the | Open Space, | Retreat  (English | association,

Green River. Wooded, & Native) material
Public Roads culture

Green River A tributary of the | English forces forded | Moderate Key Terrain, | Location, Battle  of
Deerfield River | the Green River south | Residential Obstacles, Avenue | setting, Great Falls
that runs north | of Smead Brook. | Development, | of Approach & | feeling, Study Area
through the | Captain Turner would | Open Space, | Retreat  (English | association,

Town of | later be killed in | Wooded & Native) material
Greenfield, MA. action during the culture
English retreat while
leading his men back
across the  Green
River.

White Ash | White Ash | English forces likely | Low Key Terrain, | Location, Battle  of

Swamp Swamp is fed by | maneuvered north of | Residential Obstacles, Avenue | setting, Great Falls
Cherry Rum | White Ash Swamp | Development, | of Approach & | feeling, Study Area
Brook and runs | before  dismounting | Open Space, | Retreat  (English | association, | & Core
contiguous to | from their horses | Wooded, & Native), Cover | material Area
Route 2. It is | before Fall River. | PublicRoads | &  Concealment | culture
approx.5  mile | During the English (Native)
northwest of the | retreat Native forces
Connecticut held the swamp and
River. decimated fleeing

English. One group
of English attempted
to cut through the
swamp and  were
killed or captured.

Fall River A tributary of the | English forces | Moderate Key Terrain, | Location, Battle  of
Connecticut dismounted and left | Residential Obstacles, Avenue | setting, Great Falls
River which | their horses and a | Development, | of Approach & | feeling, Study Area
empties just | small guard west of | Open Space, | Retreat (English | association, | & Core
below the Great | Fall River. The main | Wooded, & Native) material Area
Falls. force crossed Fall | Public Roads culture

River and continued
east.

Pisgah Dominant English forces | Moderate Key Terrain, | Location, Battle  of

Mountain, SW | landform in the | gathered on the | Residential Observation setting, Great Falls

Slope area rising 715' | southwestern slope of | Development, | (English), feeling, Study Area
(218 m)  above | Pisgah Mountain | Open Space, | Obstacles, Avenue | association, | & Core
the surrounding | within site of the | Wooded, of Approach & | material Area
landscape. Peskeompskut Public Roads | Retreat  (English | culture

encampment. & Native)

Peskeompskut A small neck of | The site of the Native | Moderate Key Terrain, | Location, Battle  of
land immediately | encampment attacked | Residential & | Obstacles, Avenue | setting, Great Falls
east of the Great | and destroyed by | Industrial of Approach & | feeling, Study Area
Falls. English forces on the | Development, | Retreat  (English | association, | & Core

morning of May 19. | Open Space, | & Native), Cover | material Area
1676. Wooded, &  Concealment | culture
Public Roads | (Native)

55| GA-2287-14-012 Technical Report




Figure 10 Key Terrain Features
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Figure 11 Key Terrain Features. U.S.G.S. Topographic Map 7 %" Series 1941.
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Land Use Research

Seventeenth century New England battlefields, including those associated with
King Philip’s War are unlike any other battlefields in American history. Compared to
American Revolutionary War or Civil War battlefields, 17" century battlefields tend to
be harder to place in space, often have far fewer battle-related objects, and the battlefields
often contain hundreds if not thousands of non-battle related objects as a result of 350
years of land use subsequent to the battle. It is often very challenging for battlefield
archaeologists to distinguish battle-related artifacts from later objects without
understanding the nature and extent of post-battle land use. Therefore, a Land Use Study
should be conducted in anticipation of future archaeology surveys to serve as a frame of
reference and context for interpreting the varied artifacts that will be recovered from
battlefield archaeology surveys.

Information for the Land Use Study will be collected from deeds, town records,
historical newspapers, maps, photographs, local histories, books, various periodicals, oral
history and local knowledge and oral tradition and artifact collections from the local area.
Preliminary research indicates a light to heavy pattern of land use and occupation over
much of the battlefield during the 18" through 20" centuries. Eighteenth and 19"-
century land use and occupation consists of small industrial sites (e.g. saw mill, ice pond)
along major streams as well as a few European farmsteads dotting the landscape.
Evidence of 20" century and early 21% century land use and occupation within the
battlefield Study Area varied from low- impact activities such as farming to high density
residential development in the Riverside area and the eastern section of Gill Center.

Regardless of the level of impact effecting the Battle of Great Falls /
Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut Study Area, it is anticipated that archaeological resources
associated with the battle are present. By way of precedence, dozens of undisturbed,
battle-related artifacts from the Battle of Mistick Fort (Pequot War) have been recovered
during archaeological survey work in high-density residential areas.*® Navigating through
the large amounts of non-17" century materials deposited on a battlefield site and

8 McBride, Kevin, David Naumec, et. al. The Battle of Mistick Fort: Documentation Plan GA-2255-09-
017. Mashantucket, CT: Mashantucket Pequot Museum and Research Center, 2012
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distinguishing them from King Philip’s War-related objects certainly pose challenges, but

they can be overcome through careful analysis in the laboratory.

Visual Inspection & Viewshed Analysis

Windshield surveys were conducted adjacent to potentially significant properties
within the project study area thought to be areas where battle actions took place. As
permissions to these properties had not been obtained all inspections were done by
windshield or stops along public access areas. If landholder permission was granted then
a visual inspection of that property consisted of a walkover of the land with the owner to
gain information on the locations of possible below-ground disturbance (i.e. septic
systems, utility lines), while noting landscape features that had either physical or cultural
attributes that denoted possible inferences to the battlefield. These discussions with
landowners were helpful in reconstructing recent land use history.

A number of Viewshed Models were developed using elements of KOCOA and
GIS. Identified cultural and terrain features will be geo-referenced and integrated into
cumulative Viewshed models. A Viewshed is a raster-based map in which from each cell,
a straight line is interpolated between a source point and all other cells within an
elevation model to find whether or not the cell exceeds the height of the three
dimensional line at that point. Therefore, the result of each calculation is either positive

or negative. If the result is positive (1) then there is a direct line of sight, if it is negative
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Figure 12 Viewshed Model from the “Cheapside” Key Terrain Feature. Darkened (pink)
areas are not visible from the vantage point of Cheapside.
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(0), there is no line of sight.®* The resultant Viewshed Model illustrates locations that
could be seen from elevations at different locations within the Battle of Great Falls /
Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut Study Area including “Cheapside,” the hill above the
Peskeompskut village and other locations (Figure 12). Viewsheds provide information
and context on what the Colonial and Native combatants could see from various
elevations and how this might have influenced their actions. These models were very
useful for conceptualizing the battlefield landscape and identifying key terrain, avenues

of approach and retreat, obstacles and areas of concealment and observation.

Public Meetings and Landholder Permissions

Landholder Permission: The first step to gaining Landholder Permissions was to
hold public informational meetings eventually to be followed by letters, brochures,
landowner informational packet mailings, phone calls, and face-to face contacts.
Consortium members with assistance from MPMRC staff will focus on obtaining land
owner permissions between October-December 2015, particularly those landowners
whose property likely lies within Core Areas of the battlefield. Prior to the fieldwork
phase of the project regular meetings with landholders will be held to update them on the
overall progress of the project, and discuss any ongoing concerns they still had.
Permissions will continue to be sought as knowledge of the Core Areas of the battlefield
is refined from preliminary fieldwork. The most successful efforts to obtain landowner
permissions are through personal contacts and relationship building to build trust among

landowners.

Geographic Information Systems

To establish provenience throughout the battlefield Study and Core Areas in
preparation for future survey work, a combination of methods will be used. The first step
in establishing provenience will be to develop a procedure so that all cultural, natural and
features identified within battlefield Study and Core Areas can be assigned a spatial

reference using a Global Positioning System GPS. A conceptual 1-meter grid will be

8 David Wheatley and Mark Gillings. Spatial Technology and Archaeology: The Archeological
Applications of GIS (New York, NY: Taylor & Francis, 2002).
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established over 2 ft. contour base maps within the battlefield Study Area with the intent
of eventually identifying portions of the grid in real space through GPS (depending on
landholder permissions), which can be used a later date to facilitate future field work.

A Global Positioning System (GPS) is a series of orbiting satellites such that at
any given time and place at least four are within range of any position on Earth’s surface.
By determining the distance from the four satellites, the receiver can calculate its precise
location in horizontal and vertical space in a process called trilateration. Current
technology now provides the means to achieve pinpoint location in real-time with a GPS
yielding up to ten centimeter accuracy and sometimes even less. However, in reality there
are many factors such as tree cover, aspect of availability, and position of satellites that
sometimes caps accuracy to a five meter range, depending on conditions and the time of
day. Property boundaries and cultural features can often be obtained from shapefiles
provided by the planning departments of the various towns. These geo-referenced
shapefiles or whatever part of the shapefile will be relevant to the battlefield Study and
Core Areas will be imported into the GPS and used to locate natural and cultural features

in real space.

V. Results of Historical Research

Battle Narrative and Sequence

Constructing a battlefield narrative and timeline for the Battle of Great
Falls/Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut in anticipation of a battlefield archeological survey
consisted of a synthesis of historical research, material culture analyses, and a cultural
landscape study. The results of this battle narrative are included in Chapter VI “Historical

Synthesis.”

Timeline

A detailed analysis of the sequence of events (informing the historical context and
the battle), movements and people associated is presented in Table 2. These events,
movements and actions were assumed to have a unique archeological signature across

time and space.
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Table 2. Battlefield Events Timeline

Time-Date

Action

Location

Signature

10 March 1676

Solider-Indian captive Thomas Reede relates to those
at Hadley that Natives are planting at Deerfield (judge
300 acres) and “dwell at the Falls on both sides of the
river-are a considerable number, yet most are old men
and women” and about 70 warriors.

Deerfield; Falls

High: Village Site,
Domestic Objects,
Military Objects.

14 May 1676 Natives drive four-score horses and cattle away to Deerfield Low: Dropped

Deerfield Meadow. Meadow equipment/

personal items

Thursday May 18: | 150-160 men from Springfield, Westfield, Hatfield Low: Dropped
8 PM Northampton, Hadley and Hatfield assemble at equipment/

Hatfield and department ca. 8 PM. personal items
Thursday-Friday The English force march 20 miles crossing the Deerfield Dropped equipment/
May 18-19: 8 PM-4 | Deerfield and Green Rivers, and halt a little west of River, personal items
AM the Fall River, about a half a mile from the Indian Greenfield

village at Peskeompskut at the head of the falls where | River, Fall

they left their horses with a small guard River,
Friday May 19: 4-5 | At dawn the English force crossed the Fall River Fall River, Dropped Equipment/
AM climbing a steep hill moving eastward to the slope of | steep hill to Personal items

the hill overlooking the Native village to the south east, stretching

camp. to the east

Friday May 19: 5-8
AM

English approach and fire into wigwams. Some Native
defenders engage the English and others run and swim
across river. Some canoe away and others seek shelter
under the banks of the river and killed. The English
burn wigwams, destroy Native ammunition and
provisions and war materials, and loot the village

Riverside area
and along
banks of river

Impacted musket balls,
concentrations of small
diameter shot, dropped
and broken equipment,
Native domestic objects

63 | GA-2287-14-012 Technical Report




Friday May 19: 8
AM

As English return to assembly area to recover horses
and rumor spreads that Philip and 1,000 men coming
against the English. Panic spreads among the English
panic.

Horse tie down
area

Dropped equipment/
personal items

Friday May 19: 8-9

As English mount horses they are attacked from

Horse tie down

Impacted and dropped

May 1676

AM Native forces from the village on the south side of the | area to White musket balls, dropped
Connecticut River. As they retreated they were Ash Swamp equipment and personal
attacked from the rear and flanks between horse tie items
down area and White Ash Swamp

Friday May 19: English panic and split into 4-6 groups in their effort Trail/path to Impacted and dropped

9AM -12PM to escape and continue to be attacked along route of ford at musket balls, dropped
retreat. Native firing from ambushes to the front of the | confluence of | equipment and personal
English set along the White Ash Swamp and attack the | Green River items
flanks and rear of the English column. and Cherry

Run Brook,
south and north
of White Ash
Swamp

Friday May 19: English forces under the command of Captain Turner | Green River Impacted and dropped

12PM - 6PM follow Cherry Rum Brook towards the Green River. Ford musket balls, dropped
While crossing the ford, Captain Turner is shot by equipment and personal
Native soldiers. Lieutenant Holyoke takes command, items
draws the men into close order, and retreats towards
Hadley where they arrive that evening.

Saturday afternoon | One English soldier arrives to Hadley. Other soldiers | West Low / None

20 May 1676 not wounded were reported to be wandering the West | mountains
Mountains.

Saturday Night 20 One English soldier arrives at Hadley. Hadley Low / None
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Morning Sunday 21 | Well reaches Muddy Brook, left the brook and entered | Hatfield Low / None
May 1676 into a plain and reaches Hatfield.

Sunday 21 May Two English soldiers arrive to Hadley. Hadley Low / None
1676

Morning Monday One English soldier arrives to Hadley. Hadley Low / None
22 May 1676

Afternoon Monday | Noon, Mr. Atherton arrives to Hadley. Following the Hadley / Low / None
22 May 1676 course of the river Atherton reaches Hatfield. Hatfield

Night Monday 22 Scouts find that “the enemy abide still in the places Deerfield River | Low / None

May 1676 where they were on both sides of the river and in the
Islands, and fires in the same place where our men had
burnt the wigwams.” Also reported that their fort is
close to Deerfield River.
30 May 1676 700 Natives attack Hatfield and burn 12 houses and Hatfield Impacted and dropped

barns, drove away many cattle and kill five English
men.

musket balls, dropped
equipment and personal
items
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V. Synthesis: Identification of Probable Battlefield Areas

Prospective battlefield and ancillary site locations were identified by analyzing and
integrating information from the following sources; primary accounts, local oral history, local
and institutional artifact collections, land records, historical maps, aerial photographs, site visits,

archeological excavation and KOCOA analysis.

Historical Synthesis

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 Native community at Peskeompskut was steadily
growing as Native groups through the region arrived to seek shelter and supplies. English settlers
in the upriver towns greatly concerned with the growing Native presence to the north at the falls
and the threats it represented, advocated Connecticut to take immediate action. At the same time
Connecticut was pursuing peace negotiations with the various tribes at the falls and did not want
the upriver towns to take unilateral action against the Natives gathered there.

As early as April 6, 1676 Deputy Governor William Leete of Massachusetts Bay wrote to
the Connecticut Council at Hartford reporting how “some scouts sent towards Dearefeild” had
“discovered sundry wigeams with fires not farre from thence” which was evidence of a growing
Native presence to the north.®? Lette further reported receiving “intelligence off three men killed
att Hadley where none had so before been donne” along with “intellegience of 1,000 of the
enemies” soldiers which was not confirmed.®® On April 25, 1676 Captain William Turner of
Hadley wrote the Massachusetts Bay Council requesting clothing and other supplies for his men
describing how “the soldiers here are in great distress for want of clothing, both linen and

woolen. Some has been brought from Quabaug, but not an eight of what we want.”® Captain

8 CSL, Connecticut Archives, Colonial War, Series 1. P. 60.

8 CSL, Connecticut Archives, Colonial War, Series 1. P. 60.

8 Massachusetts State Archives, Massachusetts Archives Series. April 25, 1676. Volume 69, Document 6; Judd.
History of Hadley. P. 168.
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Turner also informed the council of the return of John Gilbert, a soldier of Springfield, who had

escaped captivity with new intelligence regarding the location of Native forces:

There is come into Hadley a young man taken from Springfield at the beginning
of last month, who informs that the enemy is drawing up all their forces towards
these towns, and their head-quarters are at Deerfield. ®

Soon after, a group of soldiers under Captain Samuel Holyoke of Springfield captured a Native
man on April 27, 1676 near the Connecticut River who claimed that nearly 1,000 Native soldiers
were upriver around Squakeag residing in three forts.®® On April 29, 1676 Reverend John Russell
of Hadley wrote to both the Massachusetts Bay and Connecticut councils with essentially the
same information in which he argued for continued offensive operations against the enemy. To
Connecticut he wrote how:

...rationall it is to think y' might [illegible] be undertaken [illegible] against them
here in conjunction w" what is in other parts it might at such a time sink their
hearts & brake their rage and power; and make them much more real for peace...
The spirit of man w" us are more than ever heightened w™ desire & earnestness to
be going forth against the enemy have been others moving for liberty & would
Some they might obtain is this night And shall the Lord incline and direct you to
order any volunteers to other help hither; they would find more of ours than
reason would y' we should spare ready to sayn w™ them in the enterprize...%

To the Massachusetts Bay Council he described how:

It is strange to see how much spirit, (more than formerly,) appears in our men to
be out against the enemy. A great part of the inhabitants here, would our
committees of militia but permit, would be going forth. They are daily moving for
it, and would fain have liberty to be going forth this night. The enemy is now
come so near us that we count we might go forth in the evening and come upon
them in the darkness of the same night.®®

Russell also mentioned how “intelligence gives us cause to hope that the Mohawks do

still retain their old friendship for us and enmity against our enemies. Some proofe of it they

8 Massachusetts State Archives, Massachusetts Archives Series. April 25, 1676. Volume 69, Document 6; Judd.
History of Hadley. P. 169.

8 Judd. History of Hadley. P. 169.

8 CSL, Connecticut Archives, Colonial War, Series 1. P. 67.

8 Massachusetts State Archives, Massachusetts Archives Series. April 25, 1676. Volume 69, Document 6; Judd.
History of Hadley. P. 169.
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have of late in those they slew higher up this River.”® It is unclear when these assaults took
place but according to information received from two English allied Natives and one of Quabaug

it appears they took place earlier in April.”

This may have turned the attention of a portion of
those Native soldiers to the north and west in anticipation of additional Mohawk attack believing
them to be a greater threat than the English.

Around May 13, 1676 Natives soldiers from the Peskeompskut area raided English
animal herds set out to graze in the Hatfield Meadows to the south and captured seventy cattle
and horses. The cattle were herded north to Deerfield meadows and temporarily fenced in before
driving them further north to the Native communities at Peskeompskut. This incident enraged
English settlers at Hatfield and the other river towns, who had been pressing Massachusetts and
Connecticut Colonies to attack the upriver Native communities.

Howard Clark and Joe Graveline of the Nolumbeka Project have argued “it is unlikely
the tribe present at the Great Falls would have put at risk a peace treaty with Hartford by making
a raid on Hatfield to acquire cattle as they had all the protein they could use from the fish harvest
that was ongoing. It is more likely that Russell fabricated that story of the Hatfield attack to
justify attacking the falls knowing that Connecticut had told them to hold off as peace
negotiations were in progress.”®

Graveline and Clark raise some important issues regarding not only Native strategies at
this point in the war but Colonial motivations as well, although a careful review of the primary
sources indicates that the settlers in the upper valley did not need an excuse to attack the native
communities at falls and were planning to do so regardless of the peace negotiations. The first
issue is whether this account was “fabricated” as an excuse to attack the communities at
Peskeompskut. If so it would suggest a conspiracy as three different sources mention the
incident. However, each source described the incident at different times and in different contexts
and unlikely to have been in communication with one another. The first description of the

incident was by Thomas Reed as related to Reverend Russel on or about May 15" two days after

8 Massachusetts State Archives, Massachusetts Archives Series. April 25, 1676. Volume 69, Document 6 Bodge.
King Philip’s War. P. 242.

% Massachusetts State Archives, Massachusetts Archives Series. April 25, 1676. Volume 69, Document 6 Bodge.
King Philip’s War. P. 242.

°! Comments and Study Research for Consideration: Battle f the Great Falls/Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut.
Nolumbeka Project Researchers Howard Clark and Joe Graveline.
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he escaped from Peskeompskut: “The night before Last they came down to Hatfield upper
meadows have driven away many horses and Cattle to the number of fourscore.” A second
source states “The occasion of the engagement [Turners Falls Fight] was this, The Indians
having stolen and driven away much Cattle from Hatfield and those Towns adjoining, and our
men perceiving by the track which way they went, learned at last where the Indians Rendezvous
was.”*® William Hubbard relates “The English Forces [Connecticut] were now drawn off from
the lower towns of Hadley and Northampton, now and then took advantages to plunder them of
their Cattle... for in the evening they had made themselves merry with new milk and roast beef,
having lately driven away many of their milch cows, as an English woman confessed, that was
made to milk them.”%*

It would appear that the cattle were in fact stolen, but the remaining question raised by
Graveline and Clark is why the Natives would raid cattle in the midst of peace talks that might
derail the negotiations. There are several possible explanations, although none are completely
satisfactory. The peace talks were with Connecticut, not with the towns in the upper valley, so
the Natives may not have felt the raid would have put the negotiations at risk. There was
apparently some division among the leaders whether to pursue peace talks and the raid may have
been carried out by individuals and communities who did not support the negotiations. Finally,
evidence suggests that some Native communities were gathering supplies, such as smoked or
dried fish, to feed them through the summer in order to continue the war. Beef may not have
been as easy to store and, at least in the short term, would have been a better alternative rather
than reduce the supply of dried fish for future use.

At this time the English in Hadley received word from a messenger from Boston “that
they have Certain intelligence from the Eastward y' the Mohawks have taken & slew twenty six
of 0" enemies™® Although it is unknown where these attacks took place it is possible that they
occurred somewhere near the Peskeompskut region which would have been received as welcome

news by the Hadley settlers.

92 CSL, Connecticut Archives, Colonial War, Series 1. P. 71.
% [’Estrange, A True Account, P. 3.

% Hubbard, A Narrative of the Troubles, P. 85.

% CSL, Connecticut Archives, Colonial War, Series 1. P. 71.
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Two days later two English “lads” taken captive during the earlier raid on Hatfield were
released in late April and upon their return they informed the settlers and garrison at Hadley
about whereabouts and disposition of the Natives at Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut. On May 15,
1676 Reverend John Russell sent a letter to Secretary John Allyn to 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. He again told Allyn of “ye Indians at their
fishing place” and how:

They sit by us secure w™out watch, busy at their harvest work storing themselves
with food for a year to fight against us and we let them along 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 those
Natives gathered at the falls. He went on to describe the new information Hatfield received from
Thomas Reed that very morning:

But this morning Providence hath alarm® us w™ another voice & call seeming to
Speak to us that the Season is not yet past and that we are necessitated to take
hold of it before it be quite gone for about sunrise came into Hatfield one Thomas
Reede, a Souldier who was taken captive when Deacon Goodman was slain: He
Relates y' they are planting at Deerfield and have been so these three or four days
or more. Saith further that they will at the falls on both sides of the River; are a
Considerable number; yet most of them old men and women. He cannot judge
that there are both Sides of the River above 60 or 70 fighting men. They are
secure high and comfortable boasting of great things they have done and will do.
There is Thomas Eames his daughter and children hardly used: one or two
belonging to Medfielde | thinke two children belonging to Lancaster. The night
before Last they came down to Hatfield upper meadows have driven away many
horses and Catall to the number of fourscore and upward as they judge: many of
these this man saw in Deerfield meadow: and found the bars putt up to keep them
in. This being the State of things we think the Lord calls us to make some try and
what may be done against them suddenly w™out further delay; and therefore the
Concurring resolution of men here seems to be to goe out against them too
morrow at night so as to be w™ them the Lord assisting before break of day...

Armed with this new information the militia committees of the upper river towns along with men
from Springfield and Westfield prepared for an attack on the encampments at Peskeompskut at

the Great Falls. Most of the English in the Hadley area were refugees from the destroyed
Springfield, Deerfield and Hatfield settlements and many had friends or family killed, captured,

% CSL, Connecticut Archives, Colonial War, Series 1. P. 71.
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or tortured during the attacks and harbored a great deal of resentment toward the tribes gathered
at the falls. The deaths over a hundred English soldiers and settlers in the upper valley
contributed to a growing desire of Hadley inhabitants to attack the Native people gathered at
Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut. Reed joined Captain Turner’s forces for the planned expedition
to the falls.

The Reverend Russell essentially informed Secretary 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. He added:

It would be strength and rejoycing to us might be favo™ w™ some helpe

from yourselves, but if the Lord deny that to us you Cannot or see not your way to

assist or go before us in the undertaking, I thinke or men will go with such of or

own as we can raise trusting him w™ the issue; rather than to set still and tempt

God by doing nothing. ..’

The Hatfield and Hadley men distrusted Connecticut’s Native allies and requested that Secretary
Allyn not share the plans with their Mohegan and Pequot allies as “they may be under temptation
to give intelligence of it to the enemy.”*® In the final paragraph of the letter Captain Turner, John
Lyman, and Isack Graves testified that the English did not know the total number of Natives
located around Great Falls and confessed that “they may be many more for we perceive their
number varies and they are going and Coming.”*

As the Connecticut Council was being informed of the actions of the upper river towns
Captain Turner assembled an attack force comprised of settlers and garrison soldiers from
Hatfield, Hadley, Northampton, Springfield, and Westfield (Appendix Il — Historical Context:
English Order of Battle).!® Most of these men, including Turner had little or no combat
experience and some of the men were youths no older than sixteen. Over the next two days,
English settlers and garrison troops from the several towns assembled at Hatfield by May 18.
The English were about to face a very experienced and determined enemy of unknown strength

and Turner’s relatively inexperienced force was counting on the element of surprise to even the

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

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

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

1% On May 17, 1676 one Soldier Ja%ohet Chapin of Northampton, inscribed in his account book that “I went to
Volenteare against the ingens the 17" of May, 1676 and we ingaged batel the 19" of May in the moaning before
sunrise” in The Chapin Genealogy (Northampton, MA: Metcalf & Company, 1862) P. 4.
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odds. Benjamin Wait and Experience Hinsdale of Hadley were selected to serve as guides due to
their experience and knowledge of the region.'® Captain William Turner’s command included
Lieutenant Samuel Holyoke, Ensigns Isaiah Toy and John Lyman, Sergeants John Dickinson and
Joseph Kellogg, accompanied by Reverend Hope Atherton.'®* Still not having received a reply
from Connecticut, the English forces under Captain Turner prepared to advance on Native

encampments at Peskeompskut with a mounted force of 150-180 Dragoons mounted infantry. %

191 judd. History of Hadley. P. 171; Bodge. King Philip’s War. P. 245,

192 Bodge. King Philip’s War. P. 245

193 Troop estimates as described in the primary sources: “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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The known encampments around Peskeompskut were located in the vicinity of the Great
Falls and the two main villages were located above the falls on the north and south banks of the
Connecticut River. The English were aware of the general disposition of enemy forces thanks in
part to intelligence gathered from Thomas Reed a few days earlier who related that “they dwell
at the falls on both sides of the River.”*** Additional encampments were located a mile south at
Cheapside and Smead’s Island and 20 miles further north at Squakeag. According to the Puritan
historian Increase Mather, before English commanders left Hadley they “were ecarnestly
admonished” to be aware of an encampment of Native warriors on an island (Smead’s) just
below the falls.'® The Native communities at Peskeompskut also were forced to defend against
Mohawk attack which would likely come from the northwest or north. Only a month earlier they
had suffered attacks in which, according to Massachusetts Bay officials, “the Mohawks have
taken & slew twenty six” of their number.'® It is likely that Native soldiers from the several
communities encamped at Peskeompskut deployed to the north as well to defend against
additional Mohawk attacks.

The English began their march just after dark 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.'”” The English force likely had
prior intelligence of Native sentries positioned at the Deerfield River Ford and Cheapside
overlooking the ford. Cheapside is a prominent rock outcrop at the southern end of Rocky
Mountain rising several hundred feet above the Deerfield River. Cheapside was used by Native
soldiers as an outpost and possible fortification which had a commanding view of the northern

Deerfield meadows to the south and two well-known fords to the south (Figures 13 & 14).

104 cSL, Connecticut Archives, Colonial War, Series I. P. 60.
195 Mather, A Brief History. P. 49.

106 cSL, Connecticut Archives, Colonial War, Series I. P. 60.
7 Bodge. King Philip’s War. P. 245.

74 | GA-2287-14-012 Technical Report



.

Deerfield
Ford
Locations

Key: J

Guarded Fords

0

Alternate Fords

= &
Native Outpost & [ ("n LD

b}

Sentries

A

Possible English
Route of
Approach
(Approximation)

—

Figure 14 Deerfield Ford Locations.

It is clear that English commanders chose to avoid this region and searched for a point to
cross the Deerfield River further to the west. The historian George Bodge claimed in 1906 that
“they crossed the river at the northerly part of the meadow (a late high authority says “at the
mouth of Sheldon’s brook™), and thus eluded, the Indian outpost stationed at the place “now
called Cheapside,” to guard the usual place of crossing.”108 The “late high authority” Bodge cited
may have been George Sheldon of Deerfield although he was alive at the time of Bodge’s

writing. Another possible ford location is reported to have been at “Red Rock Ford” just west of

1% Bodge. King Philip’s War. P. 245.
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present-day Deerfield, MA.*® The Red Rock Ford was a well-known crossing point on the
Deerfield River which allowed quick access to the western Deerficld meadows. If Turner’s
company crossed at that point they would have avoided any Native sentries at the Deerfield
River Ford and at Cheapside. In any case, it appears that the noise made by Turner’s 150
Dragoons may have been detected by Native sentries in the vicinity even though they forded the
Deerfield River well to the west. The historian George Madison Bodge claimed that:

These Indians, it is said, overheard the crossing of the troops and turned out with

torches, and examined the usual ford, but finding to traces there and hearing no

further disturbance, concluded that the noise was made by moose, crossing, and

so went back to their sleep.''

If this was the case, Native soldiers deployed to the usual fording locations along the
upper branch of the Deerfield River with torches to search for the cause of the noise but not
noticing anything out of the ordinary they concluded that it may had been caused by an animal,
such as a moose, and returned to their positions. The English may have been aided by a heavy
thunderstorm which began to downpour at some point during their march.**

Once Turner’s company had passed the Native sentries deployed around Cheapside and
the Deerfield River they continued north through Greenfield Meadow and remained along the
west side of the Green River. According to the preeminent local historian, George Sheldon,
Turner’s command crossed the Green River “at the mouth of Ash-swamp brook to the eastward,
skirting the great swamp.”*'? The Ash-swamp brook Sheldon identified is the present-day Cherry
Rum Book which runs in an easterly directly and eventually connects to the White Ash Brook
and Swamp. While it is not part of the Ash Swamp drainage, its eastern terminus is only a few
hundred yards from the White Ash Brook and Swamp a mile or so to the east. On their approach
the English forces could have skirted the swamp either the north or south, but the north affords a

much easier route of march as it consists mainly of dry, high plains as the south contains more

1% 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.

19 This account of Native soldiers mistaking the noise of the English for a Moose only appears in Bodge’s Soldier’s
in King Philip’s War. It is possible that it is local Yankee / Native oral history recounted by Sheldon. Again, there is
no indication where this account originated. Bodge. King Philip’s War. P. 245.

1 As with the Moose account, the only reference of Turner’s Company riding north through a rain storm is found in
Bodge’s Soldier’s in King Philip’s War. It is possible that it is local Yankee / Native oral history recounted by
Sheldon. Again, there is no indication where this account originated. Bodge. King Philip’s War. P. 245.

12 This quote may from an interview with Sheldon as he was alive until 1916. Bodge. King Philip’s War. P. 245.
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wetlands, valleys, and mountainous terrain (Figure 15). Native sentries or guards in the vicinity,
including the encampments at Peskeompskut, apparently did not deploy sentries or were not as
alert due to the heavy storm and not having any indication of English activities in the area.*** The
lack of guards could be due to a reliance on the lookout post at Cheapside to alert them of any
danger, or it may also be the case that without Connecticut troops and their Native allies
operating near Peskeompskut area felt they had nothing to fear from the inexperienced settlers

and garrison troops in their part of the valley.
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Figure 15 English Route of Approach to Falls River.

In the midst of a thunderstorm Turner’s command continued eastward on horseback

along the brook and swamp until they came to a high terrace overlooking Fall River. The English

13 1 ’Estrange, A New and Further Narrative. P. 12; Mather, A Brief History. P. 49; Hubbard. Troubles with the
Indians. P. 85; Bodge. King Philip’s War. P. 245.
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guides knew they were in close vicinity of the falls and the mounted troops likely heard the noise
of the falls at that distance. According to William Hubbard, “When they came near the Indians
rendezvouze, the alighted off their horses, and tyed them to some young trees at a quarter miles
distance.”* Turner stationed an unknown number of soldiers to guard the horses while the rest
of the company crossed the Fall River at a ford below the terrace and the English ascended the

steep slope on the east side of the river to the hill above (Figure 16).
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Figure 16 English Route of Approach to Peskeompskut.

The English gathered their forces on the slope of a high hill now overlooking one of the

encampments at Peskeompskut directly to their south. One source states that the “souldiers got

1% Hubbard. Troubles with the Indians. P. 86.
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thither after a hard March just about break of day.”**® Captain Turner and Lieutenant Holyoke
likely planned the upcoming assault at that moment now that they had a rough visual in the early
morning hours of the Native encampment on the northern side of the Great Falls and stretching
east for some unknown distance. The English launched their attack before daybreak. According
to most accounts the village was undefended at the time of the attack and that the English:

...came upon them before day-break, they having no Centinels or Scouts abroad,

as thinking themselves secure, by reason of their remote distance from any of our

Plantations...**°
In addition to a possible rainstorm one English source later attributed the undefended camp to the
fact that the evening before “they had made themselves merry with new milk and roast beef,
having lately driven away many of their milch cows, as and English woman confessed, that was
made to milk them.”™*” The English woman, perhaps liberated during the attack along with at
least one other captive boy, could have been Thomas Ames’s daughter who Thomas Reed
identified as being at the falls.*'®

By all accounts, English forces were able to advance within point-blank range of the
village without being detected. Roger L’Estrange reported that Turner’s men found “the Indians
fast asleep” and that some of the men were able to “put their guns even into their Wigwams” as
they moved into position.'*® Mather similarly described how the soldiers found the Native
encampment “secure indeed, yea all asleep without having any Scouts abroad; so that our
Souldiers came and put their Guns into their Wigwams, before the Indians were aware of
them.”? The English likely had an attack plan to try to encompass as much of the encampment
as possible but there is no indication of how they proceeded. All that is known is that on a given
signal English forces opened fire and fell upon the unsuspecting inhabitants of the village and
began to indiscriminately kill all Native peoples they encountered (Figure 17).

Once account describes how English forces “fell in amongst them, and killed several

hundreds of them upon the place, they being out of posture or order to make any formidable

151 *Estrange, A True Account of the Most Considerable Occurrences. P. 3.
181 *Estrange, A New and Further Narrative. P. 12.

" Hubbard. Troubles with the Indians. P. 85.

118 CSL, Connecticut Archives, Colonial War, Series I. P. 60.

197 *Estrange, A New and Further Narrative. P. 12.

120 Mather, A Brief History. P. 49.
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resistance, though they were six times superior to us in number.”*** L’Estrange described how
the English “poured in their shot among them” while Mather simply wrote how English forces
“made a great and notable slaughter amongst them.”*?? In the terror and confusion some armed
Natives fought back as best they could against their unknown attackers and inflicted some
casualties. In one account the author described how “the Indians that durst and were able did get
out of their Wigwams and did fight a little (in which fight one Englishman only was slain).”*?*
As non-combatants (unarmed old men, women, and children) ran away from English soldiers

towards the banks of the Connecticut River armed Native men engaged the English.
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Figure 17 English Attack on Peskeompskut Encampment.

1211 ’Estrange, A New and Further Narrative. P. 12.
1221 "Estrange, A New and Further Narrative. P. 12; Mather, A Brief History. P. 49.
123 1 *Estrange, A New and Further Narrative. P. 12.
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The shock of the initial gunfire and sustained English volleys caused one Narragansett
man, John Wecopeak, to recall how “the Shott came as thick as Raine.”*?* In the darkness the
Native villages initially thought they were under assault from the Mohawk: “When the Indians
were first awakened with the thunder of their guns, they cried out Mohawks, Mohawks, as if their
own native enemies had been upon.”125

It is unclear how large the encampment on the northern side of the Connecticut River was
at the time of the assault but it appears to have run the length of the shoreline from the Great
Falls southeast towards present-day Barton Cove. Today, low lying lands which have once
contained a large portion of the encampment presently lays under water below the cove. This
land was exposed until 20™ century dam and canal construction backed up the Connecticut River,
flooding the area and forming the present cove and the unexposed land became known as Barton
Island. If Turner’s attack focused on the portion of the encampment closest to the falls, which
would have been the first they encountered, this may have allowed Native peoples further to the
southwest to escape. In his testimony following his capture by English forces, John Wecopeak
described how he had “run away” once the fight began “by Reason the Shott came as thick as
Raine, but said alsoe, that he was at a great Distance” indicating that he may have further south
or east near present-day Barton Cove.'®

Wananaquabin, a Narragansett soldier who was at the encampment under attack by the
English testified that “he was at the Fight with Capt. Turner” and during initial attack “and there

. . .. 127
lost his Gun, and swam over a River to save his life.”

Wananaquabin’s account suggests that
he may have been an active combatant firing upon his attackers but quickly he lost his firearm.
Wananaquabin was strong enough to swim across the Connecticut River, to the other Native
encampment on the southern shore but others trying to escape were not successful. Several
English accounts describe how in the panic of the attack many Native people attempted to escape
across the Connecticut River either by swimming or by canoe. English soldiers who took up
positions at points 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.

124 John Easton, Franklin B. Hough, Editor, 4 Narrative Of the Causes which led to Philip’s Indian War, of 1675
and 1676, by John Easton, of Rhode Island. (Albany, NY: J. Munsell, 1858). P. 179.

12 Hubbard. Troubles with the Indians. P. 86.

126 Easton, Narrative of the Causes. P.p. 180-181.

127 Easton, Narrative of the Causes. P.p. 179.
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One English soldier, William Draw, testified that during a lull in the attack he noticed:

...two or three Soldiers to stand in a secure place below the banke, more quiet
than he thought was [illegible] for the time; he asked them why they had stood
there saith they answered that they had seen many goe down the falls and thy
would endeavo" to tell how many. Here upon he observed w™ them : until he told
fifty; and they S° to him that those made up Six score and ten.*?

Roger L’Estrange described the scene as well:

...others of the Indians did enter the River to swim over from the English, but
many of them were shot dead in the waters, others wounded were therein
drowned, may got into Canoes to paddle away, but the paddlers being shot, the
Canoes over-set with tall therein, and the stream of the River being very violent
and swift in the place near the great Falls, most that fell over board were born by
the strong current of that River, and carried upon the Falls of Water from those
exceeding high and steep Rocks, and from thence tumbling down were broken 