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Sustained warfare and violence triggered multiple forced migrations 
across the Northeastern Borderlands of North America during its 
first two centuries of colonialism. Diverse Indigenous communities as 
well as varied settler groups relocated throughout this multinational 
region as a result of direct force and due to overlapping voluntary 
and semi-coerced impulses to relocate. The multiple mobilities of 
Algonquian-speaking Wabanaki individuals and communities, French-
speaking Acadians, and English-speaking Loyalists in the second half 
of the eighteenth century have almost always been treated in isolation 
from one another, which risks overemphasizing the uniqueness of each 
movement. A comparative assessment focused on their common pres-
ence in modern-day northern New England, the Canadian Maritimes, 
and Quebec reveals these movements to have been deeply imbricated 
with one another and demonstrates that moving under pressure was a 
quotidian experience in this borderland. As every chapter in this vol-
ume shows, mixed mobility shaped by both coercion and choice was a 
defining feature of the long age of wars and revolutions from the 1750s 
to the 1830s. At the same time, mobility is fundamental to the human 
condition and underlies colonialism, generally, and the transatlantic 
slave trade, in particular. The groups, region, and events analyzed in 
this chapter have value as a case study and also merit attention because  
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the conflicts showcased here over boundaries, mobility, and sover-
eignty remain pressing in our increasingly interconnected world.

The Wabanaki homeland formed the easternmost part of the 
Northeastern Borderlands. In the 1750s, the borderlands stretched across 
rival British and French claims to places intermixed with Indigenous com-
munities that extended at least to contested Haudenosaunee (also identi-
fied as the Iroquois or Six Nations) territories in the Ohio Country and 
around the Great Lakes. This large region included multiple Indigenous 
polities that increasingly (but not always) acted in solidarity. Its numer-
ous colonies were generally at odds with one another (even when they 
shared a European sovereign), and they were internally divided among 
settlers, government officials, and land speculators. British and French 
imperial and colonial leaders struggled to control their own subjects and 
Indigenous groups almost as much as they warred with one another. 
Myriad cross-cutting interests fueled constant conflict and triggered dra-
matic forced migrations of several kinds.1

The foundational coercive migration in the region displaced 
Indigenous individuals, communities, and polities. By the second half of 
the eighteenth century, the Wabanaki people responded to the growing 
crisis of colonialism with such skill that its four major tribes still main-
tain officially recognized control over some portion of the pre-colonial 
Wabanaki homeland today.2 Although this territory is now vastly 
reduced, and the struggle against colonialism remains deeply chal-
lenging, recent legal decisions in Canada and the US point to a potent 
twenty-first-century Indigenous revitalization that draws directly on 
historical experiences, legal precedents, and diplomacy during the age 
of wars and revolutions.

The southern edge of the Wabanaki homeland in this era began in the 
Kennebec River Valley of Maine, roughly the northern ecological limit 
required for traditional sedentary agriculture. One of the Wabanaki’s most 
important creative adaptations to colonialism modified and expanded 
traditional practices of seasonal mobility. Another key innovation was 
alliance-building to thwart genocide. These strategies changed over time 

 1 On colonial borderlands and interconnected settler and Indigenous mobilities in the 
southernmost Western Hemisphere, see Edward Blumenthal’s chapter in this volume.

 2 On “the North” as a crucial refuge for Indigenous communities from southern and 
western New England, see Lisa Brooks, Our Beloved Kin: A New History of King 
Philip’s War (New Haven, CT, 2018); Colin G. Calloway, The Western Abenakis of 
Vermont, 1600–1800: War, Migration, and the Survival of an Indian People (Norman, 
OK, 1990).
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and included advantageous as well as traumatic relationships with Euro–
American newcomers. As the historians Emerson Baker and John G. Reid 
stressed in a major revisionist assessment, “there was a crucial weakness 
in the non-native hold on the Northeast,” where the “strategic acumen of 
native polities” limited the speed and sweep of colonialism.3

The Wabanaki Confederacy purposefully responded to growing 
threats upon its homeland and serves as a helpful introduction to these 
First Nations. The confederacy’s four main groups from west to east are 
the Penobscot, Passamaquoddy, Maliseet (Wulstukwiuk), and Mi’kmaq. 
The core homelands of the first pair are marked on the landscape by the 
rivers and bays that bear their names today, while the territories of 
the latter two are highlighted on the Maritimes inset map (Map 2.1). 
The geographically central pair share many qualities, as well as neigh-
boring territories on Passamaquoddy Bay and the W∂last∂kw River (the 
Saint John River in English, a translation of its French colonial name), 
while the two more distant groups had more distinct local experiences 
that sometimes led to inter-tribal conflict.4

The earliest lasting colonial settlements in the region were by French 
speakers around the Baie Française (Bay of Fundy), who came to call 
themselves Acadians. Partly due to the modest number of male-dominated 
settlements in the early seventeenth century, Acadian relationships with 
neighboring Wabanaki people were often positive, and included some 
intermarriage and spiritual syncretism. When France ceded peninsular 
Acadia to Great Britain in the Treaty of Utrecht (1713), the status of 
Acadians in the new British colony of Nova Scotia was ambiguous. A 
limited British presence and sparse settlement by English speakers led 
weak colonial rulers to accommodate Acadian persistence. This detente 
would be shattered when British and French hostilities emboldened Nova 
Scotia and Massachusetts officials to forcibly remove Acadians in 1755.5

 3 Emerson Baker and John G. Reid, “Amerindian Power in the Early Modern Northeast: 
A Reappraisal,” William and Mary Quarterly 61 (2004): 88, 105. Reid elaborates this in 
several valuable publications, most recently “Empire, Settler Colonialism, and the Role 
of Violence in Indigenous Dispossession in North America, 1749–1830,” in Elizabeth 
Mancke, Jerry Bannister, Denis McKim, and Scott W. See, eds., Violence, Order, and 
Unrest: A History of British North America, 1749–1876 (Toronto, 2019), 117–34.

 4 For a general orientation, see Bruce G. Trigger, ed., Northeast, vol. 15 in William C. 
Sturtevant, gen. ed., Handbook of North American Indians (Washington, DC, 1978).

 5 On pre-deportation Acadia, see N. E. S. Griffiths, From Migrant to Acadia: A North 
American Border People, 1604–1755 (Montreal, 2005); Gregory M. W. Kennedy, 
Something of a Peasant Paradise? Comparing Rural Societies in Acadie and the Loudunais, 
1604–1755 (Montreal, 2014). For a discussion of Acadians among the French-speaking 
exile population in Louisiana, see Natalie Dessens’s chapter in this volume.
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After the Seven Years War (1756–63), imperial and colonial author-
ities hoped to swiftly resettle the rich farmlands that had been emp-
tied of Acadians with voluntary migrants from southern New England. 
To encourage resettlement, Nova Scotia’s government provided trans-
portation, provisions, and generous purchase terms. Governor Charles 
Lawrence further assured migrants that they would enjoy Protestant 
religious freedom outside the Church of England and that a legislature 
would belatedly be created for the colony. Roughly eight thousand 
“Planters” took advantage of these opportunities in the Acadian depor-
tation zone, but this migration waned after 1768 as ongoing Acadian 
and Indigenous resistance contested new settlement from southern 
New England. Modest additional migration from Yorkshire, Highland 
Scotland, and by German speakers from Central Europe completed the 
colonial presence in Nova Scotia prior to the arrival of huge numbers of 
Loyalists in the early 1780s.6

The Northeastern Borderlands region was the most important des-
tination for Loyalist exiles from the American War of Independence. 
More than 60,000 individuals who were loyal to the British Empire 
left what became the United States, a much greater proportion of ref-
ugees, relative to the total US population, than would flee from the 
French Revolution.7 Nova Scotia received about 32,000 new settlers 
and Quebec some 14,000, a major influx of English speakers in both 
provinces that especially transformed Nova Scotia (see Map 2.1). For 
the majority of Loyalist refugees, the solution to British capitulation 
in 1783 lay in its North American acquisitions in two previous wars. 
Loyalist exile led directly to the creation of the new province of New 
Brunswick out of mainland Nova Scotia in 1784 and of Upper and 
Lower Canada from the former province of Quebec in 1791. Loyalist 

 6 The five volumes in the Planter Studies Series are the scholarly starting point, most 
recently, T. Stephen Henderson and Wendy G. Robicheau, eds., The Nova Scotia Planters 
in the Atlantic World, 1759–1830 (Fredericton, NB, 2012). See also R. Cole Harris, 
ed., Historical Atlas of Canada, Vol. 1: From the Beginning to 1800 (Toronto, 1987), 
plate 31; Bernard Bailyn, Voyagers to the West: A Passage in the Peopling of America 
on the Eve of the Revolution (New York, 1986), chapter 11; Winthrop Pickard Bell, 
The “Foreign Protestants” and the Settlement of Nova Scotia: The History of a Piece of 
Arrested British Colonial Policy in the Eighteenth Century (Toronto, 1961).

 7 For refugee comparisons, see R. R. Palmer, The Age of the Democratic Revolution: A 
Political History of Europe and America, 1760–1800 (1959–1964; Princeton, NJ, 2014), 
141–42; Maya Jasanoff, “Revolutionary Exiles: The American Loyalist and French Émigré 
Diasporas,” in David Armitage and Sanjay Subrahmanyam, eds., The Age of Revolutions 
in Global Context, c. 1760–1840 (Basingstoke and New York, 2010), 37–58.
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forced migration and colonial state formation were fundamentally 
fused and perpetuated the symbiosis of mobility and colonialism.8

Loyalists who fled rebel tyranny gave powerful voice to their suffer-
ing, and the creation of new British North American provinces prom-
ised them a fresh start with just compensation for their abuse. However, 
this familiar characterization relies too heavily on a Loyalist view and a 
self-congratulatory imperial reassessment in the wake of military defeat. 
Loyalists who moved north did not arrive in the wilderness, as is still too 
often asserted. Loyalist recourse to the Northeastern Borderlands rested 
upon the deportation and dispossession of Acadians and Wabanakis, 
practices that had surged since the 1750s. The American War of 
Independence was the immediate cause of Loyalist exile, of course, but 
the fuller meaning of their mobility built upon the steady expansion of 
colonial order in the borderlands.9

The interconnections of Wabanaki, Acadian, and Loyalist mixed 
mobilities are revealingly united in the figure of John Allan, whose colo-
nial leadership in the Wabanaki homeland rested in large part on his 
own multiple forced migrations. He had been born in 1747 in Edinburgh 
Castle, where his family took refuge from a rebellion in Scotland. At 
the start of the American Revolution, he was a prosperous settler with 
Acadian tenants in Cumberland County, Nova Scotia, where he served 
several terms in the legislature. When Allan, as a Patriot, fled west to 
safety in August 1776, he left behind five children, a wife (who would be 
imprisoned), a farm (later burned), livestock, and other property (con-
fiscated). Allan was a two-time refugee, a strong opponent of Loyalists, 
and a patron of Acadians, as well as an exploiter of both their labor 
and their improved lands. He championed Wabanaki claims even as his 
work accelerated their dispossession.10 While Indigenous individuals, 

 9 Maya Jasanoff, Liberty’s Exiles: American Loyalists in the Revolutionary World (New 
York, 2011) is the best recent Loyalist study, but the colonial and regional evaluation 
offered in the present chapter continues the critique of the imperial priorities begun in 
Jerry Bannister and Liam Riordan, “Loyalism and the British Atlantic, 1660–1840,” 
in Bannister and Riordan, eds., Loyal Atlantic: Remaking the British Atlantic in the 
Revolutionary Era (Toronto, 2012), 3–36.

 10 The best treatment of Allan’s Nova Scotia context is Ernest Clarke, The Siege of Fort 
Cumberland, 1776: An Episode in the American Revolution (Montreal, 1995). Consult 
the Dictionary of Canadian Biography (www.biographi.ca/en/index.php) for rich schol-
arly entries about virtually every settler and Indigenous person discussed here.

 8 For state-led colonization and displacement in the region, see Alexandra L. Montgomery, 
“Projecting Power in the Dawnland: Weaponizing Settlement in the Gulf of Maine 
World, 1710–1800,” PhD diss., University of Pennsylvania, 2020.
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bands, and even whole tribes strategically withdrew and were forci-
bly expelled as colonial intrusion surged, they continued to use many 
sites in their occupied homeland. Allan noted that “many [Wabanaki] 
families have been known to reside for months [on the coast] without 
being seen by the white Inhabitants.” His lengthy report of 1793 ended 
by emphasizing that “Indians are not subject to, or amenable to any 
power; they have been always viewed as a distinct Body, govern’d by 
their own customs & manners, nor will they ever tamely submit to any 
authority different from their own.” Seasonal and riverine mobility, tra-
ditional practices modified in the colonial crucible of forced migration, 
sustained Indigenous sovereignty in the Northeastern Borderlands. As 
the ethnohistorian Micah Pawling concludes about Wabanaki vitality, 
the colonial state never completed its conquest because it “struggled to 
hit a moving target” in this multinational region.11 Closer scrutiny of 
forced migrations in the Wabanaki homeland reveals how Indigenous, 
Acadian, and Loyalist mobilities shaped one another and changed the 
Northeastern Borderlands during the age of wars and revolutions.

Mobility, Coercion, and Opportunism 
in the Wabanaki Homeland

Mobility can be compelled, but it is also deployed to avoid adversity 
and seek opportunity. As the colonial presence grew stronger in the 
Northeastern Borderlands after 1750, the overlapping, competing, 
and complementary migrations of Wabanakis, Acadians, and Loyalists 
revealed continuities that fused together forced, voluntary, and ambig-
uous movements. The First Nations held unquestioned power almost 
everywhere along the northeastern seacoast (and even more so in the 
interior) at the midpoint of the eighteenth century. Tribal cooperation 
and allegiances were sought by colonial and imperial authorities who 
conformed to Native expectations about the proper conduct of nation-
to-nation diplomacy and even land ownership.12 In 1750, there were 

 11 “Col. John Allan’s Report on the Indian Tribes in 1793,” in Frederic Kidder, ed., 
Military Operations in Eastern Maine and Nova Scotia during the Revolution (Albany, 
NY, 1867), 317–18; Micah A. Pawling, “Wabanaki Homeland and Mobility: Concepts 
of Home in Nineteenth-Century Maine,” Ethnohistory 63 (2016): 623–24; Micah A. 
Pawling, “W∂last∂kwey (Maliseet) Homeland: Waterscapes and Continuity within the 
Lower St. John River Valley, 1784–1900,” Acadiensis 46 (2017): 5–34.

 12 On Wabanaki mobility as resistance to colonialism, see Thomas M. Wickman, Snowshoe 
Country: An Environmental and Cultural History of Winter in the Early American 
Northeast (Cambridge and New York, 2018), and on halting colonialism in eastern 
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no substantial English-speaking settlements east of the Kennebec River 
until one arrived at the British pales in Nova Scotia around Annapolis 
Royal (formerly the French outpost of Port Royal) and the brand-
new naval base at Halifax. This was not a landscape of stable colo-
nial farming communities. Rather, it hosted a changing cast of fishing 
settlements and small river-based forts and truck houses with nearby 
homesteads (many with squatters who settled beyond the reach of the 
law). The colonial presence was so uncertain here that the town found-
ers of Machias sought legal recognition from both Massachusetts and 
Nova Scotia in 1763.13

The formal framework for Wabanaki–British relations in this era 
was a set of treaties negotiated in Boston and Annapolis Royal from 
1725 to 1727. These treaties closed the Fourth Anglo–Wabanaki War, 
also known as Dummer’s War. This critical regional conflict was one of 
the few wars with no European analogue in a century of near-constant 
warfare that started in 1675. As a result, it is little studied by histo-
rians of Euro–American empires and nations. Nonetheless, its pains-
takingly negotiated resolution was pivotal for those who lived in the 
Northeastern Borderlands. Treaty conferences involved officials from 
New Hampshire, Massachusetts, and Nova Scotia as well as “several 
Tribes of the Eastern Indians,” principally identified as the Norridgewock 
(on the upper Kennebec), Penobscot, St. Johns (often used by the British 
for the Maliseet as well as the Passamaquoddy in this era), and Cape 
Sable (one of many Mi’kmaq communities). Although this fundamen-
tal agreement was reaffirmed continually at least through the Treaty of 
Peace and Friendship negotiated at Halifax in 1760, its meaning sparked 
sharp disagreements.

Loron Sauguaaram (Laurent Sagourrab), who served as a key 
Penobscot negotiator for more than three decades starting in 1720, poi-
gnantly clarified the Indigenous interpretation of the word “submission,” 
which appeared in the printed treaty but had not been part of the oral 
diplomacy. Sauguaaram explained, “do not hence infer that I acknowl-
edge thy King as my King, and King of my lands. Here lies my distinc-
tion – my Indian distinction. God hath willed that I have no King, and 

 13 See Jeffers Lennox, Homelands and Empires: Indigenous Spaces, Imperial Fictions, and 
Competition for Territory in Northeastern North America, 1690–1763 (Toronto, 2017); 
Elizabeth Mancke, The Fault Lines of Empire: Political Differentiation in Massachusetts 
and Nova Scotia, ca. 1760–1830 (New York, 2005).

Maine, see Ian Saxine, Properties of Empire: Indians, Colonists, and Land Speculators 
on the New England Frontier (New York, 2019).
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that I be master of my lands in common.”14 Indigenous rights secured in 
these treaties remain at issue in contemporary lobstering disputes that 
have pitted the Canadian Supreme Court against the provincial govern-
ments of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick and led to anti-Indigenous 
violence in 2020.15

Impending imperial conflict on the eve of the Seven Years War 
emboldened leaders of Massachusetts and Nova Scotia to implement eth-
nic cleansing policies in 1755 to enhance their power in the Wabanaki 
homeland. On November 3, 1755, Massachusetts Lieutenant Governor 
Spencer Phips issued a proclamation that awarded “premiums” for 
Penobscot men, women, and children brought to Boston as captives for 
enslavement, with lesser sums being granted for their scalps. A recent 
painting by the Penobscot artist and historian James E. Francis recreates 
the Phips Proclamation in paint, and reclaims it to testify that Wabanaki 
mobility helped the tribe to triumph over the genocidal goal of the 
1755 law (Figure 2.1). Francis appropriates and transforms the Phips 
Proclamation by relegating the government broadside to the background, 
superimposing a red human figure upon it, and then emblazoning a sin-
gle Penobscot word that translates as “we walk on eternally” across the 
surface on the diagonal. The word appears in blood-red paint that drips 
down the text of the broadside.16

The second ethnic cleansing campaign begun in the Wabanaki 
homeland in 1755 is more widely known today. The infamous Grand 
Dérangement mobilized provincial and British soldiers in a carefully 
planned effort to decimate generations-old Acadian settlements in Nova 
Scotia. The systematic campaign eventually removed nearly 13,000 
people, more than half of them to other British mainland colonies in 
1755. After imperial wars were officially declared, another nearly 6,000 
Francophones were deported to France between 1758 and 1778. Based 

 15 For an effective denunciation of the willful misinterpretation of the 1725–27 treaties, see 
Andrea Bear Nicholas, “Mascareene’s Treaty of 1725,” University of New Brunswick 
Law Journal 43 (1994), 3–18; Dan Bilefsky, “In ‘Lobster War,’ Indigenous Canadians 
Face Attacks by Fishermen,” New York Times, October 20, 2020.

 16 Spencer Phips, “Proclamation” (Boston, 1755). For ongoing Indigenous responses to 
the proclamation, see Bonnie D. Newsom and Jamie Bissonetete-Lewey, “Wabanaki 
Resistance and Healing: An Exploration of the Contemporary Role of an Eighteenth-
Century Bounty Proclamation in an Indigenous Decolonization Process,” Landscapes of 
Violence 2 (2012): 1–8.

 14 Reprinted as “Indian Explanation of the Treaty of Casco Bay, 1727,” in Colin G. 
Calloway, ed., Dawnland Encounters: Indians and Europeans in Northern New England 
(Hanover, NH, 1991), 117, emphasis added. See also Saxine, Properties, 87–109.
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on a close reading of the United Nations’ 1994 definition of ethnic 
cleansing and an analysis of various factors (such as premeditation, 
sustained commitment of significant resources, high mortality among 
exiles, seizure and destruction of community records, burning of the 
built landscape), the historian John Mack Faragher judges the Acadian 
deportation to be “the first state-sponsored ethnic cleansing in North 

Figure 2.1 James E. Francis, We Walk On; Eternally (2020),  
Collections of Maine Historical Society.
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American history.”17 The initial round-up and expulsion of Acadians 
followed the June 1755 defeat of French forces at Fort Beauséjour, the 
strategic point on the isthmus that connected Nova Scotia to mainland 
North America and that delineated British and French land claims. 
Nova Scotia Governor Charles Lawrence and his council authorized the 
deportation the following month without support from imperial officials, 
and by the end of the year, thirty-six transport ships, mostly owned by 
Boston-area merchants, had removed French speakers from the major 
Acadian settlements at Chignecto (surrounding Fort Beauséjour, now 
rebranded by the British as Fort Cumberland), Minas Basin (with the 
large community of Grand Pré at its center), and Annapolis Royal. The 
initial expulsion of 7,000 Acadians to other British mainland colonies 
was a stunning opening salvo, but only hinted at the scope and duration 
of the long Acadian expulsion. The initial deportations of 1755–57 trig-
gered some immediate counter-migration back to Nova Scotia as well as 
the flight of about 4,000 Acadians out of Nova Scotia to adjacent French 
colonial possessions. Self-preserving flight may have been a matter of 
choice but was far from voluntary, a type of movement under duress 
long familiar to these French speakers’ Wabanaki neighbors.

British military success in 1758, following the capture of the fortified 
town of Louisbourg on Île Royale (Cape Breton Island) as well as at Île 
Saint-Jean (Prince Edward Island), led to the direct deportation of some 
3,500 people to France. Acadian deportation declined in the postwar 
period (see Map 2.2), but chain migrations initiated in 1755 created a 
web of Acadian mobility across the Atlantic, with especially large num-
bers returning to Nova Scotia or venturing to Saint-Domingue and New 
Orleans. The last major movement in the three-decade-long expulsion 
was of 1,624 Acadians from France to Louisiana in 1785.18 For Acadians 

 18 See “Explanatory maps of Saint Croix & Acadia: Acadian Deportation, Migration, 
and Resettlement,” created by the Canadian-American Center at the University of 
Maine: https://umaine.edu/canam/publications/st-croix/acadian-deportation-migration- 
resettlement/. Christopher Hodson evocatively explains how imperial labor demands 
shaped the migrations in The Acadian Diaspora: An Eighteenth-Century History (New 
York, 2012).

 17 John Mack Faragher, A Great and Noble Scheme: The Tragic Story of the Expulsion of 
the French Acadians from Their American Homeland (New York, 2005), 468–80, 473 
(quote). Earlier genocidal campaigns against Indigenous groups are a surprising oversight 
in Faragher’s decisive statement. On the appropriateness of genocide and ethnic cleans-
ing as categories of analysis, see Tai S. Edwards and Paul Kelton, “Germs, Genocides, 
and America’s Indigenous Peoples,” Journal of American History 107 (2020): 52–76. 
For a rejection of Acadian deportation as genocide, see John Grenier, The Far Reaches 
of Empire: War in Nova Scotia, 1710–1760 (Norman, OK, 2008).

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009370578.002 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://umaine.edu/canam/publications/st-croix/acadian-deportation-migration-resettlement/
https://umaine.edu/canam/publications/st-croix/acadian-deportation-migration-resettlement/
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009370578.002


A
ca

di
an

 d
ep

or
ta

tio
n

A
ca

di
an

 m
ig

ra
tio

n

N
um

be
r 

of
 A

ca
di

an
s 

(i
f 

kn
ow

n)

A
rr

ow
s 

sc
al

ed
 to

 r
ef

le
ct

 p
op

ul
at

io
n

(5
00

)

17
65

-6
7 

(6
22

)

17
63

 (7
6) 1763-66 (150)

1763 (62)

1763 (150)

17
64

-6
5 

(1
05

0)

1767 (200)

17
67

 (2
40

)

1765 (500)

1764 (20)

17
64

 (3
00

)

17
64

 (1
50

)

17
66

 (3
50

)

1764 (600)

17
63

, 1
76

7
(1

20
0)

17
63

-1
76

7

M
a

p 
2

.2
 A

ca
di

an
 d

ep
or

ta
tio

n 
an

d 
m

ig
ra

tio
n,

 1
76

3–
67

. A
ca

di
an

s 
w

er
e 

di
re

ct
ly

 d
ep

or
te

d 
to

 F
ra

nc
e,

 s
ta

rt
in

g 
in

 1
75

8.
 

R
el

at
ed

 tr
an

sa
tla

nt
ic

 c
ha

in
 m

ig
ra

tio
ns

 fl
ou

ri
sh

ed
 in

 th
e 

17
60

s 
an

d 
re

vi
ve

d 
du

ri
ng

 a
nd

 a
ft

er
 th

e 
A

m
er

ic
an

 R
ev

ol
ut

io
n.

C
ou

rt
es

y 
of

 S
te

ph
en

 J
. H

or
ns

by
 a

nd
 t

he
 C

an
ad

ia
n-

A
m

er
ic

an
 C

en
te

r,
 U

ni
ve

rs
it

y 
of

 M
ai

ne
.

40

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009370578.002 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009370578.002


 Exile and Opportunity 41

forced from Nova Scotia, as well as for Indigenous communities across 
the Northeast, motives to migrate ranged from life-threatening coercive 
violence to quasi-voluntary mobility to seek more promising opportu-
nities. Crucially, the genocidal campaigns against both groups failed, 
but the trauma they unleashed remain rallying points for the collective 
memory of contemporary Acadian and Wabanaki people.

The Acadian deportation of 1755 closed one phase of a regional 
guerilla war that had pitted French speakers and Wabanaki allies 
against the British since 1749. Yet even after the French defeat in North 
America in 1760, the Wabanaki nations remained autonomous and 
forcefully asserted their sovereign rights. In response to royal direction, 
Nova Scotia Lieutenant Governor Jonathan Belcher Jr. acknowledged 
the Mi’kmaq free exercise of Catholicism, land possession, and the right 
to hunt, fowl, and fish unmolested across nearly all the northern coast 
from Canso to the Bay of Chaleurs.19 This recognition of Mi’kmaq 
rights and power in 1762 reflected British colonial and imperial lim-
itations in the Wabanaki homeland in spite of success against France.

The Seven Years War also opened the way for an aggressive British 
advance into Penobscot territory when Massachusetts built Fort Pownall 
on the western shore of Penobscot Bay in 1759. Joshua Bailey was among 
the 100 men from southern New England who participated in the three-
month construction crew, and his journal attests that the project aimed to 
displace Wabanaki power. When he reached the site, their first task was 
to set the “‘bounds’ … between the nations.”20 Bailey was confident that 
Massachusetts Governor Thomas Pownall, the expedition’s leader and 
the fort’s namesake, would subdue the Indians. While en route at another 
fort, Bailey reported that an Indigenous scalp was brought in by James 
Cargill, who had led a massacre of twelve Penobscots at Owl’s Head in 
July 1755. Initially jailed for that killing spree, Cargill was released and 
promoted to militia captain when the Phips Proclamation declared war 
on the Penobscots four months later.

Like most British forts strung along the coast of the Northeastern 
Borderlands, the modest Fort Pownall combined multiple functions. 

 19 Belcher Proclamation, May 4, 1762, in W. D. Hamilton and W. A. Spray, eds., Source 
Materials Relating to the New Brunswick Indian (Fredericton, NB, 1977), 37–38. On 
continued Indigenous resistance in the early 1760s, see L. F. S. Upton, Micmacs and 
Colonists: Indian-White Relations in the Maritimes, 1713–1867 (Vancouver, BC, 1979), 
58–60, 62; Lennox, Homelands and Empires, 238–52.

 20 Maine State Library, Augusta, Joshua Bailey, “Journal … relating to the building of Fort 
Pownall in 1759,” 4, 5, 7, typescript.
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Direct military operations were rare from such lightly staffed outposts. 
While they threated force, such sites most effectively advanced colonial-
ism as centers of regulated Indian trade and as stimulants to colonial 
settlements. When Massachusetts Governor Francis Bernard acquired 
a personal interest in the region, after the legislature granted him 
Mt. Desert Island, he charged Joseph Chadwick with determining the 
most optimal route for a road from Fort Pownall up the Penobscot River 
to Quebec City in 1764. Chadwick relied on the Wabanaki for assis-
tance, but they were reluctant to lead him into the interior. Indeed, they 
were so “jealous of their country being exposed by this survey” that a 
two-day “fray” erupted among Penobscots, several of whom refused to 
guide him beyond the major community at Penawabskik (modern-day 
Indian Island), some forty miles upriver from Fort Pownall. The remain-
ing guides forbade Chadwick from using surveying equipment, explain-
ing, “when they were among Englishmen they obeyed their commands 
and now best way you do obey Indian orders.” Chadwick did not reach 
Quebec, but he learned about the Wabanaki transportation infrastruc-
ture, especially that the Penobscot River allowed swift communication 
that connected the St. Lawrence, Kennebec, and St. John River systems.21

The situation at Fort Pownall in September 1767 underscores the ten-
tative claim that the British had in the Wabanaki homeland even after 
the Seven Years War. Returning from a visit to look after the gover-
nor’s interests at Mt. Desert Island, Thomas Goldthwaite, the fort’s 
commander, found a dangerous situation. Livestock had been killed, 
and local colonists fled to the fort for protection. Goldthwaite warned 
that the Indians had “never been so open and daring in their insults.” 
They were emboldened because large numbers of Wabanaki from the 
tip of Nova Scotia to the outskirts of Quebec City had traveled to the 
Penobscot to assert their control over twelve rivers in the region. Among 
them was a St. Francis Indian named Philip, who claimed to carry a letter 
from British Indian superintendent William Johnson in New York. Philip 
promised to return the next day with the letter and 300 Indians, and 
Goldthwaite prepared for an attack.22

 21 Joseph Chadwick, “Account of a Journey from Ft. Pownal … to Quebec in 1764,” in 
Bangor Historical Magazine 4 (1889): 148. See also, Stephen J. Hornsby and Micah A. 
Pawling, “British Survey the Interior,” in Hornsby and Richard W. Judd, eds., Historical 
Atlas of Maine (Orono, ME, 2015), plate 17.

 22 Thomas Goldthwaite to Governor Bernard, September 6–10, 1767, in James P. Baxter, 
ed., Documentary History of the State of Maine, 24 vols. (Portland, ME, 1910–1916), 
14: 148–50.
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The small party that arrived with Philip the next day did not launch 
an assault, but what they said upset Goldthwaite. The Penobscot leader 
Espequeunt had just returned from a two-week stay in Canada, where he 
had met with a French gentleman who spoke of yet another European 
war. A Penobscot woman named Osa, who had Goldthwaite’s con-
fidence, assured him that the Penobscots did not plan to war immedi-
ately, but she confirmed that they were upset about the growing British 
presence and colonists “hunting and settling upon their Rivers.” Philip 
became the scapegoat for these tensions, and the Penobscots reaffirmed 
their commitment to the British in the resonant terms of the 1760 treaty 
between the Mi’kmaq and Nova Scotia, to “peace and friendship with 
us.” Nevertheless, Goldthwaite feared the Wabanaki; his garrison was 
weak, and the Penobscots knew it.23

The Wabanaki Confederacy, which took shape gradually around 
1700, endured into the early 1870s, and was reconstituted a century 
later, mitigated colonial dispossession.24 Importantly, the confeder-
acy extended beyond the four Algonquian-speaking Wabanaki groups 
to include several other First Nations and linked them to additional 
inter-tribal alliances. Especially significant were adjacent Indigenous 
groups to the south and west who had been forced off their land by 
rapid settler expansion up the fertile valleys from the Hudson to the 
Kennebec rivers. Many Abenaki, who had been pushed out of what 
are now Vermont, New Hampshire, and southern Maine, resettled 
along the St. Lawrence River in Catholic mission communities such 
as St. Francis (Odanak) and Bécancour (Wôlinak), where they par-
ticipated in the Indigenous confederation of the Seven Nations of 
Canada. These communities had strong ties with Algonquian-speaking 
Odawas (Ottawas), who joined the Wabanaki Confederacy from their 
homeland around Lake Huron. The confederacy also bridged the 
Algonquian–Iroquoian linguistic divide with its triennial convention 
at the Catholic Mohawk community of Kahnawake (near Montreal), 

 23 Goldthwaite to Bernard, in Documentary History, 14: 152. On friendship as a key 
diplomatic concept, see John G. Reid, “Imperial-Aboriginal Friendship in Eighteenth-
Century Mi’kma’ki and Wulstukwik,” in Bannister and Riordan, eds., Loyal Atlantic, 
75–102.

 24 See Robert M. Leavitt and David A. Francis, eds., Wapapi Akonutomakonol, The 
Wampum Records: Wabanaki Traditional Laws (1897; Fredericton, NB, rev. and 
annotated 1990); Willard Walker, “The Wabanaki Confederacy,” Maine History 37 
(1998), 110–39; Bruce J. Bourque, Twelve Thousand Years: American Indians in Maine 
(Lincoln, NE, 2001), 173, 235–44.
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which, of course, had its foundation in Haudenosaunee traditions. 
While much of Wabanaki life revolved around family bands and clans 
that structured tribes and nations, larger confederacies were necessary 
to resist colonialism.

The extraordinary testimony given by an Indigenous person to 
Thomas Goldthwaite at the Penobscot Bay outpost of Fort Pownall in 
1771 offers a tantalizing glimpse into how Indigenous–imperial alliances, 
warfare, and enslavement connected the Northeastern Borderlands to 
the continental interior. This man’s natal community was among the 
Mataugwesauwacks, far to the west of Lake Superior, and he had been 
taken in battle by enemies of his people and “sold for a Slave as is 
the Custom.” He was then exchanged among multiple native groups 
before being owned by a master of the Widauwack nation, who “had 
intercourse with the French.” Next, he was sold into military service 
to fight with the French in 1759 at the Battle of Quebec, where he met 
Penobscot warriors. He ended up being baptized as a Catholic, marrying 
a Penobscot woman, and in 1771 described his extraordinary journey to 
Goldthwaite, who, in turn, shared the information about large martial 
groups on the North American plains with his military superiors.25

The trajectory of this Indigenous informant who married into 
the Penobscot nation was made possible, in part, by the integrative 
function of the Wabanaki Confederacy. As John Allan, a key Indian 
agent on the contested Maine–New Brunswick border, explained two 
decades later, Wabanaki “correspondence & intercourse” stretched 
from Canada [Quebec] to the “Mickmack Country.” Thanks to the 
“very easy conveyance by the Lakes, rivers and Streams,” a “natu-
ral propensity for roving,” and “universal” intermarriage from the 
Miramichi River to St. Francis (Odanak), “an Indian can hardly be 
found past 30 years of age but is acquaint’d and known within this 
circle.”26 Colonial assaults on the Wabanaki had raged almost contin-
uously since the 1670s, yet their networks and traditional practices of 
mobility sustained them in their homeland.

 25 A fragment of this document is at the William L. Clements Library, University 
of Michigan, Thomas Goldthwaite, interview with a Mataugwesauwack Indian 
now among the Penobscot, July 1771, Henry Clinton Papers, volume 7, folio 
45. A more complete copy is available online at the Gilcrease Museum: https://
collections .gilcrease.org/object/40265927. On Indigenous enslavement in New 
France, see Brett Rushforth, Bonds of Alliance: Indigenous and Atlantic Slaveries in 
New France (Chapel Hill, NC, 2012).

 26 Kidder, ed., Military Operations, 307–8, 306.
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The American Revolution and 
Intensifying Colonial Mobilities

When the American War of Independence began in April 1775, the 
Northeastern Borderlands immediately drew strategic attention. Most 
English-speaking colonists in the Wabanaki homeland had ambivalent 
attitudes toward the conflict far to the south, and Indigenous nations 
held the balance of power between the Kennebec River and Halifax. 
Goldthwaite surrendered Fort Pownall’s artillery to British naval forces 
and would soon become an ardent Loyalist. Nonetheless, he convincingly 
defended his actions to the Massachusetts Provincial Congress, which 
had few options other than to rely on him as the sole colonial authority in 
the Penobscot Bay region. John Lane, an Indian negotiator sent there by 
the Provincial Congress, reported invaluable assistance from Goldthwaite 
and was especially optimistic about a local meeting that “gave me the 
greatest assurance” of being able “to engage the St. François tribe” as 
rebel allies. Some fifteen years after its founding, Fort Pownall clung to a 
tenuous colonial toehold.27

Just after Lane’s visit, Maine militia destroyed the fort to prevent 
the British from occupying it. Most of its former inhabitants resettled 
on the nearby eastern shore of Penobscot Bay at Majabigwaduce (also 
known as Bagaduce and Penobscot, and, after the war, Castine), where 
the community’s status as Patriot, Loyalist, or neutral was uncertain.28 
That the militia leader who destroyed the fort was James Cargill, who 
had spearheaded anti-Indian violence in the region since the 1750s, must 
have given Penobscots grave concerns about a future Patriot order.29 
Continental Army forces under Benedict Arnold had begun their trek 
up the Kennebec River to Quebec City with five Penobscot guides, 
and rebel privateers attacked British ships and communities around 
the Bay of Fundy, even burning the remains of Fort Frederick at the 
mouth of the Saint John River, and seizing three small British naval 
vessels at Machias. This triggered the October 1775 destruction of 

 27 Journal, John Lane, May 22, 1775, in Peter Force, ed., American Archives (Washington, 
DC, 1837–1853), 4th Series, 2: 942. All citations refer to the digital edition: https://
digital.lib.niu.edu/amarch.

 28 Place names in borderlands provide indications of sovereignty and local knowledge. 
Penobscot elder and language-keeper Carol Dana suggests that “Majabigwaduce” is a 
form of the Penobscot word “Maci-pikwatohs,” meaning “bad shoal.” Personal com-
munication, February 6, 2021.

 29 Memorial, Officers of the Eastern Regiment, Lincoln County, August 2, 1775, in Force, 
American Archives, 4th Series, 3: 329–30.
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Falmouth (modern-day Portland), the largest city in the Eastern District 
of Massachusetts, as Maine was known at the time. Long before the 
Declaration of Independence, the Northeastern Borderlands suffered 
significant violence, severe food shortages, roiling uncertainty about 
political allegiance, and intensified forced migration.

The first notable Loyalist outmigration from Maine followed the 
bombardment of Falmouth by the Royal Navy and the subsequent 
plundering of the city’s rubble by rebel militia from neighboring towns. 
Suspicion and abuse from all sides was more than many Loyalists could 
bear. Eighteen of them had pledged to Governor Thomas Hutchinson to 
work against “indecent reflections on the Administration” in February 
1774, only to learn that he was about to depart Massachusetts for 
London, where he would live in exile for the rest of his life. When the 
letter from his Falmouth supporters was found in his country house by 
rebel plunderers over a year later, the Provincial Congress published 
it to expose the “pernicious conduct” of Falmouth Loyalists. With the 
destruction of their town two months later, many fled to Boston, now 
administered by Governor-General Thomas Gage. Then, when the 
British evacuated Boston in March 1776, most Loyalists there departed 
for Halifax, the staging ground for lasting British control of New York 
City from September 1776 to November 1783. The Loyalist diaspora 
from Maine began early, and, like prototypical refuge movements, 
included multiple migrations.30

The critical period from 1774 to 1776 brought repeated Wabanaki 
requests for better access to trading opportunities, sharp limits on new 
settlement, and the placement of resident Roman Catholic priests with the 
tribes. The capstone of these negotiations came when the Massachusetts 
Provincial Congress and representatives of the Maliseet and Mi’kmaq 
Nations held a conference that produced the Treaty of Alliance and 
Friendship at Watertown on July 19, 1776, which marked the first recog-
nition of US independence by any sovereign nation.31 The lead Wabanaki 
negotiator, Maliseet chief Ambroise (Bear) Saint-Aubin, would prove a 
staunch Patriot ally until his death in 1780. He was joined by two other 

 30 “Letter of Several Persons in Falmouth,” with derogatory commentary, in Force, 
American Archives, 4th Series, 3: 625. On the war in Maine, see James S. Leamon, 
Revolution Downeast: The War for American Independence in Maine (Amherst, MA, 
1993); Stephen J. Hornsby, Surveyors of Empire: Samuel Holland, J. W. F. Des Barres, 
and the Making of The Atlantic Neptune (Montreal, 2011), 199–204.

 31 A scanned copy of the treaty can be downloaded from the Maine State Archives: https://
digitalmaine.com/arc_200_exhibit_wabanaki_relations/7.
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Maliseet signers as well as signers from seven Mi’kmaq bands, among 
whom the treaty proved especially divisive.

As Patriot forces hurriedly prepared for an anticipated battle for control 
of New York City in August 1776, lead Massachusetts negotiator James 
Bowdoin felt confident about the Wabanaki alliance. He wrote to General 
George Washington that he expected to raise a regiment of 500 Indians 
and 250 Americans, who would receive equal pay, as per the terms of the 
treaty. Even though Penobscots had not been signatories, Bowdoin felt that 
they were the strongest of the Wabanaki allies, and “looked upon them-
selves to be one people with us.” To raise these troops, Massachusetts sent 
negotiators to the four Wabanaki tribes as well as to tribes at St. Francis. 
Indigenous enlistments never met Patriot expectations in terms of sheer 
numbers. Still, it is worth noting that warriors were sent from a range 
of places: three Mi’kmaq communities (one from distant Gaspé) and one 
Maliseet had left for New York City from the treaty conference itself. They 
were joined by seven Penobscots in October, even though their guides on 
the disastrous Arnold Expedition (two of them wounded and three impris-
oned) had not been paid for their service. This handful of warriors and the 
hope for more remained so critical to General Washington that on the eve 
of his famous crossing of the Delaware River, he wrote to the Maliseet and 
Passamaquoddy Nations urging them to keep the “chain of friendship” 
and to communicate to the Mi’kmaq to do the same.32

The situation on the Penobscot River, however, was not as secure 
as Bowdoin and Washington hoped from afar. Rumors of an overland 
British attack from Quebec, and Massachusetts’s attempts to remove 
settlers from above the head of tide in deference to Penobscot sover-
eignty sparked local fears. The settler Jeremiah Colburn was opposed to 
leaving the land above the falls that he had improved since 1774, and 
he also called for the creation of a joint unit of Penobscot and settler 
rangers, not out of a sense of common cause but because Indians were 
“in no means to be trusted alone.” Meanwhile, Penobscots demanded 
better access to coastal hunting areas because a possible British attack 
from the north made them “afraid to go back in the Limits of Canada 
as we use to do.”33 The war intensified Massachusetts’s dependence on 

 32 James Bowdoin to General Washington, July 30, 1776, American Archives, 5th Series, 
1: 836–37; Massachusetts Council to Washington, October 5, 1776, American Archives, 
5th Series, 2: 914; Colin G. Calloway, The Indian World of George Washington (New 
York, 2018), 227–31.

 33 Jeremiah Colburn to Council, September 10 and 12, 1776, American Archives, 5th Series, 
2: 765, 758; Penobscot petition, November 2, 1776, American Archives, 5th Series, 3: 807.

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009370578.002 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009370578.002


48 Liam Riordan

Wabanaki allies, which, in turn, increased conflict between settlers and 
their distant government. Animosity among settlers also spiked as they 
accused one another of loyalism, particularly by trading with the British 
for desperately needed provisions in defiance of rebel prohibitions.

Local conflict intensified when a large British force landed on the east-
ern shore of Penobscot Bay at Majabigwaduce in June 1779 and began to 
build Fort George. British expansion into the Wabanaki homeland was 
a direct response to the Franco–American alliance in the American War 
of Independence that had brought a French fleet and troops to Rhode 
Island the previous summer. This was a major turning point, especially 
for Wabanakis, many of them French-speaking Catholics, who had 
struggled internally about their allegiance in the Anglo–American civil 
war. At key Indian conferences with all four major Wabanaki groups at 
Machias and Passamaquoddy in summer 1778, the US Superintendent 
for Eastern Indians, John Allan, reported on the westward movement of 
many bands from the Saint John River to Machias, and on the strong 
commitment of Indigenous nations on the St. Lawrence to attack the 
British. In short, Allan felt that “the Indians are prodigiously roused, 
thro’ every Tribe” by the Franco–American alliance, “war seems to be 
the Cry from all Quarters.”34

The large British force in the region quickly secured support from 
settlers through an amnesty proclamation that reached far-flung coastal 
towns that were well-integrated by sea. Fort George was initially staffed 
by 450 troops from the 74th Regiment, primarily raised in the Scottish 
Highlands, and another 200 of the 82nd Regiment, raised at Lanarkshire, 
in and around Glasgow. They would be joined in 1782 by Brunswick 
and Anspach-Bayreuth troops from continental Europe. The Hanoverian 
tone of colonization in the Northeastern Borderlands continued with the 
diverse armed forces at Fort George.35

Dr. John Calef, who had lobbied the British government for more 
robust colonization on the Penobscot since the mid-1760s, moved 
to the region as a Loyalist refugee about a year before British forces 

 34 John Allan to President of Massachusetts Board of War, Machias, August 9–10, 1778, 
in Baxter, Documentary History, 16: 29.

 35 Francis McLean to George Germain, Majabigwaduce, August 26, 1779, in K. G. Davies, 
ed., Documents of the American Revolution, 1770–1783, Colonial Office Series, 21 
vols. (Dublin, 1972–81), 17: 192–96; Philip R. N. Katcher, Encyclopedia of British, 
Provincial, and German Army Units, 1775–1783 (Harrisburg, PA, 1973); Anette Ruppel 
Rodrigues, “Primary Sources Related to German Troops at Fort George, Penobscot,” 
unpublished manuscript in author’s possession.
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arrived. Meanwhile, his fellow Penobscot land speculator, John 
Nutting, carried Secretary of State George Germain’s orders to create 
a new colony from the Penobscot to St. Croix Rivers to General Henry 
Clinton in New York. This colony of New Ireland, in the heart of the 
Wabanaki homeland, was to offer a haven for “distressed American 
subjects,” who had been abused “by the violence of the rebellious 
rulers in the revolted provinces.”36 Massachusetts responded to the 
British advance in the borderlands with remarkable speed, raising 
a large force of thirty-seven ships and as many as 3,000 men, who 
arrived in Penobscot Bay in late July, just five weeks after the British. 
The Penobscot Expedition’s effort to defeat the British utterly failed 
and has even been described as the worst US naval loss prior to Pearl 
Harbor. The rag-tag rebel armada fled upriver from British naval 
reinforcements, destroyed their own ships in the chaotic retreat, and 
then fled on foot back to southern New England, many supported by 
Penobscot guides who took them on an interior route to the Kennebec 
River. The Patriot retreat was dependent on the Penobscot Nation, 
and rebel General Solomon Lovell noted that Wabanaki assistance was 
conditional. “I found myself obliged to promise them a truck house on 
[the] Kennebec River which was the first Article they insisted.” This 
led to the re-establishment of Fort Halifax as a trading site, where 
the Recollect priest Juniper Berthiaune would later be assigned by the 
French consul. Several Penobscot bands relocated there for winters 
during the war, a return to a vital part of their homeland that had been 
devastated by the Norridgewock Massacre in 1724.37

Fort George and New Ireland remained a British stronghold through-
out the war, effectively challenging rebel authority on the coast to its 
west in a contact zone that suffered harrowing violence. The closest 
study of loyalism in this region judges persecution by Patriots to have 
been the major spur to overt loyalism and concludes that Penobscot-area 
Loyalists wielded effective counter-revolutionary violence with British 
support from the fort.38 To the east, the rebels were even weaker. Patriot 

 36 Castine Historical Society, Castine, ME, George Germain to Henry Clinton, September 
2, 1778, transcript; Germain to Alexander Wedderburn, February [27?], 1779, in Davies, 
Documents, 17: 68. See also John Calef, The Siege of Penobscot (1781; New York, 
1971). For a prewar map of New Ireland, see Hornsby, Surveyors of Empire, 75–77.

 37 Solomon Lovell, Indian Conference, August 16, 1779, and letter to Council, August 28, 
1779, in Baxter, Documentary History, 17: 13, 61–62; 19: 1–2, 8–9, 15–16. See also 
Daniel J. Tortora, Fort Halifax: Winslow’s Historic Outpost (Charleston, SC, 2014).

 38 Robert Wesley Sloan, “New Ireland: Loyalists in Eastern Maine during the American 
Revolution,” PhD diss., Michigan State University, 1971, 98, 103–6, 155–58.
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John Allan and his Wabanaki allies held out in increasing isolation at 
Machias, especially once the British overcame some initial hesitancy 
and actively recruited Wabanaki allies. Allan’s foil in Nova Scotia was 
Michael Francklin. As a former Mi’kmaq captive, Francklin possessed 
considerable cultural knowledge; as an influential Halifax merchant and 
landowner who had served as lieutenant governor, he also had resources. 
Charges of corruption and financial reversals had diminshed his status, 
but as a French and Mi’kmaq speaker, Francklin was well positioned 
once he was named Indian Superintendent for Nova Scotia in 1777. He 
also benefitted from the assistance of two able partners on the Saint John 
River: Captain Gilfred Studholme and Father Joseph-Mathurin Bourg. 
Studholme oversaw the construction of Fort Howe near the mouth of 
the river in 1777–78. The fort would host major Wabanaki conferences 
in 1778 and 1780. Bourg, who was equally crucial to Francklin, was an 
Acadian who had been deported at the age of eleven in 1755. He had 
lived in Virginia, England, and France before moving to Quebec in 1772, 
and in 1774 he began serving as a Catholic missionary in British Nova 
Scotia. At the 1778 conference, Father Bourg threatened Maliseets and 
Mi’kmaqs with excommunication if they allied with the rebels. Allan 
believed that generous British diplomatic gifts, a pardon for past support 
of the rebels, and the “spiritual threats of the priest” combined “to stag-
ger the most zealous [Wabanaki] for America.”39

While the war went well for the British across the Northeastern 
Borderlands after 1777, and New Ireland succored Loyalist refugees, the 
debacle at Yorktown, Virginia, in October 1781 triggered a sudden col-
lapse in popular support for the war in Britain and ended Lord Frederick 
North’s ministry. This stunning reversal would be matched and even 
exceeded in Loyalist eyes by the terms of the peace treaty two years later. 
British diplomats granted generous concessions to the rebels to limit 
French spoils. Loyalists were appalled by Article V of the treaty, with its 
tepid assurances that Congress would try to limit the abuse of Loyalists 
by state authorities and local mobs. Loyalists and soldiers at Fort George 
were thunderstruck that the St. Croix River, some 130 miles to their east, 
had been established as the boundary between the US and the remaining 
provinces of British North America. What had been the point of their 
military success and of the brief colonial experiment of New Ireland?

 39 Allan, October 8, 1778, in Baxter, Documentary History, 16: 106; Richard I. Hunt, 
“British–American Rivalry for the Support of the Indians of Maine and Nova Scotia, 
1775–1783,” MA thesis, University of Maine, 1973.
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The refugees who had settled near Fort George during the war suf-
fered forced migration once again. Most of them headed to an analogous 
location on the east side of Passamaquoddy Bay, and in doing so they 
relocated from the Penobscot homeland to that of the Passamaquoddy 
tribe. The basic geography of this area was so little understood by Euro–
Americans that disputes over the international border would continue 
into the 1840s.40 Although wartime allegiances were highly contingent, 
the Penobscot and Passamaquoddy more consistently committed them-
selves to the Patriots than had their Maliseet and Mi’kmaq brethren in 
the Wabanaki Confederacy. The vigor of Machias as a Patriot–Wabanaki 
stronghold helped to ensure that postwar Loyalist settlements would 
have to be farther east in more-certain British terrain. Just like Loyalists 
who moved east during and after the war, many Passamaquoddy and 
Maliseets migrated west to collaborate with John Allan. In doing so, they 
shared the forced migration route of Nova Scotia rebels such as Allan 
himself, who spent most of the war at Machias and later settled on Treat 
Island in western Passamaquoddy Bay.

The agents sent by Loyalists from Fort George to locate a new site for 
their postwar settlement infuriated Allan, who insisted that the place that 
they selected was not on the eastern side of the St. Croix River, as named 
by Samuel Champlain in 1604 and referenced in the Treaty of Paris in 
1783. Those who left New Ireland founded the town of St. Andrews, 
soon the seat of Charlotte County, New Brunswick, some sixty miles 
west of scattered older colonial settlements at the mouth of the Saint 
John River. The newcomers raised about sixty houses at St. Andrews 
by January 1784, which increased to three hundred by year’s end. 
Famously, some of the buildings had been taken apart in New Ireland, 
shipped to the new settlement, and stand there today, forming part of 
local historical memory that still commemorates Loyalist “Landing 
Day” of October 3, 1783.41

The bulk of the new migrants to St. Andrews arrived in a sudden 
burst from May to November 1783. The British government supported 

 40 Hornsby, “Negotiating the International Boundary,” Hornsby and Judd, Historical 
Atlas of Maine, plate 21.

 41 David Demeritt, “Representing the ‘True’ St. Croix: Knowledge and Power in the 
Partition of the Northeast,” William and Mary Quarterly 54 (1997): 515–48; Sloan, 
“New Ireland,” 131–51; Wilber H. Siebert, The Exodus of the Loyalists from Penobscot 
to Passamaquoddy (Columbus, OH, 1914); St. Andrews Civic Trust, The Flight of the 
Loyalists, St. Andrews: A Sanctuary for the Castine Tories (St. Andrews, NB, 1978). 
Barry Murray, head of the trust, generously gave me a local tour on June 17, 2017.
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them with land grants, building supplies, and provisions, which went 
to loyal refugees and provincial soldiers, and to individuals in dis-
banded British military units who chose to stay and pursue the oppor-
tunities of colonial society. Those from Fort George organized in two 
groups: the Penobscot Association with 649 Loyalists, and the 74th 
Association with 205 individuals connected to the British soldiers 
who chose not to return to Scotland. The Loyalist refugees were over-
whelmingly women and children (only 12 percent were adult men), 
and even the military group was a notably domestic migration, with 
39 percent women and children.42 Out of nearly 11,000 total Loyalist 
settlers in the new province of New Brunswick in the final provisioning 
account of November 1785, the 1,940 individuals at Passamaquoddy 
were the second-largest concentration, essentially on par with those in 
the newly incorporated city of Saint John and its immediate environs. 
Given a total prewar New Brunswick population of about 3,000 colo-
nists, plus another 2,000 or so Acadians on the margins of British soci-
ety, Loyalist refugees lastingly transformed what had been mainland 
Nova Scotia.43

St. Andrews was built on the site of Qonasqamkuk, long a princi-
pal settlement of the Passamaquoddy, who defended their homeland. 
The Wabanaki Confederacy held a conference on Passamaquoddy Bay 
on November 6, 1783, to oppose the emergent postwar order. Allan 
demanded that US and Massachusetts officials support their wartime 
allies. Yet, when an Anglo–American commission resolved the mat-
ter in the 1790s with the active assistance of Robert Pagan, a former 
Falmouth merchant and Loyalist who had moved to Fort George during 
the war and became a prominent leader at St. Andrews thereafter, the 
commission ignored the Passamaquoddy claims. As Passamaquoddies 
noted at the Wabanaki Confederacy conference in November, the 
arrival of Loyalists and decommissioned British soldiers left them “to 

 42 Esther Clark Wright, The Loyalists of New Brunswick (1955; Beaver Bank, NS, 
2008), 119, 69, 178, 86–87, 142–43. Wright’s emphasis on the nonelite character 
of the refugees is complemented by the top-down view in Ann Gorman Condon, The 
Envy of the American States: The Loyalist Dream for New Brunswick (Fredericton, 
NB, 1984). On Pagan’s postwar leadership, see Roger Paul Nason, “Meritorious 
but Distressed Individuals: The Penobscot Association and the Settlement of the 
Township of St. Andrews, New Brunswick, 1783–1821,” MA thesis, University of 
New Brunswick, 1982.

 43 The changing contours of Nova Scotia from 1750 to 1800 are clearly established in 
a pair of linked articles by Graeme Wynn in the Canadian Geographer, 31 (1987), 
98–113, 319–38.

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009370578.002 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009370578.002


 Exile and Opportunity 53

submit & take our chances on the lakes & streams above” the bay. 
The current seat of the Passamaquoddy tribal government at Sipayik 
(Pleasant Point, Maine) is a direct result of their forced dislocation from 
what became St. Andrews.44

The War of 1812 included a return of British military control to Fort 
George on the Penobscot River as well as to Moose Island (Eastport, 
Maine), just below Sipayik on the western side of Passamaquoddy 
Bay, where the British remained until 1818, three years after the treaty 
ending the war had been negotiated. The contest to control the region 
always included active roles for Wabanakis. When a Euro–American 
war loomed once again in 1839, this time over rival claims by Maine 
and New Brunswick to lucrative timber stands on the upper Saint John 
River, the Wabanaki mobilized in ways that they had honed for centu-
ries to blunt the impact of colonialism. Noting that he did so on behalf of 
his whole tribe, Penobscot Lieutenant Governor John Attean requested 
that Indian funds controlled by the Maine government “send two dele-
gates to Quebec to prevail on the Indians in that quarter to remain neu-
tral in the present disturbances between the Provinces and this State.” 
Two months earlier, as part of the same conflict, fifteen Maliseet men 
from New Brunswick had petitioned the Maine legislature to support 
the relocation of their family bands to part of their homeland now in 
Maine. The Maliseet petitioners were “driven by the barbarity of the 
British from our settlement on the St. Johns River,” likely the Tobique 
Reserve about 100 miles north of Fredericton. They hoped to secure 
at least 500 acres on the Moose River, where it enters the western side 
of Moosehead Lake, over 200 miles to the west. The petitioners had 
support from settlers in the nearby town of Monson, yet the legislature 
rejected the Maliseet request in 1839. Their ties to the area persist – in 
2013, the Kineo Band of Maliseets initiated an unsuccessful request for 
Maine state recognition, renewing their bid in 2020.45

 44 Paul Williams, ed., “Passamaquoddy Journey,” unpublished report, Canada Office 
of the Passamaquoddy Nation, 2007, 110–15; Demeritt, “Representing the ‘True’ 
St.  Croix,” 522 (quote), 519–23. The standard assessment of the international 
border gives no attention to Indigenous perspectives; Francis M. Carroll, A Good 
and Wise Measure: The Search for the Canadian–American Boundary, 1783–1842 
(Toronto, 2001).

 45 Both petitions appear in the online exhibit “Choosing Survival,” curated by Micah A. 
Pawling, Maine State Archives: https://digitalmaine.com/acr_choosing_survival/#. For 
contemporary Maliseet land claims, see Caitlin Andrews, “Moosehead-Region Tribe’s 
Bid for State Recognition Is Nearly 200 Years in the Making,” Bangor Daily News, 
November 25, 2020.
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Mixed Mobilities and Fixed Borders 
in the Wabanaki Homeland Today

The long struggle to define boundaries and to firmly fix groups to places 
in the Wabanaki homeland continues to the present. The Maine Indian 
Land Claims Act of 1980 remains actively contested, and the implica-
tions of a Canadian tribunal’s 2017 decision in favor of Madawaska 
Maliseet land claims are still unfolding. Both relied heavily on trea-
ties and related developments during the age of wars and revolutions. 
Maliseet success before the tribunal hinged on land set aside for them 
in a 1787 New Brunswick survey that sought to accommodate Loyalist 
and Acadian settlement on the upper Saint John River. For Penobscots, 
crucial legal precedents lay in treaties with state authorities in 1796, 
1818, and 1833 (all in violation of the federal Non-Intercourse Act 
of 1790) that severely diminished the tribal homeland of the 1750s. 
Meanwhile, the Passamaquoddy position in 1980 was bolstered by their 
recently rediscovered 1794 treaty with Massachusetts, negotiated when 
the river that formed the international boundary between the US and 
British North America (both in non-ceded Wabanaki territory) had not 
been definitively established.46

The age of wars and revolutions from the 1750s to the 1830s 
brought intensive forced migration to the Northeastern Borderlands. 
Acadians, Loyalists, and Wabanakis all moved under pressure in this 
time and place, and their paths frequently intersected and affected one 
another. While mobility was often linked to trauma, it also offered 
opportunities. This is especially clear in the case of Loyalists with their 
powerful imperial sponsor; yet Acadian and Wabanaki mobility was 
also more than just a badge of victimhood and conquest. The Grand 
Dérangement was a brutal violation, but Acadians did not succumb to 
it as a final solution. The strongest concentration of Acadian settlement 
in the Northeast today lies along the transnational Saint John River and 
in coastal New Brunswick, including the francophone city of Moncton, 
ironically named after British General Robert Monckton, who led bru-
tal anti-Acadian campaigns. For Wabanaki individuals and commu-
nities, mobility was a refashioned traditional practice to weather the 
onslaught of colonialism. Migration helped Wabanaki people avoid 

 46 For Wabanaki treaties with Massachusetts and Maine, see Pawling and Donald G. 
Soctomah, “Defining Native Space,” in Hornsby and Judd, eds., Historical Atlas of 
Maine, plate 23; for documents related to the Canadian tribunal, see https://specific-claims 
.bryan-schwartz.com/.
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genocide. Penobscot nation member James E. Francis’s powerful afore-
mentioned painting We Walk On; Eternally (Figure 2.1) announces 
Wabanaki people as an increasingly forceful presence in the public life 
of the Northeastern Borderlands today.

When the artist Fitz Henry Lane visited Fort George in the 1850s, 
local residents no longer called their town Bagaduce, Majabigwaduce, or 
even Penobscot. Those names had been rejected after the Revolutionary 
War as too tainted by loyalism and Patriot military failure. As James 
Parker explained in a July 4, 1796, oration, those names would “never 
form an honourable trait in the history of our country” and needed to 
“be rescued from dishonor” so that “history not be ashamed to admit 
it within her pages.”47 The town’s postwar name of Castine commem-
orated the early French colonial presence in the area, especially that 
of Baron de Saint-Castin, who had arrived on the Penobscot in 1670 
and became an influential settler and trader, and whose adoption by the 
Penobscots and marriage to a tribal member helped him to become a 
cross-cultural leader. Nearly two centuries after Saint-Castin’s arrival, 
Lane painted a local landscape that shows Castine from the perspective 
of Fort George and documents the presence of two Penobscot women, 
dressed in Victorian style, selling baskets to an Anglo–American woman 
(Figure 2.2). As the scene suggests, Wabanaki basket makers contin-
ued a traditional cultural practice and drew upon new artistic and 
commercial means to help sustain their people in transformed circum-
stances. Penobscots maintained a seasonal presence at Majabigwaduce, 
camping on the cove just below the fort in order to harvest sweetgrass 
for future use and to sell baskets made the previous year. Lane’s friend 
John Stevens noted seeing five Penobscot family camps at the cove in 
September 1852.48

Exile and suffering are resonant dimensions of forced mobility, yet 
they can mask how migration, even when under duress, can also lead to 
opportunity. Large-scale human movement was the fundamental engine 

 47 James Parker, An Oration, Delivered at Castine (Boston, 1796), 13–14.
 48 On Northeastern basketmaking, see Ann McMullen and Russell G. Handsman, eds., A 

Key into the Language of Woodsplint Baskets (Washington, CT, 1987). For baskets col-
lected at Castine similar to the ones in the painting, see Hudson Museum, University of 
Maine, online catalogue #HM6886 and #HM6887. Wilson Museum, Castine ME, John 
M. Stevens, journal, September 22, 1852. See also, Amanda Marie Ellis, “Wabanaki 
Access to Sweetgrass (Hierochloe odorata) within Coastal Maine’s Diminishing Open 
Land Tradition,” PhD diss., University of Maine, 2016. Micah A. Pawling, “Changing 
Native Homelands,” presents persistent Wabanaki mobility in nineteenth-century 
Maine, in Hornsby and Judd, Historical Atlas of Maine, plate 61.
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of colonialism, and perhaps no group on the planet has escaped its 
ever-widening impact. Voluntary and coerced migration combine along 
a broad spectrum, and mixed mobilities flourished with extraordinary 
intensity in the Wabanaki homeland starting in the 1750s. A comparative 
perspective on forced migrations in this region highlights that refugees 
were far from unique or exceptional. Rather, they were quotidian figures 
whose movements and actions helped to create the modern world, and 
who remain a familiar presence in a world distressed by war, economic 
inequality, and climate change.

The Acadian deportation at the start of the Seven Years War, and 
their decades-long movement throughout the Atlantic world, and the 
Loyalist diaspora during and after the American War of Independence 
are usually set at a distant remove from one another, and they have 
almost never been considered in the context of Wabanaki mobility, 
even though the Acadians, the Loyalists, and the Wabanaki shared a 
stage in the Northeastern Borderlands. Their situations were never the 
same, indeed their interests often directly conflicted, yet the strength 
of national and imperial claims in the nineteenth century has obscured 
the deeply colonial calculus that shaped their interconnected mobilities. 

Figure 2.2 Fitz Henry Lane, Castine, Maine (1856), detail. Oil on canvas, 
53.66 × 85.09 cm (21 1/8 × 33 1/2 in.). Museum of Fine Arts, Boston. Bequest 

of Maxim Karolik, 64.437.
Photograph © 2024. Museum of Fine Arts, Boston.
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Everyone who engaged colonial societies understood their world to have 
been created from the rewards and consequences of the physical move-
ment of large population groups across local, regional, and Atlantic 
spaces. This was a world on the move, and those who lived in colonial 
settings had to migrate as circumstances demanded and allowed. They 
did so with a keen strategic sense that mobility involved losses, risks, 
and opportunities.
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