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ABSTRACT
THE RHETORIC OF REVENGE: ATROCITY AND IDENTITY IN THE
REVOLUTIONARY CAROLINAS
Benjamin H. Rubin, M.A.
Western Carolina University (August 2010)

Director: Dr. Hunt Boulware

"The Rhetoric of Revenge" addresses the way that individual acts of brutalitg thui

War for Independence in North and South Carolina were perceived and interpreted by
both Whig and Tory participants. This thesis looks at the processes of identity dormati
and contextualization, whereby individuals took the facts as they knew them and tried to
make sense of both their own and their opponents’ place in the unfolding drama. It also
examines the ways these events were incorporated into the rhetoric efdeaahd were

used as tools in creating narratives of heroism on one side and brutality on the other
Through analysis of opposing accounts of the same event, this work is able to break
through the facts of these events to understand the way individuals understood them. It is
more interested in perception than reality, and in the choices that were adizng

the inclusion, exclusion, interpretation and exaggeration of individual facaméats.

This work also use the journals of two young men, Thomas Young, a Whig, and Anthony
Allaire, a Tory, throughout, as a common thread to tie together the many dispadlat
chaotic events that became a part of conflicting identities and ultintaeted two

opposing narratives of the events of the American Revolution, based on atrocity.
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Introduction: Biggerstaff's Plantation and the Concept of Atrocity Rhetoric

Thomas Young remembered exactly where he was on Saturday, Octobé8d.4,
Years later, he would mark it down in his memoirs as the day he finally saw a band of
infamous criminals brought to justice. “A few days after the battle {ofK
Mountain],” he began, “a court martial was held to try some of the Tories who were
known to be of the most outrageous and blood-thirsty character. About twenty were
found guilty, but ten received a pardon or respite.”

As it happened, on that same day, the 14, of October, Anthony Allaire witnessed a

mass murder. He calmly noted it in his diary:

“Saturday, 14. Twelve field officers were chosen to try the
militia prisoners-particularly those who had the most
influence in the country. They condemned thirty-in the
evening they began to execute Lieut.-Col Mills, Capt.
Wilson, Capt. Chitwood, and six others, who unfortunately
fell a sacrifice to their infamous mock jury. Mills, Wilson
and Chitwood died like Romans.”

The incidents these two men observed were one in the same. Allaire’s account

was hastily scribbled in the heat of the moment, probably that very day or theettay aft

! Thomas YoungThe Memoir of Major Thomas Young (1764-18R8plished irOrion
Magazine, November 1843. Available online at
http://sc_tories.tripod.com/thomas_young.huithout pagination.

2 Anthony Allaire.Diary of Lieutenant Anthony Alaire of Ferguson’s Corps,
Memorandum of Occurences During the Campaign of 1&88ilable online at
http://www.tngenweb.org/revwar/kingsmountain/allaire.vithout pagination.
Citations from this source will be cited by date of entry in lieu of page numbers
10/14/1780.




while Young’s was a recollection penned in old a&pety-three years after the fact. Yet
not a single one of the facts in the two short narratives differ. Nine men were pat,on tr
convicted and put to death. But the nature of the incident and the way each of the two
young witnesses internalized it into his interpretation of the drama heéwwnasthrough
could not have differed more.

Murders, destruction of property, vigilante justice, refusal of quarter to
surrendering troops, mistreatment of prisoners and in some cases just plain bag manne
and disrespect were common during the fighting of 1780 and 1781 in the Carolinas and
Georgia, and they dramatically influenced the roles each side understaseélfand for
its opponents. It was inevitable that such brutality would have to be integrated into a
narrative for participants to understand it. That narrative almost invavietslyouched
at least in “us versus them” identity, and in some cases, even approacheditad real
good versus evil.

In many ways, Young and Allaire themselves were quite similar. Both were
young men, although Allaire, at twenty-five, was nine years Young’s seBiath men
had been born in America, and each had volunteered to protect his country, which he
believed was under assault by a band of usurpers. Just seven days prior to obgerving th
hangings at Biggerstaff's Plantation, each man had risked his own life on tle@didttl
at King’s Mountain for that godlYet their descriptions of the events of October 14,

1780 differ wildly. One saw the executions as long overdue justice against a group of
bandits, while the other saw them as a tragic but noble end for a group of herors marty

at the hands of a criminal mob.

%Young,Memaq Allaire. Diary.
* Ibid.



The facts of the story may be the same, but the realities that each mawnggercei
himself to be living through were wildly different. Simple narrative histailg to get at
the importance of the divergence of interpretations in this case. Although eaehwbt
young writers observed the same series of events, each experiencedraret@dt¢he
meaning of the executions differently. Even minute details in wording are empastich
as the fact that Young’s account mentioned that ten of the twenty prisonersweera g
reprieve, while Allaire omitted that fact entirely. In Young’s intergrets this reprieve
demonstrated further the magnanimity and mercy of the captors towargtivesaall
of whom deserved nothing more than death. In Young’s account the men who were
hanged were “found guilty” while in Allaire’s they were “condemned.” Such subtle
differences in language, although they describe the same events, paigé tguls in
interpretation.

In effect, these two accounts examine two entirely different histdriesse two
histories were an integral part of the identities that men like Thomas Younghémoixx
Allaire understood for themselves, their compatriots and, perhaps most importactily, e
other, although there is no evidence that either man knew of the existence of tlaes other
an individual. Both Allaire and Young decided to go to war, at least in part because of
these issues of divergent narrative and contextual mednifagt, Young entered the
militia service, at the age of sixteen, after his older brother was killae &dttle of
Brandon’s Defeat, on June 8, 1780. Young described his brother’s death as “murder” and

personally vowed revenge against his murdetrers.

> This episode will be addressed in greater detail in Chapter Three.



Young’s and Allaire’s writings are typical of the thinking of men on both sides.
Moreover, this thesis will argue that motivations based on moral righteousness and
personal revenge were the dominant factor in causing men to take up arms an@igo to w
at least in the backcountry of the Carolinas and Georgia. These concerns were more
important than either ideological issues relating to the philosophy of the Americ
Revolution or material issues of personal gain. What remains, by examining the two
accounts, and others like them, are two very different histories of the American
Revolution. Yet at heart they have more in common than in opposition. The two stories,
examined broadly, are essentially the same narrative but with differerishend
villains.

The two accounts do have one further thing in common. Neither man saw the
executions at Biggerstaff's as an isolated incident. Young’s interpretation of the
executions as just derived from his understanding that the “outrageous and blood-thirsty
criminals were guilty of committing atrocities outside the boundariew/itized warfare
and deserved to die. Allaire, on the other hand, believed that it was the executed who had
suffered a grievous miscarriage of justice and that their executionerguiy of
violating the rules of war. In both cases, the incident fits into a larger usoi@irsg of
the conflict as a whole in which the other side had been guilty of wagingnaar i
inhumane way.

Nor was the incident that happened only seven days prior an isolated one. Colonel
Isaac Shelby, an American commander at the battle of King’s Mountain, wikre A
and his companions had been taken, tried desperately to contain his men from

participating in wholesale slaughter of their opponents as they surrendereas 4ome
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time [after the Loyalists had surrendered]” he admitted, “before pletencessation of
the firing on our part could be effected...some [of his men] who had heard that at
Buford’s defeat, the British had refused quarters [sic]...were willing toviothat bad
example.®

The battle to which Shelby was referring, Buford’s Defeat, which occurred on
May 29, 1780, was an episode of alleged brutality on the part of the British and will be
examined in more detail later in this work. At the time, Shelby believed his metioss
were motivated principally by revenge. It is clear from Shelbgtoant that he
acknowledged the crimes committed by his men in continuing to shoot at a surrendering
enemy. Yet he also placed the issue in a wider context, attributing the bad behawor of hi
men to frustration over similar atrocities committed by the British uponrsigreg
Americans.

There is a twist to Shelby’s account, however. Neither his men, nor the enemies
they continued to fire upon, had been present at Buford’s Defeat. If it was fetrjbut
certainly was so only in the abstract, part of a larger system of rhetavigah the
specific victims and perpetrators of atrocities were interchangesltii@ugh it is often
the case that men on each side abused enemies based on personal animositrethbetwee
two individuals, it was also just as common for atrocities to be the result of agpadces
abstraction, in which a certain group of enemy combatants became symlmalimnstéor

others who were perceived to have committed atrocities at another time and place

® Isaac Shelby. In George F. Scheer and Hugh F. RaR&lrels and Redcoats: The
American Revolution Through the Eyes of Those that Fought and Liy€drbridge,
MA: Da Capo Press, 1987). 419.
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transferability of culpability allowed the stakes to be continuallyethaés each side
justified its actions by the previous crimes of the other.

So the question lingers: How did men like Young and Allaire, or the men under
Shelby’'s command come to such an understanding of the story they were participating i
and how did that affect their behavior? A corollary to that question is: In whatdigy
the atrocities committed or alleged by one side lead to atrocities cadinjtithe other?

In some cases, the causal element is stated plainly and is faigygtewvard. In the

case of the executions that Young and Allaire observed, the causal links diffeebe

the accounts, as Allaire viewed the executions as the first and thus unprovokey, atroci
while Young saw them as causally linked to earlier incidents. In this caseistenee or
absence of a causal link is a matter of perspective, and thus is itself gachaif the
constructed narratives. It can be inferred from Young’'s account that the Winigs
carried out the executions, like him, believed that the Tories were guiltyooftegs, and
therefore accepted the causal link that Young suggested. However, for, Allayre

would equally be a part of the narrative, linked to later rather than earietsev

This thesis will discuss the ways in which men like Young and Allaire, who
fought for the Whig or Tory cause during the American Revolution, were ableate cre
meaning and construct narratives from a particular type of event: ntrbleése
atrocities created a framework for participants to understand their rble dramatic
story that unfolded. The reasons why men go to war are many and varied. The
Revolutionary era was no different. Yet for many, the rhetoric of reveagehge most
powerful factor of all. It not only caused them to go to war, it also influenced the way

they fought, causing brutality to lead to further brutality in a cycle of incrgasolence.
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The purpose of this study is to discover, through the accounts left by men of both sides,
not just how Whigs and Tories understood the events happening around them and the
meaning they took from them, but how feelings and actions on both sides fed off of one
another in a war of escalation to create, in effect, two simultaneous (usibtie

American Revolution in the southern colonies.

Chapter one examines the literal dialogue over atrocity between the twoaltsides
details a series of exchanges between officers on both sides as@meddbe other of
inhumanity. This chapter will introduce the concept of, and illustrate the differences
between, divergent narratives of the same events. It also argues thatdhegheas
authors of these particular letters kept talking past each other and could ndbcome
agreement about the nature of the events in question is that the narratives ahdtroles t
each side had constructed for themselves and their opponents colored their understanding
of every fact and inhibited the ability of either side to comprehend or relate dthtrés
narrative.

The second chapter deals primarily with two events, the battle of the Waxdraws
Buford’s Defeat, and the battle of Haw River, or Pyle’s Defeat. ¢h ease one side
accused the other of murdering soldiers who were attempting to surrender, afd in ea
case the two sides understood not only the battle itself, but its place in thvaardfrtte
war, drastically differently than the other. These two fights will be useg to show the
way that narrative was constructed out of the reality of confusing and cheaeiits to
form a clear and useable understanding not only of what became the understood facts of

the engagement, but also its significance in the broader context of the war.
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Chapter three examines atrocity as personal motivation. This thdsstowvil that
not only were atrocities part of the common language of group narrative andtantiva
but that they also represented a concrete causal element that pushed individual men, and
in some cases women, to act differently than they would have otherwise. In s@®e ca
these events caused otherwise neutral people to pick up guns and fight, while in other
cases they changed the ways in which those individuals fought and the behavior they
considered to be acceptable from themselves and their compatriots.

The thesis concludes with a detailed look at the battle of King’s Mountain, the
best of many examples of an event where each of the processes describedrly the e
chapters came together. In this single microcosm, the reader willdwaiiiserve
atrocity rhetoric as a motivating factor on both the group and individual level. Through
the eyes of the two earlier mentioned young chroniclers, Anthony Alladrd homas
Young, this chapter will also paint a full picture of two vastly divergent neesaof the
battle, its lead-up, its aftermath and perhaps most importantly, its saguéic

It is important to recognize that accounts of atrocities need not be takea at fac
value in order to be useful tools for understanding rhetorical constructions. The many
atrocities of the American Revolution in the South fall basically into threerelift
categories: The real, the exaggerated and the imagined. Of the threet thajeaity fall
into the second category. However, it is not the aim of this work to divide and cagegoriz
each event according to its veracity. Nor is it the purpose of this work to dstablis
whether individual stories of atrocity were factual or not. Rather this work szeks
understand how certain interpretations of events formed and came to be accepted and

why accepted versions of the same event differed so markedly on opposing sidés. It wil
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also ask, in what ways did the rhetoric of atrocity contribute to an escalatiomaif ac
atrocity in a cycle of revenge between the two sides?

For the purpose of this paper, atrocity will be defined as any event, real or
perceived which one side could use to paint the other as inhumane. Such events were
notoriously common in the civil war that was the American Revolution, especially the
war in the southern colonies. Because fighting in the South was largelyamegjtén
carried on by civilian partisan bands from one side against partisan bands on the other
with no professional soldiers present, behavior in this conflict was especa@ily far
being determined by emotional responses outside the realm of traditionatymilit
behavior. Such partisan conflicts have, throughout history, tended to be messier than
more traditional fights governed by the rules of war. Atrocity rhetoric aneffiéct on
identity formation is not unique to the American Revolutionary conflict or its Sauther
Theater. This type of dialogue can be found in nearly any conflict in any plang a
time in history, and the observations and insights of this work should be applicable in
many other eras and locations. What makes this particular war unique, however, is the
degree to which the strategic and tactical decisions, as well as the chiote itothe
first place were made outside of traditional military or even politicat&ires. Both
sides relied heavily on militia forces, which were raised, for the mostwdrgut any
oversight by any body larger than the civilian leaders of the town wheredineent was
raised. It was these small-scale, local civilian leaders who madedjoety of decisions,
not only to fight, but when and how. As a consequence, their decisions were more often
based on individual and community causes, rather than large-scale politicatemist

considerations.
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In addition, the American Revolution in the Carolinas and Georgia was truly a
civil war, arguably more so even than the American Civil War and certainky soathan
its northern counterpart. Unlike that later conflict, Whigs and Tories wermivided by
a geographical line between North and South. Rather, Whig and Tory communities
existed side by side, and often communities themselves were split. Foatiun,re
tensions were high and old grudges tended to come out on the battlefield. Often the
enemy was not an abstract concept but a person with a name and a face, who was hated
for a very specific reason that frequently had little to do with the ideologigaments
for or against independence from Britain.

Although the idea of retribution as a motivating factor is hardly a new concept in
the study of the American Revolution in the Southern colonies, it has never been
systematically analyzed as a common thread throughout the period of most intense
escalation in 1780-81, as this work proposes must be done. Treatments of atrocity
rhetoric in the existing historiography generally fall into one of two caiegdfirst,
authors dealing with specific events for which atrocity rhetoric becomesportant
element, but only as it relates to the specific incident being examineddbedbe
authors of general histories of the war in the South, in which atrocity becomes one of
many important elements, but which never isolate the phenomenon in order to examine it
systematically and on its own terms.

In the former group are the two commendable accounts of the Battle of Huck’s

Defeat, Walter Edgar’Rartisans and Redcoatsind Michael Scogginghe Day it

" Walter EdgarPartisans and Redcoats: The Southern Conflict that Turned the Tide of
the American RevolutiofiNew York: Harper Perennial, 2003).
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Rained Militia® Both works deal largely with the events leading up to, and the after-
effects of, this single engagement in the summer of 1780. Both works offer aabkpec
analysis of how revenge and atrocity rhetoric changed the course of Imistiois/
particular instance, but an overall analysis of how and why this process played out is
beyond the scope of these two narrowly focused works. Jim Piecuch’s reviartinlst
(soon to be published as a book-length treatment) on the battle of the Wéaralvs,
Anthony Scotti's look at Banastre Tarleton’s behaviaigtal Virtue° both contribute
significantly to the field of study concerning the myth-making processhw an
important element of this work.

In the second category are works such as John Bucharf@Road to Guilford
Courthousé; arguably the best general history of the war in the South, which spends
ample time discussing atrocity rhetoric, although it never attempts to do so
systematically. FinallyThree Peoples, One Kifgalso by Jim Piecuch looks
extensively at identity formation among Loyalists in response to Whogitsss (though
not the reverse), and has done much to shape the interpretation of identity formation that

will appear in the pages of this paper.

8 Michael C. ScoggingThe Day It Rained Militia:Huck’s Defeat and the Revolution in
the South Carolina Backcountry, May-July, 17@0harleston: The History Press, 2005).

® Jim Piecuch. “Massacre or Myth? Banastre Tarleton at the Waxhaws, May 29, 1780.”
Southern Campaigns of the American Revolu{i®atober 2004).

19 Anthony J. ScottiBrutal Virtue: The Myth and Reality of Banastre Tarleton.
(Westminster, MD: Heritage Books, 2002).

1 John BuchanarThe Road to Guilford Courthouse: The American Revolution in the
Revolutionary CarolinagNew York: John Wiley and Sons, 1999).

12 Jim PiecuchThree Peoples, One King: Loyalists, Indians and Slaves in the
Revolutionary South, 1775-178Zolumbia: University of South Carolina Press, 2008).
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In addition, two biographies of characters at the center of these controversies,
GamecocRk?® andGreen Dragoort? both by Robert Bass and dealing with Thomas
Sumter and Banastre Tarleton, respectively, deal tangentially but sagtiifigvith
atrocity and identity. This work relies heavily on the contributions of all of the
aforementioned authors, and will bring together contributions from all of them in ways
that illuminate the subject of atrocity rhetoric in a more systematic arbiee way
than has been done in the past.

Ultimately, this paper will illustrate the ways in which enemy combatainboth
sides were able to use their subjective narratives of the events in which tieey we
involved to create a useable rhetoric of good vs. evil, how that rhetoric affected thei
behavior, and how that behavior in turn affected the rhetoric of the other side. In other
words, it is my goal to understand the way that perceptions of atrocity motivateerhe
involved to become embroiled in a conflict that they otherwise might not have, and to
understand the importance of atrocity rhetoric in constructing an “us vs. themtyident

for both Whigs and Tories.

13 Robert BassGamecock: The Life and Campaigns of General Thomas Siihiev.

York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1961).

4 Robert BassThe Green Dragoon: The Lives of Banastre Tarleton and Mary Robinson.
(Orangeburg, SC: Sandlapper Publishing, 2003).
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Chapter One: “Contrary to the Laws of Nations,” The Debate Over Humanity in
Wartime.

In order to understand the question of how subjective interpretations of atrocity
were created, it is first necessary to understand what was considexpthblein the
prosecution of warfare. Although there existed no system of internationdidaw t
enumerated such things, certain conventions were accepted and certain actions
universally frowned upon by men of both sides. The atrocities considered in thés thesi
generally fall into the latter category. Things like the massacre i&rglering troops,
theft, wanton destruction of personal property, sexual assault, and mistreatment of
women were almost universally condemned. The treatment of prisoners, parolees and
messengers under the white flag, the primary focus of this chapter, wer tisat were
less clear. Still, even in this area, there were certain unwritten rutesadict which,
when they were violated or believed to have been violated, led to moral outrage, and
present a complex case of divergent narratives.

Propagandistic stories of atrocity frequently followed breaches of timvgegtten
understandings, but rarely were debates over the veracity of these acemtatson
between or among opponents. A notable exception to this general paucity of dialogue
occurred among the officers of the two sides, however, when one felt the other was
behaving in an ungentlemanly or inhumane way. Several such exchanges exidilas nota
examples of this dialogue, and they provide an insight not only into the actions and
events that were perceived as atrocities but also the ways in which opposing sides

interpreted these events differently. The first of these exchanges occuwedrb®Vhig
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General Francis Marion and two British officers, Lieutenant-Colonel Johrowatsl
Lieutenant-Colonel Nisbet Balfour.

Perhaps Watson’s most interesting contribution to the dialogue was an
enumeration of what he believed to be the proper and customary way of carrying out
warfare, or as all three men called it, the “laws of nations.” The descriptismw
response to Marion’s earlier plea that Watson and Balfour conduct themseleei® mor
keeping with these rules with regard to the treatment of prisoners, to whichttsle Br
officers responded that it was Marion and not they who had acted inhumanely. In the
letter, signed March 16, 1781, Watson suggested that both sides could agree that those
civilians who had not borne arms should remain unmolested, while the taking of property
from enemy combatants, including the burning of houses, was legitimate pr&ttice
all care must be taken, even in such cases, not to overly burden or endanger women and
children who might depend on such persons for susteriaftés enumeration provides
a baseline of common assumptions from which to understand the conversation which
follows. While both Marion and his opponents seemed to agree on these basic tenets as
well as simple rules regarding the treatment of prisoners, their applicaticacticer
became considerably more vague.

The exchange began two weeks prior to Watson’s attempt to establish common
ground. On March 2, 1781, Lieutenant-Colonel Nisbet Balfour, British Commandant at
Charleston, wrote to Francis Marion regarding the treatment of certaomg@rswhom

the latter had captured. In the letter, Balfour informed Marion that storibe Htter’s

15 Lt. Colonel John Watson to Brig. Gen. Francis Marion. March 16, 1781. In the Peter
Force Collection. Library of Congress. Washington, D.C. Special thanks to Daleh Nei
for bringing these to my attention.
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mistreatment of prisoners had reached him, although he did not specify the partatular
the offense. There is little about the circumstances surrounding this lettsrdbaof the
ordinary. Officers on opposing sides regularly corresponded with each other in this
manner, inquiring about the condition of prisoners in each other’s care, and routing the
message through a neutral person or a messenger carrying a flag of truce.

Yet, there is something rather more significant about this particular éettl the
correspondence that followed it. Within the short entreaty for the safety agrwt dec
treatment of his men, Balfour addressed a thinly veiled threat. “I am compleded”
informed Marion, “by the call which those people have on my protection & the justice
due to such who attach themselves to his Majesties [sic] service, not only te decla
you my intentions, but actually to put in force a retaliation of all severities eddns
any of your people on such prisoners of W4r.”

Balfour was actually threatening mistreatment of the Whig prisoners awimis
possession, in retaliation for any offenses committed against the Kindisrsol
Essentially, despite his objections to the way Marion had treated Britism@rssin his
control, Balfour was fully prepared to use his own captives as hostages to ggarant
compliance with the rules of humanity. There is no hint of irony or hypocrisy in Balfour
letter, and it is very clear that he felt himself justified in whatever had tohe. The
narrative in which he believed he was participating was one in which Marion’s behavior
had been the root cause of injustice, and this very fact absolved Balfour of any guil

Perhaps the most interesting element of this particular letter is therdesiiess

of Balfour’s actions. “I have directed,” he informed Marion “the militia to hEassted

18 Lt. Col. Nisbet Balfour to Brig. Gen. Francis Marion. Maréf, 2781. In the Peter
Force Collection.
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from the Continental prisoners, that they may experience the hardships and 8linsage
their full degree, which too many of ours labour undéiri other words, Balfour was
not exacting vengeance on all American soldiers in captivity, but only on those he held to
be most directly connected to Marion. This deliberate selection of targetstsutige
transferability of responsibility. If Marion himself, or others who could bd hel
responsible for the mistreatment of Balfour’'s men, were not available, veegsanld
be exacted against the closest material substitute, in this case, those $tisatriead
actually served in Marion’s Brigade. In some ways, this deliberatehegs @ hesitation
on Balfour’s part to exact hasty vengeance. Yet at the same timeiasarrelement of
willingness to hold responsible those that were at hand, despite the impossilbiigy of
having been directly involved in the atrocity in question. This transferability of
responsibility is a recurring theme among the events examined in this paper, a
especially the events surrounding King’s Mountain.

Yet, Balfour’s language carried an overtone of helplessness, and a tinge of
resigned reluctance, even sadness, at having to carry out such questioakduiemst
He had been “compelled,” to act in this manner “which is my duty.” Moreover, Balfour
finished the letter “Be assured Sir | shall with more pleasure mitigatsuffering of
their [Marion’s men’s] captivity whenever | have a sanction from your cordud
s0.”® This was not a man who relished inflicting pain and humiliation on men in his
control. He was a man who was willing to resort to such base actions only becagise he f

it was necessary. Whether Balfour actually believed that he wasgdstifcarrying out

7 Lt. Col. Nisbet Balfour to Brig. Gen. Francis Marion. Maréf, 2781. In the Peter
Force Collection.
'8 Ibid
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these threats cannot be judged with certainty. Yet, his actions weralgentaiatypical
of those of men on both sides who conveyed similar convictions.

Less than a week later, on March Rarion wrote to Balfour complaining of the
treatment of one of his own men, a Captain Postell, who had gone to Balfour’s
subordinate, Captain John Saunders, under a flag of truce to arrange an exchange of
prisoners. Not only had Captain Saunders allegedly refused the exchange, wiadh he
earlier agreed to in writing, but he had also taken Postell prisoner and held him in a
confined space without room to stand or lay down, and without half-rations, which
Marion thought him entitled to as an officer, conditions that the American Geaeraks
“Contrary to the Laws of Nations®Marion pleaded with Balfour to release Postell and
to reprimand Saunders, protesting that, “I have treated your officers & menfierardi
manner which fall in my hand$®

The development of parallel and opposing narratives is readily apparent in this
dialogue. The escalation of words in this case mirrored the escalation oftactaaty
in many other areas of the South. Just as in those cases, both Marion and Balfour saw
only the other’s infractions of the “laws of nations” as inhumane, while their own were
justified in response. Each man saw himself and his men as the victims in an unfolding
tragedy.

Like Balfour, Marion conveyed his reluctance to participate in the waesroh
which he saw his opponent as being guilty. Yet, also like Balfour, he was not above

doing so, should such action become necessary. “Should these evils be not prevented in

19 Brig Gen Francis Marion to Lt. Col. Nisbet Balfour. Maréh Z781. In the Peter
Force Collection.
2% |bid
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the future,” he cautioned Balfour, “it will not be in my power to prevent retatidaking
place.”* Further elaborating on the eye-for-an-eye nature of his position, Marion pointed
out that Balfour’s colleagues, Lord “Rawdney” [Rawdon] and Colonel [John] Watson,
had hanged three of Marion’s men which, he stated emphatically but with litsle, reli
“will make as many of your men in my hands suffér.”

The similarity of the accusations each officer leveled at the other, is aatiodic
of the vastly different interpretations each held of the narrative of the @mpavhich
they were participating. However, it was British Lieutenant-Colonel Joats&dd whose
sarcastic response to Marion’s entreaties demonstrates the widdsttguelen American
and British interpretations of events. In it, Watson expressed astonishment tizat Ma
could have the gall to present a complaint against the British for behaving in an inhumane
manner, when clearly Marion and his colleagues were consistently moreocguilty
violations of the laws of nations. “I believe sir” he wrote, “it would be as difficuliou
to name an instance of a breach of it [the laws of nations] in his Majestigsdsps, as
it would be for them to discover one where the laws of nations has been properly attended
by any of your party?

The remainder of the letter enumerates the alleged violations comnyitted b
Marion and his colleagues. The Captain Postell of Marion’s earlier lettésowWpointed
out, had arrived in the British camp armed, which made him, despite his flag ofamnuce,
enemy combatant. Furthermore, he argued, Postell was a parole violator who had

rejoined Marion’s force, despite previously surrendering and signing an oattetha

1Brig Gen Francis Marion to Lt. Col. Nisbet Balfour. Mar¢h Z781. In the Peter Force
Collection.

*% |bid.

23 Lt. Col. John Watson to Brig. Gen. Francis Marion. March 9, 1781.
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would never again raise arms against the King, in exchange for being allowedro ret
home. As for the three prisoners that had been hanged, they too were parole violators.
Therefore, they were common criminals, not enemy soldiers entitled to Hemafithe

rules of war. The Continental Congress had treated British prisoners take®aaftterga

quite poorly. Marion’s fellow General, Thomas Sumter, had recently ordered seven
prisoners he had taken in a minor skirmish killed. American soldiers under Marion and
others had been guilty, Watson argued, of murder and plunder upon defenseless civilians.
Therefore, the former’s cry of foul play in regards to Postell was not oadjtithate but
hypocritical. “War bears itself with calamities sufficient,” Watsconcluded. “Take care

then sir, that you do not by improper behaviour to our people...add to its natural
horrors.”*

Some time after Watson’s March 15 letter, Marion detained one of Balfour’s
messengers under a flag of truce, regarding which the latter wrote addara@n?21,
exasperated at Marion’s apparently ungentlemanly conduct. Preemptingereew

would be Marion’s response, Balfour again explained that Postell had been a parole
violator and was being detained under those grounds alone, and that surely Marion could
not possibly be detaining this British Captain Merritt in retaliation. Once gdga

invoked the “laws of nations” and threatened that “if [the incident] is not immédiate
redressed | shall be obliged to punish in the most exemplary manner by the severest
retaliation.”

This series of exchanges represents a microcosm for understanding thehgar

South. Because this dialogue exists as correspondence, it is a good illustrdteoway t

24 Lt. Col. John Watson to Brig. Gen. Francis Marion. March 9, 1781.
25 Balfour to Marion March 21. In the Peter Force Collection.
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events developed. It is easy to see the ways in which two sides, beginning froemtdiffe
starting assumptions about who started the bloodletting, and willing to justifyptinei
actions through the rhetoric of retaliation, could easily spin out of control. Although
repeatedly threatened, no physical abuse of prisoners seems to havedoacaither
side, in this particular case, in retaliation for the perceived atrocitibe @ither. Another
case, later that same year would come even closer to disaster, that lekrmowel South
Carolina Whig: Isaac Hayne.

Before proceeding with Hayne’s story, a note on the practice of parole is
necessary. In both armies, it was common practice to allow prisoners to returnftesme a
pledging neutrality for the duration of the war. The fact was that prisorgesanliability
and an expense that armies campaigning in North America could ill-afforcefoies
when offered parole, a prisoner gave his binding word that he would return home and not
resume hostilities against the other side for the duration of the war. If aparas later
recaptured under arms, he would be in violation of this agreement. Although often
commuted for political reasons, the prescribed penalty for parole violation in buodsar
was death by hangirfg.Yet violation was surprisingly common in spite of the dire
consequences of recapture, especially on the Whig side where such a vast proportion of
the military aged men had accepted parole after being captured at CharlestotheE
pious and reluctant Presbyterian Minister Andrew Pickens eventually violated hi
parole?’ After being captured at the battle of Fishing Creek, Colonel Thomas Taylor of

Sumter’s Brigade made a daring and risky nighttime escape as heimgsleched

26 Mark M. Boatner Ill.Encyclopedia of the American Revoluti¢Mechanicsburg, PA:
Stackpole Books, 1966; reprint 1994). 832.
2" Boatner, 866.
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back to the British base at Camden. The reason he gave was that if he were ¢daken int
custody at that place, he would surely be recognized as a parole violator and?Aanged.

Hayne was, like Postell, a parole violator. Having been captured at Charleston in
the spring of 1780, Hayne accepted parole and returned to his farm to sit out the rest of
the war, and for a little over a year he did just that. However, when the Contivantal
recaptured the region of his residence, Hayne believed himself refeaselis parole,
which had bound him to the British only so long as he lived under British rather than
American protection. He took up arms once again, and after a daring raid in which he
managed to capture the notorious Whig turncoat, Andrew Williamson, Hayne was
himself captured® On August 4, 1781, Hayne was hanged as a parole violator.

To the British, Isaac Hayne was a common criminal, a man who had violated his
oath of parole, and had taken up arms against the British after they had graciously
allowed him to return to his home, rather than being loaded on a prison ship. To the
Whigs, however, Hayne was a martyr. In Mismoirs of the War in the Southern
Department of the United Statéseutenant-Colonel Henry Lee described Hayne in
glowing terms, as “a highly respectable citizen of South Carolina,” who waanisi
concerned with his “sick wife and children,” and who, after being informed of his

impending execution, “disdaining further discussion with a relentless powerymerel

28 Lyman Draper. “Thomas Sumter Papers.” Wiconsin Historical Society,sdiadiVI.
16VV 27-30.

9 Henry Lee Memoirs of the war in the Southern Department of the United S(bies.
York: University Publishing Company, 1870 edition with an introduction by Robert E.
Lee). 316-19.
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solicited a short respite, to enable him for the last time to see his children” and
maintained a “dignified composure” even to his déith.

On August 12, upon hearing the news of Hayne’s execution, American General
Nathanael Greene sent a pair of cryptic letters to his subordinates)d_€alanel
William Henderson, urging them, should they take any British officers captivike¢p
them close prisoners until you hear farther from me on the subject. | shalhaxykself
to you in a few days> Despite the covert nature of his orders, Greene was already
weighing his options with regard to threatening reprisal for Hayne’s egaautd he did
not want any potentially useful British officers to slip through his fingensdogle or
exchange.

Greene was no fool, and he fully understood the dire consequences of both
retaliating and not retaliating. His second letter to Colonel Henderson déteildesire
that a council of officers should be called to discuss the subject of retaliation. I
retaliation is not had,” he wrote, “the militia will be all discouraged and quit theser
But if we retaliate...its consequences may terminate finally in givinguactey.?
Greene recognized that he was in a difficult position. He understood that South
Carolinians viewed things simply as a question of good versus evil, and that the killing of
one of their own native sons by the British was an unwarranted and unprovoked injustice

that must be avenged. If he, Greene, could not or would not avenge it, the shakg allianc

%) ee, 316; 317; 321

31 Major General Nathanael Greene to Colonel William Henderson and Major General
Nathanael Greene to Lieutenant Colonel Henry Lee. Augﬂ‘st].’l?Bl.The Papers of
General Nathanael Green¥ol. IX. Dennis Conrad ed. (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press, 1997). 169-71.

%2 Nathanael Greene to William Henderson. Augu&t, 1681NG Papers. V. IXL77.
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he had forged between the Continental Army and the South Carolina State Troops and
militia might crumble and he would lose all control over the situation.

At the same time, Greene understood that retaliation was risky. He had been in the
South for some time and had seen the way affairs like this escalated. Shertgkang
command of the Southern Department in December of 1780, Greene had written to
Congress in horror that “The whole country is in danger of being laid waste by the Whi
and Torrys [sic], who pursue each other with as much relentless fury as beasts™dt pr
Greene’s fear that the Hayne affair might end in “giving no quarteribdstrated his
ability to survey the scene dispassionately and see the cycle of i@mtaliatwould be
setting in motion. An execution on one side would be seen as unprovoked by the other,
leading to another and another and another, until the whole affair degenerateddato a fr
for-all where the rights of prisoners were meaningless. In many waySauthern theater
already existed in that state, but Greene was loath to give it offioictica He
proceeded very cautiously.

The next day, he called a council of senior officers to discuss the situation. At the
same time, his general order went out that all prisoners taken in the field should be
immediately brought to the army’s main camp, escorted by an Americarr 8ffi@a
August 20, the officers of the Southern Army presented to Greene a petitiomggeiketi
British claim that as a parole violator Hayne was subject to summargmilistice and
demanding that their own commanding officer “retaliate in the most effecaraien”

“Indulgencies and severities to prisoners of war ought to be reciprocal” thesdarg

33 Greene to Samuel Huntington, Presdient of Congress. December 28Th&®apers
of General Nathanael Greene. Vol. \Dlennis Conrad ed. (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press, 1994). 47.

3 General Orders. August 171781 .Nathanael Greene Papers,,1X95.
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asserting that rather than “prosecute this just and necessary war onatermesjsal and
dishonorable,” they were willing to “forgo temporary distinctions” in these “most
desperate situationé’essentially confirming that retribution was no longer an issue of
justice but of vengeance.

Greene wrote to Balfour on August 26, that he meant to carry out “immediate
retaliation unless you can offer me some thing more to justify the medStte went on
to condemn Hayne’s execution as abhorrent and cruel, informing the British officer,
similarly to the way the latter himself had addressed Marion in sepatl@mygilitia from
the Continentals, that “The objects | mean to retaliate upon...are Britishreficd not
Tory militia.”®” Greene intended to choose a target as similar to Hayne himself as
possible. Finally, he indefinitely suspended the exchange of prisoners wittittsle. 8

Balfour’s response was chilling. After arguing that his orders had comdylirec
from his superiors, Lord Rawdon and Lord Cornwallis, Balfour argued that in order for
Greene to be justified, he would need to find exact parity of circumstances|llyasi
parole violator. Balfour then made a cold observation, the purpose of which could not
possibly have been lost on Greene. “Having said thus much,” Balfour began, “and

holding those in public situations above the dread of menace, | shall not tell you how

% From the Officers of the Southern Army to Nathanael Greene. August 20, 1781.
Papers of General Nathanael Greene vol. XL7.

% Greene to Balfour. August 961781.Papers of General Nathanael Greene, vol. IX
249-51.

%7 |bid.

% Ibid.
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many of the American officers...are now in our power, nor remind you that Britkhin w
loudly claim retribution for the blood of her officers, when carelessly sted.”

Greene responded by denying that a parity of circumstances wassaityeioe
retribution. It is interesting to note his logic in defending the practice. [iRtba,”
Greene claimed, “presupposes an act of violence having been committed t @nd tha
adopted to punish the past and restrain the future; and therefore, whatever will produce
these consequences, is warranted by the laws of retali&tiGmeene’s theory of
retribution as a military tool with which to restrain excesses on the othesdigeadal of
the way Balfour and Marion approached the problem. He clearly, as evidenced by his
earlier letters, did not share the relish for vengeance that many of his men ahikseve
officers held as justified. Greene’s understanding of retribution, wtdid not
necessarily meet the strict qualifications of Balfour’s standard @t @eaity, was only
meant to be used in situations where some good could come of it, or some ill be
prevented. In other words, Greene’s understanding of retaliation did not aléoheitain
end in itself.

For two months Greene agonized over what to do about Hayne’s execution.
Finally on November 21, he wrote his commanding officer and close friend, General
George Washington, for advice. “I wish something decisive may be done respecting

Colonel Haynes [sic].” He wrote, “As retaliation necessarily involvesvihgle continent

39 Balfour to Greene. Septembéf,2781.The Papers of General Nathanael Greer.
IX, 283.
0 Greene to Balfour. Sptember™,4781.The Papers of General Nathanael Greers.
IX, 372.
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| wish your Excellency’s order and the order of Congress thefédte’continued “|

have been at a loss how to act with respect to the original, not having an officerlof equa
rank with Colonel Haynes in my possessiéh\Whether Greene took Balfour’s threat of
widespread reprisal seriously, or whether Greene simply wanteftcatsin to take to

his rabid subordinates in order to validate his decision not to execute an innocent British
officer, his tone clearly indicates that he hoped Washington would ask him not to
retaliate.

Washington replied “Of this | am convinced, that of all laws it is the mostuliffi
to execute, where you have not the transgressor himself in your possession.tjiumani
will ever interfere and plead strongly against the sacrifice of an innpeesan for the
guilt of another.*®* That was the end of it. Greene did not retaliate, although the exchange
of prisoners did not resume for some time after.

It is hard to posit what could have happened had circumstances been slightly
different, but a case could be made that someone else in Greene’s position, such as any
one of his officers clamoring for blood, would have ordered reprisals and set off an
entirely different and uglier chain of events. Greene’s own coolness andavwversi
unnecessary bloodletting was tested in the early phases of the crisis whernrée alide
exchanges stopped and potential British hostages brought in. The fighting in the
backcountry of the South was largely built on these emotional decisions, and not every

participant reacted as soundly as Nathanael Greene.

1 Nathanael Greene to George Washington. NovembBeriZ81.The Papers of General
Nathanael Greenevol. IX,, 605.

*2 |bid.

43 George Washington to Nathanael Gredie Papers of General Nathanael Greene
vol. IX, 606 note.
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As Allaire’s and Young's accounts of the treatment of prisoners after King’'s
Mountain demonstrate, the debate over the rights of prisoners was hardlye$iric
officers. Regular soldiers were part of the war of words as well, arrcateaunts were
often the most powerful and emotional condemnations of perceived prisoner abuse. As
with the officer corps, private soldiers’ views of prisoner treatment oftégcted on
which side of the prisoner-captor divide the author sat. Allaire and Young are @ perfe
example of this. Their conflicting accounts of the treatment of prisoners fofddng’s
Mountain, which will be discussed in the final chapter of this work, and especially the
previously mentioned incident at Biggerstaff's Plantation could not differ more.

Brigadier General William Moultrie, a Whig prisoner of war following the
surrender of Charleston, was in constant contact with British Theater Commander
Gerneral Charles Cornwallis and other British officers in the CharlestasayarHe
complained of foul treatment of himself, and especially of those of his fellow prgsone
who had been confined to prison ships in Charleston harbor. “I am exceedingly shocked”
he wrote to Balfour, who was at that time commandant in Charleston, “to know of so
great a mortality among our unfortunate prisonétsdoultrie charged that a Dr.

Oliphant had been meant to treat the sick among the prisoners and that the British
commander restrained him. “| am so affected at the distresses of our poassoldie
Moultrie continued “that | am at a loss how to address you on the subject; but | must
begin by calling on your humanity, and request you, for God’s sake, to permit Dr.

Oliphant to attend the hospitdf”

44 William Moultrie to Nisbet Balfour November ?'31780. In MoultrieMemoirsof the
American Revolutior(New York: D. Longworth Printers, 1802). vol. Il. 143.
45 .

Ibid.
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“I have received your letter of the "2#stant,” Balfour responded “in which you
so pathetically call upon me to grant permission to Dr. Oliphant to attend your
hospital...Although I do not think that Dr. Oliphant’s absence has been materially
injurious to the hospital, no objection ever lay with me to his having visitéd it.”
Furthermore, Balfour went on, “l was no sooner informed that there was a cabkder
sickness on board tl@oncord[the prison ship in question], than | ordered her to be
inspected; and although it was reported to me that there was not any symptoens of t
disease you mention | removed the prisoners on sibNisbet Balfour was in a tough
situation. He had a hard enough time taking care of his own large garrison in an occupied
and generally unfriendly city, which also had to act as the hub for a transportation
network that delivered supplies from the coast to Cornwallis’ army deep inténi. In
addition, he had been left in charge of the massive numbers of prisoners taken at
Charleston, who also needed supplies and medical attention. Moultrie and Marion had
been a massive headache for the British Commandant, and his frustration comes through
in his letters to both Whig officers.

Yet for Moultrie, Balfour’s logistical problems were not his concern. The veelfa
of his men came first, and he saw their welfare being neglected. If the dostnoiva
coming to see his sick men, it must be because Balfour had forbidden him from doing so.
Such an order must mean at the very least a callous response to human suffering on the
part of the Whigs and at worst an intentional denial of adequate treatment.riiis sa

perspective will show up in the chapter on King’s Mountain when Tory prisoners

46 Nisbet Balfour to William Moultrie, November 28, 1780. In Moultiiéemoirs.
Volume Il. 144-5.
" |bid
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mistook a general scarcity of resources among both captor and captive to be an
intentional act of physical abuse perpetrated upon them by the Whigs. The power
imbalance between prisoners and their captors was in many ways an ideabinimrba
divergent narratives because it allows those without power to cast those who have it as
the cause of any misfortune visited upon the prisoners.

On February 4, 1781, Moultrie complained again to Balfour that the doctor was
still being denied admittané& An exasperated Balfour replied “The officers of your
hospital being precluded, for a short time, admittance to it [the prison ship], as it was
without my directions, was immediately rectified on coming to my knowledg#,*Be
went on “I must here remark...that, in general your people seem more solicitous for the
causes of complaint, than anxious, on their own parts, to remove fiémBalfour’s
mind, he had done all he could, and Moultrie was simply complaining for the purpose of
complaining. The latter’'s accusations of neglect did not ring the least bihtBafour’s
own narrative of what was happening. He certainly did not see himself as wamtahly c
The failure of Moultrie and Balfour to see eye to eye, and each’s refus&ntovdedge
the difficulties the other faced, point to the vast gulf that opened between the two
narratives. If one author were to construct a history of the Charleston gripen s
exclusively from Moultrie’s letters and memoirs, and a second author wrdtsierty
from Balfour’s, the two accounts would fail to agree on even the basic facts.ithet ne
can be accused of intentional deception. This is the essence of the idea of divergent

narratives.

“8 |_etter has not been reproduced but was mentioned in Balfour’s response. See note
below.
“9 Nisbet Balfour to William Moultrie February"81781. InMoultrie. Volume II. 156.
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These exchanges demonstrate the way that the rhetoric of revenge, angl in ma
cases that of justice, along with divergent narratives of events, lead quickbalaties.
The fact that such escalation took place on paper blunted much of the passionate and
destructive consequences of the process, while simultaneously making if@asier
reader to see the development of the various narratives. This version is the minority
however. Although the process would play out many more times in the southern theater,
most of the other versions would be decided with guns rather than words and they would
not end as well. These divergent narratives are harder to outline with aaigtgert
because of their lack of recorded dialogue, but using the written exchanges &s ihode

should be possible to chart their development and growth.
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Chapter Two: “Inhumanly Butchered, While in the Act of Begging for Mercy, t&ie

in Action

“My Lord,” Banastre Tarleton wrote to Lord Cornwallis on May 30, 1780. “I have
the honor to inform you that yesterday at 3 O’Clock PM...the rebel force commanded by
[Colonel Abraham] Buford...were brought to actiol. The letter goes on to detail how
Tarleton offered his enemy the same terms of surrender that had been accepted at
Charleston two weeks earlier, and that they were rejected. “Few of tmy eseap[ed]”
Tarleton informed his superior, “except the commanding officer by a precifig¢gitieon
horseback™ The letter was brief, formal and descriptive, typical of military reparts a
the time. The event that the commanding officer described was equally sherpedyt
successful and typical of the “the bravery and exertféms"the men under his
command. Yet this was not the only way the battle of the Waxhaws would be seen, and
the rhetoric that would emanate from the battle would prove monumentally desttact
the British cause. Tarleton himself gave no indication in his letter that he thogbhars
outcome possible.

According to Isaac Shelby, his own men massacred surrendering Tories on the
slopes of King’s Mountain to cries of “Tarleton’s Quartdt¥Vhether the reference was

simply an excuse for bloodletting or was uttered in justified outrage againstda ha

*Y Banastre Tarleton to Lord Charles Cornwallis. May 30, 1780. Public Record Office.
;I1-|eadquarters Papers of the British Army in America.” PRO 30/55/2784.
Ibid
>2 |bid
>3 This episode will be discussed in greater detail in chapter 4.
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enemy, the expression had very deep and significant rhetorical meaning fovkimose
uttered it. “Tarleton’s Quarter” referred to the alleged tendency ofitisiBLegion and
its commanding officer to refuse quarter to men surrendering on the field. AltHeagh t
term had a long history, its genesis was in the brief fight at the Waxhaws.

Tarleton had been pursuing Buford up the Waxhaws road following the surrender
of Charleston. When he caught up with the Continental officer's command, Tarleton
called upon him to surrender and when the entreaty was refused, he attacked. & he battl
was short and bloody and its aftermath highly controversial.

One problem with understanding the Waxhaws incident is the paucity of primary
sources other than Tarleton’s, which understandably did not mention massactenTarle
vaguely acknowledged that the American army was broken quickly and that perhaps
some irregularities occurred in the confusion. His own horse had been shot from under
him, and for a brief period the British did not have a commander to control them.
“Slaughter was commenced,” he wrote, “before Lieutenant Colonel Tarlaon [
memoirs were written in third-person] could remount another hdtSeatleton went on
to note that the fighting ended in a few minutes and to criticize Buford’'sgatdievhich
Tarleton, with little nuance, attributed his enemy’s disastrous d&feat.

A few pension accounts exist, as well as Buford’s own dispatches, but the
majority of accounts of the battle that are generally touted as primeany tact
contemporary secondary sources, written by those who were alive at thadinmesame

cases even close to the action, but did not actually witness the fightihgrinistThe

>4 Tarleton.A History of the Campaigns of 1780 and 1781, in the Southern Provinces of
North America(London: T. Cadell, 1787). 31.
*> Tarleton, 31-32
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most oft-quoted of this latter set, is the account of Dr. Robert Brownfield, a Qaatine
surgeon who, despite not physically being present for the shooting, treated ntaay of t
wounded, and put together an account based on eyewitness interviews with his patients.
Brownfield left us a long list of alleged atrocities, of which the followsthe most

commonly cited:

“The demand for quarters, seldom refused to a vanquished
foe, was at once found to be in vain; not a man was spared,
and it was the concurrent testimony of all the survivors that
for fifteen minutes after every man was prostrate, they went
over the ground, plunging their bayonets into every one that
exhibited any signs of life, and in some instances, where
several had fallen one over the other, these monsters were
seen to throw off on the point of the bayonet, the
uppermost, to come at those beneath.”

Although Brownfield’s letter was written 41 years after the facs it i
demonstrative of the contemporary thinking of many Whigs in 1780. James R.
Alexander, also absent from the battle but present for the cleanup, describedéhasbattl
a “massacre” in his pension applicatBrRichard Winn, a Whig Colonel who would

later serve in Thomas Sumter’s Brigade, wrote succinctly in his not&svtag '80, Col.

Buford was cut to pieces®Ledstone Noland wrote that his unit, stationed at Charlotte,

*% Robert Brownfield to William Dobein James, in William Dobein Jam&ketch of
Brigadier General Francis Marion and a History of His Briga@harleston: Gould and
Milet, 1821). Appendix, 1-7.

>” James Alexander. Pension Applicatigv2901.

%8 Richard WinnGeneral Richard Winn’s Note$ranscribed by Will Graves and
available online at http://lib.jrshelby.com/winnrichard.pdf 1.
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met the survivors of Buford’s column after the battle and that they were “drgadful
mangled.®®

Clearly the fighting was bloody, and the Continentals got the worst of it. The trut
of the claims that Americans were refused the right to surrender is moierpadic. In
fact, Tarleton had offered Buford the chance to surrender before the battleastesh st
The terms he offered were the same as those offered to the Continental prisptugesic
at the siege of Charleston. They were not especially harsh. All officersyamolildia
traveling with the army would be immediately paroled on their honor not to take up arms
again. The Continental rank-and-file would be taken to Charleston to await exchange for
British prisoners. The officers were even to be allowed to keep their sig&%arm

Tarleton’s offer began with the words “Resistance being in vain, to prevent the
effusion of human blood, | make offers which can never be repeated.” Aftagdtagi
terms, he closed with “If you are rash enough to reject them [the surrenderartjdit
the blood be upon your heatf.In this way, Tarleton had not only tried to avoid
unnecessary killing, but according to his own narrative, had shifted the blame for any
unnecessary bloodshed to his opponent, absolving himself of any responsibility in
whatever would follow. Buford’s response was short “Sir, | reject your pragcsad
shall defend myself to the last extremif{.Ih this case the statement seems to have been
rather rhetorical, as Buford himself fled the battlefield almost beferdist shot was

fired.

%9 | edstone Noland. Pension Applicati®16992.

® Tarleton to Buford reproduced in TarletArHistory of the Campaignblotes to the
first chapter, note L.

*! Ibid

%2 Buford to Tarleton, also iA History of the Campaignslotes to the first chapter, note
L.
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Anthony Allaire, who was at that time serving under Major Patrick Ferguson at
Nelson’s Ferry, heard the news of Waxhaws on Jéinarid predictably, recorded it in a
similar manner to Tarleton. “He [Tarleton] summoned them [Buford’s men] to
surrender...” Allaire noted “received all insolent answer, charged tAgRrédictably,

Allaire did not include any mention of massacre, alleged or otherwise, butketited
record of the number and ranks of the prisonerswéretaken, as well as the arms and
supplies that Tarleton captur€tThis was the typical British account of the battle,
integrated into the narrative under which British and Tory soldiers operated during the
war. Waxhaws was a stunning victory in which Tarleton, after offering generous
surrender terms to the Americans, fought a decisive and victorious, and then ended the
fighting, taking a large number of prisoners.

The gulf between Brownfield’s and Tarleton’s accounts is massive, and, as other
participants weighed in in their own memoirs, journals and other writings, their
comments almost invariably lined up predictably with the accounts of their own
countrymenThe early histories of the American Revolution, written by post-
revolutionary Americans, nearly all paint Tarleton as a villain, and his namidyquic
passed into American folklore as being synonymous with brutality. The gneté¢enth-
century folklorist, Washington Irving wrote that Tarleton “possessed none oh#re fi
feelings of human nature...[and] he had the effrontery to boast...that he had killed more

men, and ravished more women than any man in Ametidddst histories of the

®3 Allaire, June 1st

% Allaire, June 1st.

® Quoted in Lyman DrapeKing’s Mountain and Its HeroegOriginally published in
Cincinnati by Peter G. Thomson 1881; reprint Johnson City, TN: Overmountain Press,
1969). 67
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American Revolution and of the Southern campaigns in particular have echoed Irving.
Christopher Ward’s landmark two volume histofjpe War of the Revolutiatescribed

the man as “cold-hearted, vindictive, and utterly ruthless. He wrote his ndeteers of
blood all across the history of the war in the Sodth.”

To date the only book-length biography of Banastre Tarleton is Robert Bass’
Green Dragoonpublished in 1957’ Bass is also the biographer of Whig partisan leaders
Francis Marion and Thomas Sumter. Despite his treatment of Tarleton beinggthorou
and well researched, it can hardly be described as sympathetic, and larigislyipon
the traditional assumptions of his subject’s brutality and disregard for theofdluenan
life. Bass’ account of the Waxhaws reads remarkably like Brownfield’k, thé single
notable exception that in the former’s account, it is Tarleton himself that cut dewn t
Whig soldier carrying the surrender flag with his own hand, an embellishmestt whi
exists nowhere else, and which seems unlikely, given the fact that Tarletoseswent
down early in the fightin§®

Modern historians are divided on the actual events of May 29, 1780, as well as the
legitimacy of monikers such as “Tarleton’s Quarter,” “Bloody Tarletord ‘@Buford’s
Massacre.” It was not until 2002 that Anthony Scotti’'s groundbreaking revisionikt w
Brutal Virtue: The Myth and Reality of Banastre Tarletdhegan a modern reworking
of the long accepted perception of Tarleton as a monster. The so-called “V8axhaw

Massacre” was particularly troubling to Scotti. Returning to the originatesyrenned

® Christopher WardThe War of the Revolutioklol. II. (London: MacMillan Press,
1952). 701.

®” See full citation in introduction.

®8 BassGreen Dragoon81.

% See introduction for full citation.
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by Brownfield and others, he calls into question the motives for the creation and
perpetuation of such a view. Scotti not only questions the veracity of Brownfield's
assertions, but also draws attention to the propaganda value that such stories held for
Americans both during and after the war. Tarleton, according to Scotti, becactiena

of circumstance. His Legion, as a successful small-operations task faxcespecially
troublesome to the local militia companies that frequently faced it. The Waxha
mythology served to inspire the local units to take up arms against the BrtisEcatti

lists numerous occasions in which American officers and recruiters useadeaateed

of the British Legion to their advantage. In addition, Scotti demonstrates thes stbr
British cruelty traveled fast and fed off of one another.

John Hayes takes a different tack in vindicating Tarleton. He compares hisn to hi
American counterpart Henry “Lighthorse Harry” Lee. Lee was anrioae officer who
commanded an independent mixed force much like Tarleton’s. Hayes’ contention
revolves around the fact that cavalry soldiers are necessarily difbagntrol in the
confusion of combat, and that if the same critical eye were turned to battlegn w
Lee’s soldiers were involved, the observer would find similar results. In fapgsHtibbes
exactly that, paying special attention to the battle known by Whigs as Sfddéat”
and by Loyalists as “Pyle’s Hacking Match,” which will be addressed ilathis
chapter’® Hayes does not put blame on Lee, however. Rather, he stresses the nature of
battles involving cavalry, in which soldiers are difficult to restrain and &her
communication and commander control are limited. The author makes no distinction

between Tarleton and Lee, but he believes American authors have, for obvious reasons

0 see introduction for full citation
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given the American officer a pass that Tarleton has not been afforded. Like Sapés
demonstrates that the Tarleton stories served a useful purpose as propaganda both during
and after the war.

A third revisionist, Jim Piecuch, offers yet another defense. He is pymaril
concerned with the specifics surrounding the battle of the Waxhaws, the fest tim
accusations were made against the British Legion. In an articlleé@riMassacre or
Myth: Banastre Tarleton at the WaxhawWsPiecuch concedes that Tarleton’s soldiers
committed atrocities after the battle, but points out that Tarleton himself hadshad hi
horse shot out from under him early in the fight, and so the chaos that ensued was beyond
his control. With the command structure broken down, there was no one to give the order
to call off the attack. In fact, Piecuch posits, the sight of their leader, whaxiwesiely
popular, going down in battle, may have enraged the troopers and caused them to take out
their anger on surrendering enemy soldiérs.

In this case revisionism has taken at least three forms. Scotti denies that the
irregularities happened at all. Piecuch argues that they happened butievéoe d
circumstances beyond Tarleton’s control. Finally, Hayes argues thatthees were
inherent cavalry fighting and that Tarleton has been unfairly singled out aver hi
American counterparts. Each of these new revisionist works offers amasilte
narrative to the traditional one of unqualified Tory brutality, yet each of these thr
accounts is every bit as selectively constructed as the Whig narrataekd to revise.

And all of these narratives are as interpretive as those constructed by boghavhig

Tories contemporary to the fighting.

1 gee introduction for full citation
2 |bid.
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It is not the purpose of this work to vindicate Tarleton from accusations of
barbarity, any more than it is to defend those earlier impressions. The preceding
historiographical survey is meant rather to convey a sense of just how peesistent
thoroughly ingrained the idea of Tarleton as the Butcher of the Waxhaws reasednm
interpretations of the Southern campaigns. Deserved or not, it was no less widl@spre
1780. When Shelby’s men refused to cease firing on surrendering men at King’s
Mountain, they were actively participating in a dialogue that harkenedtbdtlkxhaws.
Although their actions were uncannily similar to the equal barbarity they warkeafa
with in the earlier battle, they seem not to have had any sense of irony at.the tfaeir
minds they were justified.

Nor was Tarleton’s brutal reputation simply tied to the Waxhaws affairr hite
battle of Fishing Creek, on August 18, 1780, James Collins, a Whig militiaman, wrote “|
was a perfect rout and an indiscriminate slaughter. No quarter was §iwiiliam
Richardson Davie, who was not actually present at that particular battéireed with

Collins’ assessment, noting that:

“In this action Lt. Col. Tarleton had the merit of audacity
and good fortune but the glory of the enterprise was stained
by the unfeeling barbarity of the legion who continued to
hack and maim the militia long after they had surrendered,
scarce a man was wounded until he considered himself a
prisoner.”

3 James Potter Collind\utobiography of a Revolutionary Soldiéohn M. Roberts ed.,
(Clinton, LA: Feliciana Democrat, 1959). Reprinted in Susan Francis Miliety Years
in the Neuces Valley: 1870-1938an Antonio: Naylor Printing Company, 1930).
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The interpretation of Fishing Creek as a massacre is equally as problasnatic
Waxhaws. Although casualties were high for the Whigs of Sumter's comfhte,

British took an even larger number of prison@rsp many, in fact, that the small British
and Tory force could not effectively guard them and dozens simply disappeared by th
side of the road during the march back to Camden. Colonel Thomas Taylor, who as a
field officer and parole violator was a high value prisoner, simply escaped theing
night by cutting his bonds with a pocket-knife he had hidden and escaping into the
woods’® In some respects, the accounts of Fishing Creek as a slaughter mayeselthe r
of untested militiamen like Collins seeing firsthand the bloody and confused nature of
battle, especially against cavalry, and mistaking it for slaughter. oweis also

possible that they saw what they expected to see. The green-jacketezhdraigihe

British Legion were already notorious after Waxhaws, and such brutalityimply s
expected. This expectation could color the way events were viewed in the moment and
the way they were remembered afterward.

Perception became reality to Whigs in the Carolina Backcountry, and modern
scholarship is much less divided on the matter of what contemporary Whigs in the South
Carolina backcountry believed to have occurred. Joseph Gaston was hosting a friend,
John McClure, when he heard news of the events in the Waxhaws. McClure had
surrendered at Charleston and accepted British parole. He was staying stah Gahis

way home, presumably to sit out the rest of the war. Upon hearing of the “massacre of

4150 by Tarleton’s own estimation. Headquarters Papers of the British Armyérida
PRO 30/55/2969. Courtesy of Todd Braisted and the Loyalist Institute at
www.royalprovincial.com

75252 According to the official report. Ibid.

' Draper Manuscripts 16VV 27-30.
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Colonel Bradford [Buford]'s men by Tarleton two days previoldylcClure, fellow
traveler John Steel, and three of Gaston’s sons, immediately renounced thelityyeutra
vowing that “they would never submit nor surrender to the enemies of their cobatry; t
liberty or death, from that time forth, should be their moftfoWilliam McGarity
remembered volunteering for the militia “a few days after Buforefeht at

Waxhaws.*® John Gardner recalled that “immediately after Col. Bluford’s [Buford’s]
defeat in Waxhaw([s] by the British under Tarleton, he again volunte&ted.”

This reversal was as dramatic as it was unexpected, but it was by no means
unique. All across the Carolinas, especially in the Backcountry, Whig leanifigrsvi
who had maintained neutrality began picking up arms. In the weeks after Waxhaws,
Thomas Sumter was able to draw together a large volunteer militia btigeideould
serve with him throughout the war. Not only had many of these men previously chosen to
retire from the remainder of the war, a good number had officially acceptesth Barole
or protection at the surrender of Charleston or in the weeks that followed. Thedtories
Waxhaws and the reputation of Banastre Tarleton served as a dramayist tladdl
spurred Whig recruiting.

John Buchanan, who, it should be noted, is a staunch anti-revisionist on the
subject of the Waxhaws atrocities, noted of the battle that “it would be an exaggtra
state that the fight in the Waxhaws began the savagery that marked the weBontthe

for it had started as early as 1775...But Tarleton and his Legion stoked embers that

" Joseph Gaston. “Mr. Gaston’s Narrative.” 1836. Printedistorical Magazine.
August 1873.

"% bid

9 McGarity, William. Pension ApplicationR6713.

8 Gardner, JohrPension ApplicationS6877.
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became a fire nearly raging out of control, for it roused a people whose herdage w
border fighting in all of its barbaric excessé&sHe concludes by noting that “They [the
Whig militamen] were hard...mercy to an enemy never uppermost in their thoffghts.”
Buchanan is right to caution against overstating the importance of Waxhaws, which
certainly was not the beginning. He is also right, however, when pointing out the
rhetorical importance of the fight in motivating Whigs to take the field and iifiyjag
later acts of atrocity. This aspect of the Waxhaws can hardly be overstate

Thomas Sumter’s biographer, Robert Bass, writes that “As he [Sumter] rode
along the Wateree-Catawba toward Charlotte, he had no plans to rouse the Up
Country’®...Then came reports of Tarleton’s butchery in the Waxhaws. The Up Country
began ringing with the cry of ‘Tarleton’s Quarter.” Sumter now began to fotenalla
plan...Encouraged by what he had heard and seen Colonel Sumter rode on to American
headquarters in Salisbur$/’As Bass points out, the stories of Waxhaws permeated the
Backcountry quickly and formed the basis of a rhetorical system that pdesters like
Sumter and his colleague William Richardson Davie used to great effectuiting
their militia band$?

Daniel Morgan also found the Tarleton reputation useful, when he himself faced
the Green Dragoon on the field of battle in January of 1781. Morgan’s command was
made up in large part by Carolina militiamen, who had proved, despite their adgptness

partisan and guerilla warfare, to be somewhat unreliable in pitched battigatVoplan

81 Buchanan, 85.

82 |bid 89.

8 The circumstances of Sumter’s return to the field will be discussed insthehapter
of this paper.

84 BassGamecock53.

% Ibid.
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of battle depended on the militiamen standing up to British regulars for at laast a
time before retiring in good order. He did have one important tool at his disposal,
however. Every man in Brigadier-General Andrew Pickens’ militia brigemkefamiliar
with Banastre Tarleton’s reputation.

That night Morgan went through the camp from fire to fire talking with the
militiamen. Thomas Young later remembered the effect that Morgan’s isamation

had on him and his comrades:

“Long after I laid down, he was going about among the

soldiers encouraging them, and telling them that the Old

Wagoner [Morgan’s nickname] would crack his whip over

Ben [Tarleton] in the morning, as sure as they lived... |

don’t think he slept a wink that night®"

Morgan’s behavior may have been unconventional, but in the context of the

rhetoric of revenge, it made perfect sense. Though Thomas Young was dsjired
by the General’'s commiseration, it went deeper than that. Morgan’s meleey
familiar with the idea of Banastre Tarleton, and Morgans’s stated goakitk“his
whip” over him was great theater. It played directly into the adversagtdric that the
enemy was not an abstract ideological concept or even an army of soldiers from a
oppressive empire. The enemy was a man with a name and a reputation who had done
damage to Morgan’s men, to their families, and to their neighbors. Morgan understood
that if these men went into battle against Banastre Tarleton, rathemihgrtagbattle

against Britain, they would fight. True or not, “Bloody Ban” was great propagaieda

this type of rhetoric was hardly limited to the American side.

8 young
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Lieutenant-Colonel Henry “Light Horse Harry” Lee was Tarletmganterpart in
the American service. Like Tarleton, Lee commanded a legionary corps)faatfy and
half cavalry, and was known for his daring raids and aggressive tdties.wrote of
the Waxhaws battle in his own memoirs that “The barbarous scene...ensued to the
disgrace of the victor...The unrelenting conqueror shut his ears to the voice of
supplication, as he had steeled his heart against the claims of fffercy.”

Lee was certainly nowhere near Waxhaws, as he would not come south until
months laterThis is not to say that Lee’s account should be viewed with a suspicion of
intentional deception. The “Bloody Tarleton” stories were accepted fact in the
Continental Army by the time of his arrival. The fact that he was repeéiang
secondhand does not suggest disingenuousness. However, when viewed in conjunction
with another incident, it does suggest the kind of one-sided selective reality sb ¢ypic
men on both sides. That other event was a fight that came to be known as “Pyle’s
Hacking Match,” a name every bit as subjective and loaded as “Buford’s dvassa

On the night of February 23-24, 1781, Lee and his men came upon a party of Tory
militia commanded by John Pyle, on their way to join Cornwallis’ army. In the dark of
night Pyle’s men mistook Lee’s for Tarleton’s. In an interesting coincigleboth Lee’s
and Tarleton’s men wore short green jackets and similar helmets. Pyle approached t

within a very short distance, crying out “God save the King!” According to Joseph

8" He also happens to have been the father of famed Confederate General Raert E.
8 Lee, 164-5
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Graham’s account, Lee played along and was even in the act of shaking Pyle’s hand
when the fighting starte%.

In his memoirs Lee denied that bloodshed was his intention, and even argued that
he intended to keep up the deception only long enough to surround the Tory column and
then to present them with “a solemn assurance of his and his associatesegerfgatton
from injury, and with the choice of returning to their homes, or of taking a moreogsner
part, by uniting with the defenders of their common country against the commof foe.”

In any event, it never got that far. Buchanan suggests that it was oneoséep®r

officers, Captain Joseph Eggleston, who shattered the ruse, by striking one @id¢se T
over the head with his swoPlLee remembers that it was the Tories who discovered the
ruse and fired on Eggleston firétlt will never be known for certain how the killing
started, but the fact is that it did start while Lee was in the process ohglirake’s

hand.

Charles Stedman wrote that “When at last it [the mistaken identity] became
manifest, they [the Loyalists] called out for quarter; but no quarter watedgraand
between two and three hundred of them were inhumanly butchered, while in the act of
begging for mercy. Humanity shudders at the recital of so foul a mas&$astedman

clearly exaggerated the number of casualties, as the general consendwes mutsber of

8 Joseph Graham. In Major William Graham €eneral Joseph Graham and his Papers
on North Carolina Revolutionary HistorfRaleigh: Edwards and Broughton Publishers,
1904). 318-22.

%) ee 257.

1 Buchanan 364

%2 ee 258

% Charles StedmaiThe History of the Origin, Progress and Termination of the
American War(London: J. Murray, 1794). 334.
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Tory killed and wounded at closer to Lee’s own account of nitfelyso, like so many
authors who lobbed accusations at Tarleton after Waxhaws, Stedman was not present on
the field of battle. Yet, his account is typical of the British interpretatiorylef $°Defeat.

Lee wrote dismissively, “During this sudden encounter, in some parts of the line
the cry of mercy was heard...but no expostulation could be admitted in a conjecture so
critical. Humanity even forbade it, as its first injunction is to take carewf gwn
safety, and our safety was not compatible with that of the supplicants, untiedisabl
defend.®® In other words, if a few men were killed after raising the white flagait
only because the Tories could not be trusted, and Whig safety was Lee’sdnisy.phin
anecdote told by Whig militiaman Moses Hall tells a different story. Afftetbattle “we
went to where six [Tory prisoners] were standing together. Some discudsiappkace,
| heard some of our men cry out ‘Remember Buford’ and the prisoners were stehedi
hewed to death with broadsword$.Certainly, bound prisoners under guard had been
sufficiently “disabled to offend.” Regardless of whether Hall’'s gruesateds true,
regardless of whether stories of the Waxhaws and/or of Pyle’s Defemisaacres are
accurate or exaggerated, Hall demonstrates that the two events weagelytimked in
the minds of those who lived through them, both to each other and to the escalating spiral
of retribution. Samuel Eakin, a Whig pensioner recalled in his pension application that “a
total rout and slaughter of the enemy took place.ordlers being givefemphasis

added] to give them Blueford’s [Buford’s] play’"This goes even farther than Hall’s

% Buchanan, 364.

% Lee 158.

% Moses Hall in John C. Dann ebhe Revolution Remembered: Eyewitness Accounts of
the War for Independencghicago: University of Chicago Press, 1999), 202.

97 Eakin, SamuePension ApplicationS3317.
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claim that Whig soldiers knowingly participated in revenge, to suggest that veegean
was Lee’s official policy or that of several junior officers under hisroamd.

Much like the fight at the Waxhaws, casualties were high and extremely one-
sided. Also like the Waxhaws, claims of barbarity were highly subjective and
controversial. It is often hard for the modern historian to separate fact froom fin
these accounts with any certainty, but it definitely appears that bothohaaled Lee
were in the proverbial position of throwing stones at each other’s glass hoadetnl
as absent from the field of Pyle’s defeat as Lee had been from Bufordts,iwihis
memoirs that “many of them experienced inhuman barbarity; when discovering thei
mistake, they supplicated for mercy.The similarities between his accusations against
Lee and Lee’s against him are uncanny, even using the exact same vocabludnyg
the words barbarity and supplication.

Cornwallis also denounced Lee’s apparently inhumane behavior in a letter to Lord
George Germain, British Secretary of State for the American Cojaniedich he
wrote, “a number of them [Pyle’s men] were most inhumanely butchered, when begging
for quarter without making the least resistanteCornwallis, deaf to the accusations
against his trusted subordinate the year before, was quick to accuse his eneanytpf at
This behavior is not the exception but the rule for observers on both sides.

On both sides, horror over atrocities committed against surrendering men on the
battlefield proved to be important motivating factors. The stories lent an urgathey a

sense of righteous anger against the aggressor. Sometimes these afphaserbeen

% Tarleton, 231.

% Charles Cornwallis to Lord George Germain. MarcHl, 1781. InCorrespondence of
Charles, First Marquis Cornwallis Vol. Charles Ross ed. (London: John Murray,
1859). 505.
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intentionally colored as perhaps in the cases of Sumter, Davie or Morgan hasing t
Tarleton stories as recruiting and motivational tools. In most cases, howegeptjoers
of the enemy developed organically and without any ulterior motive. In eithertbay
profoundly affected the identity of participants and the ways in which they saw
themselves participating in the conflict. Yet, these large-scale iggresnot the only
ones that motivated people. Often individual personal acts of atrocity could bs just
powerful if not more so. The next chapter will deal with these smaller scatétias and

their effect on individual decision-making.
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Chapter Three: “A Hundred Tories Felt the Weight of my Arm,” Vengeance on a

Personal Scale

Certainly in many cases the narratives created by alleged nessaadrshaped
by men like Thomas Sumter and William Richardson Davie were sufficient, las in t
case of Joseph Gaston and his compatriots related above. Sometimes, however, the need
for revenge was much more personal and less abstract. Often, men went to war not
because of the rhetoric tied to momentous events like battles, but for very personal
reasons related to private and very small-scale atrocities. Such evenisn&esnpeoved
to be critical in influencing the decisions of individual actors and occasionailysusall
events changed the course of the war.

Once again, it is necessary to look no further than Thomas Young’s diary. In an
impassioned, if certainly hyperbolic, account about the murder of his brother, Young
claimed that:

“I do not believe | had ever used an oath before that day,
but then | tore open my bosom, and swore that | would
never rest till | had avenged his death. Subsequently a
hundred Tories felt the weight of my arm for the deed, and
around Steedham's [the man he held responsible for his
brother’'s murder] neck | fastened the rope as a reward for
his cruelties. On the next day I left home in my shirt

sleeves, and joined Brandon's [a local Whig leader]
party'”loo

1%young
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For Young revenge was not an abstract concept directed at an enemy wleb refuse
to behave according to the rules of war. It was rooted in the desire to take vengeanc
his own brother’'s murderer. Although Young clearly accepted the transferability
responsibility, as he claimed to have killed or injured “a hundred Tories,” hecaigbts
specifically to exact vengeance on his brother’'s murderer. He likely had Whigdsa
before the incident, but he had decided to remain physically neutral up to that pomt. Afte
what happened to his brother, however, he became an avowed Whig partisan, fighting in
many of the Southern Theater’s largest and most important battles, includipg@ow
and of course, King’s Mountain.

For Young, his brother's murder represented what will be termed a catalgtt
throughout this chapter and the next. In most cases such events were not the only
motivating factor in the decision to fight or to choose sides, but they did provide the
catalyst, which directly caused men like Young to pick up a weapon and join tha.militi
For some, the stories of events like Buford’s or Pyle’s Defeat werg/stagé@iough, but
for many others, like Young, it took events of a more personal nature. In these cases,
revenge created a personal narrative alongside the larger narraticarapaign and for
these men some events carried multiple meanings and significances, at bgtivégata
and personal levels.

Young'’s experience was not unusual. It is common to think of the American
Revolution as a conflict based on high minded and lofty principals. While in some cases
this was true, more often than not, men took up arms to avenge wrongs committed
against themselves, their families or their friends. Although in the examitie of

Waxhaws battle, South Carolina men swelled the ranks of their local militiasponse
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to alleged brutality committed upon complete strangers serving in regulauarts
from another state, this response was the exception not the rule in cases ofcgeengean
motivated action. More often, the story mirrored Young's.

The two sides of this dichotomy were not necessarily mutually exclusive,
however. For many soldiers and commanders personal and big-picture motivatiens wer
inseparable. For the soldiers discussed in this chapter, men like Thomas Young, Thomas
Sumter, William Bratton, Thomas Brown, and others, they were often viewed as one in
the same. Yet it is important to make a distinction, because events in individuals’
personal lives help to explain specific behavior in ways that even the rhetaicafe
based on stories like “Tarleton’s Quarter” cannot.

One of the most active and aggressive of all American partisan commanders was
Thomas Sumter. His decision to take the field in 1780 was a personal one, perhaps as
personal as could be conceived. The British had burned his home, destroyed his property
and insulted his wife. From this small piece of personal tragedy, Sumter wansgtbtim
from a lukewarm Patriot into one of the most tenacious partisan leaders for the Whi
cause, almost constantly in the field despite being wounded and defeated seestal ti
Even the eminent historian of the Southern Campaigns, John Buchanan, who could not be
more disdainful of Sumter’s abilities as a general, lack of personal coarajenmense
ego, had to admit that the “Carolina Gamecock” was “the most troublesome and

#01

obstinate™ " of the partisan leaders in the South and that “Thomas Sumter was a fighter

101 Buchanan, 115.
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who kept alive the flame of resistance and acted as a beacon for like-minded men when
others believed all was lost*

On May 27, 1780, en route to his dramatic victory at the Waxhaws, Banastre
Tarleton stopped briefly at the home of Thomas Sumter. Sumter himself had been
notified of the Legion’s approach only a few hours beforehand, and had fled up the road.
According to legend, Tarleton’s men found the invalid Mrs. Mary Sumter sittinigeon t
porch, and they carried her into the yard, where she was forced to watch.agitimes
troopers first plundered and then burned her home. She would have starved, but one kind
and sympathetic Tory put a ham, which he had taken from the storehouse, under her chair
and she hid it with her skirt§>

To what extent the story is true is not certain, beyond the fact that the Legion did
in fact burn Thomas Sumter’'s home. What is certain is how the very real burning of his
home, coupled with the alleged abuse of his wife, affected the newly minted \Adhegy. le
Walter Edgar states plainly “When Tarleton burned his plantation, Sumter vowed
revenge. In the months following the fall of Charleston, he became a symbol of
resistance*® The situation cannot be made any plainer. The burning of Sumter’'s home
wasthe catalytic event that launched him in his crusade to rid South Carolina of British
occupation.

This is not necessarily to imply that Sumter, a staunch Whig since the beginning
of the conflict, would not have returned to the field had his home not been destroyed. It

is, however, to say that when and why the General chose to resume a militang lite

102 Bychanan, 115.
103 Bass Gamecock53
194 Edgar, 142
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make his own private war against the British occupiers in his home region of South
Carolina was directly related to the catalytic event that took place orrtmislfathis

case, the burning of Sumter’s home may or may not have been the causal factor that
resulted in his taking up arms, where he otherwise would not have. It certainly was,
however, the causal factor in determinmigenand under what circumstances he made
that decision. Personal motivations are often of this nature. To acknowledge the
complexity of factors inherent in any historical event should not be seendotdetm

the significance of catalytic moments in shaping the nature of historigale\Rather,

the circumstances and timing surrounding certain actions are oftenl ¢aiticas in
changing the trajectory of history.

Nor should the idea of external catalyst be seen to diminish the role of individual
agency on the part of historical actors. In each of these situations, actingtalytacca
event was a conscious act on the part of a historical actor, exercising agency. The
decision to act was his or hers (in this case usually his) alone. The idea thaina ce
incident was internalized and used as a rhetorical reason for action doesl notiea
conclusion that the latter action followed from or was caused by the fornteuvihe
intermediate step of human agency and freewill. The catalytic event reghta
predictor of the later action but in fact is so only in this limited context.

Sumter had been Colonel of the 6th South Carolina Continental Regiment until
resigning his commission on September 19, I'?78ince that date he had been in

retirement, refusing the entreaties of Governor John Rutledge to take up dmms in t

105 Bass Gamecock46.
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service of the Revolutiolf® The destruction of his home and the abuse of his invalid
wife were a major turning point in his life and his career. That is not to salyethveduld
not have taken the field at a later date. Even the formidable Andrew Pickens Byentua
violated his parole and picked up arfisStill, the fact remains that one day Thomas
Sumter was in retirement, and the next he was headed for South Carolina’s “New
Acquisition District” to recruit what would become his brigade.

In Thomas Sumter’s case, as presumably in Young's, it is not that the episode
made him a Whig. He was already a well-known leader for the cause of,libath in
the military and political arenas. That is, after all, why his home wagattin the first
place. Rather, the catalytic event provided a context for his return to the field tha
otherwise might have taken place at a different time and under differamhsitances,
providing a completely different contextualization for Thomas Sumter Hirm$e
burning of his home might not have changed the reality of Thomas Sumter’s reentering
the war, but it certainly informed his own ideas about why he was fighting.

It also very likely influenced the way he carried out the fighting. “Susiteaiv”
was a system for recruiting that the general devised later in the wardiarto the
system, any man who served with Sumter was entitled to a share of all plundasligspe
slaves, that would be confiscated from Tory owned plantations in the course of the
fighting. The General even turned this system into a regular pay scalejiwbach
colonel or major was paid three slaves per year of service, captains twendigistone

and a half, and privates one for each ten-month enlistment period. Slaves aged younger

106 Bass Gamecock51
107 Boatner 866.
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than ten or older than forty counted as one 1fafhis alleviated many of the problems
associated with paying men to fight from a nonexistent pay-budget. The s¥atelit
Sumter wrote little about anything that he did, but a number of historians including John
Buchanan and Sumter’s biographer Robert Bass have connected the motivation for the
institution of such a policy among the men of Sumter’s Brigade at least i part t
vengeance and to the General’s own house being plundered in the late spring®8t 1780.
Incidentally it also provided a number of Tories with catalytic situationgsimilar to

his own, perpetuating a cycle of atrocity-narrative creation that Wematommon in

the southern theater.

One colonel who would eventually command a regiment in that brigade and
become a trusted subordinate to Sumter was William Bratton. Bratton’s steepntsra
different side of personal revenge as a motivating factor. In hislvaseas already
operating in the field, but personal reasons led him to make tactical decisions for his
regiment, in this case where to launch his next attack. On July 11, 1780 a detachment of
Tarleton’s British Legion was traveling through the countryside ane @amoss
Bratton’s plantation while the latter was away recruiting men for hisnegi The
Loyalist company was commanded by Captain Christian Huck, and the storgaotd y
later by Bratton’s then-young son, William Bratton Jr. is chilling. Whether oit rot
true, is another mattét’

According to the younger Bratton’s account, a trooper held a shearing hook to his

mother Martha’s throat and demanded to know the whereabouts of her husband. When

108 Bass, 144.
199 Buchanan, 391. Bass 144-5
110 5coggins, 69-70.
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Martha protested that she did not know his location the soldier threatened to kill her, and
was only stopped at the last moment by a fellow trobpekfterwards, Huck himself
interrogated the woman, throwing her young son, the narrator of the story, touhd gr
and breaking his nose. When she still refused to reveal the elder William’sigddtick
imprisoned her and her entire family in the attfc.

Regardless what the facts, background, and extenuating circumstances of the
Martha Bratton incident were, they could only have been interpreted one way by
Martha’s husband and his colleagues camped only a few miles away on Fislgkg Cre
After being imprisoned in her own attic, Martha called over the family’s séawean
named Watt, and sent him to inform William what had happened and that the British
were camped a short distance away at James Williamson’s Plantation.

The very next morning, militia commanded by William Bratton, among others,
surprised the detachment, killing Huck and scattering his'Mexithough Bratton and
his men were already loyal Whigs, their choice to attack at that partico&and place,
was motivated at least as much by personal feelings as by operatioreahsofié/hen
we arrived at Catawba River, the far bank was lined with women and children,”
militiaman John Craig wrote, “The situation of these women and children driwen fr
their firesides, excited in every bosom a sympathy for the distressed antliganation
against the hard-hearted foe who could perpetrate such an inhuman deed...the officers

called a council and soon determined to risk all consequences and attack the inhuman

111 5coggins, 70.

112 A full recounting of this story, along with all its gory details and a discussiita of
likely level of veracity, appears in Michael Scoggins excellent Wik Day it Rained
Militia. Unfortunately focus of this paper allows only a cursory recounting.

13 Edgar, 78.

114 See Scoggins for more.
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ruffians.”™*° The perceived abuse of women and children from their community, coupled
with the fact that one of those families was that of one of their commanding®ffice
spurred the militia to action.

Walter Edgar, in his study of Backcountry South Carolina during the American
Revolution,Partisans and Redcoatalleges that Martha Bratton had been closer to being
murdered than she realized. “To the revenge-minded Tory militia” he writelse‘or t
hardened veterans of the British Legion, such an act would not have generatatta sec
thought.**® While Edgar’s bias is clearly toward the Whig cause, his observation is not
necessarily inaccurate. Revenge was an important factor in motivatiieg &s well as
Whigs. Edgar’s account never explicates what exactly these hardenes Would want
revenge for, but Jim Piecuch does.

In many cases, Tories came into the fight with their own set of baggage and
history of oppression. By 1780, the Carolinas had been under Whig control for between
four and five years, and the ruling party could at times be very brutal in its nenote
of power. Piecuch’s booK hree People’s, One King: Loyalists, Indians, and Slaves in
the Revolutionary South 1775-1782an excellent account of the development of Tory
consciousness during the early years of the war in the Carolinas. Althoughriitatity
toward Whigs in 1780 and 1781 is much better known than its counterpart in the second
half of the 1770s, the latter was no less widespread. In some ways, as Piecuch points out
because Whig control was more complete than British control ever was, it vasene

systemic.

15 3ohn Craig. “The War in York and Chester.” Quoted in Scoggins, 109.
118 Edgar, 77.
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Huck’s Defeat, which Edgar sees as the turning point of the war in the South and
as the prime example of unwarranted cruelty on the part of Tory soldierg¢iiec
acknowledges in a single paragraph. He notes simply that “Rebel partisaisethanc
surprise predawn attack on the detachment, inflicting about ninety casualtidg, mos
among the militia.**” The Martha Bratton incident, and other “atrocities” which pepper
Edgar’s book, are entirely absent from Piecuch’s work. Yet he includesthdact
missing from Edgar’s work. “After the battle” states Piecuch, “The Whigcuted one
of their loyalist prisoners, a militia major named Fergusdhlt is interesting to note
what facts various modern authors have considered worthy of note and what others have
omitted. In some ways, they can be as partisan as the primary sourcedvibemse

One story of particular interest to the study of identity formation amonigd'is
that of Thomas Brown. Brown was a citizen of Augusta, Georgia, who refused theig
Articles of Association that the Whig government forced all citizens to Bigcause of
this, the Whigs tied him to a tree, covered his feet with tar and set them on firegcaus
massive burns all over his legs as well as the loss of two toes, and earnthg kpithet
“Burnfoot.”**® Brown later became a noted, as well as feared and hated, leader of
Loyalist militias. He conducted numerous raids from British Florida evesrdeégular
forces returned to the South, and participated as a partisan commander throughout the
southern campaigrt’ It is hard to say for certain that Brown would not have become a
Loyalist had it not been for the personal attack perpetrated upon him by his neighbors.

After all, he did refuse to sign the Articles of Association. Yet, much like &uontthe

"7 piecuch, 189-90.

18 pid

119 piecuch, 46.

120 Eor more on Brown'’s story, see Piecuch
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other side, Brown had been content in civilian life until personal atrocity turned him
against his fellow Georgians, causing him to leave all that he owned behind and flee to
Florida, from whence he conducted raid after raid back into hostile territory. Althoug
Tarletonwas an Englishman and Huck a New Yorker, many of the men serving in the
Legion were local Carolinians and had experiences similar to Brown’s. This does no
excuse their behavior, but for many of them, their identity and their narratreeaive

least as much products of victimhood as those they later victimized.

David Fanning, likewise, was a Loyalist who refused to sign the Artitles o
Association or to renounce his allegiance to the British Crown. Fanning wsiedraad
jailed on numerous occasions, before finally fleeing his home into the woods where he
lived in hiding*** Once the British regained nominal control over South Carolina,
Fanning, like Brown, became a noted leader of Tory partisans, and quickly gained a
reputation for infamy among Whigs. Both Brown and Fanning, who came to be known
for atrocities they themselves allegedly committed had their fair siateocity rhetoric
in their own identities. This cycle where perceived atrocity drove men to fightter to
commit perceived atrocities, which drove men on the other side to fight, was far too
common.

“Oh Britannia,” lamented Janet Schaw, a self-proclaimed “lady of qyiadityl a
staunch Loyalist from Wilmington, North Carolina, “what are you doing, wiule true
obedient sons are thus insulted by their unlawful bretht&nShe was referring to the

unceremonious takeover of Wilmington and the purging of all Tories in leadership

121 piecuch, 95

122 3anet Schawlournal of a Lady of Quality; Being the Narrative of a Journey from
Scotland to the West Indies, North Carolina, and Portugal in the Years 1774 to 1776.
Evangeline McLean Andrews, ed. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1921). 192.
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positions. Although Schaw witnessed no violence per se, she feared it, and, as much as
anything else, she was outraged at the lack of respect Whigs showed towarmsethe
classes and the fairer sex, of which she was a member ofbathe element that

remained critical in many cases of personal motivation, including Sumtel’Bratton’s,

was the idea of the masculine role of protector of women and family. Chivadry wa
intimately tied up in the concept of atrocity rhetoric, and with it a good deal oégehd
identity as well. For eighteenth-century men, the role of protector of ittné/fand
sometimes by extension the community, was essential to identity.

The wealth of accounts regarding the treatment of women in wartime is striking
What is even more striking is the frequency with which such events led directly to
retaliatory military action. Atrocities committed against women, often\aeryasmall
scale, frequently led to dramatic and course changing military ratrofisa Sumter and
Bratton provide two such examples. Equally significantly, they found theirmtay i
postwar interpretations of the war, and dramatically shaped understandings of the
revolutionary narrative.

Anthony Allaire noted an interesting event in his diary on April 14, 1780.
Following the dramatically successful British night raid on an Amerioaarapment at
Biggin Bridge, near Monck’s Corner, South Carolina, three local women came into the
British camp, seeking protection. “Lady” Jane ColletdBetsy Giles and Jean Russell,

it seemed, had been attacked by a “plundering vill&mli this case, the villain Allaire

123 Schaw, 189-92.

124\Who, according to Buchanan was the wife of Sir John Colleton, a “prominent Tory.”
Buchanan, 63. Bobby Moss, the editor of Uzal Johnson’s memoir agrees, in a footnote,
that Lady Colleton was John Colleton’s wife. Page 23.

125 Allaire, 4/14/80
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referred to was one of his own compatriots. Lady Colleton had been badly cut by a
cavalry saber, as had a Mrs. Fayssoux, who had suffered similar treatment.

Allaire related that a Dr. Johnson, the surgeon with the British expedition first
treated Colleton’s hand and then went to Mrs. Fayssoux’s plantation a mile from their
camp, with twelve men, to treat the latter's woutfd<harles Stedman, a contemporary
writer, but one who was not physically present for the incident, also stated that the
Loyalist soldier responsible for the attacks had attempted to rape atrieasdttbe
women*?’ While this is not corroborated by the accounts of those actually present, it is
certainly possible.

The following day, Allaire continued, Fayssoux came to camp and testified
against the “villain” who was arrested and sent to headquarters for trial eEnsng)ly
trivial event in the grand scope of the war is remarkable in the fact that two of the
southern campaigns’ foremost chroniclers both wrote witnessed it firsthéwagplened
that Allaire’s “friend, Dr. Johnson:*® was Uzal Johnson, a Loyalist doctor, who also
kept an extensive diary of his adventures in South Carolina.

Johnson, like Allaire, did not mention sexual assault, but recounted rather vaguely
that the women had been “most shockingly abused by a plundering viflathg same
damning language Allaire had used, word for word. It is true that the two served in t
same unit and, according to Allaire were “friends.” Perhaps they even wratditraas

side by side, sitting around the campfire. Yet, even so, the wording is extremel

126 Allaire, 4/14/80

127 Stedman, 183

128 Allaire, 4/15/80

129 yzal JohnsonUzal Johnson, Loyalist Surgeon, A Revolutionary DiBgbby Moss,
ed. (Blacksburg, SC: Scotia-Hibernia Press, 2000). 27.
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significant. Remember these two were describing one of their own, who haaksed

on a plantation and assaulted a woman. In this age and place, where an army’s very
survival required “requisitioning” supplies from the local population, and where such
foraging expeditions were commonplace, this particular man was a “plundelang’vil
because he had harmed a woman. And not just any woman, ‘£4@yplleton was a
woman of quality.

An interesting story developed in the early secondary literature for whighisher
no corroborating primary evidence, but which demonstrates the importance of the
phenomenon of chivalric notions influencing interpretations of the war. Lyman Draper
repeated none other than the great American folklorist and early writer @icama,
Washington Irving in describing a feud between Banastre Tarleton and Pattlsén
over how the culprit should be punished. According to Irving, Ferguson wanted to have
the guilty soldier hanged on the spot, but Tarleton overruled him and had the man’s
charges dismissed. Ferguson, furious, refused to ever serve with Tarlétol abiae
story is more than likely a complete fabrication, not only because it existern®wm the
primary literature but also because the note that was passed along to Colmsel Ja
Webster, both officers’ superior, recommending death was signed by both Fengdson a
Tarleton'®? In addition, Allaire noted in his journal that both men were in agreement
about recommending capital punishment for the offefitiétinally there is no record of

any feud between Ferguson and Tarleton in the primary literature. Whileui¢ ihat the

130 Again, both Allaire and Johnson use this title.

131 \Washington Irving. Quoted in Drapéting’s Mountain and its Heroe§7.
132 Carl Borick.A Gallant Defense: The Siege of Charleston, 1{86lumbia:
University of South Carolina Press, 2003). 152-53.

133 Allaire 4/14/1780
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two never served together again after Monck’s Corner, this was more a functien of t
fact that both proved to be valuable and trusted independent commanders in Cornwallis’
army and were frequently operating independently in the féld.

Irving, as part of the generation of Americans immediately afteRéwelution
participating in the construction of a national narrative of the war, which adstdn
unequivocally as one of the war’s great villains, used the episode to draw starktsontra
between the two officers, in terms firmly rooted in the language of chigabt honor.

“We honor the rough soldier Ferguson,” he wrote, “for the fiat of instant death with
which he would have requited the most infamous and dastardly outrage that brutalizes
warfare. Tarleton, possessing none of the finer feelings of human nature, fadednd s
Ferguson’s efforts to bring the culprit to punishméfit.”

Although the Tarleton tale is, like many Tarleton stories, almost enficétynal,
the assault on Miss Colleton and Miss Faysoux is most likely not. Stories lile#is
however were far too common, and many cases proved to be as exaggerated as other
atrocities. Patrick O’Kelley notes in an endnote that “Though there were ousner
propaganda stories about soldiers from one side or the other raping women, this is the
only case | have been able to document in the entire eight years of th&arthis
respect perhaps it is unique. In terms of the importance women and family served in

creating identity and motivating action, however, it is certainly not.

134 Moreover, in his hour of greatest need, before King’s Mountain, Fergusaid

indeed call on Tarleton for support, although the latter would not arrive in time to save
him.

135 |rving. In DraperKing’s Mountain and its Heroe§7.

136 patrick O’Kelley.Nothing But Blood and Slaughter: The Revolutionary War in the
Carolinas.Volume 2, (Blue Horse Tavern Press, 204). Endnote 233
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Although records such as those relating to the Colleton incident exist, even
occasionally in the primary sources, detailing offenses against womgtrerae as
sexual assault, imprisonment or even murder, frequently the offenses thdisteer
were as trivial as bad manners. Iﬁhl&ntury society, men expected other men to treat
women with respect, and when they did not, the offense could be considered very serious
and become an important part of the milieu of atrocity rhetoric. For instanzah&h
Ellet, a nineteenth century author of a history of women in the American Revolution
described Sarah McCalla, a Whig woman and her impression of the opponents her
husband and his compatriots faced:

“Regarding the enemy she [Sarah McCalla] always
expressed herself with candor. The British soldiers, she
described as uniformly polite and respectful to women, and
frank and manly in their deportment; the loyalists of
American birth she invariably condemned as coarse,
vulgar, rude and disgusting in their manners. The New
York Volunteers, she said, were “pilfering, thievish,

contemptible scoundrels.” She generally spoke well of the

British officers, some of whom she thought an honor to the

service. 3"

Many other women responded similarly to ungentlemanly behavior from the othe
side. “Surely” wrote Eliza Wilkinson of the oaths and profanity British soldierd irs
her home, “such horrid language denotes nothing less than d&ator’women like
McCalla and Wilkinson, the brutality of the other side was not restricted twattiefield.

Rudeness and inconsideration contributed to their impression of the other side as

137 ElizabethEllet. Women of the American Revolutionl. 3. (New York: Scribner,
1856); 268

138 Eliza Wilkinson. Lettersin Henry Steele Commager and Richard B. Morris &tis.
Spirit of Seventy-Six: The Story of the American Revolution As Told By Participants.
(New York: Da Capo Press, 1995). 1121-2.
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monsters and played into their rhetorical, and very nagchominempreference for the
Whig cause.

The idea that military conflict would not bleed over into civilian life, was an
unrealistic one in the context of the eighteenth century Carolinas. Howswers@many
other cases, there were certain things that were considered off-Attiitsugh women
were the most dramatic source of offense, they were not the only one. Destruction of
civilian property was often cause to take up arms. “The Tories under...CaptasyMurr
called at my father’'s house” Richard Ballew recalled in his pension ajficand
wantonly killed several of his cattle and sheep, and even cut open the feather beds,
emptied the feathers in the yard, cut the bedcords all to pieces and took avedlidiis
rifle. Thence Murray marched to join his brethren under Fergu$dshHortly thereafter,
Ballew himself joined the Whig militia and was with the force that &datown
Ferguson, and with him Murray, at King’s Mountaffi.

Accounts like Ballew’s and McCalla’s provide windows into the idea of Tory
inconsideration against a helpless and occupied Whig populous in 1780. Stories like
Brown’s, Fanning’s and Schaw’s serve to further reinforce the brutalityhed control
before that time and the degree to which Tories perceived it as oppressnaulét come
as no surprise that political enemies of the party in power would feel oppressed.
Piecuch’s book and Edgar’s provide different mirrors with which to view the same
phenomenon, and it is important to recognize that while both interpretations are valid,

each is only half of the story.

139 Richard Ballew. Pension Application. S15305
140 Ricahrd Ballew. Pension application. S15305
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The reality of the situation is truly remarkable because for so many menton bot
sides, the choice to go to war, to return to the field after retiring, or evéadk at a
certain place at a certain time, was often motivated more by resent@etyt principle.
Brown, Sumter, Bratton and, as we shall see, the Overmountain Men who fought at
King’s Mountain were motivated by a sense of the enemy as a monstrous othenajuilt
only of reprehensible atrocities, but in many cases simple bad manners. Irhghort, t
cruelty of the southern war was not seen as inherent in the nature of protractéal gueri
war, but rather as something deliberately visited upon one side by the overwhglmingl
cruel nature of the other. The effect was a dehumanization of the foe. No decent human
being could be responsible for atrocities such as those that occurred to SuoverpBr
Bratton, or their families. It was also easy to forget events pergetogtone’s own side
upon the opponent, in favor of incidents that demonstrated the opposite.

It was this kind of rhetoric that American Brigadier General Daniel Morgash use
to inspire his men, including Thomas Young, immediately before the battle of Cowpens.
Tarleton was well known as the butcher of the Waxhaws and his tendency agangst taki
prisoners was accepted as common knowledge. Ironically, however, Tarleton’s raen we
thinking the same thing. After being soundly defeated in the early morning battle,
Captain Duncanson of the Highland Regiment refused to surrender to his American
captors. When questioned by Lieutenant Colonel John Eager Howard, the commander of
the Maryland Continental Regiment that had surrounded theDthcanson replied that
they “had orders to give no quarter, and they did not expect'&hytat Tarleton had

ordered his men to take no prisoners if they got the upper hand should not be terribly

141 3ohn Eager Howard. “Account of the Battle of Cowpens.” In Robert E Thee.
American Revolution in the SoufNew York: Published by the Author, 1869.) 98.
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surprising to anyone who was familiar with, and subscribed to, the idea of the Baftche
Waxhaws. However, the fact that Duncanson expected the same treatment at tloé hands
the Americans shows that the issue was considerably more complex. Cowpenadfollow
not only Waxhaws but also King's Mountain, which will be discussed in a later chapter,
as well as a host of other small, brutal engagements between Whig and Tiay Tié

cycle of brutality that had resulted from escalation and revenge in dozensex,battl
skirmishes and small scale atrocities had created a milieu in which batlespukcted
inhuman cruelty from the other,

Still, both the 71 Regiment and Howard’s Continentals were regular soldiers, not
militia. They were also, being from Scotland and Maryland respectively, he¢ na
Carolinians like the Overmountain men or dispossessed Loyalists like the men of
Tarleton’s Legion. It seemed as though they were fighting a sepanatewmeahe brutal
struggle happening around them that was so marred by the rhetoric of revewged H
seemed surprised that his enemy would expect to be treated with such briftxkty.
perhaps there is more to the British assumption than meets the eye. Lawretge Babi
author of the definitive book on the battle of CowpénBevil of a Whipping: The Battle
of Cowpensnotes that cries of “Tarleton’s Quarter” similar to those that rang off the
slopes of King’s Mountain were already being heard on the field at Cowpens before
Duncanson’s refusal to surrender, and that it was Howard himself “exclagmmmthem

quarters” that averted a massatre.

1“2 Howard in Lee, 98.
143 awrence EBabits.A Devil of a Whipping: The Battle of Cowpe(@hapel Hill:
Univeristy of North Carolina Press, 2000). 122-3.
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It is easy to see how things could get out of hand in a situation where two sides
faced each other, and neither expected the other to offer quarter. Duncansort b&d tha
men had “orders to give no quarter, and did not expect any.” It is important to lobemem
however, that such a statement implies no causal order to its two clauses. fid i
would have appeared had the words been uttered in the opposite order “We expect no
guarter, and have orders to give none.” This rephrasing implies a completetgrdiff
causal order. In essence, this was the assumption that at least some of /rosgan’
were operating under. Tarleton would give no quarter, therefore they should not either.
When they began shouting “Tarleton’s Quarter” at the surrendering Britiskersolgist
as they did at King’s Mountain and at other engagements before and after, they were
making this very statement implicitly.

This is the very essence of the cycle of vengeance that gripped the Southern
colonies in 1780 and 1781. Each side viewed the others as monsters capable of
committing violent atrocities, which justified a certain level of brutahtyasponse. This
in turn, allowed the same rhetoric to be used in reverse by the other side. This,proces
when coupled with the misinformation and exaggeration that necessarily magmgfied t
atrocity at each level, quickly escalated the phenomenon into the realm of the

unmanageable.
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Chapter Four: “The Sword of the Lord and of Gideon,” The Battle of King’s Mountain as

a Microcosm of the War in the South.

Sometime in September of 1780, while British Major Patrick Ferguson was
camped at Gilbert Town, North Carolina, he paroled a prisoner on the condition that the
latter deliver a message to the staunchly Whig inhabitants of the Watallgyaesets on
the far western frontier of North Carolina, in what is now Eastern Tennessmedig
to Isaac Shelby’s reminiscences, the message was that if Wihegsseitd not “desist
from their opposition to the British arms, and take protection under his [Ferguson’s]
standard, he would march his army over the mountains, hang their leaders, and lay their
country waste with fire and sword™

It is important to remember that this specific wording is Shelby’s, nossaiky
Ferguson’s. That is not to say that Shelby’s account is a fabrication, onltyisha i
interpretation; and there is no reason to question the sentiment of Ferguson’s
proclamation. In some ways, the interpretation is more instructive than Fergastuak
wording would be, were it known. Shelby’s remembrances convey a strong sense of
crisis and impending doom, brought on by the feeling that his own family and community
were directly threatened®

In a way that was more than merely academic, they were. In a matedieta

account from his own memoir, Isaac Shelby mentioned himself as the chief target of

144 1saac Shelby. From a pamphlet entitkidg’s Mountain: To the Publid®ublished in
Draper,King’'s Mountain and its Heroe860-73.
143 1saac Shelby. From a pamphlet entitkidg’s Mountain: To the Publid®ublished in
Draper,King’s Mountain and its Heroe860-73.
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Ferguson’s expedition. “If Shelby did not surrender” he wrote of himself in trte thir
person, “Ferguson would come over the mountaingantiim to deatliemphasis

added].**® Nor was the author shy about what caused him to seek Ferguson out instead.
“It required no further taunt,” he wrote without ambiguity “to rouse the Patrioti
indignation of Colonel Shelby**’ It cannot be argued, as with Thomas Sumter, that Isaac
Shelby took the field because of a personal insult. Shelby had been operating id the fie
as a Whig partisan leader for some time before Ferguson’s ultimatum. Yetdaelaia

in his own writings that his choice to conduct his next major campaign againgethg e
who had personally promised him destruction was motivated by that very threat.

Like so many others, Shelby conflated his anger over this “taunt” with his
“Patriotic duty.” In other words the personal and the political could not be entirely
separated. There can be no doubt that both motivations were at work, but it was primarily
Ferguson’s threats, directed at himself and his community that set in motity’Shel
next actions. In this case, those actions resulted not only in the complete @anibfla
Ferguson’s army as a fighting force but also in the latter’s death.

Shelby followed this description of the catalytic event with a simplenséate
that “after some consultation, we determined to march, with all the men we coald rais
and attempt to surprise Fergusdff’Although Shelby himself had been in the field for
several years, for many of the militiamen of the Watauga settlsragdtothers areas
who participated in the campaign against Ferguson, the latter’s ultimepuesented the

catalytic event that caused them to pick up arms for the first time and momstagai

146 Shelby in Draper562.
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Ferguson. Much like Young, Sumter, or Bratton, Ferguson’s ultimatum may not have
been the only factor on Shelby’s mind when he decided to move preemptively against the
former, but it was the event that provided the catalyst without which King’'s Mountain
almost certainly would not have happened. Shelby was not alone among those who
fought at King’s Mountain in wanting to take revenge specifically on this man he
considered a personal enemy.

Adam Crum volunteered “for three montbstake Fergusofemphasis
added].**® No more direct causal statement could be made. Crum is hardly alone in
ascribing his decision to take the field with the specific purpose of bringirggon
down. Charles Gilbert, likewise noted that he remained in the militia seroiceh
purpose of marching against the British Partisan Colonel [actually MaoghBon who
had invaded the Weston [Western] district of North CarolfiaPeter Hughes “again
volunteered under Captain Craig of Colonel Campbell’'s command, to go against
Ferguson who with his army, it was understood, contemplated crossing the
mountains.*®* John Horton “again volunteered to go against Ferguson who was on his
march to the up country> That so many pension applications would single out
Ferguson by name as the reason for their authors’ taking up arms is signiitdaough
most were certainly Whigs already, they joined this particular expeditiorder to exact
vengeance upon Patrick Ferguson specifically. Ferguson’s perceived gaieat gheir

families and communities became an integral part of the narrativesrof Gilbert,

149 Adam Crum. Pension Application. S8260

150 Charles Gilbert. Pension Application. S31057.
151 peter Hughes. Pension Application. W7823.
152 John Horton. Pension Application. W367.
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Hughes, Horton and dozens of others who volunteered for the expedition. Another
important piece of their group identity was religious rhetoric.

On September 26, the column made camp and listened to a sermon by their
reverend Samuel Doak. He asked for divine protection for the mission, and concluded
with the story of Gideon from the book of judges. In it, Gideon, as the servant of God
gathers a small army of only three-hundred men and with God’s help defeats the
Midianites who were much more numerous. The passage that precedes khi¢satfac
reads “And the three companies blew the trumpets, and broke the pitchers, and held the
lamps in their left hands, and the trumpets in their right hands to blow withal; and they
cried ‘The sword of the Lord and of Gideali*With the conclusion of the sermon, the
inspired Whig militiamen began chanting “The sword of the Lord and of our Gid&¥ns.”

The choice of sermons is revealing. Religious rhetoric was an important part of
what motivated the Backcountry Presbyterians. In this case, their vaatistruction
was extremely deliberate. In creating parallels between theirsdwation and that of the
biblical hero, they were making implicit statements about themselves andribmiies.
They were also making a statement about God. The Sword of the Lord became a symbol
of the righteous fight. In invoking the story of Gideon, Whig soldiers were pregentin
themselves as warriors in a battle between good and evil, or at least bétevpenple
of God and God’s foes.

Such allegorical rhetoric was common among the Backcountry Praabgterho
often made up militia regiments on both sides. Religious rhetoric became a tosidgdong

revenge in constructing narratives and creating meaning. On Octd'be.‘krﬁﬁony

153 The Holy Bible. King James Version. Judges 7:20.
154 Draper, 176
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Allaire, by then a captive following King’s Mountain wrote “Here we heard a
Presbyterian sermon, truly adapted to their principles of the times;tat, ratuffed as

full of Republicanism as their camp is of horse thiev&3Unfortunately, the specific
nature of this particular sermon has been lost to history, but it is clear thali®&word

of the Lord and of Gideon” speech, this one also drew significant parallelseetae
biblical or ethical subject and the philosophical ideas of revolution. Although Allaire did
not share his captors’ interpretation of the Bible passages being presentedrlize c
understood the implications and parallels being constructed. It was with theehohds
righteousness and holy wrath that the Whig militia went into battle at King’s Maounta

A recounting of the battle of King’s Mountain is not neces$&tWhat is
relevant is what brought the militia to North Carolina, and what motivated theinsct
after the British surrendered. The affair was bloody, and ultimately tiigs/grevailed.
Late in the battle, Ferguson himself was killed. Beyond this brief outline of tthe, bat
however, a number events and writings, including those by Young and Allaire, allude t
the vastly divergent narratives that arose from this seemingly staighttd event.

First, the intense level of personal animosity and vengeance directedaddfe
personally is worthy of note. The Whigs had captured a Tory messenger at tbéthase
hill before the attack, and had learned from him that Ferguson wore a chedkered s
over his uniform coat. Whig officer Frederick Hambright announced this fact to the

assembled militiamen and Ferguson’s distinctive clothing immediatelyrgeadarget

155 Allaire, 10/29/1780.

158 Eor the interested reader, Drapé€iag’s Mountain and its Heroeis the most

thorough, though somewhat biased, account of the battle. The best contemporary source
is the account found in John Buchanahfe Road to Guilford Courthouse.
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for the revenge hungry young militiam&{ When Ferguson, in the checkered shirt as
promised, appeared at the top of the hill, so many Whigs fired at him that thk Britis
commander fell from his horse and was dead before he hit the grund.

James Collins, a young Whig militiaman noted in his journal that “On examining
the body of their great chief, it appeared that almost fifty riflesliedld passed through
his body, both of his arms were broken , and his hat and clothing were literally shot to
pieces.* That soldiers should specifically target an enemy commander in battle is not
uncommon, especially in the type of irregular warfare practiced by bothisithes
Backcountry and at King’s Mountain. That many of those shots should find their mark is
no more astonishing, given the high number of marksmen in the Whig army. Yet the
sheer amount of lead that passed through Ferguson’s body is remarkable. He must have
been quite a coveted target. Collins himself claimed to have fired one of thobalttle
So did Robert Young [no known relation to Thomas], and a Private Kusick, among
others:®°

Even Collins’ account cannot illustrate the full level of enmity that Whig
militiamen held for Patrick Ferguson or the vitriol with which they expressédhatiaed.
In fact, of the “almost fifty rifle balls” that Collins observed to have bitgason, a good
number were probably fired after he was already down. When Ferguson was hit, he fel

from his horse but his foot caught in the stirrup and he was dragged for some distance. As

157 Draper King’s Mountain232.
158 Bychanan 232.

9 Collins

180 Draper 275.
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this was occurring several Whig militiamen continued to fire into the body opttef s
and naked vengeant¥.

While clearly much of this vitriol stemmed from Ferguson’s threats, Siselby
reminiscences, as well as other evidence which will be presented later imagbierc
point to at least part of the resentment stemming from hatred of Loyalggseral and
of Tarleton in particular that because of the transferability of responsihitigyent in
atrocity rhetoric, many Whigs felt comfortable with. That Ferguson shaké&lthe brunt
of the punishment for Tarleton’s reputation is doubly ironic given later intenoregat
even in American sources such as Washington Irving’s, of him as a gentleman and his
character being painted in direct opposition to Tarleton’s. At the Colleton Rdantat
incident, Ferguson was cast, quite deliberately and probably ahistoricalypiato
Tarleton’s cruelty. Yet in the narrative of King’s Mountain he was used akasas
rhetorical stand in for the “Butcher of the Waxhaws” and perhaps even suffefatethe
he did on account of his association with that other officer.

Allaire, a longtime member of Ferguson’s American Volunteers, understgndabl
felt differently about the death of his commander, writing on the day of the thatl
“We lost in this action, Maj. Ferguson, of the Seventy-first regiment, a man much
attached to his King and country, well informed in the art of war; he was brave and
humane, and an agreeable companion; in short, he was universally esteemed in the army,

and | have every reason to regret his unhappy fate.”

181 O'Kelley, 335.
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Young was more straightforward. “The enemy lost above three hundred...among
them Major Fergusom-*2 Yet his description of the death of Whig Colonel James
Williams is eerily parallel and instructive.

“The moment | heard the cry that Col. Williams was shot, |
ran to his assistance, for | loved him as a father, he had ever
been so kind to me, and almost always carried carrying
cake in his pocket for me and his little son Joseph. They
carried him into a tent, and sprinkled some water in his
face. He revived, and his first words were, "For God's sake
boys, don't give up the hill!" | remember it as well as if it
had occurred yesterday. | left him in the arms of his son
Daniel, and returned to the fieldawenge his fall

[emphasis added]. Col. Williams died next day, and was
buried not far from the field of his glory®®

In each case, Young and Allaire maintained a level almost of hero worship for
their commanding officers. Although Allaire probably knew nothing of Colonel
Williams, his reverence for Ferguson appears to be similar to Young'silicariag. This
coupled with the intense disdain that so many Whig militia felt for Ferguson, is
illustrative of the divergent narratives being played out on the field of battlearig m
ways Ferguson and Williams both represent the heroic martyr figure in one side’s
account of the battle. Moreover, Young’s stated desire to avenge Williaatk’ meay
well have contributed to his later shot at Ferguson and his participation as one ah many
the symbolic act of killing the latter. Thus, the two tales of heroism are linkadhgin
of vengeance.

With Ferguson down, his second in command, Captain Abraham DePeyster,

immediately surrendered. Allaire recalled that it was impossible bytint “to form six

%2 young.
163 |pid
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men together” and that DePeyster wisely threw up the white flag in ordeave the
lives of the brave men who were leff*It was at this point that the most controversial
event of the battle occurred. There are almost as many different versighatof
happened as there are individual accounts of it. One thing is certain, however, afte
DePeyster raised the white flag, some number of Whigs continued to fire. Johm&ucha
writes that “what occurred after DePeyster’s action [the raisinigeofvhite flag
following Ferguson’s death] has been argued ever since but it is clear the¢ ssarg
killing took place.® The question that historians have been arguing over is primarily
one of intent. The extent of continued firing is also a point of contention. However, the
most intriguing question is whether continued killing happened in the context of
confusion or of vengeance.

Lyman Draper’s book on the battkeing’s Mountain and its Heroesyritten in
1881 from interviews with direct descendents of veterans, suggests a numberehtiff
interpretations of what happened to the Tory attempt to surrender. InitisdiyeDr
ascribed the botching of the surrender to Ferguson himself. “Several offfiedrto raise
a white flag before Ferguson’s death, Draper contends, and in each casegrf;enguis
pride, rode by and cut it down, declaring that he would never surrender to such a
“damned banditti**° As soon as Ferguson fell, however, and DePeyster succeeded to the
command, the latter ordered a general surrender. Although some sporagic firi
continued, when DePeyster complained to Whig Colonel William Campbell that the

fighting had ended and that it was “damned unfair” to continue firing, Campbell took

164 Allaire 10/7/1780
165 Buchanan 233.
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control of the situation and quickly orchestrated an orderly surrender, even knocking the
rifle out of one of his own soldiers’ hands declaring “It is murder to kill them now, for
they have raised a flag®”

Draper also offered a second account, however, that is darker and more in line
with Shelby’s admissions, discussed at the beginning of this work. A Whig Captain
named Charles Bowen of Colonel Campbell’s regiment was said to have peaticipa
his own dramatic personal enactment of the ritual of vengeance that was todjarve
consequences for the larger battle. According to Draper, Bowen went into adftarzy
hearing that his brother had just been killed in another part of the engagemest. It w
Bowen, according to his own boasting, who killed “the first man among them [thes[Torie
who hoisted a flag™®® Here vengeance enacted on the small scale could have had a
rippling effect and caused the killing to continue. If as Bowen and Young both allude,
enough men on the Whig side had personal motivations for revenge, no aggregate
vengeance narrative would be necessary, as the continued firing could cats®f st
confusion that enabled even those without revenge on their minds to believe they were
still firing in self-defense.

Although Draper attributed Bowen'’s action to his “half-bewildered state of

mind,”leg

the author also provided another piece of information that sheds light on the
extent to which the killing of prisoners might have been more deliberate on tloé par
Whig soldiers and their leaders than a random impassioned act by a crazedvangl grie

brother or a young soldier acting out an individual ritual following the death of a delove

157 Draper 283
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hero. The story is as follows. The lack of uniform worn by the militia of both sidds le
much confusion. Young mentioned that the only mark of distinction between the two
sides was that the Whigs wore a piece of white paper in their hats while the Used a
sprig of pinet’® In the confusion of battle, these small emblems seem not to have been
sufficient in all cases to tell friend from foe, so a sign and countersign hadpeye
among the Whigs. One case of mistaken identity occurred when the very same Captai
Bowman of the previous anecdote was almost killed by one of his own compatriots.
Fortunately for Bowman, the other soldier hesitated before firing andl caltehe first
codeword. That initial sign is lost to history, but the countersign, which Bowmadtedeca
just in time to save his own life, was recorded in Draper’s book: “Buftrd!”

If the story is true, and that is a big if since the reference appears only in the
occasionally hyperbolic Draper account, no more convincing evidence is needed that the
rhetorical link between the massacre of Whigs at Waxhaws and the masskmre©ht
King’s Mountain was intentional. The sign, coupled with Shelby’s remembrargs of
own men shouting “Give them Buford’s play,” points compellingly to the use of
vengeance rhetoric during the battle. In the latter case, the authodsseamesed and
even a little disappointed that his men would participate in wanton killing. On the other
hand, if Bowman'’s account is to be believed, Buford’s name was used as a password. To
use the name of an officer from another state, who had not even been in the southern
theater for the past six months, as a sign was a clear statement. Even if ect apgieal
to his soldiers to show no mercy, Campbell clearly chose the day’s sign with aromtenti

to evoke a memory of an event and all the interpretation that currently went Wiéh it

170young
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consciously and deliberately placed the idea of “Buford’s Massacre” in #us loé men
he knew would be going into battle against enemies they associated witarthat
tragedy.

Shelby’'s even-handed account walked the middle line between blaming the
brutality on confusion and admitting wanton cruelty. His final assessmenhatabe
causes were both “the ignorance of some, and the disposition of others to rétaliate.”
Confusion was rampant, and it is true that a previous white flag had been raised and then
taken down. Not every act of violence after the surrender can be attributed tan@nge
but as Shelby freely admits, many Whigs were not willing to give their iesehe
benefit of the doubt.

James Ramsey excused the continued firing by suggesting that perhapsgbe Whi
who were not professional soldiers, did not understand the meaning of the white flag.
“Others who did,” he argued “knew that others [earlier flags of surrender] had bee
raised before and quickly taken dowh*Alexander Chesney, a Tory participant was
also willing to give his opponents the benefit of the doubt in light of the confusion of
battle. “As the Americans resumed their fire,” he wrote “ours was etsomed under the
supposition that they would give no quarter; and a dreadful havoc took place until the
flag was sent out a second time, then the work of destruction céabed.”

That Chesney was willing to allow for mistake rather than malice as the

motivating factor for continued Whig aggression seems to buck the trend of Whigs

172 Shelby. In Scheer and Rankin 419.
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excusing the behavior and Tories condemning it. What may be more interesting,
however, is Chesney’s assertion that even before the killing really startedribe T
resumed firing because they assumed the Whigs would give no quarter. These were
hardened veterans of the backcountry fighting and by the time of King’s Mountain, the
understanding of their enemy was that the latter would not extend quarter talsting
soldiers. In effect Campbell’'s and Shelby’s men represented the santd ifpemane
killers that Tarleton, and even Ferguson, represented to the Whigs. Ironically, in
Chesney’s interpretation, this perception turned out to be a self-fulfilling prppded

was the fear of massacre which caused the Tories to continue fighting tlespite
hopeless circumstances, and that in turn led to actual massacre. This assumption of
inhumanity in one’s opponent was certainly not limited to the events of OctBber 7
1780. It closely mirrors Captain Duncanson’s belief that his men would not be shown
mercy at Cowpens. By the fall of 1780, such rhetoric had become so internalizéd that
was almost understood as fact on both sides.

The divergent narratives of the battle and its meaning did not end with the last
shot. Allaire’s journal chronicles the days following the battle, during whidmbehis
fellow prisoners were marched away from the battlefield and toward safetdlibe
Whig lines. On October 1?2 Allaire wrote, “Those villains divided our baggage,
although they had promised on their word we should have it"alEven in captivity,
prisoners had some rights and by plundering their baggage, especially afteimyomi
they would not, Allaire believed that his captors had violated the unspoken rules of war

which men like Marion and Balfour also labored over.

175 young.
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On Wednesday, Novembef' 1Allaire wrote “My friend, Dr. Johnson, insulted
and beaten by Col. Cleveland for attempting to dress a man whonhdbdegut on the
march.”’® In a letter he penned to tiRoyal Gazette, hoyalist newspaper in New York
after his escape, he pointed to the incident as typical of Whagitas, writing
succinctly “This is a specimen of Rebel lenity-you may repgbmvithout the least
equivocation, for upon the word and honor of a gentleman, this descriptioneguabtto
their barbarity.*””

Allaire’s journal, as well as thRoyal Gazettarticle, contain more about the
horrors of the march to captivity after the battle than they do about the battld-bsel
Allaire, the incidents just described and others tied into a larger schementional
Whig barbarity worded eerily similarly to the accusations that Marion affdu8 each
hurled at the other. To be sure, there were instances of individual cruelty on the marc
“This night Dr. Johnson and | were disturbed by a Capt. Campbell,” Allaire recounted on
October 24, “who came into our room, and ordered us up in a most peremptory manner.
He wanted our bed. | was obliged to go to Col. Campbell [not to be confused with, and
presumably no relation to, the Captain Campbell mentioned above], and wake him to get
the ruffian turned out of the room; otherwise he would have murdered us, having his
sword drawn, and strutting about with it in a truly cowardly manner.”

Yet in many instances, hardship was simply hardship whether for captive or
captor. Young wrote that “after the battle we marched...with our prisoners, whexi

came very near starving to death. The country was very thinly settled, and provisions

176 .
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could not be had for love or money. | thought green pumpkins, sliced and fried, about the
sweetest eating | ever had in my lifé®It is instructive to note how a general lack of
provisions in the army as a whole could easily be interpreted as intentional and want
cruelty and deprivation directed at the prisoners. “All the men were wornitbhutatgue
and fasting,” Allaire wrote on October15:the prisoner§emphasis added] having no
bread or meat for two days beforé>Two days earlier, Allaire wrote sarcastically that
they “Moved six miles to Bickerstaff's [Biggerstaff's] plantatiamithe evening their
liberality extended so far as to send five old shirts to nine of us, as a chamgmet li
other things in like proportion:*® That such stinginess on the part of the rebels would be
treated with such derisive sarcasm in Allaire’s journal should not be a sukvhge the
British army was never lavishly well supplied, especially in the Backcouergns of
the state, Allaire was certainly used to a more comfortable existerare being made
prisoner than after. Moultrie’s account of mistreatment at the hands of ttsh Byieerily
similar in its language to Allaire’s description of his abuse by his Wdpgocs. It is easy
to understand how each of these two men suffering through captivity could have
interpreted the enemy’s actions as wanton cruelty, while their opponentehesrsaw
their role entirely differently. Yet Biggerstaff's Plantation would haurhifé in ways
that went far beyond perceived neglect.

Further illustrating the links between the hangings at Biggerstaff'shenclytle
of revenge, Isaac Shelby wrote again in despair of the event that one ofthesrea

Colonel William Campbell had convened the Court that condemned the nine Tories was
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the claim by one of the Whig officers that “he had seen eleven patriots hungest Six

a few days before, for being rebels. Similar cruel and unjustifiable attsclea

committed before,” Shelby explained. “In the opinion of the patriots, it required
retaliatory measures to put a stop to these atrocitié¥/&ngeance, and again
transferability, marked the principal reasons for the executions in thisubeart
interpretation. Shelby clearly did not share the opinion of his peers that such vengeance
was necessary, but he also was clearly in the minority. Captain Patricdntamked
gruesomely upon seeing the gallows oak with nine Tories dangling from its limbs
“Would to God every tree in the wilderness bore such fruit as tffat.”

Biggerstaff's was hardly the only enactment of vigilante justice on the march
from King’s Mountain. On the 30 Allaire wrote in his journal that “A number of the
inhabitants assembled at Bethabara to see a poor Tory prisoner ex&tutds fiot
clear whether the “poor Tory” was one of the prisoners or one of the inhabitdrasisV
clear is the crime for which he was being executed: impudence. “A Rétersvas
passing” Allaire explained “and like a brute addressed himself to those unhappy ipeopl
this style: ‘Ah, d--n you, you'll all be hanged.” This man, [the unfortunate Toti] tve
spirit of a British subject, answered, ‘Never mind that, it will be your turn &% This
was evidently enough to provoke the mob that the Whig army had become. Once again,
as evidenced by the reference to the man’s “spirit of a British subjecjtedlliewed the
victim not as an insolent loudmouth but as a stoic martyr. Luckily, this event did not end

as tragically as Biggerstaff's. As Allaire explaind “Col. Clevelampiodness extended so
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far as to reprive [sic] him [the poor Tory{?® It is not certain whether the author was
being sarcastic or noY.oung, for his part, had very much more to say about the battle,
and only a few short remarks about the march after, which also says something about the
way he internalized the action and conflict of the past few weeks. Omission aan be
important a piece of historical evidence as inclusion and the vastly diffenphiases the
two young writers placed on events is telling.
King’'s Mountain came to symbolize two very different things in the Whig and

Tory narratives. For many Whig participants, as for the majority ofrAae writers in
the early Republican era, King's Mountain represented more than just an important
victory over British arms. For one thing, it represented the first largle-spset in a
campaign that the British had effectively dominated since the siege o&€ltbatlMore
importantly however, King's Mountain was a story about frontier farmers who lgecam
reluctant warriors when their own homes and families were threateneoldydshirsty
British officer who did not respect the rules of civilized war. No statemetaris2ims up
the Whig narrative of the battle than the letter of thanks that the Virginialaggie
unanimously voted to those of its own citizens who participated in the battle. Itedieclar
that:

“The officers and men of the militia... spontaneously

equipt themselves, and went forth to the aid of a sister state,

suffering distress under the invasion and ravages of the

common enemy, and who...judiciously concerted, and

bravely executed, an attack upon a party of the enemy
commanded by Major Fergusott®

185 (4;
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For Tories, the legacy of King’s Mountain can hardly be separated from the
incident that occurred at Biggerstaff's Plantation a few weeks later.eepielike
Allaire, the brutality perpetrated on surrendering Tories, coupled with the nairder
Colonel Mills and the others were the lasting memories of the King’s Mountai
campaign. Cornwallis wrote to Continental Major General William Smallwoocl$t
observe that the cruelty exercised on the prisoners taken under Major Ferguson is
shocking to humanity; and that the hanging of poor old Colonel Mills, who was always a
fair and open enemy to your cause, was an act of most savage barBatityahother
letter to his superior, General Sir Henry Clinton, Cornwallis wrote “I willmat your
Excellency’s feelings by attempting to describe the shocking tortacesmiauman
murder which are every day committed by the enelffy.”

The indignities that were perpetrated on Ferguson’s body also became part of the
mythology of Whig cruelty during the battle. In addition to the well-documentedafas
men firing rifle balls into the dead man, Banastre Tarleton wrote in hiirgethat
Whig militiamen urinated on the bod§? Given the lack of corroborating sources among
those actually present and Tarleton’s propensity for exaggeration, this is grobabl
true, but the fact that it was included in such a widely read piece of British post-w
history is indicative of the way the defeated understood the battle. While tiis dita
Tarleton’s account may be embellished, the account does capture the essehicge of W

rage directed at Ferguson personally.
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No historical event happens in a vacuum. It is important to understand the context
in which both sides understood the event. For Whigs King’'s Mountain was irrevocably
tied to the events that happened before, and for Tories it was just as irrevazhbly it
its own aftermath. The tragedy of Ferguson’s death, coupled with the inhumanity of
Whigs who continued to fire on men who had already surrendered and the perceived
injustice of the executions that followed provided the most significant contexgisl ba
for the way ordinary Tories like Anthony Allaire understood it. Allaire did eet s
himself or his companions as perpetrators of any injustice against his opponents and for
them to initiate such brutality confirmed his understanding that he was on the right side
For him, the men murdered at Biggerstaff's plantation died martyrs’ death. A®tee w
in his letter to th&koyal GazetteMills, Chitwood, Wilson, and the others “all, with their
last breath and blood, held the rebels and their cause as infamous and base, and as they
were turning off, extolled their King and the British Governmétit.”

On the other hand, Whigs understood their role as that of righteous avengers of
evil. The calling of “Tarleton’s Quarter” demonstrates an association ofrémea they
were currently playing out with that early event. The abuse of Fergusaysand the
desire to seek vengeance on him personally point to an interpretation that tlye amem
especially his commander, were in the wrong and had begun the brutality. Firally t
executions of Mills, Chitwood and Wilson were an act of justice carried out against
criminals, not an unprovoked act of cruelty.

Perhaps the biggest difference between Whig and Tory contextualizatitwes of t

battle and its aftermath is that while Tories viewed King's Mountain dsep@ning in a

19 Allaire. Letter to théRoyal Gazette.
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cycle of revenge, Whigs viewed it as the end. While Thomas Young saw King’s
Mountain as a worthy act of vengeance on a brutal enemy, Anthony Allaire s it
brutal act needing vengeance. This is the real tragedy of the cycle omeagBecause
of divergent narratives and the inability of either side to understand the other side’
contextualization, events like King’s Mountain fed off of one another, caused bgysevi
catalytic events on one side, but becoming catalytic events for future tiyratathe

other.

This is not to say that compassion between the two sides was completely foreign.
James Collins sympathized with his opponents’ plight, writing “The situation of the poor
Tories appeared to be really pitiable...l could not help turning away from the scene
before me with horror and, though exulting in victory, could not refrain from shedding
tears...Numbers of the survivors were doomed to abide the sentence of a court martial
and several were actually hangéd:While Collins never went so far as to say that the
sentences were not justified, he did show a remarkable amount of empathy for his
enemies, of which others in the Whig camp, including Thomas Young, proved incapable.

King’'s Mountain represents a microcosm of all of the aforementioned elements,
which pervaded the Southern campaigns generally on a larger scale. In thissivayld
be viewed as an ideal illustrative example of the phenomena discussedhather
unique event. To the extent it is special, it is so only by degree. The battle contains
elements of each of the phenomena outlined above: catalytic events, atretaitic réit
both the aggregate and personal level, vengeance, the transferabilifyooisibgity,

notions of chivalry and decency, the atrocity cycle, and most of all, divergeatives

191 Collins, 260.
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and contextualizations. In this way, it is perhaps the most complete case stugly of t

issues and factors affecting atrocity rhetoric available in one %wnegilet.
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Conclusion: The Rhetorical Legacy of Atrocity

The rhetoric of revenge in its various forms pervaded nearly every agpect o
identity and motivation among the Whigs and Tories who made up the population of the
three southernmost colonies. They created not only narrative but identity from their
interpretations of each other’s atrocities. In many cases, the exqeyief the American
Revolution were formative both for individuals and for the societies they created in the
new American republic as well as among former Tory expatriates liviegile.

As the victors, Whigs’ interpretations have generally found favor among schola
of the conflict from immediately after the American Revolution until almuesiresent
day. The new revisionist literature is now just beginning to examine thisinarrat
critically and to try to get past early American mythology and intentioally
subconsciously nationalistic interpretations. In some cases the pendulwwuhgs@o
far in the other direction, recasting the formerly heroic Whigs as vileadsheir Tory
counterparts as tragic heroes. As this field of historical research broadpefully it
will find a balance, in which the men and women of this period on both sides will be
viewed not as heroes or villains but as people, as trapped in their own understanding of
the conflict as we are in the legacy which has been constructed in theiyears s

This work is the first step in what will one day be a more comprehensive
examination of identity and narrative formation in the face of the American
Revolutionary crisis. Atrocity is an important piece of that larger pictume wall
represent a focal point of that work, although it will not be as exclusively focusedton tha

one particular piece of the rhetorical puzzle as this work has been. Most oivall, it
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continue the work that this work begins, placing primary importance on individual
understandings rather than attempting to arrive at a historical consenglisdék to

take eighteenth century actors on their own terms. The first step is an understhnding
the process of narrative construction, which recognizes that each side’s tatenpref
events, as well as the synthetic approaches of later historians, are rlgcessar
interpretations, which can only hint at the complexity of real situations. This wodK is

exception.



97

Bibliography

Published Primary Sources

Allaire, Anthony.Diary of Lieutenant Anthony Alaire of Ferguson’s Corps,
Memorandum of Occurrences During the Campaign of 1&88ilable online at
http://www.tngenweb.org/revwar/kingsmountain/allaire.html

Allaire, Anthony. Letter to the editof.he Royal GazettéNew York), February 24,
1781.

Chesney, AlexandemheJournal of Captain Alexander Chesney, Adjutant to Major
Patrick FergusonBobby Moss ed. Blacksburg, SC: Scotia-Hibernia Press, 2002.

Collins, James PotteAutobiography of a Revolutionary Soldi@ohn M. Roberts ed.,
Clinton, LA: Feliciana Democrat, 1959.

Cornwallis, CharlesCorrespondence of Charles, First Marquis Cornwallis Vol. I.
Charles Ross ed. London: John Murray, 1859.

Gaston, Joseph. “Mr. Gaston’s Narrative.” 1836. Printddistorical MagazineAugust
1873.

Graham, Josepl&eneral Joseph Graham and His Papers on North Carolina
Revolutionary HistoryMajor William Graham ed. Raleigh: Edwards and
Broughton Publishers, 1904.

Johnson, UzalJzal Johnson, Loyalist Surgeon, A Revolutionary DiBgbby Moss, ed.
Blacksburg, SC: Scotia-Hibernia Press, 2000.

Lee, HenryMemoirs of the War in the Southern Department of the United Stdes.
York: University Publishing Company, 1870 edition with an introduction by
Robert E. Lee.

Moultrie, William. Memoirsof the American Revolutiohlew York: D. Longworth
Printers, 1802. vol. Il.

Schaw, Janetlournal of a Lady of Quality; Being the Narrative of a Journey from
Scotland to the West Indies, North Carolina, and Portugal in the Years 1774 to
1776.Evangeline McLean Andrews, ed. New Haven: Yale University Press,
1921.

Stedman, Charle3he History of the Origin, Progress and Termination of the American
War.London: J. Murray, 1794.

Tarleton, Banastré History of the Campaigns of 1780 and 1781, in the Southern
Provinces of North Americdondon: T. Cadell, 1787.

Young, ThomasThe Memoir of Major Thomas Young (1764-18R8blished irOrion
Magazine, November 1843. Available online at

http://sc_tories.tripod.com/thomas_young.htm

Unpublished Documents
Letters among Francis Marion, Nisbet Balfour and John Watson from the Beter F
collection. Washington, D.C. Secial thanks to David Neilan for collecting these.
“Headquarters Papers of the British Army in America.” PRO 30/55/2784. London.
Winn, RichardGeneral Richard Winn’s Note$ranscribed by Will Graves and available
online at http://lib.jrshelby.com/winnrichard.pdf 1.
Pension Application&ll pension applications transcribed by Will Graves and available
online athttp://southerncampaign.org/pen/
Alexander, Jame$§V2901.




98

Richard Ballew. S15305.
Crum, Adam. S8260.
Eakin, SamuelS3317.
Gilbert, Charles. S31057.
Horton, John. W367.
Hughes, Peter. W7823.
Noland, Ledstone516992.
McGarity, William. R6713.
Gardner, Johr56877.

Modern Compilations of Primary Sources

Commager, Henry Steele and Richard B. Morris €ts. Spirit of Seventy-Six: The Story
of the American Revolution As Told By Participahisw York: Da Capo Press,
1995.

Conrad, Dennis ed’he Papers of General Nathanael Greevia. 1X. Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1997.

Dann, John C. ed.he Revolution Remembered: Eyewitness Accounts of the War for
IndependenceChicago: University of Chicago Press, 1999.

Draper, Lyman. “Thomas Sumter Papers.” Wisconsin Historical Societjisbia
WI.

Scheer, George F. and Hugh F. RanRebels and Redcoats: The American Revolution
Through the Eyes of Those that Fought and Liveddimbridge, MA: Da Capo
Press, 1987.

Secondary Sources

Babits, Lawrence EA Devil of a Whipping: The Battle of Cowpe@sapel Hill:
Univeristy of North Carolina Press, 2000

Bass, RobertGamecock: The Life and Campaigns of General Thomas Suxeter.
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1961.

Bass, RoberfThe Green Dragoon: The Lives of Banastre Tarleton and Mary Robinson.
Orangeburg, SC: Sandlapper Publishing, 2003.

Boatner, Mark M. lll.Encyclopedia of the American RevolutiMechanicsburg, PA:
Stackpole Books, 1966; reprint 1994.

Borick, Carl.A Gallant Defense: The Siege of Charleston, 1Z&0umbia: University of
South Carolina Press, 2003.

Buchanan, Johimhe Road to Guilford Courthouse: The American Revolution in the
Revolutionary CarolinadNew York: John Wiley and Sons, 1999.

Draper, LymanKing’s Mountain and Its Heroe®riginally published in Cincinnati by
Peter G. Thomson 1881, reprint Johnson City, TN: Overmountain Press, 19609.

Edgar, WalterPartisans and Redcoats: The Southern Conflict that Turned the Tide of the
American RevolutioNew York: Harper Perennial, 2003.

Ellet, Elizabeth Women of the American Revolutiool. 3. New York: Scribner,
1856.

James, William DobeimA Sketch of Brigadier General Francis Marion and a History of
His Brigade Charleston: Gould and Milet, 1821.

Lee, Robert EThe American Revolution in the Soutlew York: Published by the




99

Author, 1869.

O’Kelley. Patrick.Nothing But Blood and Slaughter: The Revolutionary War in the
Carolinas.Volume 2. Blue Horse Tavern Press, 2004.

Piecuch, Jim. “Massacre or Myth? Banastre Tarleton at the Waxhaw9y12y80.”
Southern Campaigns of the American Revolutistober 2004.

Piecuch, JimThree Peoples, One King: Loyalists, Indians and Slaves in the
Revolutionary South, 1775-1782olumbia: University of South Carolina Press,
2008.

Ramsay, DavidAnnals of Tennessee to the end of the Eighteenth CeGhayleston:
James Russell, 1853.

Scoggins, Michael CThe Day It Rained Militia: Huck’s Defeat and the Revolution in the
South Carolina Backcountry, May-July, 17&8Mharleston: The History Press,
2005.

Scotti, Anthony JBrutal Virtue: The Myth and Reality of Banastre Tarleton.
Westminster, MD: Heritage Books, 2002.

Ward, ChristopheiThe War of the RevolutioNol. Il. London: MacMillan Press, 1952.



