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ops). Apart from food and shelter, virtually every aspect of Indian
life depended upon economic ties with Europe. Given the role
rted tools and weapons also played in agriculture, hunting, and
construction, Stuart’s conclusion that “a modern Indian cannot
ithout Europeans” becomes all the more apt. That fact, of
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’?éﬁ - forced the life-and-death importance of keeping open ties to
e one colonial power, and thus more than one colonial market.*?

sumers, however, modern Indians used imported goods in ways
Feir own rather than Buropean cultures; they were no more
ed by trade than were rwentieth-century North Americans
chased Japanese televisions. Indeed, it is more accurate, and
ealing of the parallel rather than intersecting courses of Native
American histories, to describe eighteenth-century imports not
goods but as “Indian goods” made in Burope to suit Native
smmodities designed specifically for North American markets in-
e varieties of heavy woolen cloth known as “duffels,” made in
: Belgium, and “strouds” or “serowdwaters,” manufactured in
rshire. Inexperienced Euro-American traders soon learned that
- strouds were not cut to precisely the right size and dyed in the
jate shades of deep blue, dark red, or steel gray, the items were
lly unsalable. Similarly precise specifications applied to glass beads
¢h fashions in size, shape, and color changed so precisely with the
t archaeologists find them the most reliable date markers for Na-
{erican sites), to brass kettles and iron axes (each of which was
o lighter and simpler specifications for Indian customers), and to
(which at Indian insistence were extremely lightweight and
ed with advanced flintlock mechanisms). When “trade axes” broke
time they were used or “trade muskets” blew up in their Native
faces, the problem was not necessarily that unscrupulous mer-
ere pawning off cheap junk. In both cases, Indian customers’ de-
for inexpensive, lightweight, easily portable items stretched Euro-
echnological capabilities to their limits. There was a good reason
be reliable, the thick-barreled standard-issue British army “Brown
musket had to weigh more than twice as much as a thin-barreled
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g For Indians, as for Euro-Americans, that world was knit tog
an Empire of Goods.” Indeed, in many respects Native America
rienced the full effects of the eighteenth-century consumer re
even before most British Americans did.”! “A modern Indian cann
sist without Europeans and would handle a flint ax or any othe
utensil used by his ancestors very awkwardly,” colonial official Jo i
explained in 1761; “what was only conveniency at first is now bec
cessity.”* The list of conveniencies and necessities that tied Native
» cans to transatlantic commerce was extensive. Indian country ;’eh
trade VV-ith Europe and Europeans for items as diverse as weapor

arnn}umtion, woolen textiles used for men’s cloaks, women’s skir
leggings for both sexes, ready-made linen shirts for men and §
women, vermilion and verdigris for body and face painting, tool. :
kind from knives and hatchets to needles and scissors, br:"iss ketil
pewter spoons, muskets and gun flints, jewelry, liquor, tobacco, an‘a

um (which in i . . . . .
pum ( the eighteenth century was mostly turned out in’ specifications of such artifacts—along with the cumulative effect
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or meal —surrounded transactions, and gift exchange, rather than
ling, remained the convention even when all parties knew that every-
had its price.”

limited degree to which capitalist assumptions about property and
ulation penetrated early eighteenth-century Native societies is sug-
ed by the comments of a group of Iroquois headmen on their way to
ncil in Philadelphia in 1736. According to Pennsylvania interpreter
d Weiser, the Native leaders were worried that their people, still im-
with the idea that excess goods were for the use of anyone who
them, would simply walk off with the unattended possessions of
ants in the big city. “Those that have been in Philadelphia tell us
‘your goods lie alone . . . upon the street about the shops,” one of
said. “We desire that it may be kept in house while we are there [so
it may be seen for all when the shop is open. We will be very care-
% Expectations of reciprocity also remained strong. During the Phila-
ohia treaty council, an orator explained “that amongst them there is
r any victuals sold, the Indians give to each other freely what they can
ate.” When Pennsylvanians charged them for food, the Iroquois were
y offended that hosts “should take money of [sic] this score.””

Such traditional economic patterns came under tremendous stress in
mid-eighteenth century. There is considerable evidence that, in many
ts of Indian North America, class lines were emerging between those
greater access to consumer goods (many of whom tended to be
étis, or “mized bloods,” who imbibed the capitalist ethos of their Euro-
ierican trader fathers) and those less well supplied.” These and other
altural implications of Native dependence on European trade, however,
y entrenched Indian people more firmly ina broader narrative of eigh-
eenth-century North American history in which British Americans also
ie plagued by increasing disparities of wealth and troubled by the ap-
ent contradictions between republican virtue and capitalist acquisi-
on. Socially and culturally, Indian and European histories lived parallel
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oo ey Nati cIi)ieop e wearing and using them—reveal the cor
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function, exchanges continued to :xcl?l‘),:iy Oer];::)-l ol In' fom? . "
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ives in the colonial world.”
And in that transatlantic world, Indians were producers as well as con-

Jimers. In its mature phase, what we often call the “fur trade” was a com-
slex system in which Native peoples functioned as a labor force produc-
ing a variety of commodities for European markets. Just how complex
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and historically dynamic the Indian side of the trade could be is il
by the way in which the Creeks shrewdly exploited the changing
of the eighteenth-century transatlantic economy. Just as the cha
Yamasee War threw southeastern trade networks into disarray, a.
fatal bovine epidemics struck continental Europe, creating a hug
among leather workers for North American deerskins to repla
scarce cattle hides. The Creeks—controlﬁng territories that, lar,
result of their own previous slave-raiding expeditions, were devoid
mans but thronging with white-tailed deer—were ideally placed
from that demand. And so were the South Carolina merchants,i
the mid-1730s, helped to make the new town of Augusta, Geor;
heart of a vast trading system that stretched from the manufactus
commercial centers of the British Isles” to the Muscogulge cour
beyond. By midcentury as many as a million deerskins a year:
them harvested by Creeks—moved through the system.® ,

Whether Native peoples provided deerskins, beaver pelts, or sl
European markets, the changing role of Indian producers in th
teenth-century Empire of Goods is perhaps more important th

; kets, with devastating impacts on the northern Native peoples
ed on the trade. Bven after the market for furs revived somewl?at
abs, the Indian trade became less important every year for the'm—
diversified economies of the British North American colonies.
gil.absolute exports of furs and hides from New York and Pe@syl—
fliictuated around a steady average, their relative signiﬁc.ance in the
xpanding economies of those two breadbasket colonies declmefi
from the 1720s to the 1740s. Furs and hides accounted for approxi-
4o-percent of New York’s total exports to London in the 1720s, bult
han 25 percent in the 1740s; the corresponding figures f0.r Pennsyl-
e 50 and 44 percent. Both sets of statistics ignore the rapid growth
wo provinces’ grain trade with the West Indies and other ports to
o-Indian commodities were exported.” .
the 1750s even the formerly booming Carolina deerskin tr.ade V\.fas
nto a deep depression, with traders’ warehouses overﬂowmf with
t-which there was no longer a profitable European outlet.®® New
defied the pattern. Its fur shipments grew in relative i‘mporta?lce as
f the British provinces declined, but only because dlplOI:l’lath aI‘ld
c-rather than economic considerations primarily motivated _1ts
government-controlled Indian trade, the main purpose of whlc.h
maintain alliances with the French Father’s Native Children. In this
ndians were losing the political clout that comes from ec9—
countinghouses of a string of merchant middlemen, profits and: ‘ ower, even as they became ever more thoroughly enmeshed in

satantic imperial world.*

whose commitment to traditional reciprocity did not preclude a
understanding of European capitalism. The New York trading post
Wego was “a vast advantage . . . because we can get there what we w
desire,” he told provincial governor George Clarke in 1740. “But we
Brother, that your people who trade there have the most advantage
and that it is as good for them as a silver mine :
Silver mine or no, however, posts such as Oswego and Augusta
the intercultural trade that they represented and that was so vital
tive Americans—were of steadily declining economic significan
Buro-Americans in the mid-eighteenth century. In the 17308, whil
deerskin trade boomed, prices of furs plummeted in oversupplied:




e impact of British victory in the Seven Years' War went far be-
particular defeats. When the Peace of Paris and related agree-
sferred Florida, New France, and Louisiana east of the Missis-
rth of New Orleans to Great Britain in 1763, the structural
tk-upon which the modern Indian politics had depended for two
simploded with a few strokes of European pens. The French

a passed into Spanish hands, but elsewhere the British in theory
upreme. Thus the ring of competing imperial powers that had
an odd security to the Indian country it surrounded suddenly
replaced by a novel advancing frontier line—Reds defending
Whites pushing relentlessly across it from the east—that later
s-of Americans would incorrectly define as the historic norm.
ton carlier, when Virginia governor Alexander Spotswood had
of a colonial population eager to attack “Indians who . .. an-
ontiers,” those frontiers had been plural, and Native and Eu-
eoples, however separate their day-to-day lives may have been,
d-a complicated landscape in which royal governors had “to
een Scylla and Charybdis, either an Indian or a civil war.””” Sud-
3, a far simpler, racially defined frontier line popped into view.

eemed a newly clarified situation complicated only by the fee-
ish presence at New Orleans, many British government and mili-
Sfficials saw no need to maintain the former system of intercultural
Freed at last from the worry that Indians might take their busi-
heir arms elsewhere, commander-in-chief Sir Jeffrey Amherst
confine the Great Lakes and Ohio Country fur trades to army
an the sale of weapons, ammunition, and rum to Indians, and
‘expensive custom of diplomatic giftgiving everywhere.” “It is
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not my intention . . . €ver to atrempt to gain the friendship of In
presents,” he crowed.” A more detached commentator in Greaf
lamented that “our superiority in this war rendered our regard
people still less, which had always been too little.” Asa result, “de
which are as necessary at least in dealing with barbarous as with
nations, were neglected.”® The success of those :amnoEBm:,
treaty rituals through which a Mohawk orator nearly ninety years
had articulated his accommodationist vision of Native-Burope
tence—depended on the balances of power at the heart of the B.o..
dian politics. In 1763 the shared Buro-Indian transatlantic imperial
in which that politics could be practiced and in which Natives an
nists could live parallel lives disappeared forever. In coming year
Americans would deliberately erase that past from their memoriesa
constructed a new future in which Indian nations—and the empir
made room for them—had no place.






