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Today, on the site of a great American victory in her war for independence, there stands a peculiar monument to an unnamed soldier.  The vertical stone slab features a lone boot on its face and an inscription on its opposite:  “In memory of the most brilliant soldier of the Continental Army who was desperately wounded on this spot, the sally port of Burgoyne’s Great Western Redoubt, 7th October, 1777, winning for his countrymen the decisive battle of the American Revolution and for himself the rank of Major General."  This “decisive battle” would go down in history as the turning point in the American Revolution, while its great victor and hero became synonymous with all that is treacherous and vile in American culture. 


 The deeds of Benedict Arnold at Saratoga in 1777, as well as his contributions to the war leading up to the battle, have largely been forgotten and overshadowed by his treasonous acts four years later.  The downfall of America’s great fighting general can hardly be attributed to greed or poor character, as it most commonly is, but is best explained when looked at as part of a lengthy power struggle within the American army.  The Northern Department of the Continental Army was dominated by a bitter command dispute during the early years of the American Revolution.  Provincial rivalries stood at the heart of this conflict, as the pro-Horatio Gates faction from New England continually battled the supporters of Philip Schuyler from New York and the middle states for supreme command of the Northern Department.  The dispute was all but settled by September 1777, but its effects continued to plague its participants until the culmination of the war.  Schuyler would lose command altogether after Saratoga, a wounded and disaffected Arnold turned back to the fold of the mother country, while Gates received the position of honor denied both, only to fail miserably in the South shortly thereafter.  


The beginnings of this dispute were played out on the shores of Lake Champlain during the first year of the American Revolution.  In May of 1775, a small force of American militia attacked and captured Fort Ticonderoga without suffering a single casualty.  The main body of the force was made up of Ethan Allen’s Green Mountain Boys from the disputed territories of Vermont.  Sharing command, but with very few men of his own at that point, was the young Connecticut colonel, Benedict Arnold.  The dual commanders maintained a cooperative relationship leading up to the attack.  However, their relationship began to sour immediately afterwards, as both fought for supremacy upon taking possession of the fort.
  


Arnold showed a high level of patriotism and enthusiasm for the cause, even before the beginning of hostilities.  He was among the leaders of the anti-British protest movements in the highly loyalist city of New Haven, Connecticut.  Arnold was also an up and coming merchant from a disgraced family, thriving in a town where hereditary ties were of utmost importance.  Consequently, he was consistently at odds with the adamantly Loyalist vanguard of New Haven.  He also started, captained, and helped fund a militia unit beginning in March of 1775.  On April 21, 1775, Arnold learned of the confrontations at Lexington and Concord, as well as the ensuing siege of Boston.  He immediately prepared his unit to set out for the besieged city and departed among protests from the New Haven elite.   He even went as far as to threaten the town council and broke into the local magazine in order to obtain needed supplies.
  


Once in Massachusetts, Arnold sought out a meeting with Dr. Joseph Warren and 
the Boston Committee of Safety.  Arnold had noticed the decrepit state of Forts Ticonderoga and Crown Point during a pre-war business trip to upstate New York.  He proposed an expedition north to take the forts and seize the artillery and military stores for use in the siege of Boston.  Arnold was granted a Massachusetts commission and was authorized to recruit a force of four hundred men to take the two Champlain forts.  He set out with a handful of captains in early May to begin his recruitment and assault.  Before long, however, Arnold learned of another small American force with the same intentions for the forts.
 


A second, noncommissioned group had been organized from the northern New York territory of Vermont.  This force was largely composed of Green Mountain Boys, a group of anti-New York Vermonters, whose chief goal was to achieve an independent colony of Vermont.  At their head was Ethan Allen.  Arnold, without a single man under his command, confronted Allen and his aids on May 9 at a small pub in Shoreham.  Arnold showed them his commission and demanded command of the Vermont expedition as part of his own.  Allen would not give up complete control of his force so easily.  Arnold and his captains had yet to recruit their men and he faced a very loyal group of Vermonters who stood by their elected leader.  The only thing he had going for him at the time was a legal commission.  Realizing this, Allen granted Arnold joint command to legitimize his expedition.  Allen, however, controlled a significant force, whereas Arnold did not.  He may have been a commander in name, but without any support, he lacked authority over Allen’s men.  The beginnings of a lengthy command dispute had taken root.
 


Conflict between the two sides immediately followed the capture of Ticonderoga.  Allen’s men took advantage of their victory and began to loot the fort and drink heavily from its rum stores.  Arnold attempted to regain control of the rambunctious rabble, only to find he had no authority over, nor respect from the Green Mountain Boys.  Allen did little to control his men or protect Arnold from their increasingly hostile threats and insults.  In addition, the reports concerning the capture differed greatly depending on who wrote them.  Allen sent out two separate reports on May 12.  His report to Arnold’s superiors in the Massachusetts Council failed to mention Arnold at all.  Allen stated that “I took the Fortress of Ticonderoga by storm” and went on to credit James Easton, who “behaved with great zeal and fortitude…not only in council; but in the assault.”
  Allen’s refusal to mention Arnold in the attack was a deliberate omission.  The fact that the report was intended for Arnold’s superiors was a dual offense to his honor.


Allen furthered his legend at Ticonderoga in 1779, after releasing The Narrative of Colonel Ethan Allen.  In this autobiographical work, Allen described his many heroic deeds in taking the fort, portraying himself as a great virtuous hero, who risked his life for the cause.  The narrative is rather self-serving and lends itself to a high level of embellishment on the part of Allen.  He described how he parried a bayonet blow from the fort’s sentry, before famously demanding entry “In the name of the great Jehovah, and the Continental Congress.”  Once again, Allen claimed all credit for himself, while failing to mention his fellow commander.  The emergence of Allen’s prominent, and highly biased, narrative could hardly have been a positive influence as Arnold was considering his experience as an American officer and contemplating treason four years later.
 


 Arnold gave plenty of credit to himself in his report.  Unlike Allen, however, he did not attempt to discredit his rival.  A third perspective was given by Jocelyn Feltham, the second in command for the British at Ticonderoga.  Feltham’s report gave dual credit to Arnold and Allen.  He also portrayed Arnold as possessing a more gentlemanly and courteous character.  Allen, on the other hand, was depicted as being brash and crude, not the great gentleman who demanded the fort in “the name of the Great Jehovah.”  Feltham’s report was probably the least likely of the three perspectives to be influenced by bias and therefore, is probably the most accurate of the three.  Feltham, however, did not have the influence of his American counterparts and Arnold’s reputation and pride was damaged as a result of Allen’s reports.


Despite this, Arnold did manage to gain control of the Champlain forts.  Allen’s men began to wander off just as Arnold’s recruits started to pour in.  Consequently, Arnold was able to take power, despite Allen’s new Connecticut Commission.  Control, however, did not end the problems for Arnold.  Criticism from Allen’s supporters continued to bombard both the Continental and Provincial Congresses, even to the point of Massachusetts sending a committee to investigate Arnold’s actions.  Easton was also responsible for sending John Brown to speak in Congress in an attempt to discredit Arnold.  In addition, Congress ordered Benjamin Hinman to make his way to Ticonderoga and Crown Point with 1,000 Connecticut troops.  Whether or not he was 
intended to supersede Arnold was not made clear to the current commander of the forts.  Arnold finally reached his breaking point and in late June resigned, saying:  “I have resigned my commission, not being able to hold it longer with honor.”
  It would take the support of a new northern commander to convince Arnold to stay.  However, his alliance with Philip Schuyler would throw him into the middle of a much larger dispute later on and eventually drive him to treason.  


The command dispute between Arnold and Allen can largely be attributed to the lack of organization within the American forces.  Neither commander answered directly to the same body.  Consequently, the question of who was actually superior was answered by whoever controlled the larger force at any given time.  The army, at this point, consisted of individual colonial forces fighting under separate governmental bodies.  The question of whether a centralized army should be created soon became prominent.  Such a force could be far more efficient and effective if run correctly.  However, not every colony was willing to give up control of its defense, especially when the possibility of reconciliation was still on the table.
  


A split between New York and the New England colonies developed early on in the war.  New England had a high level of Patriotism and supported a complete break with England much earlier than other regions.  Conversely, New York, as well as most other non-New England colonies, tended to favor reconciliation and had a higher Loyalist population.  The nature of the American military forces often centered on this dispute early on in the war.  Each escalation in fighting was a step further from reconciliation, 
thus worrying the New York faction.  The creation of a Continental Army would likewise be a step towards all out war and independence.  New England, on the other hand, was the center of the early fighting and favored escalation and a centralized force to defeat the British army centered in Boston.  New Englanders often did not trust the intentions of New Yorkers and vice versa.


Such colony-centered attitudes played a large role once the decision to create the Continental Army was made in mid-June 1775.  A resolution was passed to create a 15,000 man army in Massachusetts and a 5,000 man force in New York, all under a commander in chief.  In addition, two major generalships, five brigadier generalships, and one adjunct generalship were provided for.  Four of these positions were filled by June 17.  Of the four, Commander in Chief George Washington, Major General Charles Lee and Adjunct General Horatio Gates were all from Virginia.  A general outcry was heard from the colonies, especially from New York and Connecticut.  New York was commissioned a 5,000 man force and Connecticut had committed the largest number of troops thus far.  Yet neither was home to any of the initial appointees.
  The question of how officers were to be appointed came to the forefront as colonies now fought over the few remaining commanding positions in the new Continental Army.


Congress had several paths to take.  Appointment by seniority or merit became two obvious choices for the selection process.  Some believed that senior officers in colonial forces should receive commissions first.  However, the question of how to separate the senior officers of each colony arose.  How could they accurately distinguish seniority among officers from thirteen different colonial forces?  Similarly, it would have been difficult to judge the merit of these officers when most of the candidates lacked significant military experience.  The third option would be to appoint officers in proportion to colonial contributions.  Those colonies with the highest commitment to the war would get the most recognition.  Seniority and merit could be given consideration when creating a hierarchy within the army, but would take a backseat to colonial ones.  No set system of requirements was laid out by Congress, but the colonial path tended to be the dominant one when dolling out commissions.  The lack of an organized system, however, led to further dispute, both immediately and later on in the war.


The New York Provincial Congress recommended Philip Schuyler for the rank of fourth Major General and Richard Montgomery as second Brigadier General, both of whom received their appointments shortly thereafter.  Schuyler was to take over the northern command upon receiving his appointment in late June.
  The New York Congress had received its Major General for its army, but was immediately aware of a potential problem.  The Northern Army was still made up mostly by New England troops, despite being stationed within New York territory.  John Hancock expressed concern over potential problems from the Green Mountain Boys in a letter to the New York Provincial Congress on June 24.  He declared that “[The Green Mountain Boys] will not serve under any officers, but such as they themselves choose.”  It was recommended that Schuyler take action to quell tensions from his New England troops over such matters.  His failure to accommodate the New Englanders, however, would cause Schuyler many problems throughout the course of his command in the North.
  



As Commander of the Northern Army, Schuyler was placed into a peculiar situation.  He was technically subordinate to the Commander in Chief.  However, because of the great distance between himself and Washington, he was instructed to answer directly to Congress.  Schuyler had received a separate and independent command from his superior, but was theoretically still subordinate to him.  His ability to cooperate and to coexist with the New England officers and enlistees under his direct control was therefore crucial.  Schuyler’s ability to do so would make or break his command, especially when the preconceived notions of most New Englanders are taken into account.  The intentions of New Yorkers were constantly in question from the New England view point and Schuyler was no exception.  Schuyler did not help himself early on either.  


His initial impression of the New England troops was well known, but not favorable.  He believed them to be too rough and disliked their highly democratic spirit.  The aristocratic Schuyler informed Washington that he would try to control the New England troops, saying “I shall use my best Endeavours to establish Order and Disipline in the Troops… I wish I could add That I had a Prospect of much Success…It is extreamly difficult to introduce a proper Subordination amongst a people where so little Distinction is kept up.”
  Washington had gained little respect for his own army, which, like Schuyler’s, was of a highly New England nature.  He sympathized with Schuyler and expressed a similar distaste for them, saying “From my own Experience I can easily judge of your difficulties to introduce Order & discipline into Troops who have from their Infancy imbibed Ideas of the most contrary Kind.”  Washington did not believe them to be hopeless, but considered their training to be a great undertaking.
  Schuyler did not help himself either by immediately taking a liking to Benedict Arnold, whom many of the New England troops had already clashed with during his dispute with Allen.


Schuyler was given permission to invade Canada at his discretion as part of his original orders.  At first, they were conditioned and required a positive Canadian sentiment towards American intervention.  As time went on, however, Congress moved more towards an invasion without complete Canadian support.  Congress recognized Schuyler’s hesitancy towards action by the fall of 1775 and all but ordered an invasion.  The Northern Army began a two pronged attack in late August, with Schuyler heading up Lake Champlain towards Montreal and Arnold leading a second force through the wilderness of Maine to meet Schuyler at Quebec City.  Schuyler, however, did not make it past Ile aux Noix in the Richelieu River because of illness and was forced to return to Ticonderoga without his army.  In doing so, he would relieve himself of direct field command for nearly two years.  His absence in Canada opened the door for another dispute and only compounded his poor reputation among the New England troops.


The first challenge to Schuyler’s command came from General Wooster of Connecticut.  Wooster was sent north with his Connecticut troops and a group of New York reinforcements.  He had a reputation for being hard on loyalists and for questioning the commitment of New York in general.  Wooster, therefore, all but refused to follow any order not received directly from Connecticut, Washington, or Congress.  Articles of War were issued to each soldier, committing them to Continental service under Schuyler.  Wooster, however, encouraged his troops not to sign their Articles, thus putting them under colonial service instead of Continental.  He used this and his Connecticut commission to try to supersede the Northern Commander.  Schuyler took this insubordination as a personal insult, saying  “I feel these insults…with all that keen sensibility that a man of honor ought, and I should be ashamed to mention them to Congress, but that the critical situation of our public affairs at this period require that I should sacrifice a just resentment of them.”
   Schuyler recognized that his need for troops was more important than his pride at this point and allowed Wooster to continue on to Canada.  


The summer of 1775 offered an excellent chance for the Americans to invade and drive the British out of Canada.  The Northern Army, however, did not reach Montreal until early November, wasting crucial time and all but throwing away any chance of success.  Britain was afforded an opportunity to reinforce her undermanned Canadian posts, while the American force was plagued by frequent delays, lack of supplies, disease, and desertion.  In addition, the intense rivalry between New York and New England contributed to the disaster.  New York officers continued to express distaste for their New England soldiers and New England soldiers refused to cooperate with many of their New York superiors.  Poor cooperation between New York and New England officers, as well as the desertion of many disaffected and tired Connecticut troops following Montreal, contributed heavily to the American defeat in Canada.  Congress expressed shock over a loss, which they previously felt was going to be an overwhelming victory, and began to search for answers.  What followed was an all out verbal battle between the New York and New England factions, as both attempted to pin the blame on the shortcomings of the other.


Schuyler did not hesitate to express his distaste for New England troops and began to blame the loss on their insubordination and independent nature even before all hope was gone.  He especially placed fault on the Connecticut troops who had refused to move on to Quebec after taking Montreal.  In a letter to Washington on May 16, 1776, he said that “the misfortunes we experience would in all probability have been prevented had the Connecticut troops not quitted Canada as early as they did last year.”  He went on to explain his belief that the Canadian campaign was a lost cause because of them.
  The independent nature of the New England troops completely frustrated Schuyler, who preferred a well ordered, disciplined army.  The report delivered by a congressional committee sent to Canada did little to suppress the fault placed with New England soldiers and officers.  They blamed desertion for most of the problems and claimed that the New England recruits had done “little or no Duty.”
  Wooster responded to the attacks on himself and his troops by asking for an inquiry into his behavior to clear his name
  Wooster was eventually cleared of wrong doing, prompting an angry response from Schuyler, who took the verdict as a personal insult.  He felt that a decision in favor of the New Englander was the same as shifting the blame onto his shoulders.
 


The general New England response was often not as calm as Wooster’s.  John Adams led the New England defense in Congress, while often blaming the ineffectiveness of Schuyler as a commander as well as his lack of presence with his troops.  Other New Englanders resorted to personal attacks on Schuyler, mainly questioning the honor and loyalty of the Northern Department’s commander.  The disagreement over the Canadian expedition split along factional lines and would only intensify as yet another command dispute developed with the appointment of Horatio Gates to Major General on May 16.
 


On June 17, Congress resolved that Washington should send Gates to take over the Canadian Army, with full power of appointment and direct control over all matters within.  Gates was given complete control over the “army in Canada.”  His relationship to Schuyler, however, was never defined.  Schuyler was in charge of the Northern Department and no longer had direct control over the armed forces in Canada.  A problem with the instructions quickly arose.
  When Gates reached Albany, he learned that the Canadian Army was no longer in Canada and, had in fact, retreated into Schuyler’s Northern Department.  Gates was technically now without a command, but insisted that he was still intended to control his army, regardless of location or the presence of a superior officer.  Schuyler begged to differ.


Gates immediately attempted to appoint a new deputy quartermaster general and 
deputy commissary for his army.  Schuyler claimed that Gates had been subverted under his command when Gates’ army had entered into the territory of the Northern Department and denied him the right to make appointments.  Schuyler explained the situation, as he saw it, to Washington in a letter dated July 1.  “If Congress intended that General Gates should command the Northern Army wherever it might be…it ought to have been signified to me, and I should then have immediately resigned the command to him, but until such intention is properly conveyed to me I never can.”  Schuyler put the question to Congress, but refused to leave his post, or allow Gates to encroach upon his authority and rightful powers.
 


Both generals agreed to seek clarification from Washington.  Washington, in turn, passed their letters on to Congress, including an additional warning to the delegates of “the evils which must inevitably follow a disrupted command.”
  He continued on to recommend that Gates be removed from such a useless position and be returned to the main army where his talents could be better utilized.  Congress resolved on July 8 that “Major General Gates be informed, that it was the intention of Congress to give him the command of the troops whilst in Canada, but had no design to vest him with a superior command to General Schuyler, whilst the troops should be on this side of Canada.”
  The resolution essentially told them nothing more than they already knew; Gates was not superior to Schuyler.  It would have been unwise to assume that Gates had been entrusted with such a role.  Yet Congress worded its measure to state such, while completely 
ignoring the true question:  was Gates subordinate to the Northern Commander?  Congress failed to rectify the potentially dangerous command dispute, despite being specifically asked to do so, and opened the door for more heated exchanges and harmful consequences later on.


Schuyler and Gates maintained a cordial relationship and encountered few early problems while working together.  Their situation, however, was perfect for the New England faction in Congress to criticize Schuyler and demonstrate their preference for Gates as Northern Commander.  Although officially from Virginia, Gates maintained strong New England ties and, thus, offered a much favored alternative to his unpopular counterpart from New York.  This especially became apparent after the decision to abandon Crown Point in early July.  Both Major Generals agreed that the fort was no longer in a defensible condition and the means to fix it were not available.  The decision was not popular in Congress, however, and Schuyler’s New England foes were quick to blame this perceived mistake solely on him.
  Schuyler became increasingly offended at the attacks on his decisions and began to take them as personal insults to his honor and pride.  He felt the need for a court martial to clear his name and even went as far as to threaten resignation if one could not be provided.
  The attacks on his character and honesty continued throughout the rest of August, prompting him to make good on his threat when he informed Congress of his resignation on September 14.  


On October 2, Congress resolved to reject his resignation, reclaimed their faith in him, and called for an inquiry to clear his name.  Congress could not afford to switch 
commanders at that crucial time and assured him that “the aspertions, which his enemies have thrown out against his character, have had no influence upon the minds of the members of this house,” and that they were “willing to bear testimony of the many services which he has rendered to his country.”
  Schuyler probably never wanted anything more than a like statement of confidence in his ability.  However, it hardly could resolve the factional atmosphere in Congress or the army.  


Provincial bias led to a great oversight when several new Major Generals were appointed in February, 1777.  Congress had yet to create clear criteria for granting commissions and most were still handed out according to provincial ties.  Merit, which by this point in the war would have been much easier to measure, was still a secondary consideration.  When Benedict Arnold learned that he had not been among the appointees, he sarcastically remarked “I believe none but the printer has a mistake to rectify,” and continued on to state that being “superseded must be viewed as an impeachment of my character.”
  Washington pleaded with Arnold to remain in the army, but had no explanation to offer other than the fact that Connecticut already had two Major Generals and Congress would not appoint another at that time.
  Few men deserved promotion more than Arnold, yet he was denied because of the sectional nature of Congress.  He would not soon forget this perceived slight to his honor.


The pressure was not relieved from the Schuyler-Gates debate either.  Congress renewed the dispute once again on March 25, when Gates was given a new commanding 
position in the Northern Department.  His instructions were to “immediately repair to Ticonderoga, and take command of the army there.”
  Gates was effectively given control of Schuyler’s army.  Schuyler, however, would not give up his command so easily.  He believed that his opponents in Congress “were In hopes that [he] would have resigned Immediately upon [his] receiving Certain very unaccountable resolutions.”  Duane led the defense of Schuyler as Congress engaged in a back and forth debate on the issue until finally reaching a new decision, contradictory to the resolutions of late-March.
  On May 15, the overall command of the Northern Department was entrusted to Schuyler once again and Gates was offered two choices.  He could “continue in the command of the Northern Army, under Major General Schuyler,” or he could return to his original position as Adjunct General to the “Grand Army.”
  


Gates chose the later, removing himself from the Northern Department.  Gates, however, did not go quietly.  Up to this point, he had remained relatively calm and cordial, in spite of the debate surrounding the Northern Command.  Schuyler, on the other hand, had gained a reputation for doing otherwise, often lashing out at Congress and blaming all his troubles on the New England delegations.  On June 18, Gates gave his response to the latest dispute, which James Duane and William Duer described in letters to Schuyler.  According to Duane, “General Gates arrived here...and immediately demanded an Audience of Congress.  He was unfortunately for himself admitted.”
  Gates handled himself, according to Duer, in a manner that was “ungracious, and Totally void of all Dignity,” and presumed that his only intention was “to brow beat the New York Members, whom he considers as his Mortal Enemies.”  Gates was quickly asked to leave for his actions and nature of his rant, but not before making his point.
  The disputes had left Schuyler and Gates at the center of an intense rivalry that had shown a propensity to ignore merit, in favor of colonial ties.  The Northern Command was temporarily decided once again, but at the cost of increased tensions between the two factions, just as the Northern Army was engaged in preparations for the campaign season of 1777. 


In early July 1777, General John Burgoyne began a march south from Canada, with intentions of retaking Northern New York for the British.  He expected to meet his first opposition at Ticonderoga.  However, the American forces at Ticonderoga were in no shape to put up a defense.  In his autobiography, John Adams summed up his sentiments towards Schuyler in saying, “I had never in my Life any personal Prejudice or dislike against General Schuyler” but knew that “the New England Soldiers would not enlist to serve under him and the Militia would not turn out.  I was therefore under a Necessity of supporting Gates.”
  Adams summed up Schuyler’s situation perfectly. The Northern Army under Schuyler was suffering from a severe lack of troops in 1777.  After years of dispute and sectionalism, New England distaste for Schuyler had reached a point where he was incapable of attracting the support of much needed New England manpower.  Burgoyne was approaching a fortress that was undermanned, in disrepair, and lacked the physical presence of its commanding officer.


On July 5, St. Clair ordered the retreat from Ticonderoga.  He deemed the fort to be indefensible in an attack and incapable of withstanding a siege.  Schuyler agreed and finally rejoined his army for the retreat.  The Northern Army continued to fall back from Ticonderoga for the rest of July and half way into August, until coming within 9 miles of Albany on August 18.  The loss of Ticonderoga and the ensuing retreat in the face of the enemy, proved to be too much for Schuyler’s reputation to withstand.  The enemies he had created during the disputes with Gates now had a perfect opportunity to accomplish his demise.  The fact that Schuyler was not even at his post when the fort was abandoned only made things worse.
  


Duer warned Schuyler of the efforts of his “enemies” in Congress, who were “leaving no means unessayed to blast [his] character, and impute to [his] appointment in that department.”  Duer claimed to have no doubts as to the merit of Schuyler’s actions at Ticonderoga and encouraged him to defend his honor in Congress.
  Duane echoed Duer’s confidence in Schuyler, while describing the “relentless” nature of the New England faction’s attacks on his person.  Duane, however, placed more stock in a second reason for Schuyler’s removal from the Northern Department.  According to Duane, the decision was based on the belief that the New England militia was “suspicious of your military Character” and “would not turn out in Defense of New York.”
  Duane and Duer gave two different explanations, both of which were a result of the colonial rivalries.  The New England delegates pounced on another opportunity to discredit their 
hated rival, while the Eastern militia expressed their distaste for Schuyler by refusing to serve under him.  On August 2, Congress sent a letter instructing Washington to replace Schuyler who, along with St. Claire, had been recalled to defend themselves.  The New England delegates who composed the letter made no secret of who they wanted to take over, saying “no man will be more likely to restore Harmony, order & Discipline…than Majr. Genl. Gates.”
  On August 19, General Gates finally took command of the Northern Army.  


Gates joined a once decrepit force about to go on the upswing.  His mere presence succeeded in attracting large numbers of militia and new recruits from surrounding New England areas.  At the same time, Burgoyne’s force was shrinking and running low on supplies.  Schuyler had succeeded in delaying Burgoyne’s path through the forest and the British suffered the effects of an increasingly lengthy supply line.  British defeats at Bennington and Fort Stanwix also contributed to the poor supply and manpower situation of Burgoyne’s force.
  


The American Army thus had an excellent advantage over the British when Gates finally faced Burgoyne during the Battles of Saratoga in late September and early October, 1777.  Gates would receive most of the credit for the momentous victory.  However, his praise must be looked at in the context of the earlier command disputes in the Northern Army.  Two distinct factions had developed out of the quarrel that greatly affected the condition of the army and credit given afterwards.  From its inception, the Northern Army had relied on the support of New England troops and militia.  Schuyler became completely incapable of drawing out this crucial support following his dispute with the New England faction.  Gates, being popular in New England, was able to draw the needed assistance to defeat Burgoyne.  In addition, Gates faced a depleted British force and relied on the talents of his subordinates, especially Arnold, to lead his troops in battle.  Gates spent the battles away from the field, allowing Arnold and Morgan to do the actual fighting for him.


The rivalry that had plagued the Northern Army very well might have saved it as well.  Schuyler was under great pressure to hold Ticonderoga at all cost, but was forced to abandon it because of the debilitating manpower situation at the fort.  Had Schuyler been able to draw on the support of New England troops, then he most likely would have convinced himself make a stand at Ticonderoga.  However, the British force that took Ticonderoga in July was much larger and stronger than the depleted one that faced Gates later that fall.  Even with New England troops, the Northern Army would have had an extraordinarily difficult time facing Burgoyne at full strength.  Had the inevitable confrontation taken place at Ticonderoga, it would have, in all probability, ended in Burgoyne’s favor.  As it happened, however, the Northern Army retreated south, only to grow in numbers and strength.  Burgoyne followed Schuyler through the untamed New York wilderness, losing both men and his secure supply line along the way.  The armies that faced each other in October and September had switched places in just a few months time, setting the stage for a great American victory.  

The Battle of Saratoga consisted of two separate engagements, one on September 19 and a second on October 7.  A feud erupted between Arnold and Gates during the eighteen days between battles.  Arnold had led a successful charge on the 19th and requested more support on the left wing.  Gates, however, opted to pull back and withheld 4,000 men from the fight.  Arnold was probably right in his belief that the British could have been overrun and certainly would have had a better feel for the battle than Gates, who was a mile away, commanding from his headquarters.  To make matters worse, Gates also left Arnold’s leadership role out of his report back to Congress.  Arnold repeatedly confronted Gates about the battle and report, until finally being relieved of his command on October 1.
  


Arnold, however, could not resist the temptations of battle and rode out mid-fight to take command of his troops on the 7th.  Arnold led two charges on the enemy defenses and succeeded in collapsing the British center.  An unnamed veteran of the battle described how Arnold rode up and down the line, in plain view and only a mere forty yards from the British, before being taken down by a musket ball to the leg.
  Burgoyne surrendered his entire army on October 17 and on November 4, Congress extended thanks on behalf of its delegates and the American people to Gates, Lincoln, Arnold, and every other man who fought against the British army at Saratoga.  In addition, Gates was also to be presented with a gold medal to commemorate the victory.
  



Gates received the highest honors from Congress immediately after Saratoga.  He would also receive most of the credit, as the New England faction jumped on the opportunity to praise their man, while ignoring, and even bashing, their enemies, Schuyler and Arnold.  Gates gave Arnold some credit in his second report, allowing him 
to make Major General.  However, Arnold’s severe leg wound would keep him in the hospital for five months.  Arnold was sidelined and left to stew as Gates received the glory, for what Arnold felt was his victory.


The three Generals took three separate paths following the battle.  Arnold took the path of infamy, eventually attempting the best known treason in American history.  Arnold had been the victim of factional politics since his first military experiences at Ticonderoga in 1775.  Schuyler had pulled him from the gutter following his dispute with Ethan Allen.  From then on, Arnold would be a member of the Schuyler faction and subject to all the ill effects of the dispute.  He was especially upset when passed over for a Major General commission in February 1777.  Arnold would even ask for a back dating when finally making the esteemed rank in 1778.  However, his wounds would keep him from ever commanding in the field again.  Instead, he was given command of Philadelphia and then West Point, neither of which could provide him with the combat action he desired.  Benedict Arnold, having suffered repeated insults to his cherished honor, having seen Gates take credit for what he felt was his victory, and having been relegated to desk commands, attempted to hand over West Point to the British in September 1780.


Arnold tried to defend himself in an open letter to the American people, in which he claimed to have defected to the enemy in hopes of righting a wrong.  The Revolution, according to Arnold, had strayed from its noble intent, prompting him to attempt a potentially fatal blow to the American cause.  Whether or not he actually believed there was a flaw in the Revolutionary ideal or if this was merely an effort to save face cannot be known.
  Either way, Arnold’s attempt to explain his actions was futile, as he had already been labeled in the most despicable of terms.  James Madison summed up the common sentiment towards Arnold, describing his actions as “the Blackest Circumstances of treason and Perfidy that ever entered the heart of any, wretch, but his own.”
 


Schuyler, likewise, would never enjoy a military command again.  In fact, he waited for the better part of a year before finally receiving the verdict of his court martial concerning his and St. Claire’s actions at Ticonderoga.  On June 12, 1778, it was determined that Fort Ticonderoga had been indefensible given its condition and manpower during the summer of 1777.  Furthermore, they were praised for holding onto the fortifications as long as they did and successfully saving the military stores by retreating before an attack.
  However, Schuyler had already taken his seat in the Continental Congress by this point and had little chance or desire to return to command.  


Gates, on the other hand, was widely praised for the victory at Saratoga.  There was even a small faction that would have had him replace Washington as Commander In Chief of the Continental Army.  James Lovell was one of the leading proponents of Gates and expressed his strong distaste for Washington in a letter to Gates in November 1777.  Washington was coming off a failed campaign, just as Gates was receiving credit for the greatest American victory to date.  Lovell expressed his belief that Washington was incompetent and held out hopes that Gates would replace him.
 Henry Laurens, however, defended Washington and hoped that he would not give in to the pressure of his opponents.  He feared, above all, a great dispute between Gates and Washington.  To Laurens, “the very appearance of so capital a division would collect fresh encouragement for continuing [British] attempts to destroy our Independence.”  Laurens recognized the dangers of a divided army and populace and feared that such a division in the main body of the army would prove fatal to the cause.


The pro-Gates, anti-Washington faction never gained much support and proved to only be a brief source of tension.  However, it did demonstrate the length to which Gates’ supporters would go to see him in a position of power.  It also showed the overwhelming support and praise he received as a result of his victory at Saratoga.  His opponents from New York could not, nor did they attempt to, hinder any of his new appointments.  Governor Morris summed up the position taken by most of Gates’ opponents in a letter to Robert Livingston.  Morris encouraged the appointment of Gates and hoped, for the sake of the country, that he would succeed.  At the same time, however, he recalled the ill treatment of his friend Schuyler and reminded Livingston that if Gates “doth not work well Remember you my Friends are answerable for the Consequences.”
  Morris was willing to give Gates a chance, but envisioned a short leash for the general.  In June 1780, the support for Gates was manifested in a new commission as the commander of the Southern Army.  However, it was not long before Morris and his fellow New Yorkers received their chance to yank on the leash of their opponent and seek revenge on the New England faction. 


Gates took over the Southern Command in August 1780, but immediately suffered a devastating defeat that would cost him his position.  Gates walked into a similar situation as he did at Saratoga.  He was given command of the army late in the campaign and decided to confront his enemy at Camden, South Carolina.  However, Gates did not enjoy an overwhelmingly superior force like he had at Saratoga, nor did he share Arnold’s ability to lead troops in battle.  Gates engaged the British army a mere two days after taking command.  He had little knowledge of the enemy position and literally bumped into them at 2:00am while trying to set up his attack on the morning of August 16.  The ensuing fight was one of the most costly defeats of the war, with the Southern army suffering nearly 2,000 casualties.
  


Gates, without a greater force or an exceptional field commander like Arnold, suffered one of the worst defeats of the war.  Whether Schuyler could have done any better in the same situation cannot be known.  However, this did not stop the New York delegates, including Schuyler, from criticizing their rival and his supporters.  The factionalism that had remained relatively dormant since Saratoga made a brief reappearance following the Battle of Camden.  Gates was harshly criticized by his opponents and recalled to defend himself in a court of inquiry.  On October 5, Washington was instructed to immediately find a replacement for the Southern Command.
  Like Schuyler, Gates was eventually cleared of wrong doing.  The court of enquiry found Gates to be “unfortunate, but not blamable” for the loss at Camden.  This decision, however, would not come until August 14, 1782.
  Gates was vindicated, but the war was all but decided by the time he was able to rejoin the army.


In late 1777, General Sullivan was enduring a similar attack on his ability and command to those faced by Schuyler and Gates.  In a brief letter to his son, Henry Laurens described his distaste for the attacks on Sullivan and the political nature of the army in general.  He said “did not I tell you this would be the effect of stigmatizing an Officer upon the vague opinion & report of a Member of Congress.  Why did they then use my friend Schuyler so?...would you complete the ruin of the 13 United States because a Man in a party opposite to yours has done them an injury.”
  Laurens skillfully recognized the dangers of a political divide in a critical military situation and was disgusted on realizing that even in the most dire of times, simple jealousies could still threaten the ruin of an army and a nation.


The Northern Department of the Continental Army was plagued by factionalism and dispute during the opening three years of the war.  Provincial loyalties and rivalries dominated the force to the point of it being detrimental to the American cause.  New Englanders mistrusted New Yorkers and New Yorkers mistrusted New Englanders.  Both allowed these feelings to affect their judgment.  The Quebec and early Saratoga campaigns suffered from negative effects of the clash.  In both instances, New England troops and officers refused to cooperate with their New York superiors, who, in turn, only perpetuated the situation through their vocal distaste for their New England troops.  The rivalry manifested itself in a series of command disputes that would eventually take the 
officers involved as its victims.  Schuyler, Gates, and Arnold would bear the attacks of opposing factions, while often participating in them as well.  By the end of the war, all three had suffered the ill effects of the dispute and endured injurious, if not fatal, setbacks to their military careers. 
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