
BY HENRY FORD

T
hepart taken by Jews in the wars of the United
States has been a subject of considerable boasting
by Jewish publicists. It is a most interesting sub-
ject. It deserves the fullest possible treatment. It is
not The Dearborn Independent’s present purpose

to challenge the Jewish boast; it is, however, our purpose to fill
in the omitted parts of the story, and supply the missing links
in several of the most interesting episodes in American
history.This will be done on the basis of unquestioned histor-
ical authority, mostly of a Jewish character, and solely in the
interests of a complete understanding of a matter which Jew-
ish leaders have brought to the front.The first subject that will
be treated in this [Dearborn Independent] series is the part of
Jews in the treason of Benedict Arnold.

MOST CONSPICUOUS TRAITOR

Arnold, the most conspicuous traitor inAmerican history,
has been the subject of considerable comment of late.Among
the commentators have beenAmerican Jews who have failed
to make known to theAmerican public the information which
may be found in Jewish archives concerning Arnold and his
associates.

To begin with, the propensity of Jewish folks to engage in
the business of supplying the needs of armies and to avail
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FROM THE FORD MOTOR CORPORATION COLLECTION

Betrayed at the Battle of Quebec . . .

The ill-fated Battle of Quebec was an attempt, on Dec. 31, 1775, by
American colonial forces to capture the city of Quebec and enlist French
Canadian support for the American Revolutionary War. The British com-
mander, Gen. Guy Carleton, was hemmed in and could not get troops
and supplies via the frozen St. Lawrence River. He instead relied on a
small number of regulars along with local militia that had been raised in
the city. Gen. Richard Montgomery and Col. Benedict Arnold led a force
of about 1,000 American forces in a multi-pronged attack on the city
which, due to bad weather and bad timing, ended with Montgomery
dead, Arnold wounded, and Daniel Morgan and over 400 others cap-
tured. Above, Continental troops are led into an ambush at the northern
barricades of the lower town. Expecting little resistance in this part of

the city, the Americans were suddenly fired upon from the windows and
doorways of the homes lining the streets. Ironically, as it would turn out,
one of Montgomery’s own men—a Rhode Island sergeant—had turned
traitor and warned the British of the American attack plan. Arnold was
wounded in the ankle trying to take a fortified barricade. He was taken
to the rear. Morgan then took over command. Soon thereafter, Morgan
and his men were trapped in the narrow streets of the town, continuously
pummeled by a devastating crossfire and hampered by wet gunpowder.
Morgan had little choice but surrender. Once in the rear, the wounded
Arnold is said to have organized and reformed the fleeing Americans so
that a siege could be conducted. It failed. A few months later, Arnold was
ordered to Montreal and Gen. David Wooster took command. In the
spring, thousands of British reinforcements arrived, breaking the rela-
tively ineffectual siege of Quebec and forcing an American withdrawal.
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themselves as far as possible of war contracts, is of long stand-
ing and notice.

An authority on this matter, Werner Sombart, says in his
Jews and Modern Capitalism (50-3):

The Jews throughout the 16th, 17th and 18th cen-
turies were most influential as army purveyors and as
the moneyedmen to whom the princes looked for finan-
cial backing. . . . [W]e cannot attempt to mention every
possible example. We can only point the way; it will be
for subsequent research to follow.
Although there are numerous cases on record of Jews

acting in the capacity of army contractors in Spain pre-
vious to 1492, I shall not refer to this period, because it
lies outside the scope of our present considerations. We
shall confine ourselves to the centuries that followed,
and begin with England.
In the 17th and 18th centuries the Jews had already

achieved renown as army-purveyors. Under the Com-
monwealth the most famous army
contractor wasAntonio Fernandez
Carvajal, “the great Jew,” who
came to London some time be-
tween 1630 and 1635, and was
very soon accounted among the
most prominent traders in the land.
In 1649 he was one of the five
London merchants entrusted by
the council of state with the army
contract for corn. It is said that he
annually imported into England silver to the value of
£100,000. In the period that ensued, especially in the
wars ofWilliam III, Sir SolomonMedina was “the great
contractor,” and for his services he was knighted, being
the first professing Jew to receive that honor.
It was the same in the wars of the Spanish Succession;

here, too, Jews were the principal army contractors. In
1716 the Jews of Strasburg recall the services they ren-
dered the armies of Louis XIV by furnishing informa-
tion and supplying provisions. Indeed, Louis XIV’s army
contractor-in-chief was a Jew, Jacob Worms by name;
and in the 18th century Jews gradually took a more and
more prominent part in this work. In 1727 the Jews of
Metz brought into the city in the space of six weeks,
2,000 horses for food andmore than 5,000 for remounts.
Field Marshal Maurice, of Saxony, the victor of
Fontenoy, expressed the opinion that his armies were
never better served with supplies than when the Jews
were contractors. One of the best known of the army

contractors in the time of the last two Louises was Cerf
Beer, in whose patent of naturalization it is recorded that
“. . . in the wars which raged inAlsace in 1770 and 1771
he found the opportunity of proving his zeal in our serv-
ice and in that of the state.”
Similarly the house of Gradis, of Bordeaux, was an

establishment of international repute in the 18th century.
Abraham Gradis set up large storehouses in Quebec to
supply the needs of the French troops there. Under the
Revolutionary Government, under the Directory, in the
Napoleonic wars it was always the Jews who acted as
purveyors. In this connection a public notice displayed in
the streets of Paris is significant. There was a famine in
the city and the Jews were called upon to show their grat-
itude for the rights bestowed upon them by the Revolu-
tion by bringing in corn. “They alone,” says the author
of this notice, “can successfully accomplish this enter-
prise, thanks to their business relations, of which their
fellow citizens ought to have full benefit.” A parallel

story comes from Dresden. In 1720 the
court Jew, Jonas Meyer, saved the town
from starvation by supplying it with large
quantities of corn. (The chronicler men-
tions 40,000 bushels.)
All over Germany, the Jews from an

early date were found in the ranks of the
army contractors. Let us enumerate a few
of them. There was Isaac Meyer in the
16th century, who, when admitted by
CardinalAlbrecht as a resident of Halber-

stadt in 1537, was enjoined by him, in view of the dan-
gerous times, “to supply our monastery with good
weapons and armor.”There was Joselman von Rosheim,
who in 1548 received an imperial letter of protection be-
cause he had supplied both money and provisions for the
army. In 1546 there is a record of Bohemian Jews who
provided greatcoats and blankets for the army. In the
next century another Bohemian Jew, Lazarus by name,
received an official declaration that he “obtained either
in person or at his own expense, valuable information
for the imperial troops, and that he made it his business
to see that the army had a good supply of ammunition
and clothing.” The great elector also had recourse to
Jews for his military needs. Leimann Gompertz and
Solomon Elias were his contractors for cannon, powder
and so forth. There were numerous others: Samuel
Julius, remount contractor under the Elector Frederick
Augustus of Saxony; the Model family, court purveyors
and army contractors in the duchy of Aensbach in the

“While in Montreal, Arnold
met David Solesbury Franks

and the next thing known about
young Franks is that he returns
to the American Colonies in the
train of Arnold as an officer.”
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17th and 18th centuries are well known in history. In
short, as one writer of the time pithily expresses it, “all
the contractors are Jews, and all the Jews are contrac-
tors.” Austria does not differ in this respect from Ger-
many, France and England.The wealthy Jews who in the
reign of the Emperor Leopold received permission to re-
settle in Vienna (1670)—the Oppenheimers, Wert-
heimers, Mayer Herschel and the rest— were all army
contractors.And we find the same thing in all the coun-
tries under the Austrian crown.
Lastly, we must mention the Jewish army contractors

who provisioned theAmerican troops in the Revolution-
ary and Civil wars.

Sombart’s record ceases there. He does not go on to men-
tion “the Jewish contractors who provisioned the American
troops in the Revolutionary and Civil wars.” That task shall
be The Dearborn Independent’s from time to time in the fu-
ture.

MONEYMAKING OUT OF WAR

It is in the study of Jewish moneymaking out of war that
the clues are found to most of the great abuses of which Jews
have been guilty. In the present instance, it was in the matter
of profiteering in war goods, that the Jewish connections of
Benedict Arnold were discovered.

“Wars are the Jews’ harvests” is an ancient saying. Their
predilection for the quartermaster’s department has been ob-
served anciently and modernly. Their interest being mostly in
profits and not in national issues; their traditional loyalty being
to the Jewish nation, rather than to any other nation; it is only
natural that they should be found to be the merchants of goods
and information in times of war—that is, the war profiteers
and the spies. As the unbroken program is traced through the
Revolutionary War, through the American Civil War, and
through the Great War of recent occurrence [World War I—
Ed.], the only change observable is the increasing power and
profit of the Jews.

Although the number of Jews resident in the American
colonies was very small, there were enough to make amark on
the RevolutionaryWar; and while there was no wholesale leg-

The Workhorse of the Military . . .
In the American Revolution, the bateau—a thin, long, light low-
draft riverboat that could be manually hauled over land or maneu-
vered down tricky waterways with poles—was called the
“workhorse” of the military. In 1775, it was used to carry supplies
for Benedict Arnold’s march to Quebec, made through dense for-
est, swamp and bog. At every spot where a waterway got too shal-
low, Arnold’s men simply picked up the boats and began carrying
them. Washington and Rochambeau used bateaux extensively to
move troops and supplies on the Hudson River and at Yorktown.
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islation against Jews as there was in the CivilWar, there were
actions against individuals for the same causes which in 1861-
65 obtained more extensively.
The Journals of the Continental Congress contain numerous

entries of payments made to Jews, as well as the records of var-
ious dealings with them on other scores. For drums, for blan-
kets, for rifles, for provisions, for clothing—these are the usual
entries.Most of the Jewish commissars were Indian traders (the
extent to which the Jews dealt with the American Indians has
not as yet been made a subject of research it deserves). The
Gratz family of Pennsylvania carried on a very extensive Indian
trade and amassed a vast fortune out of it.Amost curious lot of
information concerning the dealings of the Colonies with the
Jews is obtainable by a search through old records.

The Jews of Colonial NewYork were both “loyalists” and
“rebels,” as the tide turned. They profited under loyalism by
the contracts which they secured, and by buying in the confis-
cated property of those who were loyal to theAmerican cause.
It is interesting to note that some of the purchasers of the ex-
tensive De Lancey properties were Jews. [James] De Lancey

[1703-60—Ed.] was a patriot whomNewYork City afterward
honored by giving his name to an important thoroughfare.
That same NewYork has recently by official action separated
the name of De Lancey from that thoroughfare and substituted
the name of Jacob H. Schiff, a Jew, native of Frankfort-on-
the-Main.

MEET THE FRANKS

We enter immediately into the limits of the Benedict
Arnold narrative by making mention of the Franks family of
Philadelphia, of which family several members will claim our
attention.

A Jewish family from England who settled inAmerica, the
Franks retained their English connections. They were in the
business of public contracts, principally army contracts. They
were holders of the British army contracts for the French and
Indian wars, and for the succeeding RevolutionaryWar.

To get the picture, conceive it thus, as it is taken from Jew-
ish sources:

• Moses Franks lived in England, doing business with the

A series of battles in September and October 1777 were decisive
American victories in the Revolutionary War, resulting in the surren-
der of a British army comprising over 6,000 men invading New York
from Canada. Known as the “Battle of Saratoga,” this battle was ac-
tually two battles fought 18 days apart, but on the same ground, nine
miles south of Saratoga, New York. The engagements are known as
the Battle of Freeman's Farm (Sept. 19) and the Battle of Bemis
Heights (October 7). It was in this second engagement (shown
above) that Arnold disobeyed orders to remain in his tent and rallied
faltering Colonial troops. This victory forced Gen. John Burgoyne’s

surrender about a week later. Arnold was, according to reports, dash-
ing from position to position, giving orders his subordinates said
helped save the day. Above, Arnold (on rearing horse) led the charge
on a key British redoubt at Bemis Heights, and received the injury
that effectively ended his career as a fighting man. However, Gen.
George Washington did offer Arnold command of half the existing
army after Gen. Horatio Gates fully disgraced himself after gaining
command of the Continental Army in the South. Arnold turned down
that command, requesting instead command of the fort at West
Point, New York. Above, Arnold at the Battle of Bemis Heights.
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British government directly. He had the contract for supplying
all the British forces in America before military trouble be-
tween the Colonies and the “home government” was thought
of. He was the principal purveyor of the British army in Que-
bec, Montreal, Massachusetts, New York and in the country
of the Illinois Indians. It was all “British territory” then.

• Jacob Franks lived in NewYork. He was American rep-
resentative ofMoses Franks of England. He was theAmerican
agent of the Franks Army Purveyors Syndicate—for that is
what it was.

• In Philadelphia was David Franks, son of Jacob, of New
York. David was the Franks’ agent for the state or colony of
Pennsylvania. He was at the seat of the colonial government,
the center of American politics. He was hand in glove with
many of the fathers of the American Government. He was an
immensely richman (although but an agent) and carried a high
hand at Philadelphia.

• At Montreal was another Franks—David Solesbury
Franks—also in the business of army contractor. He was a gay
young man, described as “a blooded buck,” who knew all the
arts of turning an “honest” penny out of the needs of armies
and the distress of nations.This youngman was a grandson or
grand-nephew of the Moses Franks of England, as he was a
nephew of the David Franks of Philadelphia.

Here and there were other Franks, all intent on business
with the government, but the four here mentioned carry along
the main parts of the tale.

A moment’s digression will give us at once a view of the
looseness of the liberalism of some of the Fathers of the Coun-
try, and a view of the equanimity with which David Franks of
Philadelphia could pass from one role to another—a facility
that cost him dearly when war came on.

John Trumbull, an artist of considerable note at the time,
whose paintings still adorn the national Capitol, was invited to
dine atThomas Jefferson’s home, among the guests being Sen.
Giles, fromVirginia. Trumbull tells the story:

I was scarcely seated when [Mr.] Giles began
to [rail] me on the Puritanical ancestry and charac-
ter of New England. I saw there was no other per-
son from New England present, and, therefore,
although conscious that I was in no degree quali-
fied to manage a religious discussion, I felt myself
bound to defend my country on this delicate point
as well as I could.Whether it had been prearranged
that a debate on the Christian religion, in which it
should be powerfully ridiculed on the one side and
weakly defended on the other, was to be brought
forward as promising amusement to a rather free-

“Hang the rest of you on a gibbet.”

Benedict Arnold’s courage, discipline and military bril-
liance were established, ironically, during a disastrous joint
attack on Quebec in the winter of 1775. Arnold, who was
now a colonel, and his forces attacked from one side of the
city, while Brigadier General Richard Montgomery attacked
from the other. While attacking, Arnold was wounded in the
ankle, but he stayed in the battle, organizing troops. Two
years later, at the second battle of Saratoga, Bemis Heights,
October 7, 1777, Arnold was shot in the same leg, under the
buttocks. The leg was then broken when Arnold’s horse
landed on him after being hit with a musket ball. As a result
he had a limp for the rest of his days. A monument to
Arnold’s leg (shown above) now stands at Saratoga battle-
field, though his name was intentionally left off. Later, upon
switching sides to fight for the British, Arnold fought a num-
ber of successful battles, going so far as to capture Rich-
mond. Arnold supposedly asked a captured colonial officer
what the Americans would do if they captured him. The cap-
tain is said to have replied: “Cut off your leg, bury it with full
military honors, and then hang the rest of you on a gibbet.”
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thinking dinner party, I will not presume to say, but
it had that appearance, and Giles pushed his
raillery, to my no small annoyance, if not to my
discomfiture, until dinner was announced.

That, I hoped, would relieve me by giving a new
turn to the conversation, but the companywas hardly
seated at the table when he renewed the assault with
increased asperity, and proceeded so far at last as to
ridicule the character, conduct and doctrines of the
Divine Founder of our religion; Mr. Jefferson in the
meantime smiling and nodding approval on Mr.
Giles, while the rest of the company silently left me
and my defense to our fate, until at length my friend
David Franks took up the argument on my side.
Thinking this a fair opportunity for avoiding further
conversation on the subject, I turned toMr. Jefferson
and said, “Sir, this is a strange situation in which I
findmyself; in a country professing Christianity and
at a table with Christians, as I supposed, I findmy re-
ligion and myself attacked with se-
vere and almost irresistible wit and
raillery, and not a person to aid inmy
defense but my friend Mr. Franks,
who is himself a Jew.”

This episode throws a curious light
on the character of Thomas Jefferson’s
“philosophical unbelief,” the unlovely
fashion of that day; it also illustrates a
certain facility in David Franks.

Relations between the Colonies and the “mother country”
became strained. Political feelings ran high. The lines of divi-
sion between “American” and “British” began to appear for
the first time.At first there was a degree of agreement among
all the population, except the government officials, that a
protest against governmental abuses was justified and that
strong representations should be made in behalf of the
Colonists. Even loyalists and imperialists agreed with that. It
was a question of domestic politics. But when presently the
idea of protest began to develop into the idea of rebellion and
independence, a cleavage came. It was one thing to correct the
empire, another thing to desert it. Here is where the people of
the Colonies split.

ROYALIST LOYALIST

Mr. Jacob Franks [was] royalist and loyalist. New York
was, of course, royalist and loyalist. As army contractor for
the British government, he had no choice.

Mr. David Franks, down in Philadelphia, was a little

nearer the heart of the new American sentiment and could
not be so royal and loyal as was his kinsman [to the] north.
In fact, David Franks tried to do what is modernly called “the
straddle,” attempting to side with the empire and with the
Colonies, too. It was natural. His business was in Philadelphia.
He may also have wished to remain as long as possible in the
position of a spy, and send information of the state of public
feeling to the royalists. Moreover, he was received in good so-
ciety and his reputation for wealth and shrewdness won him at-
tentions he could not otherwise have commanded.

So, in 1765 we find him joining the merchants of Philadel-
phia in the pact not to import articles from England while the
hated StampAct was in force. In 1775 he favors the continu-
ance of the Colonial currency.

He was enjoying his accustomed life in the city—and his
acquaintance with the Shippen family, into which the dashing
young Benedict Arnold married.

There is a strange intermingling of all the tragic figures of
the play: Benedict Arnold marries the girl for whom Major

John André wrote a parlor play. Major
André, during his period of captivity as
an American prisoner of war and before
his exchange, was often at the home of
David Franks. And David Solesbury
Franks, at his post as agent of the Franks
syndicate at Montreal, is placed by a
strange turn of the wheel of destiny in the
military family of Benedict Arnold for a
considerable period preceding and in-
cluding the great treason.

So, for the moment let us leave the Jewish family of
Franks—all of them still stationed as we first described them:
Moses in England, Jacob at NewYork, David at Philadelphia,
David S. at Montreal—and let us scrutinize the youngAmer-
ican officer Benedict Arnold.

These facts would most of them be lost, had they not been
preserved in the Jewish archives, by theAmerican Jewish His-
torical Society. You will read any history of Benedict Arnold
without perceiving the Jews around him. The authors of the
accepted histories were blind.

The principal defect in Arnold’s character was his love of
money. All of the trouble that led up to the situation in which
he found himself with reference to theAmerican government
andArmy, was due to the suspicion that hung like a cloud over
many of his business transactions.There have been attempts to
paint Arnold as a martyr, as one who was discouraged by the
unmerited slights of the Continental Congress, as a victim of
the jealousy of lesser men, as one fromwhom confidence was
unjustly withheld. Nothing could be further from the facts. He

“The principal defect in
Arnold’s character was his love
of money. All of his trouble . . .
was due to the suspicion that
hung like a cloud over many
of his business transactions.”
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was a man to whom men were instinctively drawn to be gen-
erous, but so general was the knowledge of his looseness in
money matters that, while admiring him, his brother officers
acted upon the [self-]protective instinct and held aloof from
him. He was tainted by a low form of dishonesty before he
was tainted with treason, and the chief explanation of his trea-
son was in the hard bargain he drove as to the amount of
money he was to receive for his guilty act.

Arnold’s own record makes this clear. Let us then take up
his career at a certain point and see how the “Franks strand”
and the “money strand” weave themselves through it like col-
ored threads.

EXTRAORDINARY EFFORTS

Extraordinary efforts have been made in recent years to
extenuateArnold’s treason by the recital of his daring services.
These services need not be minimized. Indeed, it was his great
achievement of the winter march to Montreal and Quebec in
1775-6 that seems to begin the chapter of his troubles. To re-
hearse this feat of courage and endurance would be to tell a
tale that has thrilled the American schoolboy.

It was at Montreal that BenedictArnold came into contact
with the young Jew, David Solesbury Franks, the Canadian

Above, an artist’s conception of the moment when Benedict
Arnold gave Major John André his secret communication for the
British detailing the defenses of West Point. Arnold is shown point-
ing to André’s boot. It was in André’s boot that the secret commu-
nique was found by colonial militiamen when André was stopped,
ostensibly to be robbed. André was later hanged. Arnold, on the
other hand, escaped (below) to his personal barge that would take
him to the British sloop Vulture, and safety from the Americans.
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agent of the Franks army purveying syndicate. And the next
thing known about young Franks is that he returns to the
American Colonies in the train of BenedictArnold as an offi-
cer of the AmericanArmy.

How this change was effected is not explained in any of
the records. There is a moment of darkness, as it were, in
which the “quick change” was made, which transformed the
young man from Montreal from an army contractor for the
British into an officer of Arnold’s staff.

But as it is impossible for every fact to be suppressed.
There are here and there indications of what might have been,
what indeed most probably was, the basis of the attraction and
relations between the two. It was very probably—almost cer-
tainly—the opportunities for graft which could be capitalized
by a combination of Gen. Arnold’s authority and young
Franks’s ability in the handling of goods.

From the day they met in Montreal until the hour when
Gen.Arnold fled, a traitor, from the fort on the Hudson, young
David Solesbury Franks was his companion.

In one of the numerous courts-martial that tried Gen.
Arnold for questionable dealings inmatters pertaining toArmy
supplies, Franks, whowas aide-de-camp toArnold, and by rank
a major, testified thus: “I had, by being in the Army, injured
my private affairs very considerably and meant to leave it, if a
proper opportunity of entering into business should happen. I
had several conversations on the subject with Gen.Arnold, who
promised me all the assistance in his power; he was to partici-
pate in the profits of the business I was to enter in.”

This testimony was given byMaj. Franks in 1779; the two
men had met in the winter of 1775-6, but, as the records will
show, Maj. Franks was always Gen. Arnold’s reliance on get-
ting out of scrapes caused by questionable business methods
in which Arnold’s military authority was used quite freely.
Maj. Franks admits that he was to enter business and Gen.
Arnold was to share the profits. On what basis this arrange-
ment could exist, is another point not known. Arnold had no
capital. He had no credit. He was a spendthrift, a borrower,
notorious for his constant need of money. The only credible
inducement for Franks to accept a partnership with himwas on
the understanding thatArnold should use his military authority
to throw business to Franks. Or, to state it more bluntly, the
“profits” Benedict Arnold was to receive were payments for
his misuse of authority for his own gain.

NAME TAINTED

It was at Montreal thatArnold’s name first became tainted
with rumors of shady dealing in private and public property.
Gen. George Washington had laid down the most explicit in-
structions on these matters, with a view to having the Canadi-

Ford Explains the Importance of a Free Press

“As the propagandists in the United States cannot be
trusted to give the people all the facts—even though these
propagandists have the facts in their possession—it devolves
upon some impartial agency to do so. Jewish propagandists
in particular are accorded the utmost freedom of the newspa-
pers of the United States—by reason of Jewish advertising
being more than 75% of all the advertising done in this coun-
try—and thus a wide web of false impressions is constantly
being woven around the Jewish Question. The most recent
is the widespread publication of a new ‘exposure’ of the origin
of the Protocols [of the Learned Elders of Zion]. This makes
the sixth ‘final’ and ‘complete’ exposure that has been put
forth for public consumption. . . . It is The Dearborn Indepen-
dent’s purpose to open up from time to time new angles of the
Jewish Question, so that the candid reader who would be in-
formed of the extensive character of Jewish influence may
obtain a general view of it.” [Above, Ford, the author of the ac-
companying article, works on a V-8 engine.—Ed.]



T BR • P. O . B O X 1 5 8 7 7 • WASH I NG TON , D . C . 2 0 0 0 3 THE B A RNE S R E V I EW 13

ans treated as fellow-Americans and not as enemies. Gen.
Washington had cashiered officers and whipped soldiers who
had previously disobeyed the order against looting and theft.

Gen. Arnold had seized large quantities of goods at Mon-
treal and had hurried them away without making proper ac-
counting of them.This he admits in his letter to Gen. Schuyler:
“Our hurry and confusion was so great when the goods were
received, it was impossible to take a particular account of
them.” This means only that Arnold seized the goods without
giving the Canadian citizens proper receipts for them, so that
he had in his hands a large amount of wealth for which he was
under no compulsion to account to anybody. This mass of
goods he sent to Col. Hazen at Chambley, and Colonel Hazen,
evidently aware of the conditions under which the goods were
taken, refused to receive them. This disobedience of Col.
Hazen to his superior officer, especially in a question relating
to goods, made it necessary forArnold to take some self-pro-
tective action, which he did in his letter to Gen. Schuyler.
Meantime, a very ugly rumor ran through theAmericanArmy
that Gen. Benedict Arnold had tried to pull a scurvy trick of
graft, but had been held up by the strict conduct of Col. Hazen.

Moreover, it was rumored (and the fact was admitted by
Arnold in his letter) that in the transfer the goods were well
sorted over so that when they finally arrived a great part of
them was missing.

All the principal facts were admitted byArnold, who used
them, however, to throw blame on Col. Hazen. He even went
so far as to prepare charges against Col. Hazen, forcing the
matter into a court-martial. The court was called and refused
to hear the witnesses chosen by Gen.Arnold on his behalf, on
the ground that the witnesses were not entitled to credibility.
Whereupon Gen. Arnold flouted the court, who ordered him
arrested. Gen. Gates, to preserve the useful services ofArnold
to the United StatesArmy, dissolved the court-martial, to that
extent condoning the conduct of Arnold. Before the court-
martial ended, however, it informally acquitted Col. Hazen.

Here then, almost immediately, as it would seem, upon his
new connection with David Solesbury Franks, Benedict
Arnold is involved in a bad tangle concerning property which
had come into his possession irregularly and which disap-
peared soon after. His attempt to throw the blame on an officer
whose disobedience was the factor that disclosed the true state
of affairs, failed. It was his bold scheme to forestall an expo-
sure which must inevitably have come.

While it is true that on thisMontreal case, no verdict stands
recorded against Benedict Arnold for the theft of goods, it is
also true that the American Army became suspicious of him
from that day.

HadArnold been innocent then and had he kept his hands

clean thereafter, the Montreal episode would have been for-
gotten. But as a matter of fact such affairs came with increas-
ing frequency thereafter, all of them, strangely enough,
involving the same man whom he associated with himself at
the time of that first exposure.The story of this man’s relations
withArnold all through the period ending with the great trea-
son, may now be taken up with greater consecutiveness, for
now their formerly separate courses run together. �

Known as a favorite of officers during the British occupation
of Philadelphia, Loyalist-leaning Peggy Shippen (1760-1804;
some say she died in 1836 under the name of Sarah Arnold)
was around 18 or 19 when she married the 38-year-old Bene-
dict Arnold, already an American general. Due to her social po-
sition (she was the daughter of Judge Edward Shippen of
Philadelphia), Arnold began living beyond his means and was
subsequently court-martialed for misusing government wagons
and improperly issuing a pass. After Arnold’s infamous trea-
son—which historians now believe she may have assisted—
Peggy followed him first to Canada and then to London. It is
reported that when Colonial officers came to arrest Arnold at his
home, Peggy feigned a violent seizure to delay their search of
the house, giving her husband additional time to make good his
escape. Above, a portrait of Peggy and Benedict’s lone daugh-
ter, Sophia Matilda, painted by Sir Thomas Lawrence. Benedict
died in poverty in 1801.
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HENRY FORD, founder of the Ford Motor Company, was a man of
many talents. he was an inventor, a writer, a publisher and a business in-
novator, among other things. This article first appeared in Ford’s news-
paper, The Dearborn Independent, on Oct. 8, 1921.


