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point they would have heard Honiethin^ of it. My answer wuh,

•' I have more confidence in Father Pierron than I have in your

opinion." We visited the Hpot, and on inquiring of tlie fanner

who owned the land, if any evidences existed, at the particular

point in question, of Indian occupation, he answered: " We have

found great quantities of relics, and you can find plenty of them

to-day,"— OS we did. Since that they have never questioned

facts mentioned in the " Relations."

Qreenhalgh visited all the castles in 1677, and found them on

the north side. His description gives sutlicient facts to warrant

a reasonable probability as to the locations of the four principal

castles at that date, but not absolutely certain. Apparently at

this date the lower castb, Kaghnawaga, was on the west bank of

the Cayudutta, near Fonda; and here my conclusions must end

for the present, until I collect all the facts possible to be obtained

having a bearing on the question. These ai'e references to to-

pography, distances from other known points, and anythin-

that by hint or direct evidence can be used in the solution

of the problem. . . . My present opinion is that your mission

chapel of 1676 was north-west of Fonda, on the west side of

Cayitdutta Creek. . . .

You mention the fact of sm ail-pox prevailing in her town in

1660, and ask, Would they be likely to move the site of the village

for that reason ? Most certainly. I have evidence that they did

remove in 1669, but have never been able to ascertain the cause.

Quite possibly this may have been the reason. This removal, as I

suppose, was made to the west bank of Auries Ci-eek, on top of a

high bill and about a mile west of Ossemenon.

About 1649 the Iroquois entered on their policy of conquer-

ing their neighbors and making of them one family and one

people, as they expressed it. From that date to 1675, great num-

bers were added,— many more than could be provided for in the

way of adoption into families ; consequently they were permitted

to settle in villages by themselves in the near vicinity of the

large ones. In this way was the number increased frim three in

1640 to seven in 1668, and this also accounts for an apparent dis-

crepancy as to numbers in accounts of different writers. One


