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1775, shorily before he left England, Franklin heard a British army officer
who had once served in America boast that “with a thousand British gren-
adiers he would undartake to go from one end of America to the other,
and geld all the males, partly by force and parily by a little coaxing.™

Large numbees of Americans and Englishmen came together for the first
time Juring the Great War for Empire. They cmerged from this expernience
thinking less of one another than they had before the war. To be sure, the
images Americans had of themselves and of the Englishmen they encoun-
tered were not whilly accurale. Chn the one hand, when Americans thought
of British soldiers they thought of Braddock's defeat, of Loudoun’s inepiness,
and, in general, of the redeoats’ inability (o fight in the American environ-
ment. On the other hand, a5 a result of their wartime experiences, Amernicans
thought of themselves as men of the highest character, motivated to fight
by the highest ideals, and ¢specially able to fight in the wilderness. Although
these myths did not determine the events that led 1o the breakup of the
British Empire, they did make Americans less fearful of British threats after
1763,

The Preconditions of the American Revolution
JACK P. GREENE

To a question about “'the temper of America towards Great-Britain before
the year 1763, Benjamin Franklin, in his famous “examination” before the
House of Commaons during the debates over the repeal of the Stamp Act
in early 1766, replied that it was the “'best in the world.” The colonics, he
said,
submitted willingly to the government of the Crown, and paid, in all their
conurts, obedience to acts of parliament. Numerous as the people are in the
several old provinces, Lthey cost you nothing in forts, citadels, garrisons of
armies, to keep them in subjection. They were poverned by (his country at
the expense only of a little pen, sk, and paper. They were led by a thread,
They had oot only a respect, but an affection, for Great Britain, {or ity
laws, its customs and manners, and even a fondness for its fashions, Lhat
greatly increased the: commerce. Natives of Britain were always treated with
particular regard; to be an OW-England man was, of iself, s character of
some respect, and gave a kind of rank among us.

That Frankiin was correct in this assessment was widely seconded by his
contemporaries and has been the - . . judgment of the most sophisticated
students of the problem. . . .

So persuaded have modern historians been that the relationship between
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Britain and the colonies prior to the Stamp Act crisis was basically satisfactory
ta both partics that they have - . . organized their continuing search for an
adequate explanation of the American Revolution around a single, overdding
question: why im less than a dozen years after 1763 the colonists became 50
estranged from Britain as to take up arms agaiost her and, a little more
than a year later, to declare for independence. The focus of their inguinics
has thus been primarily upon the colonial response to the pre-Revelutionary
controversy and upon the many medium-range jssues and conditions that
contributed to the creation of a revelutionary sitnation in the colonies be-
tween 17054 and 1774 snd the shart-run developments that touched off armed
conflict in 1775 and led to the celonial decision to seck independence in
1776,

A result of this preoccupation with the immediate origins of the Rev-
olution has been the neglect of two ather, interrelated questions also raised
by Frunklin's remarks: fimst, whether the relationship between Britain and
the cnlnmaq acmall},r Was 50 -:amfacmry prior o 1?63 and secnnd if the

measures that wnuId _impair soch a _ . benehmal arrangcmcnt ..
Neither of these qucz.tmns i5 niw] They wére mﬁe[}r canvassed . . . on both
sides of the Atlantic in the 1760s and 17708, and they provided a focus for
most of the early students of the causes of the Revolution. . . . But no
recent histerian bas dealt with both of these questions systematically. | . .
This essay seeks . . . to provide a comprehensive discussion of the precon-
ditions —the long-term, underlving causes—of the Revolution. . . .

When one looks closely al the relationship between Betain and the colonics
during the century from 1660 to 1760, one discovers . . . that it was in many
respects an uwﬂpn . . . through the middle decades of the eigh-
teenth cenlury as a résult of several impaortant structural changes taking place
in both the colonies and Britain. Throughout these decades, contemporaries
on berth sides af the Atkante conventionally desenbed the imperial-colonial
relationship in terms of the familiar parent-child metaphor with Britain as
the mother country and the mTﬁ%Lf_mmﬁ%g. The clear im-
plicaticm of this wsage was, of course. thatl the colonies had by no means
vet reached a state of competency. . . . Howewer, by the middle of the
eighteenth century in maost of the colaonies, the colonisis themselves were

already handling a substantial portion of their internal affairs with an im-
pressive . . . efficiency: to an extraordinary degree, the several colonies had

become . . . “pockets of approximate independence™ within the transatlantic
imperial polity. mwmmmrgm and Nova 3cotia,
the%wwwmf*
gOVENIAE states.

~="The Tirst of these conditions was the emergence of stable, coherent,
effective, and acknowledged local politica) and social eclites. . . . By the
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middle of the century. there existed in virtually every colony authoritanive
ruling groups with great social and economic power, extensive political ex-
perience. confidence in their capacily w govern. and broad public support.
Indeed, the dircction of colonial political Tife throughout the middle of the
eighteenth century was probably towurd more and more pubthe deference
to these reling elites: cortainly, their willingness to mobihize variows groups
af marginal members of political society in the protests againsi the Stamp
Act as well a5 gt later stuges of the pre-Revolutionary contlict strongly
suggests not a fear of such groups but a confidence in their ability to contrul
them. . ..

A sceond wnd complementary condition was the development o . .
centers and institutions in which authority was concentrated and from which
it was dispersed vutward through a seitled network of local urban admin-
istrative centers and institutions o the outermost perimeters of colonial
society. Whether merely small administrative centers such as Annapohs or
Williamsburg or large. central trading places such a8 Philadelphin, Boston,
New York. apd Charleston, the colonial capitals supplied the colonists with
internal foei to which they customarily ooked {or politicul leadership and
medels for social behavior.

Perhaps even more important was the emergence of a set of viable
governing institutions . . . in the towns and the countive and, especially
significant, at the colony level in the form of the clected lower houses of
assembiy. Mot than any other polincal nstitution .. . the lower howses
were endowed with charismatic authorty both becawse. us the represeniatives
of the colomists, they were thought to bold in trusiceship all of the sacred
rights and privileges of the public and to be the sole giver of internal public
law and because of their presumed —und actively cultivated --ceguivalenee
¢ the British Parliament. that emperium of British freedom and embadiment
of all that wis most sacred to Englishmen everswhere. As powerful. inde.
pendent, self-confident institations © . . the [ower houses were potentially
effective mechanisms for crystallizing and cxpressing grievanges apainst Great
Britain. Together with the clites who spoke through therm, the local conters
and instituticns. particularly the Jower houses. | . provided authoritative
symbols for the coloay at large and thereby served as o preexisting local
alternative to imperial authority,

A third and closely related condition was the development of remarkably
clastic political systems. . . . First, they were inclusivist rather than exclu-
sivist. For analytic purposes. ong may divide the potential participants in
the political process, that s, the free adult male population, into three
categoties: the clite. including both colony-wide and lucal afficeholdurs; a
broader *politically relevaat strata or mobilized population™ thut participated
with some regulatity in the political process: and a passive or underlying
pepulation that took Kitle part in the political svstem, in some cases begise
they were legally excluded By racial or propenty gualifications and m others
because they had no interest in doing s .. 0 The first two proups were
relutively large and the third group relatively small. The elite seems . . to
have Laken in as much ax 3 pereent to 5 pereent of the free adult males,

The Britindy Fegpive aned Sy Fremcle and Terdnae War ]

while the second catepory muy have included as many as dl percent Ww W
percent of the same proup. This wide diffusion of offices und extensive
participution in the political process meant that colonial Americans— keaders
and fidknwers alike —had very wide training in politics and self-povernmant
and were thoroughly socialiecd o s .. . tested political svstem.

A second sease in which the political systems of the colonics were elastic
wirs in thuir capacity to permit the resolution of internal conflict, Indeed.
they were carly foreed 1o develop that capacity. The cxpansive chacacter of
American lite prevented any group from obtaining a long-standing monopoly
of politcal power. cconomic opportunity, or social status: new ETOums wure
constantly springing up demanding parity with the old. . . . The capacity of
the political systems of the eolanies o absorb new and diverse Aroups W
steadily expanding during the middle of the century as a result of severe
pressures crvated by a combination of rapid demographic and ceonomic
growth and inereasing sovial, cultural, and religious diversity.,

The rising competence of the colonies in nonpolitical or semipolitica)
spheres during the eighteenth cenlury was a fourth condition that had pre-
parcd them for selisgovernment. This competence was made pussible by the
dramatic enlarperment of internal and cxternal trade. travel, and migru'tit:rn:
the increasing availability of knowiedge through 4 broad spactrum of eddu-
catinal, culturul, socal, cconomic, and religious institutions and through a
rising numhber of books. magazines. and newspapers of colonial . British, and
Europuan otigin accessible g the colonists: the development of more ¢fficient
means and aetworks of communication within and smong the colonies and
between the colomies and Great Britain: and the emergence of rolabvely
large numbers of men with the technical skills, especially in Liw, trade, and
finance. requisite for the successful functioning of an autonomous society,
These developments not only provided the colonists with some of 1he tech-
tical wherewithal- -for example, lawyers and newspapers —that turned out
to be of crucial importance in resisting Britain and crearing a new nation;
they also helped to free the colonies from wotal dcpcndcn{ic upon Britain
for cortain kinds of cssential skills. to raise levels of literacy and cducation
within the celonies. 1o liberate them from their former isolation and rusticity,
Lo widen their “runge of perception and imagination.” and 1o ereate a p(-)-
tential for conperation, for overcoming the “mherent localism®™ and trudi-
tionul disumiy they hud stubboroly . . manifested, . |, .

A fifth and final condition was the tremendous inerease in the size and
wealth of the colonies in terms of the number of peaple, the amount of
produciive land, labor, and skills. and the extent of settled termitory. The
wealth af the cotomics had hecome sufficient w give them a pmentriell for
economic and military resistunve. while the sheer vastness of abl of the
continental colonies. tuken together. constitwied o formidshle obstacle to
SUpPressing any larpe-seale or broadly ditfused movement of resistance. In-
deed, this condition may well have been the most important of ull, because
it is the ooly une of the five net shaced 1o o lurge degree by the British
West inlian colonies, which did net revolt. -

It is thus clear in retrospect that the colonics had achieved a hiph degroeg
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of competeney by the 17505 and 170k - 0 By 1760 the colomes were thus
not only able to meet most of the objective conditions necessary for sell-
povernment but even had w a sipnificant degree been governing themselves,
maintaining internal civil order. prospering, and building an ever more com-
plex and closely integrated society for at least three-guarters of @ century
and in some cases much longer. Lgually important, such a large measare
of de facto autonomy a1 cvery level and in all sectors of colonial seciety—
with all of the responsibilitios it required—had prepared them psyehulog-
cally for sclf-government and independence.

The corollary of this impressive increase in colonial competency was the
congiuEd Weakness of British powdTin the Colunies. The burcaucratic struc-
tures organized. for the most part during Lhe Restoration. tw . . . control
... the calonics hud never been adeguate, .. There wos no central gov-
erning agency within Britain with effective authoriy to deal guickly and
efficiently with colonial matters until 1765, on the very eve of the Revalution.
'['hwid_m which hiwd primary responsibility for the colonies after
1646, Fadomiy advisory powers, and its history is essentially one of failure
to obtain the ministerial and pattiamentary support pecessary o its many
and repeated attempts to establish a more claborate and effective system ol
colonial sdministration. Moreover. its stuaif was so small and the number of
sgparate colonies - . . w0 arcat thot it could not possibly keep abreast of the
rapidly fluctwating political and coonomic circumstances of every colony. .
Finally, like all of the agencies within the Britsh government that had any
coloaial responsibilitics, the Board was invariably more tespansive o the
demands of powerful imerest groups within Hritain than it was w those of
the colonists, The result. therefore, was an administrative structare in Britain
that . . . had insufficient infucnce or power either 1o obtain support for its
policies at home or 1 enforce them in the colonies. a siructure that was
both poorly informed about what was happening in the colonies and only
minimally Tesponsive to colomial demands,

Within the colonics the siwation was Htle, if any, betrer. l_rg%cmﬂ_e}d-
G mipistrative machinery was insufficient for the enforeement of imperial pol-
v icy, and quiliorities in BAgT had no cffcctive contiolover the machinery
that digd_exist. The povernors, the primary Tepreschildfives of the imperial
government in the mcul almost 1o coercive Tesources at their com-
t7 mand. Prior to the . . mid-1750s. there wus oo more than a bhandful of
‘ regular troops in any colony on more 1han a temporary basis. _ . Of course.
most governors did have some aiilitanan tesources in the form of crown oc
propriciary lands or . ., other special privileges ... that could be used to
build up a solid base of support for thewr adminisiration. But few had much
patronage —im the Anplo- Amoerican political world of the cighteenth century.
the most importam wtilitarian resource of all—ar their disposal. Impenial
authorities never sought to sirengthen the tics between Britain and the
colonies by svslematically admitting “the leading members of the provincial
arslucTicics™ into the metropelitan political establishment. Increasingly, in
fwct, they even excluded such men from the few roval offices available in
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the celonics, which. especially alter 1720, were wivally filled by the ministry
al home with needy place seekers, After 1740, even the largely honarific
seats om the governors” advisory councils, which had in earlier times usually
been reserved fur wealthy and well-affecied colenists, came more and more
o be filled in the same way.

With kttle prospect for solid backing from home, only a rudimentary <
burcaucracy on which they could count for assistance {and over which they &
frequently hud litthe control). and little patronage through which they mighi ¢
have gained the support of stratcgically placed members of local elites. d
governars frequently allied themselves with the dominant political gmups?
within the culonies and did little more than keep up the apgrearance nl‘g
adherence to the policies of the home government. Far from being able
co-0pt the provincial etites by binding them to the imperial order in the
coloaies with strong ties of interest and obligation, the governors were.
rather, co-opted by those elites: and the local standing and influence of
governors, which in many cases was by no means inconsiderable. came to
depend at least as much upon local connections as wpon their formal position
as representatives of the imperial government. Gubernatorial influence was
thus highly personat and did not automatically extend beyond an individual
governor to his successor, much less o the imperial government in
Britain. . . . —

The counterpoint of this continuing weakness of British power in the

colonics wus the dramatic increase in the importance of the colonics to .
Britain’s cconomy during the first seven decades of the eighteenth century. -
The population of the continental colonies soared from 237 (060 in 170 to
A35.083 in 1730 and 1,593,625 in 1760. . . . As the population increased,
the colonies not only supplied Britain at extremely favorabic rates with a
growing varicty of raw materials, many of which were subsequently recx-
ported at a considerable profit to British middiemen, but also provided a
growing stimulus to British manufacturers by taking an C¥Cr-NISing amoun!
of British finished products. Indeed, during the eighteenth century, the colo-
mal trade became “the most rapidly growing section™ —und accounted for
a significant proportion of the total volume—of British overseas trade. |m-
ports from the colonies (including the West Indics) accounted for 20 percent
of the total volume of English imports in 17001701 and 34 percent in 1772—
1773, while: exparts 1o the cotonivs rose from 10 percent of the total volume
of Laglish exports during the former year to 37 pereent during the latter.
- . The colonial trade thus constituted a large and eritieal segment of the
British ceonomy and was becoming more important every decade. . . . To
a considerable degree. the prowing awarencss of how much (he eeonemic
well-buing of Britain actunlly did depend upon the colonies . . . accounts
for Parliament’s willmgnoess to contribute substantial sums toward the ex-
penses of settling Georgia beginning in the 17305 and Nova Scolia starling
in 1749 und 1o make such enormous outlays of money and men in defense
of them during the Seven Years' War. Such profitahle possessions could
never be permitted to full into the hands of Britain's Continental rivals.
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In itself, no one of these structural features—not the growing computence
of the colonies. the continued weakness of British power in the colonies, or
the increasing importance of the colonics 10 Brilsin's cconomy —was pro-
ductive of sufficient strain to make 1he possibility of revolution very great;
in ¢combination. however, they contabuted to the development of two fun-
damental discrepancies within the imperial-colomial relationship, discrep-
ancics that made the potential for dysfunction within the empite excremely
high. The first was the obvious discrepaney hobwesn theory and fact, between
what imperial authoritics thovght the colonies should be and what 1lh';:}f
actually were. The increasing competency of the colonics d?ru_r—g th¢eigh-
tceﬁﬁﬁn’fuﬁ abwviously called for some adjustment inoimperial hehesdor
and attitudes towards the colonics, and such an adjustment appeared to have
been made duning the long ministry of 5ir Robert Wailpole from 1720 to
1742, Under Walpele, an informal scrommaodation between iTI'IFIL‘r'IIil. au-
thorities and the colonics bad been achicved that permitied the colunics o
generous amount of de facto self-povernment und coonomic freedom, | . .
This accomenodation represented something of a return Lo the old contractual
relationship between mother country and colonics that had obrained L]L_Lring
the first hall century of English colonization. a relationship that hisd permitied
the colomists the widest possible latitude ta pursue their own ofjectives with
a minimum of reciprocal obligations o the Impenial government al home.
But the accommulation was entirely pragmatic: it reguired no intellectual
adjustment on the part of the authorities in Britain, On tl.uj- contrary. h'-
helping to forcstall any explicit velonial challeapes o tr:udmon:.ul. imperial
notions abowl the colonies, it actually reinforeed them. Egually imporeant,
by contributing tuo keep imperial-colonial relitong rclativel_y. pluuid.. it itlses
helped w fosier the dangerous illusion within the British pull_tluul nugion that
imperial authoritics actually did have the colonies firmly in hand ——or at
least that they could bring them onder simicn control of b ever begume nee-
essary to do o

There were, of course, still other Toundations for this illusion. The one
seemingly subsiantial basis for ir was the remarkable suceess of |hn:'n.-n-igatiﬂn
system that had been worked out Lirgely between 1051 and 1703, © . sub-
sequently designated mercantilism. . _ _ .

By and large, this success wies witributahle far less to impenal coercion
than to colondal compliance, . . . This 15 pot to sayv, of conrse, that there
were not significant pockets of dissatsfaction with the system .. . within
the eodomies - . or thar sume speciiic aspocts of 1the svstom, most notably
the Molases Act of 1733, would not have created major colonial discontent
had they been enforced. or that the system was nol more profitable for
Britino than it was [or the colonics. It 15 o say that the extent of colonial
compliance supgests . .. a very high deprec of accommaodation o t.hc system
wiieh that, however voluntary and selective in churactet that compliance may
Bave been, it provided, along with the concamitant absence of much manifest
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colomizl opposition 1o the system ax o whote, the principal support for the
impernial illusion of control over the colonies,

A tar more compelling foundation for this iilusion was the OVEIPOWCring
comviction - ., of the inherent g ity itaip. of its political insti-
tutions and its culture, .. T Following the Glorious Revolution. it was w1y
betieved within the British political nation that the British constution as it
had bueen restored by the Revolutionary Settlement represented the wltimate
political achievement of all time. permitling the enjoyment of o many
liberties wnd at the same time preserving a high degree of pulilical order.
"Pride in the lberty-preserving constitution of Britain was universul,” cx-
tending to 4l groups both in and out of powet. and this pride was matched
by an almast equally pervasive reverence for the king, Lords, and Commons
assembled in Parliament, which was at once the chief guardean of the con-
stitwtion amdl its omnipotent interpreter. | . . Parliwment seemed emibody
all that was most sacred to Englishmen cverywhere—in the colonies us well
as i Britain, . . . The power of Parliament knew no geopraphical bounds
within the British dominions: it was limited only by its own obligation not
tr violate the essenoal princtples of the constitution, an obligation thar it
alone had .| the authority w judype,

Nor were Britain's supcriority and glory limited to the peditica) realm.
The prawe and poctry of Addison. Defoe. Gay. Pope. Stecle. Swift, and a
host of Tesser writers during the first halt of the eighteenth CEntury werns
widely heralded as evidence that Britain had achieved its TAugustan Age”
in fiterature. And, despite a number of temporary sethiwks, the counomig
picturc. especially as measured by a nising volumce of foreign trade and a
quickeming pace in domestic cconomic activity, seemed to be cspocially
bright. so bright, in fuct, that it was thought in Britain and feared on the
Continent that Britain woull eventually outsttip all of its traditional Con-
tinental rivals in weallh and power.

Nut evervone, of course. viewed the situution in Hanoverian Brituin
with approsal, Implicit in the comparison of coutemporary Brtain with
Augustan Rome wus a “historically derived fatalism,”™ u prediction thac, like
the Rome of Augustus, the Britain of George | and George 11 would sooner
or later degenerate ttom its epitome of virtue and frecdom into a corrupt
state of vice and slavery. . .. Despite the obviously disquicting implications
of the paralle] between Rome and Britwin, Britain's greatest days, the Cas.
sandras to the contrary notwithseanding, sl seemed —theoughout the mid-
dle ducades of the eighteenth century—1o lie in the Future rather than in
the prescnt.

In the face of such achicvements. . . . whao could doubt that Britain was
N every respect SUperior to its culomivs pverseas? | . As impenal wsage of
the parent-child metaphor so clearly revealed. the colonics were by defnition
thought o be subordinate and dependent, bound by their positivn within
the imperial farmily order to vield obedicnee to theic mother country ang
unable, like children, cither ta control their own passions—were lhewv not
forever squabbling amaong themsclves? —or to proteet themselves from ex-
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ternal aggression. . . . Acknowledgment_of colonial competency on _l.J:Lq; _parl
of British authoritics was—irtimity impossible, for competency wurried with
it the hint of an eqmvalened between the colonics and Brtain. I[_‘l_‘-_’ll.‘w.ﬂ_f
 Biasronvicnio s O SpeTionity T ST Rimwould have tech a4 .
violation of the nutinnal sclf-image. _ .

The secomd discrepancy within the imperial-colonial rlulatmnshlp wis
hetween Two divergent conceptions of what the relutionship actually was,
This discrepancy may be discussed in terms of & guestion raised by much
of the previous discussion: if British coercive power over the -:{Jlulnu:s was
so weak and culonial competence so high, what was it that continued to
nind the colonies to Britain? Part of the answer, as we have alr_cad:.' -
gested, is to be found in the very real utilitanian benefits they derived from
the connection. Despite the limitations imposed upon them by the navigation
system, perhaps in part because of them, the colonies had prospcr_ul dunr}g
the first half of the eighteenth century and had u strong vested mterest in
maintaining their economic ties with Britain, Far more important t:nun thesg
utilitarian benefits, however, were, as Franklin underscored o his Exarrii-
nation. the vital and deeply rooted customary honds of allegiance amid af-
fection that tied the colonies very tightly o their parcat state, ey whlmic
strength had increased enormously through the middle devades of 1:1.1& +:1g_h-
teenth century as a cesult of the growing involvement of the colomies with
Britain. the emeraence of colonial chtes intent upon repmducm_g in the
colonies & society that rescmibled that of Britain as closcly as possibie, and
the increasing Anglicization of colonial life in both Enrml and suhstar_me.

These bonds had powerful symbolic and psychological roots, For the
colonists. Brituain was the central sovree of not only political and cultunln]
but moral authority. . . . S0 much weight did the authority of the met.rup{:hs
carrv in the colomies that. as Franklin also suggested in his Examinaion.
those individuals in the colonies who were or were thought to be "u:lqs.c_]y
and positively™ connucted through mstitutiona! o personal ties to Britain
automatically enjoyed a “speoial status,” Moreover. as the columcs came
more and more into the ambit of British life duning the eighteenth century.
. the extent of their dependence increased because their closcr proxamity
to the center made them feel their . . . position as outsiders [ar more com-
pellingly than did their foreboars. o o |

Beitain alse served the colonies as a source of pride and sclt-uatgcm i
well as of moral autharity” Tohave @ share. if olten largety oty 3 prripheral
share, TV ThT achievements of Britain during the eighteenth century . . . was
an cxhilarating experience that opermted o heighten British patlriotism in
the colanies and 16 strengthen still further the psychological bond:f. hetween
ihem and Britain. Thus. whatever the weaknesses af British coercive power
ind whatever the objectionable conditions attached to the utilitarian benefis
offered the colonies by the conneciion with Britain. Britwin had :cn_nrmnusly
powerful normative resources with which to bind the colonit:*e:, to It

But . . strong as jt_was, the colonial attachment o Britain . .- owa
conditional. T it was true. as John Dickinson later remarked. that the “De-
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pendence™ of the colonists could not “be retined but by preserving 1heir
affections.” it was also true, as he so strongly emphasized, that “their af-
fections™ could not be preserved, but by treating them in such a manner,
as they think consistent with Freedom and Justice,” If to British authorities
the parent-child metaphor meanr that the colonics were to be dependent
and subordinate, to the colomsts it meant that Britain was to be purturant
and protective. . . . They expected Britain to provide a favorahle political
and ceonemic climate in which (hey could pursue with a mimimum amount
of anxicly their own, specifically colonial and individual, ends. while it also
continued to provide 4 praiscworthy example by which they could muasure
their own sehievements,

To provide such a standard of measurement British aucharitics had to
behave toward the colonics in accordance with . . . pervasive beliefs about
the b of lepilimate political action that had become | | . sacred com-
penents of colonial political culture as it had graduaily taken shape during
the dirst century and a half of settlement. . . . Perhaps because they were
s0 far removed from the center of power within the empire, the colonists

. seem to have found the literature of opposition, the writings of those
resident Britons who were also on the outside, especially attractive, . . . But
there was a hard core of unchallenged beliefs that was common to all major
variants of Anglo-American political and social thought and formed the
central premises for an emerging colonial perceptual system. . . . Proceeding
from the assumptions that al men were by nature imperfect creatures who
could not withstand the tempiations of power and luxury and that power
and luxury wuere corrupting and aggressive forees whose natural victims were
liberty and virtue, this system of ideas stressed the omnipresent dangers to
society and the polity from corruption by luxury and power. respectively,
it emphasized the necessity for virtue, personal mdependence, disinterest-
cdness, und devotion to the public wetfare by rulers and the importance of
a halanged government by which the various constituent components of the
polity would keep a constant check upon one anather as the only device by
which iiberty could be preserved. © . Because all socicties were thought to
be highly susceptiple to internal decay through moral corruption. . . . any

. sign of increasg luxury or vice was a sourge of grave concern. a
harbinger of cettain decline. This system of ideas thus taught people to
cxplain any deviation from the existing political situation, especially those
that seemed somehow to be inimical to one's fundamental interests or to
the manilest principles of the constitution. as the probable result of @ con-
spiracy of corrupt men in power to subvert liberty in behalf of their own
selfish designs,

Flausible cnough i people out of power in Britain itself. such an ex-
planation was extraordinarly persussive to the inhabitants of distant calonies
who were not ooly fur removed from the point at which decisions were mads
but did not participate . . . in the system that made them. The simple fact
of disgance between Britain and the colonies thus created o underlying
propensity towards dstomicn” Wi e imperial-colonial relationship that
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made it absolutely cruciul that British anthorities alwavs act in aceord with
the traditional imperutives of Anglo-Amcrican political culture in their re-
lations with the coloaies. .
But the voluntary attachment af the colomies to Britn depended upon
something {ar more fundamental than the carcful abservation by British
. authorities of these traditional imperatives: i1 dipended-as il upon their
/willingncss not to vielaie a basic subsiructure_of vipectations ameong_the
mloum_t_s_l_hia__l those _im_Eggutjxy;;_ wuere thought te protect. . . . The maost
Dnbﬁnus and cxphicit element in this subsimcture of experlations was that
= the imperial government would not . . . vinlate the sanctity of the elected
" lower houses of assembly and other institutions and symbols of selt-povern-
rment in each colony. institutions and symbaols that, as we remarked carlicr,
had come to assumec such extensive authority within the colonies that they.
rather than Parliament. had . . . come to be regarded by the colonists as
the . . . primary guardians of their rights and property.
D A sceond . .. component of this substruciure of .. assumpuons win

3

the expectation that the imperial government would plicy as few impudi-
menls as possible in the way of the colonists” free pursuit of their own 30¢ial
and economic interests. . . . Whal the actions of the colonists scemed to
assume, in facl. is that political socicty was a human device not only .
for the maintenance of orderly relations among the men who composed it

. tutalso . . . for the pretection of the indwidual’s property in his Land.
goods, and persan, in which one’s property n person included the nght . ..
of pursuing . . . one's interests, of seeking to aller one’s pliwe on the scale

of eponomic well-being, sovial status, or pohitical power. -

This is not to suggest that colonial behavior was free from the wsiail
imperatives . . . that placed very heavy cmphasis upon the obligations of
citizens to put the welfare of the community a5 4 whole hefore any personal
considerations. On the contrary. in the colonics. as i every other contem-
porary Western society, such imperatives dominated explhicit thinking ihout
social and political relations. As was the case in Brilain and vlsewhere,
however, the power of such ideas derived primarily out of men’s needs to
fegilimate their actions—to themselves as well as to others—by conceiving
of and presenting them in certain ume-honored and publicly sanctioned

forms. . . .
In torms of the present discussion. however. the impurtant points are
that, however much . . . they disapproved of sclf-oriented behavior inoa

specitically colonial context, they found it fully aceeptable in the larger arema
of imperial affairs. For one thing, of course, what secmed W imperial effcials
10 be patently selt-interested behavior by colonists might vory well have been
in the best peneral interests of a particular colony and therefore have ap-
peared 1o the colonists as a selfiess example of communitv-mindedness. B
more impertant. the wide laitude i the pursuit of their awn colonial and
individual ¢nds ehjoyed by the colonists during their first century and a half
and espeoally during and immediately after Walpole’s tenure conditioned
e 1 think of their conncetion with Britwin as an insirumentality through
which they might profitubly scek those ends.
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A third, related L component of this .. . strecture of expectations
wis the u:ﬁsumptinn that the imperial government would not interfere with
the capacily of the colonists as individuals to maintain their personal au
tenomy. . .. The implicit expectation of the colonists was thus that the
British government would continue to provide a stable external background
that wauld not call inte question their accustomed sutonomy, their ahility —
0 crucial to their self-esteem and their continuing capacilfw to function as
successtul individuals in colonial sociely—to act in accordance with the
mandates o vinue and independence. | . .

The voluntary attachment of the colonists to Britain thus depended . . .
upon . . . assumptions that it was the moral obligation of the stather country
10 provide nurturance and protection for the colonies. What nurturance and
pmn.r-._*linn had vome to mean for the colonisis |, . were: first, that the
imperial povernment would not undermine | . . the colonists” self-esteem as
dehned by their capacity as individuals to act . . . with a high degree of
aul:.}nurny oo in the colomual environment;, second, that it would interfere
as Little as possible with their ability to pursue whatever . . | activity seemed
to them to be i their best interests; third, that it would respect the sanctity
of the locul self-governing nstitutions on which they depended for the . . .
protection of the properly, in person as well as in goods, they had acquired:

- andl. fourth. that in ats dealings with the colonics it would continue to
map:_fcxt respest tor all of those contral imperatives of Anglo-American
political culture that were thought by Englishmern everywhers to be cssential
for the presemvation of liberty and property. )

This cluster of . . . expectations on the part of the colonists suggested
a coneeption of the dmperial-colonial connection that Mdamerially

differ&It Tromi 1hat held by imperial suthorjg divergeney s most
clearly revealed in the different meanings attachedl to the par::nl—éhild met-
aphur_ in Britain and in the colonies, in the explicit British emphasis upon
the disciplinary implications of the metaphor and the eolonial stress upon
the nurturant and facilitative. The British emphasis implied 2 relationship
of perpetual dependency of the calonies upon the mother coentry, while
the colomial suggested an eventual cquivalence, | . . -

The eaistence of these two related and overlupping discrepancies, the
one between imperial theory and colonial reality and the other between
|mpgrial and colonial ideas about the nature of the imperial-colonial con-
nection. . . gave the Brlsh Empire it latent potential for revalution through
the middle decades of the eighteenth century, 1 say futent potential because
these discrepancies hadd first to be clearly defined and their implications fully

explored before they could actually - .| cavuse the distuption | . . of the
empire. S0 long as they were only dimly perceived and not explicitly con-
fronted, these discrepancies actually functioned as an essential . . . com-

ponent of stability with the empire, because they permatted the colonists 1o
uxi:rcise a considerable amount of autonomy without requiring inperial of-
ficials explicitly 10 abandon their iraditiona) notions ahout the character of
the cm;_)in:. 50 lung as the impenal povernment did not atiempt Lo remove
these discrepancies by enforcing those Wohions or_acting in a sustained or
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systematlic way upon them. the potential for any lurse-scale revolt by the

calonies wis nol extremely Righs - e

This is not to say. of course. that these discerepancics sere notin them-
selves productive of considerable strain and anxiety on lwath xid:.:s of the
Atfuntic. The intermittent attempts by imperial authorities to establish choser
supervision over the colonies . . had given tise 10 ... rupcutud_ demands
by colouists tor some explicit arrangement that would have provided them
with considerable autonomy in both the political and ceonemic realims and
afforded them full protection agsinst the awesome might of the imp-u_riul
government. For the British. there was alwiys the fear thal these jrrcpn:mfuh]u
T little “commonwealths” in America would . acywire the wherewithal
to become “independent” of their “Mother Kingdom.™ These fuzlur.u; woTe
fed not merely by the facts of colonial behavior bul by the very lopc of thc
parent-child metaphor. for that logic suggestud that the colonies. like ¢hil-
dren, would eventually reach their maturity and becomy mdependent. ..

Given the potentizl for dysfunction produced hy these Wi n_iixurupam:iuﬁ
it the imperial-calomial relationship, there wis a strong p_nxmhlht}' th:}t PRt
serious . . . transgression of the existing moral order us 1w conceived by
onc party or the other would shatier st bevond repar. But . .. such a
transgression was neeessary before any of the prcmn{hm_:ns we have h_cun
deseribing could become causcs of revolution or impurial disintrgration.
Some structural conditions had pointed the colonists taward cguivalence and
independence and, in doing so. had undermined the traditional bu_mlx bre-
tween Britain and the colonics and made the relationship .. fragile. But
these preeonditions did no more than make the creation of w dysfunctional
sityation possible. Whether . . . such 4 siluation would be ereated would be
determined by other kinds of intervening causcs.

v
What_hegan the pracess by which the old British Empire acquired . .. a
marked suseeptihility to disintegration or revolotion. what, In Tacl, was the

salient precondition of the American Reyolution. wﬁ}ﬁe@ﬁﬂﬂu}_'f:ulumul
authriies 10 Brrain o, abandon Walpole's policy ol wwcnmmedativn 2ud
to 4tfempi fa bring the colonies under much more rigid controls, This decision
was faken, not abruptly 671763 . THGf gradusllyin the decade beginmng
in 1748, Neither this gencral decision nor the many specific policy ducsions
Al wiiich it was composcd constituted uny sharp ideological breuk with the
past. On The contrary. they merely represcited another attempt 1o |mplclrm_.:nl
the traditional goals of English colonial pelicy . . . 0 accord with the puiding
assumptions behind 1he British conception of the meaning of the parent-
child metaphor. But the situation differed markedly from the one thal i'_tad
abtained during the Restoration or in the decades immediately 1’n|1owlnlg
the Glorious Revolution, the two petiods during which similarly systenatic
attemmpts had been made, The differences arose out ul the cunjt_:rint facts
that the colonies were infinitely more competent and correspondingly less
dependent upon Beitain . .. and that the siempt followed a long period of

GOL RTINS BFNEYAS Jbe JE ST ST THDLTR KA s

aver a gquarter of a century during which the imperial government appeared
3 huve abandoned maost of the goals it suddenly once again seemud benl
upan achieving. . ..

The explanation for this fundamental change in . .. Brilish policy to-
wards the colonics is 1o be found in three separate condiions. one long-run
and two shortrun. The leng-run condition, which . . . was . . the most
important, was the extraordinary terntorial. demographic, and economic
growth ub the colopies. ., At least since the 1690s, British officials had
intermictently expressed the fear thal the colenies might one day seck to
throw oft their dependency on Britain, set up their own manufaciures. and
become connomic rivals rather than subordinate and complementary partnens
with Britain, goals, they implied. that were probably the secret ambition of
many colomials, . .. The extent to which such anxicty . . . ondéray the
redirection of British policy towards the colonies may be gauged by a sig-
mificamt rise in the frequency and urgency of explicit expressions of fears of
colomial independence within imperial ciccles during the late 1740z and the
1750s. Much later, doring the Stamp Act crisis, an anonymous American
writer protested “the feafons and baseless supposition, formed on the other
side of the water, that the colonists want omly a favorable opportenity of
setting up for themselves. This charge against us hath for many years been
kept a going in Sriair, with such diligenee and management,” he com-
plained, that the minds of the people there are almost universally cmbittered
against us.” Though this writer (id not even sense the deep-seated anxiety
that undetlay these charges, he was correct in his perception that they were
everywhere manitest: in official position papers prepared by the Broard of
Trade, in correspondence hetween imperial officials and royal governors, in
specches in the House of Commaons, and in a preliferating number of tracts—
both published and unpublished —on the state of the colonies and the need
tor reforms in their administration,

If the rapid growth of the colonies with the consequent increase in their
valug 1o Britain wias the single most impaertant precendition behind the shift
in British policy beginning in the late 174k, there were (wo shart-run con-
ditions that. in combination, accounted for its timing. The Arst was the end
of the cra of internal domestic poditical II'EbI_lllﬂl_xEJi_ﬂM that had Begun
it 1739 and was intensified by the vigorous competition for power through
the mid-T73Tk Tollowing the {all of Sir Reben Walpele (o [747. Having
already won the confidence of Georgd TT afid wooed many opposition Teaders
to the side of the povernment, Henry Pelham finally managed tn restore
tpeace to the body politic” and establish his regime on “a sound pardia-
mentary basis’ as a resubl of the government’s overwhelming victory in the
clections of 1747, ~For (he next seven years . . the stability characteristic
of Walpole™s mimstey at ats zeth was again the salent feature of English
government,” and this freedom from domestic distractions along with the
conclusion of the War of the Aastrian Sueeession in 1748 meant that British
pelitical leaders were freer than at any time since the mid-1730y (0 devore

An even more important short-run condition that helped to determine

&

sigmificant attention to the colonics. C
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the timing of this shift m policy and thit itself contributed to iptensiiy the
v+ o Beightened sense of urgency that layl behind it wis ti.m mrnultan;uut:
eruption of . .. severe political and social d::aturiuziiccs; in many «f the
colonies. During the Tate TT0s and carly T750%, therd wiie so many promlens
... n s0 many colenies that the empire seemed o authurfnus ... in London
to be on the verge of disintcgration. Yiolent factioni dl‘splltt:_l? i.\ad .thro_wn
New Jersey into civil war. pul an end to all lemslative activity in _‘.\cw
Hampshire and North Curolina. and seriously W{..‘i:lkﬁ'rll.:d thg position of 1he
royal administration in Jamaica. Bermuda, and New York, From New York.
South Carolina, New Jerscy, Bermuda, Jamauica, North Caroling, ur_:.d Nwr
Hampshire—[rom all of the royal colonivs except Mu.-asgchus::tls, Virginia,
Barbados, and the Leeward Islands— governons complained :‘t_ulu thu:-_' wure
powerless to carry out imperial directions agunst the opposition of local
nterests and the exorbitant power of the jocal Tower hﬁuh‘u? uf assenibly,
From Bermuda there came reports that the status of the king's governoc
had sunk so low that ong member of the ussembly sl even offered g reward
for his assassinatiom. So desperate was the silgation thrnug].l{.‘.lut all rh{e u:ull-
onies that it became exceedingly difficult for imperial authoritics to maintain
their llusion of control over them, . . . _ .

Under the puidance of Halifax, wha continued in ufﬁu.:l until 1?{11, the:
Board of Trade svstematically set abant the task of shoring up imperial
autharity in the colonies. It presided over a major cion to :;lrunl_:thcn. the
defenscs of the British colonies apainst French (_‘;u_mda by turning N
Scotia, hitherto only a nominal British colony inhabitcd almast enticely by
neutral and even hostile French, into o full-fledged British ::n!wfmy. Mu;h
more imporlant, it preparcd a series of Jung_ reports on the dlffu:ullm_s in
most of the major trouble spots in the colomoes, and the rgcummmdmu_ms
in these reports clearly revealed that, despne thf_: long et of uccnmmﬂdgtmn
and easy administration since the advent of Walpole, the memhurs of the
Beard and other colonial officials had not altercd therw long-xtanding con-
ceptions about the proper relationship hetween the mother country u_nd the
coloniss and that they were inlent upon enforeing the Il'it-dllull'léll. hut h1thiel'tu
largely unachicved, goals of British mlunia_l policy. L-xcept_i:_}r th?: Nowa
Scotia enterprise, which reccived strong backing from Ih:..: administration 'emr.F
latge sums of money from Parliament, none of the _Bu;m_i 5 1'&:(:11111['[1&11(.1.“'[](].“3
received the necessary support from the administration. tl_“umgh c:ulcfm.a]
affairs did receive far more aitention from the Privy Council amil udmmfs-
tration than they hud in the past few decades. Howeser dcspl:ra_te th_c it-
uation in the colonics might appear w those best informed _uhnut it. cxisting
provedures were loa cumbersome and the preoccupation with domestic mat-
ters too greal o permit effective action on most colonial p_mb]::jlm. In_ prart
1o remuedy this sitwation. Halifax pushed VETY _hu_rd_m have limself npp;.).ln_t_::nl
a sepurate seeretary of state with broad Ju_rmchcnun and full _Tl.“ﬁpﬂl’lblblh]t_}'
for the colomics, Although he failed o this elfor _ he d!d succeed in
seeuring eularged powers for the Board of Trade in Apnl 1752,

0 Aamed wath its new powers, the Board embarked upon an even more

wigarous canymign (o bring the calonwes under closer imperial contrel, It
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established a packet-hoat system 1o prowide more regular communicitions
with the colonies, urged cach of the raval governors to seoure a compre-
hensive revisal of the laws of his coleny and Lo send home copics of all
public papers promptly, revived ancient demands for seteling a4 permanent
revenue in those colonies that had nat already voled one, insisted upon the
inclusion of suspending clauses in an ever-wider varicty of colonial laws.
vigorously denounced any efforts by the colomal lower houses that scemed
in any way b threaten the prerogative of the crown, issued o numiber of
restrictive roval instructions. and enjoined the governars “strictly 1o adhere
0 your instructions and not to deviate from them in any point but upgn
evident necessity justitied by the patticular Circumstances of the case.™

Adthangh the Board of Trade's programs were greeted in iy pliges -

with cnthusiasm by royal officeholders and othets who had long been alarmed
by the imbalance of the colonial constitutions in favor of the representative
assemblies. they were, in general, adamantly opposcd by the lower Houscs
and other puacrful local interest groups, whose members considered them
a violaticn of the fraditional relationship between mother country and col-
onies . . . and, in many instances, an attack upon the established constitutions
of the colonivs. Even with s entarged suthority and its new assertivencss.
the Board could nol erfectively meet such opposition. The Board could and
did invimilae the rovernors into a siticl observance of their INstructions,
but that vnly reduced their room for mancuver when they needed all the
latitude possible to accomplish the impaossible tasks assigned to them. Thus,
the Bourd succceded inits objectives ondy in New Hampshire, where G
Benning Wentworth had pul together & powerful political combination thut
monopolized all political power and stifled opposition, and in the mew civi
governments m Nova Svolia and Georgia, where the Board took eXLraor-
dinary pains 10 check all Trregularitics and unnecessary Duviations from
the Canstitution of the Mother Country in their Infancy.” By the time the
outbreak of the Seven Yvears” War Jorced it 1o suspend s relorm activities
in 1738, the Board had realized thal its cenetal campaign wus u Failure,
Especially in the older colonies on the continent, imperial controd was not
much greater in 175 than it hud been cight years carlicr. Unable to a¢-
complish its ohjcctives with the prerogative MIwers at its command, (he
Board increasingly had been driven to threaten the intervention nf Porlia-
ment. and in 1757, the House of Commons actually did mtervene for the
first time i the domestic atfuirs of 2 cobony when it cenmsured the Jamaica
Assembly for making extrivagant constitutional cluins while resisting in-
strugtions from the Board.

Collectively, the citorts of Halifux and his collcagues between | 748 and
1756 represented a major reversal in the tone and yuality of imperial behyvior
toward the adonigs. It umounted to o shift on the part of mpe il
authorities from a posture . .. that wus essentially permissive 16 one that
was busically restrictive © . . |and dependent] upon cocrcion. T hese YUilrs
withessed - the atlempied imposition of 4 whole series of . | policics
that .. . threatened . . . the . sructure of eolomiat cxpectalions yhaot
the niture of the imperial-coloniul relatwonship and the proper modes of

4
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imperial behavior, - .. The vast majority of those Puli_cicx Ll_mt colonials
found so objectionable between 1759 and l?Tﬁ were, in fact. gither worked
out or proposed in one form or another during 1hese years, and sttempts
were zctually made to inplement many of them. ~

Although the program of retorm between !'HH and 1 _xﬁ[w ur_tgundcrclnl
among the colonists considerable .. dissatisfaction. ... it nbvluugly tlid
nol ereate a generdl malaise that brought the colonists t the brink of
rebellion. . . . The impact of most of its . . . cOMpPODRCNTs Wi tou local to
invite . .. general .. . opposilion. and the program as a whitle wis suffi-
ciently scattered and contingent as to conceal from thase not at or aedr the
center of colonial administeation - . . its full depth and peneritl churucl_n:r.
The tesult was that most of the program could be interpreted by the u:u_imusts
as simply additional episodes in the continving efforls ut the impc_rml“au_l-
ministration. “except in some short and shining Periods. 1o establish,” i0
John Dickinson's words, “a Prerogative in America quite different from that
in Cireat Britain.” Such efforts and the “invidious Distinction™ they somight
tor ereate between Englishmen in the colonies and those at hene had always
bheen # source of “Uneasiness” among the colonists, But they could scarcely
be regarded us new. . . . .

In terms of the causal significince of this change in ... policy for the
American Revolution, the fact that it yielded only mimimal rosults 15 . . . as
important as the fact that it was undkertaken in the first plucul and muclh
more important than the solated and trapsiory peckets of dth‘ﬂl?l::TH it
created among the colonists, For the abject failure of most of - this ua_rl.y
offort al reform served boih to heighten imperial fears that the colonies
would soancr ot later get completely out of hand #nd to increase almost
to the puint of obsession-—imperial determimation ta sceure n_ght_r:r cn_mml
over the columics and to channel the colonisis eXpamsive COCTZRS 1D forms

. more acceptable t Britain. More spevifically. this enural lack of success

had_two results of .ntous implications [or the fwure. Firs.l,:a[ Relped
to persuade many powerful figures § - Bt polifel nation That The

more than the . . . piceemeal solutions that had becn aitempteil hct_v_-f.:un
174%and 1756 The . . . sentiment tor wmare comprehensive and sweeping
progratil Gf Teform was marnifest in 4 number of new pmp_tmalm by nperia!
officials and would-be imperial statesmen alike during and just after the war
for. in the words of Malachy Postlethwavt in 1757, "a strict and speedy
inquiry |by Parliament] . . - to remetly [colonial] disorders betore they grow
too ohstinate. and to put the government and trade of all our colonies into
wy good and sound a statc, that every one may have its 1_1-uc share of ou-
triment, and thereby be the better fitted and disposed tor the uses and
benefit of the whole body politic, especially of Great-Briwin, rheir head,
mather, and proweciress.”” The second result, as E:_Jgt!u;h?h-a}'_l'_:-i statement
Ko sls, wiis 1o convince imperial OTACTITS TRAT any such reconstruction wiutd
hava to be undlétiaken by Parfiament, Because o other Authomity than
that of (he Trilish Parfaimenf™ @ & wriler later suggested in 763, w:_tlzlld
“he regurdesd in the colonys o be able to awe thetn inle acguisscenee,

successtul exertion of British_controlaver the colonies would requirg . much
cugtul exertion ol bntisn q
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It s thus primanily beeause of the conclusions drawn from the expericnec
by the British political nation, rather than because of the many specific Tocal
and Targels unconnected grievanees they created among the colonists, that
the reforms of the years 1748 to 1756 and the fundamental redirection of
Brinsh policy that they represented must be given a central place i the
causal pattern of the Revolution, This s not e suggest that o revolution
was lopically incvitable after 1748 or 1756 or that under different conditions
imperial offictals might not have subsequently changed their posture and
policics toward the colonies. [t 15 to say that the experence of imperial
officials with the reform program between 1748 and 1756 made a severe
disruption within the empire highly probable and that the ¢mpinical condi-
ticns that abtained thergafter only served to confirm the conclusions already
drawn from the carlier experience and to keep imperial officials firmly on
A Tebormisl v,

Although the Seven Years’ War foreed the temporary abandonment of
the reform program. the war expericnee only intensificd the impulses that
had Tain behind i, us the weakness of British authority over the colonies
was more fully exposed than ever before, Throughout the war, aggressive
lower houses openly used the povernment’s need for defense funds w pry
sull marc authority wway from the governors, many colonial traders Aagrantly
viclated the navigation acts, in many cases with the implicit connivance of
the colonial governments and even of imperial customs officials; and many
of the colunial lepislatures failed 10 comply with imperial requisitions for
men und money for the war effort—even with the promise of reimbursement
by Purliament, The war expericoee Thus reinforeed . . impenial fears of
loss of control over and poteatigl rivalry from the colonjes. déépéned their
suspici{:ﬁg_iﬁws.mm&j@&&; uni!
intcnsiticd their determination for reform. As soon as the British and colonial
armies had defeaied the French in Canada in 1739 and 1760 and colonial
support for the war effort was no longer wital, imperial authorities |
undertook o variely of new restrictive measures to bolster imperial aulborty
over the colonies, ... The new measures of 1759 to 1264 were merely o
renewill and an extension of the carlier reform program.

Bul they were an extension within a signiticanily different - and far more
fragile  contest, The war had Been u Tiberating and [psychologically) rein-
furcing expericnee for the volonists. That so much of the war wus "f-uﬁiiht
on American soil and that the Britih government made snch an cnormous
ctiort to detend the colonics contribuled o an expanded sense of colonial
self-impurtance. Moreover, ., . the war . . . produced a surge of Briish’
patritjsm_among, thy_colunists and .. created among them heightened
expectations for a larrer ruﬂ._ﬁtbﬁ_lhu L:mpm:r& Hﬂ;:._ﬂmfﬂpg]d rise Lhe
status ol the gulinies. . w . a near eguivalenee with the mother country.
By coitrast, the war lefl many members of the British puliti(:a-l- natien with
feelings of htterness and resentmienn wwards the colonists and a determi-
nation o restore them tooa proper state of dependence, Having incorred an
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gnormous debt and a heavy tax burden in defense of the colonivs and hu\-:mg
had exuggerated repurts of American opulence and the low Tevel of taxation
in the colonies. they regarded colonial failutes to comply with Toyal re-
quisitions and . . . violations of imperial regulations as evidences of extreme
ingratitude that could not go unremarked. lest such excessive hehavior rob
Brituin of the large investment it had made in protecting asd sceuring the
colonies. .

If the experience of the war caused the wxpectations of men on opposile
sides of the Atlantic about the relationship between Britam and the ¢olomies
in the postwar world o veer off in such differcnt directions, the war itscll
altered the very structure of that relationshup. .. . The expulsion of the
French and Spanish from castern North America remened the need for the
Jast absolutely essential nurturing clement the British hiadd 1o wifer the mam-
land colomics—protection against (he French and Spanish—and thereby
presumably removed a major . . . remaining block that hud hueiped to keep
whatever fantasics the colonists may have had about cyuivalence und -
dependence in an UNCONSCIONS and unarticulated staty. .. Morg important,
.. . by destroving their rivals and thus making it less neccssary 10 paily
the colonies, the British victory left imperial suthuritics with a much {reer
hand to go shead with theit program of colonial reform. Moreover, for the
first time during and after the wat. the Rritish had significant cocreive Te-
sources in the colomies in the form of a large number of roval troops. By
giving them an excessive confidence in their ahality to suppross potenjti.ul
colonial opposition, the presence of these roops may well have mude im-
perial officials less cautious in dealing with the colunies than they hud been
a decade earlier.

In combination, the psychological conseguences and structural changes
produced by the war made the relativnship between Britain and the Cﬂ]ﬂ!’liﬂ.‘h‘
much more volatile. . .. The colonists now had heighiened expectations
about their pasition in the empire and less necd fur Rritain's protection.
while British officials were bitter about colorial behavior duriny the war.
more determined than ever o bring the colomes under closee control, per-
suaded that they would have to use the autharity of Parlioment t¢ do 5o,
and possessed of an army to pack them up if it should b needed. Given
this sct of . . . vonditions. it was highly predictable that British officials o
the 176lk would take some action. probably even hy Dringing parliamentary
authority 10 bear upon the colomes in new. unaccustomed. and hence, {or
the colonists. illegitimate ways, that could be interpreted .. ds I‘1_1nda—

mental violation of the existing relationship between them and Greas Britain,

The Grenville program . . . did precisely that. The Sugar Act and the
wssociated reforms in the nuvigation system immediately followed by the
Stamp Act seemcd o the colomists to be . .. i sharp and deadly as:-m_uh
upon . . . osacred compancnis of the customary moral order as t]?e colonsts
i come 10 pereeive it This program. along with the severe cnisis produced
by the Stumap Act, did in ta alter the guality and character of imperial-
codontal relations profoundly.

The tirst of the imperial refornt measures to affect equatly all of the
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colonies at once. the Stamp Adt foreed the colonists o identify more fully
than cver befure seame of the major .. . sowrces of strain within the impcrial--
colonial ronmzction and even to restructure their perceptions of that rela-
tionship. . . . Fraom the new perspective supplied by the Grenville program.
they began by redefine their sitwation in o way that permitted them (o
interpretl as pricvances things that had previously gone unremarked and to
regard components of the carlier ad boo impenial reform program as pan
of a comprehensive assault upon the existing moral order that had been in
progress for some time. This new perspective nod only made the colonists
hypersensitive to any subsequent violations of that meral grder but also . .
created w strong predisposition W distort as violations a vanety of imperial
behaviors that were not (o fact violations with the resalt that . they beeame
gricvanees anvway because they were regarded as such. Morcover. because
the Stamp Act could be interpreted as at least a partial withdrawal of af-
fection by the parent state. it permitted the colonists to raise 1o the level
of comscivusness . . preexisting hostile wishes .., toward Britain and
thereby to lewttimate aggressive actions apainst the impernial government,

For the British political nation, on the other hand, the intensity of
colonial opposition during the Stamp Act enisis only confirmed their . . .
suspicions that the colonists wanted - . . “to throw off all dependence and
subjection.” . . . The separation of the coleniss would ingvitably mean, many
people thought, that Britain would “dwindle and decline every duy in our
tride:, whilst they thrive and prosper ¢xceedingly”™ so that Britons would
“run awuy as fust as they can from this country to that, and Old England™
would “become a poor. deserted, deplerable kingdom,™ reduced to impo-
tence and robbed of s power by children of its own nurture. Clearly,
imperial authorlies had been right in the impulse that bad animated them
since 1748 the colonics had to be hbrought under tighter control,

- Te dismiss colonmial fears of conspiraey as they developed between
1763 and 1776 us simple paranain arising out of a particular cuiturally con-
ditioned mind set . . . i scriously deficient, Clearly, the kind of mnx}rir:w*y
many cojunists thought exisied did not: there was no secret combination of
power-hungry ministers secking o destray liberly in America. Since | 745,
however. there had been [a] . . continuing effort by imperial authorities
to bring the colonics under tighter regulation. an effort o implement—by
various forms of coercion, if necessaty —an older conception of whg the
colontes oughe to be. - Given the colomists” customary expectations aboul
the nature of the imperisl-colonial relationship, this effort, and its many
specific componenis, seened o the colonisti—and was v faci—a fundu_-
mental attack upon the o moral geder within the empire os they concerved
of that order. In view of the “unter neglect paid by the State or nation of
Great Britain to these Settlements,” of the relative laxity ol imperial controts
prior 1 1743, Britdin's suirequent efforis at relorm. at the assertion of "an
absolute Domirion over the Colonies,”™ could only by interpreted by many
colonists as oppressive and self-serving, as . L evidence that Britain had
never hid much penuine aflection for or interest in the colomes until they
prew inta maturily and opulence.” whercupon they finaily atracted ‘ot
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her love, but her avarice. and in consequency the imposition of her Mateonal
Authority.” [n this situation, the parent-child metaphor. “su long applved
%o Great Britain and her Colonys.” camie to be seen by the colonists in the
yewrs ufter 1765, not as a reference of affection, Tut as a degrading . ..
symbol of subjection.

Vi

The assumption behind this cssay has been that any satisfactory analysis of
the causes of the American Revolution has to consider not only the natuee
and content of colonial opposition 1o Retain after 1763 but also the long-
term conditions that made the mmperial-colenial refationship, howeser sat-
isfactory it may have scemed on the suclace, so fragilel and we must alw
consider when and why British authotitics altered their traditionu] posture
towards the colonies. What [ have tried (o suggest ix that the change in
posture began in the late 17405 and that the explanation for it 15 to be touml
primarily in the dramatic rise of the cconomic impartance of the colonics
to Britain and the attendant fears within the British political nation that the
colonies would shake off their dependence and leave Britain te sink slowly
back into its former undifferentialed state among the nations ol wesiern
Europe. Fed by devclopments in the 1750s and 17605, these Tears underlay
British behavior throughout the yeats of controversy from 1763 w 1776
Trenically, . . . the measures Laken by imperial authorities to provent these
fears from coming true helped to bring about the very thing they most wished
to prevent.
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