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		 INTRODUCTION

		“To Begin the World Over Again”

		Alfred F. Young, Ray Raphael, and Gary B. Nash

		All men are created equal,” our first founding document declared. Men are “endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights,” including “life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.” These truths might be self-evident, as the Declaration of Independence stated boldly, but historically they are enigmatic. A majority of the fifty-six men who subscribed to such noble thoughts enslaved other human beings. Thomas Jefferson certainly did, but he alone is not the puzzle, nor is slavery the only inconsistency. What, exactly, did Jefferson and his colleagues mean by “created equal”? Was a shoemaker’s son, at birth, really created equal to the son of a wealthy merchant? Did women have the same unalienable rights as men? Were blacks as well as whites entitled to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness? Such notions frightened most of the prominent men we think of today as the Founding Fathers.

		Eleven years after the Declaration, when the framers of the Constitution devised “a more perfect union,” they did so, in part, to prevent an “excess of democracy” (a phrase they repeated often) from sweeping the young nation. The framers pejoratively labeled threats to their wealth and political power as “leveling” and those to their political power as “democratic.” Political, social, and economic equality were not what the framers had in mind.

		The disparity between words and deeds presents a particular problem for history-proud Americans who see the founders as guiding, patriarchal exemplars of their most cherished ideals. Searching for a moral resolution to this conundrum, typical American textbooks today assert that though all people were not treated equally in America in 1776, the Declaration of Independence set high goals for equal treatment in the future. This has become our nation’s standard fallback response. By treating liberty and equality as “promises” to future generations, we simultaneously acquit the founders of culpability and affirm our national commitment to these high goals. It’s a clever remedy, but factually it does not ring true. While some of the men who commanded slave labor hoped the institution would end someday, and a handful freed their slaves in their wills, that was as far as they went. With few exceptions, the gentlemen who drafted and signed our two founding documents opposed popular democracy and social equality. Our high goals were not theirs. They did not hold fundamental values that we accept as common currency today.

		Although the Declaration of Independence claimed that people had “the right to alter or abolish” their form of government if they had exhausted all other means to express their grievances, the traditional founders did not wish to “alter or abolish” the institutional structures that protected their claim to rule. Once an elective government was established, traditional founders suppressed political rebellion. They did not want people to significantly alter, much less abolish, the structures they had just created.

		By contrast, many of their contemporaries wanted to strike at the heart of existing inequalities and radicalize governmental structures. Our protagonists in this book wanted to extend the lofty principles expressed in the Declaration of Independence to areas of life that the traditional founders never intended. These people did have a sense of the promise of the Revolution, and they wanted to fulfill it in their own time. Sharing no single agenda, they acted in the spirit of the words of Thomas Paine: “We have it in our power to begin the world over again.” The new nation was “a blank sheet to write upon,” Paine wrote,1 and on that sheet they placed their marks. Their actions were many and varied:



		
				Common farmers, artisans, and laborers often led the resistance to imperial policies, moving the colonies toward independence while reshaping the character of political life in North America.

				Slaves emancipated themselves by fleeing to freedom, then established their own viable communities.

				Women staked claims to “equality of the sexes” and to retain rights to their own property in marriage.

				Persecuted religious dissenters pushed for, and obtained, “the free exercise of religion.”

				Resisting the inequities of rank, soldiers carried democratic values into the military.

				Native Americans claimed sovereignty and fought to defend it, with a spirit of independence that paralleled that of colonists.

				Farmers threatened with the loss of their land resorted to collective action, including taking up arms.

				Printers published what they wanted, overriding attempts to repress them.

				
				Self-proclaimed democrats, turning that term of derision on its head, won the right of ordinary people to vote, hold public office, and pass judgment on their rulers.



		

		Most of these “Revolutionary founders,” as we call them here, were radicals in the literal sense of the word: they promoted root changes in the very structure of social or political systems. One of those fundamental changes, of course, was independence from Britain, a goal they shared with the traditional founders, but often they pushed for others. Many of these people can also be considered rebels, either because they forcibly challenged British authority or because they confronted old or new hierarchies. Finally, some might best be described as reformers who sought to change a particular feature of society while leaving others intact.

		Each of these rebels, radicals, and reformers moved the American Revolution in some direction the traditional founders did not want to take, extending it farther and deeper than a separation from the British Empire. They made the Revolution more revolutionary.

		[image: ]

		For more than four decades, historians have been investigating the lives of everyday Americans. Unlike their better-known contemporaries, few ordinary people wrote extensively, so at first they were described by some historians as “inarticulate” and their influence deemed inconsequential. As scholars’ investigations of popular movements deepened, however, they realized that many of these people were not only articulate but eloquent and politically potent. Historians have uncovered the lives of new and more radical protagonists, revealing individuals who endeavored to write on Paine’s “blank sheet” and reshape history.

		In Revolutionary Founders, we have asked prominent scholars to discuss men and women who are representative of larger historical currents. Most were associated with “popular” movements (a contemporary term meaning broadly based and democratic), either as leaders or as writers who articulated a movement’s ideals. Others challenged established structures in their own individual struggles yet were also representative of broader trends. Collectively, their stories highlight the depth and range of our nation’s formative radical underpinnings.

		Paine is certainly the best-known radical of the times, but, as we shall see, he has been badly misrepresented. He appears prominently in textbooks promoting independence and taking the debate over Common Sense to taverns, meetinghouses, and army campfires, but Paine wanted much more than national independence for the Americans. In Common Sense he proposed that each state establish a single-house legislature based on a broad suffrage. In Rights of Man he advocated social equality, popular sovereignty, and a welfare state that redistributed wealth—not just in the United States but also in Britain, France, and everywhere else. In The Age of Reason he wrote that all established churches were no more than “human inventions, set up to terrify and enslave mankind, and monopolize power and profit.”2 These views are not touted in school textbooks; nor are they mentioned by the politicians of conservative persuasions who claim Paine as their own.

		Two well-known popular movements of the era, the so-called Shays’s and Whiskey Rebellions, have also been distorted. Both names were given to them by their opponents as a way to discredit them. “Shays’s Rebellion” in Massachusetts had not one but a host of leaders, each with strong roots in local communities. The “Whiskey Rebellion” of Pennsylvania, a sweeping challenge to Alexander Hamilton’s finance program as a whole, was given that label by Hamilton himself in order to caricature his opposition. Following the lead of many of the actual participants, the authors in this book refer to these people as “Regulators,” who insisted that their rights did not end with voting and petitioning but included the right of the people to pass judgment on or to “regulate” their alleged rulers. But standard texts, by referring to “Shaysites” who followed a disgruntled leader and “whiskey rebels” who didn’t want to pay taxes on the hard liquor they manufactured, demean the protesters and obscure their goals.

		This misnaming may seem trivial, but it is suggestive of greater obfuscation. What has been concluded from these summary appellations and distorted renditions of these popular protests is that wild radicals lost out to more reasonable men. Those stories have set the textbook tone. Of little account on their own, dissidents of the founding era serve only as narrative foils to more important protagonists. The subtext is easy to spot: radicals failed and are marginalized. Their only effect on the nation’s history and character is to provide an occasion for their betters to shine. “Shays’s Rebellion” led to the Constitution, we are told, and the “Whiskey Rebellion” allowed Washington to assert federal authority. Wise and strong men saved the infant nation from anarchy.

		The essays here suggest otherwise. There were triumphs as well as defeats. As a group, militant rebels who advocated resistance to imperial policies from 1765 to 1776 were triumphant not only in pushing the country toward independence but also in establishing the ability of “the people out of doors” to shape the actions of men with power “within doors” in legislative chambers and courts of law. Demonstrations in Boston in 1765, led by the shoemaker Ebenezer Mackintosh, established the capacity of the man in the street to shape events. The blacksmith Timothy Bigelow and the people of Worcester declared their readiness for independence a full twenty-one months before the Continental Congress Declaration. In 1775–76 the militant insurgency of Samuel Thompson and poor farmers in Maine intimidated the local Loyalist-leaning gentry. In 1776 a radical caucus in Philadelphia pushed simultaneously for independence and a truly democratic state constitution, and won on both counts.

		Stories of reformers who crusaded for freedom of expression add a dimension long missing from the origins of American constitutional liberties. Freedom of religion, freedom of the press, and freedom of speech were cornerstones of liberty that would not have become so deeply embedded in national tradition without the tireless efforts of often-persecuted Americans. While James Madison and Thomas Jefferson are commonly given credit for writing “the free exercise of religion” into Virginia law, and from there into the Bill of Rights, they were pushed from below by Baptists such as James Ireland and John “Swearing Jack” Waller, who were subjected to brutal assaults before their views prevailed. In the new republic editors won hard-fought battles for freedom of the press. The New Yorker Thomas Greenleaf printed his allegedly seditious material despite numerous attempts to shut him down, and when he died, his wife, Elizabeth, followed suit. This grassroots fight for freedom of speech continued well after passage of the First Amendment. Jedediah Peck, known as the “Plough-Jogger” in upstate New York, was arrested under the Sedition Act in 1798 because he circulated a petition against that very same law, but his proud defiance led the government to drop the case against him. Peck prevailed in elections, became a power in state politics, and became known as “father” of the state’s school system.

		The hard-to-recover life histories of enslaved individuals force us to redefine slave resistance in the era of the Revolution. An untold number of slaves took advantage of armies clashing on American soil to emancipate themselves. In epic journeys, Harry Washington, Mary Perth, and Moses Wilkinson fled bondage on Virginia plantations in response to the offer of freedom by British generals. They made their way to New York City, were transported to Nova Scotia, and finally sailed to Sierra Leone, where they were among the founders of a new nation. Similarly, Phillis Wheatley, Boston’s politically astute African-American poet, in effect managed her own emancipation by publishing her poems in London. After the war, former slaves Richard Allen, Prince Hall, and Daniel Coker founded religious and fraternal institutions that cemented bonds among free African Americans in urban communities.

		While there was no organized movement for women’s rights in the era of the Revolution, some women, attuned to the currents of change, pushed back the boundaries of patriarchy in their own private realm. When Abigail Adams asked her husband, John, to “remember the ladies” in drafting “the new code of laws,”3 she got nowhere, but she did not let up. By law and custom, as a married woman she was not supposed to own her own property, but she insisted she could, and she did. She was not supposed to write her own will disposing of that property, but she did. Toward the same end of personal independence, Judith Sargent Murray advocated education for women that would enable them to fend for themselves in the event of widowhood.

		Actions challenging the status quo in the personal realm, though, could be thwarted by harsh institutional restraints. Virginia’s Richard Randolph, upon his death, provided for the emancipation of the people he held in bondage, but his will was tangled in legal restrictions for years. Several distinguished Virginians in Randolph’s circle called for the state to pass a gradual emancipation law, but their demands ran aground on the race prejudice of whites who could not imagine large numbers of free blacks living among them.

		Native Americans faced a unique set of circumstances. For most, neutrality would have been the best choice in what they saw as a white man’s “cousins war,” but that was not an available option. Forced into choosing sides, the various Indian nations, sometimes split internally, acted to preserve the ancestral land still remaining in their hands, to maintain their political sovereignty, and to protect—or restore—ancient lifeways. Their leaders pursued “life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness” just as avidly as did the white radical revolutionaries. Dragging Canoe, for example, was both a rebel and a reformer, resisting the recurrent white encroachment on ancient Cherokee homelands while urging his people to limit their dependence on white trade goods. Han Yerry and Tyona Doxtader of the Oneida Nation allied with the Americans, but their interest in protecting the Oneida homelands was no less intense than Dragging Canoe’s.

		Many of these individuals who challenged the roots of authority were anything but inarticulate. Abigail Adams in her letters to John certainly held her own. Judith Sargent Murray’s collected essays, which included “On the Equality of the Sexes” and “Observations on Female Abilities,” filled three volumes. Private Joseph Plumb Martin’s pithy and pungent memoir of his seven years as a Continental soldier is now considered a classic. Herman Husband, leader of two backcountry rebellions, composed a series of stirring pamphlets that laid out his full-blown vision of an egalitarian utopia, down to the finest detail. Robert Coram’s pamphlet argued forcefully that “every man should have property,” in the form of either land or sufficient training in a trade.

		Even when they fell far short of their goals, individuals and groups with radical agendas were often able to force concessions from would-be rulers, and they sometimes paved the way for later successes. In Virginia in the midst of the war, when hardscrabble and tenant farmers forcefully resisted military enlistments on unfavorable terms, they did not escape service; but neither were they punished with any severity, even in the midst of war. Virginia’s leaders were forced to accede to some of their demands. In response to the Massachusetts Regulation of 1786–87 and the threat of slave rebellions, the framers of the Constitution granted the federal government powers to suppress “domestic insurrections.” But in the face of popular protests, legal as well as illegal, they realized that they would have to accommodate “the genius of the people” (what we would call the spirit or temper of the people), creating a document more open to the expansion of democracy than they might have preferred.4 The Pennsylvania Regulation of 1794 collapsed when a federal army approached, but the repellent image of armed Americans employed against their countrymen inspired Democratic-Republican opposition at the polls to the Federalists, who in a few years were swept from national office.

		Since no victory, and no defeat, was absolute, any discussion of these movements must be nuanced. The emergence of democratic institutions in the new nation engendered deep differences as to tactics among protesters. In western Pennsylvania in 1794, some leaders promoted armed resistance to the federal government’s repression, while others insisted on staying within the electoral process. The defeat of such Regulators, combined with Jefferson’s victory in 1800, established limits to the scope of popular protest, inhibiting, although not suppressing, radical action. Grassroots Democratic-Republicans supported societies, newspapers, and leaders who pushed for and achieved some reforms through electoral politics, but they turned their backs on rebellion. Was that a victory, a defeat, or a complex evolution of social movements? The form militant protest should take was an issue in itself, which later movements would also face.

		Most of the narratives included here reflect the give-and-take of struggle. A common thread among many of our protagonists is a sense of betrayal: during the war they had fought for liberty and equality, but afterward they received much less. Joseph Plumb Martin was promised land for enlisting in the Continental Army, but fifty years later he was still furious that soldiers “were turned adrift like old worn-out horses, and nothing said about land to pasture them upon.”5 Herman Husband, with a command of history, wrote that “in every revolution … the people at large are called on to assist & promised true liberty, but when the foreign oppressor is thrown off, … then our own learned and designing men immediately aim to take their places.” Yet as a true believer in the millennium, he held that “God set up the true Republican form of right government in which the body of the people will have Supreme power to choose their [governors], and their will [shall] be the supreme law of the land.”6 These driving forces—disillusion and anger, complemented by faith and hope—appear and reappear in radical thought and action.

		This complex dynamic between radicals and rulers is registered time and again in the lives of famous founders. Those who aspired to power in the new nation were forced to respond to popular movements and personal challenges, and their reactions ranged across a continuum from accommodation to repression. Consider how George Washington and John Adams, both raised to the height of power in the Revolutionary Era, reacted to movements represented by protagonists in these essays.

		Washington, as commander in chief during the war, needed manpower for his army, but a former employee in Virginia, James Cleveland, led his fellow tenant farmers in protesting military enlistments that burdened the poor and excused the rich, and Washington had little choice but to accept soldiers on terms they would agree to. At first Washington was opposed to enlisting former slaves, but when Harry Washington and more than a dozen other enslaved men and women fled from his plantation to fight with the British, he altered his policy to allow free blacks to enlist. He welcomed Phillis Wheatley’s poetic tribute to him, arranged for its publication, and even received her at his military headquarters. But in 1783, with victory assured, he was zealous in his efforts to recover his human property, about to be transported on British ships to freedom in Nova Scotia. Only at the end of his life did Washington revise his will to allow for the ultimate emancipation of his slaves.

		When Private Martin and his starving “band of brothers,” with bayonets pointed at their officers, demanded food, General Washington was forced to weigh his sympathy for the soldiers’ demands against the importance of enforcing discipline. As president, too, Washington brooked no defiance to authority. As commander in chief, he led an army to put down the Pennsylvania Regulators of 1794, and he singled out Herman Husband, actually a moderate leader, to be tried for speech inciting rebellion. A jury of his peers found Husband innocent.

		John Adams too was forced to deal more often than he liked with various protagonists in this book. Although he supported resistance to imperial policies, he was zealous to contain popular democracy. He welcomed peaceful actions led by street leaders like the shoemaker Ebenezer Mackintosh, but not violence. As a delegate to the Continental Congress in 1774, Adams tried to slow down Timothy Bigelow and the Worcester radicals, whose premature declaration of “independency” threatened to scare off delegates from other colonies. In 1776 Adams welcomed Thomas Paine’s Common Sense because it argued for independence, but he opposed Pennsylvania’s new state constitution, pushed by Paine, which he thought was “democratical without any restraint.”7 Three years later Adams drafted a state constitution for Massachusetts in which those without property were given no vote and the popular will, as expressed through the lower house, was checked by a senate that was apportioned according to property, not population. When Adams became president, he moved from containing to repressing popular democracy. With his sanction, the Sedition Act led to the prosecution of the Democratic-Republican editor Thomas Greenleaf and Jedediah Peck, the “Plough-Jogger,” and a score of others. Mere criticism of the president or Congress was grounds for arrest.

		Thomas Paine haunted Adams. At every stage of his political career, Adams confronted Paine, author of the three most widely read radical challenges to political and religious hierarchies of the era: Common Sense in 1776, and Rights of Man and The Age of Reason in the 1790s. “History is to ascribe the American Revolution to Thomas Paine,” Adams wrote. That wasn’t the half of it. For Adams, Paine’s later views on government and religion were leading to a new and chaotic world. Defeated in the election of 1800, Adams had to endure the presidency of Thomas Jefferson, who had written, “A little rebellion now and then is a good thing.” In 1806 when asked by a correspondent what to call the age they were living through, Adams wrote, “I know not whether any man in the world has had more influence on its inhabitants or affairs for the last thirty years than Tom Paine”—so why not “call it then the Age of Paine”?8 For all the constitutional barriers he and other traditional founders had erected, Adams acknowledged the triumph of the democratic ideal.

		This rich dialectic, in which men in power chose to accommodate or repress threats from below, was central to the forming of the nation. As radicals and reformers pushed their demands, they engaged with those who were trying to gain or keep power. Such is the stuff of history; but that history is lost when we fail to recognize the individuals and movements forcing the issues. In accounts of the era that focus on its best-known leaders, the failure to include radical impulses from below results in a deficient, truncated history.

		According to the traditional national narrative of American history, the period of radical change started with “Jacksonian Democracy” in the 1830s, gained steam with the abolitionists and women’s rights advocates of the 1840s, and swelled with the labor protests and Populism of the industrial era. Before all this, in historical treatments of the founding era, words such as reform or radical are rarely used, while the term revolutionaries refers to nonradical stalwarts such as Washington and Adams.

		These later generations of dissenters in some cases knew of the rebels, radicals, and reformers of the founding era, but because their stories were not well known, they did not point to that tradition when pushing for their goals. Instead, they called forth traditional founding icons, who carried the weight of the Revolutionary generation in the national narrative. This presented them with a dilemma: Should they accept or reject the Revolution’s most celebrated men and the documents they created? Some invoked the Declaration of Independence. The women and men at the Seneca Falls Convention in 1848 resolved that “all men and women are created equal,”9 and they modeled their statement of grievances on the Declaration. Others were ambivalent about the traditional celebrations. On the seventy-sixth anniversary of the nation’s birth in 1852, addressing the nation, Frederick Douglass declared, “The fourth of July is yours, not mine. You may rejoice, I must mourn.”10

		Later generations of dissenters faced the same dilemma. The foreshortened view of radicalism in America prevents us from grasping powerful crosscurrents of the founding era. We will never grasp the full scope of the American Revolution until we take seriously its most progressive participants and incorporate them into our national narrative.

	
		
			  PART I
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			REVOLUTIONS

		

	
		 CHAPTER ONE

		Ebenezer Mackintosh: Boston’s Captain General of the Liberty Tree

		Alfred F. Young

		Wednesday, August 14, 1765, was a day unlike any that Bostonians had ever seen. At dawn two effigies were hanging on the Great Elm in the South End of town on the road that everyone coming into Boston had to take: farmers with produce in their carts, teamsters driving wagons, or visitors on horseback on business at the center of government a half mile down the road. The effigies dangled from the lower branch of the giant tree. A dummy stuffed with straw labeled “A.O.” represented Andrew Oliver, recently designated commissioner of the Stamp Act passed by Parliament in March. A high jackboot stood for the king’s ministers considered responsible for the act: the Earl of Bute (boot a common pun on his name) and Lord George Grenville (represented by the sole of the boot painted green, a “Greenville” sole). At the top of the boot was “the devil crawling out, with a pitch-fork in his hand.”

		Bostonians were not unfamiliar with effigies. Every November 5—Pope’s Day in Boston, Guy Fawkes Day in England—the town’s rival North End and South End companies paraded effigies of the Devil, the Pope, and the Stuart Pretender to the throne through town on wagons and engaged in a battle royal to capture and burn each other’s effigies. The ceremony originally observed England’s deliverance from a Catholic plot on November 5, 1605, to blow up James I and Parliament. The effigies on the Great Elm this day, however, targeted living political figures, one of whom, Oliver, was a wealthy merchant in their midst who held high office as secretary to the provincial government.

		Throughout the day Bostonians of all sorts streamed into “Deacon Eliot’s corner,” the well-known site of the Great Elm, to watch the spectacle. Observers agreed that “almost the whole town” turned out. At intervals during the day there was comic street theater. As farmers and teamsters stopped their wagons at the tree, the organizers manipulated the effigy of Oliver to “stamp” their wares. At dusk they cut down Oliver’s effigy and placed it on a bier, and a “great concourse of people,” including “gentlemen,” walked behind in a solemn mock funeral procession toward the center of town. At the Town House, the site of royal government, marchers paraded through the first-floor arcade, huzzahing “Liberty, Property, and No Stamps” loud enough for the governor and his council above to hear.1

		The planned event was only half over. As the main body of marchers disbanded, a designated group of several hundred made their way to Andrew Oliver’s dock on the waterfront, where his newly erected office building was thought to house the stamps. They leveled it in less than half an hour with the skill of a fire company trained to pull down a house to keep a fire from spreading. The assemblage then marched to Oliver’s nearby house and ceremoniously beheaded his effigy in the street. Rampaging through the mansion, they broke furniture, windows, and a huge mirror, all symbols of Oliver’s wealth, and helped themselves to his liquor. The action ended on top of adjacent Fort Hill, where the crowd “stamped” the timber collected from Oliver’s office, fences, and coach house before throwing it all into a raging bonfire, along with the headless effigy. It was a daring public execution. Lieutenant Governor Thomas Hutchinson and the sheriff made an appearance but retreated under a hail of stones. The next morning Oliver let it be known that he would not accept the commission as Stamp Act distributor.

		For the rest of the year, massive demonstrations against the act continued. In March 1766 Hutchinson explained to a friend in Britain, a former governor of Massachusetts, that a “new model of government” now ruled Boston. Using the metaphor of “branches” of government to describe the distribution of power among different social classes, Hutchinson wrote: “the lowest branch, partly executive, partly legislative … consists of the rabble of the town of Boston headed by one Mackintosh … When there is occasion to hang or burn [effigies] or pull down houses these are employed.” Going up the social scale, he explained that “the rabble” were “somewhat controuled by a superior set consisting of the master masons, carpenters &c. of the town.” “When anything of more importance” was to be decided, “as opening the custom house or any matter of trade, these are under the direction of a committee of the merchants.” However, “all affairs of a general nature, opening the courts of law &c,” were “proper for a general meeting of the inhabitants”—that is, the legal town meeting—where James Otis “and his mobbish eloquence prevails in every motion.”2

		“One Mackintosh” was Ebenezer Mackintosh, a shoemaker, known in Boston before the Stamp Act protests chiefly as captain of the South End Pope’s Day company. He was conspicuous as a leader in five major actions in 1765. The governor and lieutenant governor described him as “the principal leader of the mob” initated by the Loyal Nine, a social group, on August 14, and “among the most active” and the “ringleader” of the mob that left Hutchinson’s house a shell on August 26. Peter Oliver, Andrew’s brother, described Mackintosh in vivid detail as leader of the peaceful protest processions of November 1 and 5. And Henry Bass, a member of the Loyal Nine, was delighted that the shoemaker and not they had the “principal credit” for the climactic event of the year, December 17—Oliver’s public resignation of his appointment.

		In sum, Mackintosh was an indispensable leader of a mass movement whose overall goal was to prevent enforcement of the Stamp Act, nullify it, and force its repeal. In Boston the Great Elm was christened the Liberty Tree and Mackintosh acquired a new fame as “Captain General of the Liberty Tree.” Other towns designated liberty trees or erected liberty poles—at least sixty-eight in all—which became places of assembly and often of militant confrontation of patriots with Loyalists and royal authority. The Tree of Liberty rapidly became an icon of the American Revolution.3

		As candidly as Hutchinson had identified the social classes in Boston politicized by the Stamp Act crisis, he shared the limitations of other class-conscious aristocrats in England and colonial America in understanding the “mob.” He would have agreed with Peter Oliver, who, in his history of “the late horrid rebellion,” held that “the people in general were like the mobility in all Countries, perfect machines, wound up by any Hand who might first take the Winch.” But Hutchinson was more subtle, recognizing that Boston’s crowds could act on their own volition. The “rabble” in Boston was “somewhat controuled,” he wrote, emphasizing somewhat, and their “branch” was “partly legislative, partly executive,” conceding that it had a hand in making as well as carrying out policy.4

		In reality, a complicated and fascinating relationship prevailed among Hutchinson’s classes, who formed varying powerful partnerships. To understand the dynamics of this interplay requires some sense of the numbers of the “better sort,” “middling sort,” and “lower sort”—the common colonial terms for class. A town of about 15,500 people, Boston was the third-largest seaboard city in the colonies. There were about 150 merchants, a term reserved for those engaged in the seaport’s oceangoing commerce who owned the town’s ships, docks, and warehouses and most of its wealth. The “superior set” of masters to whom Hutchinson referred were master artisans skilled in a trade consisting of about 1,100 men (and no more than a handful of women). The August 14 procession, he wrote, was headed by “40 to 50 tradesmen, decently dressed.” The “lower sort,” Hutchinson’s “rabble,” was everyone else: artisans in the “inferior” trades like shoemakers (poorer and of lower status); apprentices and journeymen in the employ of masters; day laborers who worked for merchants (such as dockworkers and cartmen) living from hand to mouth; seamen; and Negro “servants,” a euphemism for slaves. In 1765 the town counted 800 African American men, women, and children, almost all enslaved and all but a small number household servants or laborers. At any one time several hundred transient seamen might be awaiting their next voyage. Half the white males were under sixteen, making for an especially youthful population. Of about 4,000 boys, perhaps 1,500 were apprentices, and about 1,800 were of school age, only half of whom were enrolled in school. The numbers alone suggest the large pool of laboring men and boys who might be drawn to street events.5

		In the decade before independence, in seaports with variant arrays of classes—New York, Philadelphia, Baltimore, Charlestown, and Savannah—movements of artisans emerged with identifiable leaders. They often called themselves “the respectable mechanics and tradesmen.” A few individuals of the “lower sort” surfaced as leaders in the Stamp Act crisis, but only fleetingly.6 No one of his status achieved as much prominence as Ebenezer Mackintosh or owed his initial popularity to his leadership in a ritualized observance such as Pope’s Day. And no one lasted as long in the public eye or struck such fear in ruling circles.
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		In 1765 Boston-born Ebenezer Mackintosh was twenty-seven, single, and apparently in partnership with another shoemaker, Benjamin Bass. He was descended from Scots clansmen who had been exiled in 1651–52 by Britain to Massachusetts, where they were put to labor as indentured servants in the colony’s ironworks. A generation later Ebenezer’s father, Moses, born in nearby Dedham in 1708, was unusually down and out, even for Boston. He had been “warned out” of the town twice, and he defiantly told Boston’s keeper of the records that he had been warned out of several other towns. (Towns “warned out” impoverished new arrivals of no known occupation to avoid taking them on as charity wards.) Moses enlisted in the British Army, a continuing alternative for Boston’s poor, at least twice.7

		In 1752, when Ebenezer was about fourteen, his father elsewhere and his mother deceased, he was apprenticed to his mother’s brother as a shoemaker. The trade was a refuge for boys whose families could not afford the fee to enter a “higher” trade or who lacked the brawn for a more strenuous one. Late in his life Mackintosh was described as “slight of build, of sandy complexion and a nervous temperament,” traits likely true of the young man.8 In 1758–59, at the end of his apprenticeship, he enlisted in the British Army, once again at war with France on the American continent. He may have heard George Whitefield, the charismatic evangelist, bless Boston’s Protestant warriors as they went off to battle the papist foe. With a father named Moses and his own name Ebenezer—associated with Samuel in the Bible—he lived with reminders of Old Testament prophets and warriors.

		In the 1760s the shoemaker won recognition of two sorts. He and Benjamin Bass were selected as members of Fire Engine Company No. Nine in the South End, one of ten engine companies made up largely of artisans. To be selected was a sign of respect: a firefighter had to be a “prudent person of known fidelity.” Engine men had élan: they sported black leather jockey caps bearing a distinctive emblem and mastered teamwork under pressure.9 In the 1760s the ex-soldier also acquired a reputation among the lower sort as a leader of the South End Pope’s Day company whose members elected him captain in 1764, a clear sign that he had proven himself in their street battles.

		Mackintosh (who signed his name this way, but it was commonly rendered Mcintosh in legal records) was one of about fifty neighborhood shoemakers scattered around Boston, making new shoes to order or repairing old ones. It was an honorable trade with rich traditions but hardly offered prospects for economic independence, much less wealth. We cannot be sure that he owned enough property to qualify to vote in town meetings. Mackintosh was literate; indeed, he was known for reciting poetry from memory, including passages from Edward Young’s melancholy epic Night Thoughts on Life, Death and Immortality (1742–45), a favorite with evangelicals. And he would have shared the fraternity of Boston’s neighborhood taverns with a choice of lifting a glass with fellow members of his engine company, his Pope’s Day company, or his trade.

		While Ebenezer was marginally better off than his father, both their lives unfolded amid a depressed economy. From 1730 to 1765 Boston’s population dropped from 17,000 to 15,500, artisans deserting the city in droves. In Britain’s Crown Point expedition of 1756 against France, four out of every five Boston recruits were artisans, among them eighteen carpenters, fifteen tailors, and twelve shoemakers. In the late 1750s a seventh of the population was on some kind of poor relief. John Hancock’s handsome mansion high on Beacon Hill looked out both on the green landscape of the Common and on a grim almshouse at its edge. When the town’s gnawing poverty became an issue in public life, the haughty Hutchinson claimed that the “common people … live too well,” and James Otis, the town meeting orator he scorned, responded, “I do not think they live half well enough.”10

		In the 1740s, amid such conditions, Pope’s Day took on the ritual form it would have later in the 1760s. It had become “a grand gala day” for laboring people and boys of all classes. In England through the seventeenth century Guy Fawkes Day was both a royal and a popular holiday, observing a reigning Stuart monarch’s escape from death. In Boston it did not sink deep roots until it could be celebrated as an anti-Stuart holiday, marking the defeat of the efforts of the Stuart descendants so detested in Puritan New England to regain the throne: the “old pretender” in 1715 and the “young pretender” in 1745. At first a festivity organized by a single company in the older North End, home to the shipbuilding trades, only later did it take on its warlike character when South Enders representing a variety of other trades formed their own company.11
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		The North End’s Pope wagon was drawn in 1767, when the slogan of the united companies was “Love and Unity.” The figures on the wagon from left to right are “Nancy Dawson,” the Pope sitting on his throne, a boy blowing a horn, and the grotesque tarred Devil holding Guy Fawkes’s lantern. From a sketch by Pierre Eugène Du Simitière, Courtesy Library Company of Philadelphia. (illustration credit 1.1)

		It was a day when the “rabble” took over the streets. The daytime was for soliciting. Boys of all ages and classes (and some girls) went from house to house demanding money as their right, reciting a rhyme, ringing bells, and threatening broken windows and abuse. The nighttime was for battle. At the end of the workday, artisans and older boys in the two companies rolled out large horse-drawn wagons fitted as a stage on which larger-than-life effigies acted out the political theater of antipopery. The Devil, portrayed with a grotesque carved mask and a tarred body, poked the Pope, who in turn prodded the Stuart Pretender. Small boys manipulated the giant figures from below. The effigies varied, sometimes including a detested British public figure. Boys, dressed as grenadier soldiers with conical caps or as gentlemen in long coats sporting canes, beat drums or blew horns and conch shells. Each wagon and its display was commonly called a “Pope.”12 At dusk, at the command of their captains bellowing through speaking trumpets, the two companies, each with perhaps seventy-five to one hundred men and older boys, advanced on each other. When they met, a brawl ensued in which each tried to capture the other’s effigies, the victor taking the loser’s to a high hill, where they were ceremoniously burned in a giant bonfire. Spectators by the thousands cheered on the nighttime warriors.

		A ritual of reversal, both class and generational, Pope’s Day was a day of comic mocking of authority, even while an official holiday. It was a time when the genteel felt threatened by violence, ear-splitting noise, and licentiousness. There was bawdy play on the stages as young males cross-dressed as “Nancy Dawson” (a London actress of legendary fame and uncertain morals) or as “Pope Joan” (the apocryphal female pope). “Imps,” boys in tarred trousers, caressed the effigy of the Devil. Moreover, the nighttime battles were a threat to life and limb.

		In 1765 popular resistance to the Stamp Act was structured around the leadership, constituency, and symbolism of Pope’s Day. On August 14 members of the two companies were active in every stage of the action and led the attack on Oliver’s office and house. The beheading and burning of Oliver’s effigy in a bonfire duplicated the public execution at the end of Pope’s Day. Clearly the companies had provided organizational experience for Hutchinson’s “rabble,” who had no other associations in Boston they could call their own. At other public ceremonies the “rabble” were no more than spectators. For Pope’s Day they elected officers, who each year had to assign tasks and hold councils of war to map strategy. It was a training ground for direct action and violence. And Ebenezer Mackintosh, notwithstanding his slight size, had qualities of a successful street leader. Hutchinson called him “bold,” Peter Oliver described him as “manly and sensible,” and John Rowe, a leading merchant and himself a fire warden, praised the members of Mackintosh’s Engine Company No. 9 for their “dexterity and clever behaviour.”13

		For good reason, ministers and magistrates were ambivalent about the day. On the one hand, as the Massachusetts riot law put it so emphatically, the day encouraged a “mobbish temper” and “opposition to all government and order.” On the other hand, it celebrated the core of the Puritan tradition of anti-Stuart and antipopery sentiment. Typically, when “a gentleman of character” scolded sailors and Negroes for their riotous behavior on the day, it was because it was no way for “a Protestant mob” to behave. It epitomized the threat of “popery,” which by the mid-eighteenth century was far more political than religious, a fear less of Catholicism than of Britain’s enemies, the Catholic countries, France in particular. The Boston establishment, unwilling and unable to suppress the day, could do no more than regulate its excesses.14

		Early in 1765 the Pope’s Day constituency faced a crisis. On November 5, 1764, the wheel of the North End stage ran over an eight-year-old boy, killing him instantly. Authorities succeeded in halting the event and dismantling both stages, but the South Enders led by Mackintosh recovered and brazenly resumed the fray, capturing the North End Pope in their first victory in memory. The North End captain, Henry Swift, a shipwright, was knocked unconscious for days. In March 1765 a grand jury handed down indictments of Mackintosh, Swift, and a score of others after Thomas Hutchinson (in his capacity as chief justice of the province) lectured them as a “lawless mob” responsible for a “notorious riot.” All were identified by their trades, some as apprentices, one as a laborer, and one as a mulatto servant. The charge was “riotous assembly.” They were arraigned and freed, each having been required to post a hefty cash bond. Through the spring and summer the threat of a trial hung over them. Thus there was an awareness, low as well as on high, of an acute need to bring the day under control.15

		In April 1765, with Pope’s Day members unsure of their fate, news of the Stamp Act arrived in Boston, a measure with an unusual capacity to excite opposition among all classes. It was an act of taxation by a Parliament in violation of a long-standing tradition of the colonists taxing themselves through their own elected representatives in their assemblies. Its impact was broad. A stamp had to be affixed to (or an official image embossed on) all legal documents, among them ship clearances, liquor licenses, and apprentices’ indentures, as well as on all printed matter, including newspapers and playing cards. Amid hard times, it was not far-fetched to charge that the act would “strip multitudes of the poorer people of their property and Reduce them to absolute beggary,” as did the lawyer John Adams in a resolution for his town of Braintree, later adopted by some forty towns. The slogan “Liberty and Property, No Stamps” struck a chord with the propertyless as well as the propertied.16

		Boston’s five major organized protests of 1765 against the Stamp Act—August 14 and 26, November 1 and 5, and December 17—were based on different kinds of partnerships among Hutchinson’s three branches: rabble, artisans, and merchants. The first and fifth events were initiated by the Loyal Nine, a small group of “superior” artisans, some in the luxury trades, and lesser merchants who met socially and discussed politics in the distillery of a member in the South End near the Great Elm. They had the social connections to reach out to more wealthy merchants and town leaders but not to those below them. Thanks to an indiscreet letter by Henry Bass, we know that the Loyal Nine arranged the formal public resignation of Andrew Oliver as Stamp Act distributor on December 17. The “whole affair” was “transacted by” the group, Bass wrote, as was the “first affair,” on August 14. They were pleased, however, that Ebenezer Mackintosh “has the credit of the whole affair,” thus masking their responsibility for both events. Bass revealed the steps the group took in managing the December confrontation. They composed the letter to Oliver insisting on a public resignation, printed broadsides summoning people to the event at Liberty Tree, and arranged to have them “pasted up to the amount of one hundred the night before between 9:00 o’clock and 3.00 a.m.”17

		While Peter Oliver’s malicious claim—that the leaders “hired a shoemaker”—is simplistic, there is evidence that patriot organizers wielded both a carrot and a club with Mackintosh. The chairman of the Loyal Nine and other members posted bond for at least two apprentices indicted for the 1764 riot. In mid-March 1765 the town meeting, whose appointments were vetted by a political caucus in which Samuel Adams was a member, voted Mackintosh as one of four sealers of leather, a minor office for inspecting the quality of leather—another carrot. In July Adams, who until the year before had been one of the town’s four tax collectors and still had responsibility for a huge backlog of uncollected taxes, got a court order serving Mackintosh and Benjamin Bass with a warrant for unpaid taxes of £10.12. It was an unusual action given Adams’s customary leniency to tax delinquents. Here was the club. The sheriff served the warrant on August 12, two days before the scheduled August 14 day of protest, but later returned it, marking the document unserved, suggesting that Adams withdrew it, in effect turning a club into a carrot.18

		The Pope’s Day rank and file had their own incentives to join a protest. They wanted to avoid a prosecution in which Hutchinson was their vociferous enemy. Their liberty, personal as well as political, was at stake. Meetings must have occurred between leaders of the companies and between them and delegates from the Loyal Nine to plan the action for August 14: the effigies to be hung, the route of the march, and ways to dramatize the impact of the Stamp Act. After all, the companies, not the Loyal Nine or Adams’s political caucus, had experience with street theater. If Mackintosh, as the governor claimed, was “visibly under the command of Persons much his Superior” on August 14, he very likely was carrying out plans he helped to draw up.

		On August 26 he may have been acting at the request of still others. Who was responsible for the wild violence that night remains something of a mystery to this day. The private residences of three public officials were targeted: Lieutenant Governor Hutchinson, the registrar of the Court of Vice-Admiralty (the court designated for the trial of violators of the Stamp Act), and the comptroller of customs, associated with new customs laws, another object of merchant anger. The event began at dusk with a bonfire set in a street by boys and an Indian war whoop and whistle, common signals to call a mob. Several hundred men responded, some with blackened faces; hundreds more were spectators. At the first two houses, after destroying glass windows and furniture, the crowd carried the records of the Vice-Admiralty Court to the bonfire. At Hutchinson’s mansion a small group hacked away with axes and clubs through the night, destroying whatever they could, leaving the house an empty wreck and scattering his private manuscripts and official papers in the streets. They did more, said Hutchinson, “than was ever done to save a house from fire,” a comment suggesting he associated the rioters with fire companies. Uncommon for the Revolutionary Era, the crowd looted, carrying off a fortune in money, silver plate, and other valuables. They were a “rage intoxicated rabble,” Josiah Quincy Jr., a young patriot lawyer, wrote.19

		What accounted for the rage? Governor Francis Bernard was acutely aware of “popular resentments,” and Hutchinson of “private resentments” that made him “politically obnoxious.” He was blamed (wrongly) for promoting the Stamp Act and was assumed to be in collaboration with Andrew Oliver, his in-law. For years he had been a target of popular hatred as a proponent of abolishing the town meeting and as an opponent of the land bank, both favored by the “popular” party. The intermarried Hutchinson-Oliver families held a near monopoly of high provincial offices. “Private resentments,” Hutchinson was convinced, were harbored by a handful of merchants who wanted to destroy “valuable papers of a public kind” that either incriminated them as smugglers (clearly an objective in burning the Vice-Admiralty Court papers) or supported the claims of their rivals to land grants in Maine (records that could have been housed at Hutchinson’s). Mackintosh was jailed the next day, but let go by the sheriff after a leading citizen told him that if Mackintosh were not freed, no one would patrol the streets to keep order. Hutchinson was furious because he had been counting on the shoemaker to implicate the higher-ups he assumed had instigated the action.20

		Underlying the rage of rank-and-file rioters were long-standing class resentments that they vented on a luxuriously furnished mansion owned by an arrogant official who was a symbol of imperial policy. The day after the action, Governor Bernard heard that fifteen more houses “of the most respectable persons” had been targeted. He panicked: “it was now becoming a War of Plunder, of general leveling & taking away the distinction of rich and poor.” Two weeks later he feared that if merchants adopted the tactic of halting trade to repeal the Stamp Act and unemployment ensued, “necessity will soon oblige and justify an insurrection of the poor against the rich, those who want the necessities of life against those who have them.” Neither additional house attacks nor insurrection materialized, but such class fears hovered over the wealthy for a decade.21

		Almost immediately the official town meeting disavowed the house assaults as the work of “a lawless unknown rabble.” Over the next two months the Loyal Nine and leading merchants went into action to regain control of events. Early in September the Loyal Nine christened the Great Elm as the Tree of Liberty and took charge of the site, taking down effigies they had not authorized. They began calling themselves the Sons of Liberty. The title attached to Mackintosh, “Captain General of the Liberty Tree,” burlesqued the full title of the royal governor. In time the name “Sons of Liberty” was used in Boston to refer to the patriot movement as a whole. Every August 14 for years thereafter the Sons would sponsor an elegant dinner in a suburban tavern celebrating their victory over the Stamp Act as the fruit of the allegedly peaceful action of August 14, disavowing the destructive violence of August 26.22

		In late October leading merchants entered into a visible public collaboration with the Pope’s Day leaders. With the Stamp Act officially scheduled to go into effect on November 1 and Pope’s Day on its heels, two merchants whom the governor called “the richest men in town” (one of whom was John Hancock and the other very likely John Rowe) invited gentlemen to entertain the Pope’s Day officers at a popular tavern. Some two hundred in all attended, Hancock and his co-sponsor flanking Mackintosh and Swift at the head table. Hancock very likely announced that he would foot the bill for uniforms to clothe the officers in style in November. The officers in turn would have renewed their pledge of unity with each other and with the patriot cause that they had made the night of August 14 with Andrew Oliver’s liquor.23

		The result of this alliance was in full display on November 1, a day the whole town observed with a mock funeral. A melancholy blast from a conch shell (called the “Pope horn”) and “a funereal tolling of bells” began a well-orchestrated day of mourning for the goddess Liberty. Shops were shut, and ships in the harbor lowered their flags to half-mast. A “vast concourse of people” gathered at the Liberty Tree, “some with weeds in their hats” (the mourners’ symbol), others “with downcast eyes.” Grenville’s effigy was now joined by one of John Huske, a former Bostonian detested for his part in Parliament passing the Stamp Act. At three o’clock organizers cut down the effigies and placed them in a cart. Several thousand people “of all ranks” followed in “regular ranks.” The marchers included the Pope’s Day companies and members of the militia, with four columns of men on horseback bringing up the rear. They paraded to the center of town, then to the North End and back through the South End to the town gallows, at the far end of town, where the organizers hung the effigies. When they took them down, the crowd “tore them to pieces … flinging their limbs with indignation into the air.” An order to disperse was given, which was “punctually performed.” In the evening all Boston was quiet.24

		It was Ebenezer Mackintosh’s day, bedecked by Hancock’s largesse. In the solemn march William Brattle, the official commander of the militia, walked literally arm in arm with the shoemaker, lending him legitimacy. The governor reported he was “dresst in blue & red, in a gold lace Hat & and a gilt gorget on his breast, with a Rattan Cane hanging at his wrist & a speaking Trumpet in his hand to proclaim his orders.” Fifteen years later the Loyalist Peter Oliver, writing his history in exile in England, remembered the day vividly. Mackintosh “dressed genteely & in Order to convince the publick of that Power which he was invested he paraded the town with a mob of 2000 men in two files.” Oliver was still amazed at the response to Mackintosh’s orders. “If a Whisper was heard among his followers, the holding up of his Finger hushed it in a moment and when he had full displayed his authority, he marched his men to the first Rendezvous, & ordered them to retire peaceably to their several homes; & was punctually obeyed.”25

		On November 5 the two companies celebrated Pope’s Day as a peaceful political festival with the slogan “Union and No Stamps,” portrayals of “Stamp Men” joining the Pope and Devil on the wagons. Musicians accompanied the officers in their new uniforms. To further establish their new-found respectability, they issued a warning to Negroes to stay away from the parade. The two “Popes” met ceremoniously in the center of town, then formed a peaceful caravan to the Liberty Tree, where refreshments were served. At six o’clock “several thousand” joined the companies, marching in rank to Fort Hill, where the pageantry was thrown into the customary bonfire. Once again the huge crowd dispersed without incident. Merchants were so overjoyed with the two events that they emptied their purses to sponsor another joint celebration with the Pope’s Day marchers a week later. This time printed tickets set up five ranks of diners with separate rooms for each. An alliance of classes did not mean that the genteel had to surrender class distinctions.26

		It is not hard to see why Mackintosh frightened the ruling elite. The mobs stampeding through the mansions of the rich had shaken them with tremors of class war, but the marchers on November 1 and 5 were anything but a “mob.” Mackintosh, the governor believed, “has under him 100 or 150 men trained as regular as a military corps.” If so, and if two thousand and more marched, this corps would have been less than 10 percent of the total. What was alarming was that the marchers as a whole showed such discipline and were willing to take orders from a shoemaker. Worse yet, the lofty Liberty Tree rapidly became a site of popular justice, usurping the judicial function of government. In February 1766 Liberty Hall, the name adopted for the space beneath its wide-spreading branches, was the scene of a mock trial, attended, it was said, by several thousand who pronounced the Stamp Act guilty of violating the Magna Carta. Towering above the tree was a liberty pole on which a flag could be hoisted to summon Bostonians to a meeting. Within months the tree became a symbol of the cause.27

		To the Crown-appointed officials, Mackintosh conjured up the terrifying image of Masaniello, the name given Tommaso Aniello, the fisherman who led a bloody proletarian uprising in Naples in 1649. Hutchinson thought the shoemaker “as likely for a Masaniello as you can well conceive.” The parallels were remarkable. In Naples the target was also imperial rule (Spain); the provocation was also a tax (on fruit); and the leader had also played a part in the mock battles at the annual ritual celebration of the city’s victory over the Turks. Masaniello was also elected “captain general” of his city. Most terrifying, in his nine days of rule, he allegedly executed some 250 enemies before he himself was assassinated. The shoemaker even resembled the fisherman, both of them slight men.28

		Patriot leaders shared this fear, albeit with less hysteria. John Adams passed on questions from Rhode Island bigwigs who were “very inquisitive about McIntosh. Whether he was a man of Abilities or not? Whether he would probably rise, in Case the Contest [with Britain] should be carried through to any length.” Bostonians asked the same questions. After all, no less a Whig authority than “the great Mr. Locke” had warned of the danger of a Masaniello. The name entered the popular political vocabulary, so much so that in 1776 Thomas Paine could warn that unless the colonists set up their own government, “some Masanello [sic]” may “collect together the desperate and the discontented” and “sweep away the liberties of the continent like a deluge.”29

		The fears of the Sons of Liberty are implicit in their efforts in 1765 to co-opt Mackintosh. In 1767–68 when they renewed the conflict with Britain by organizing boycotts against importers of British goods, they seem to have shunted him aside. Now when they wanted to stage some street theater, they commonly turned to one of their own circle, such as Dr. Thomas Young or William Molineux, a lesser merchant. Young, a country doctor new to Boston whose radicalism grew out of his deism and experience in the class wars of tenants and “manor lords” in the Hudson Valley, had skills Mackintosh lacked. He could write articles for Boston’s new patriot paper, The Massachusetts Spy, and letters to other towns as a member of the Committee of Correspondence, and he could persuade artisans by his oratory in town meetings.30
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		What Mackintosh did politically between 1766 and 1774 is full of uncertainties. He may have had a hand in managing the now-harmonious Pope’s Day observances. The truce between the two companies launched in 1765 held until 1773. In 1774, with British troops occupying the city and rumors of the old enmity in the air, patriot leaders fearful of a bloody clash managed to tame the festivity once again. It was to be the last held in Boston. Mackintosh was not reported at major patriot events, possibly fearful of prosecution for the house assaults of 1765. In 1769 an informer claimed that Mackintosh had attended meetings of the Sons of Liberty and “had already been threatened with death” by them in case he revealed their secrets. But he hardly needed such a threat to stay mum since there is no sign that he ever deserted the cause. In 1766 he married Elizabeth Maverick at a ceremony performed by the Reverend Andrew Eliot, conservative minister of the New North Congregational Church. A year later they baptized a daughter Elizabeth, and in 1769 they named a son Pascal Paoli after the leader of Corsica’s fight for freedom from rule by Genoa. Paoli was frequently toasted by the Boston Sons of Liberty. William Molineux was called “Paoli Molineux,” and John Hancock named a brig Paoli. The Corsican general was a conservative liberator. Thus, in naming his son after him, Mackintosh was giving notice that he had no intention of becoming a Masaniello.31

		Mackintosh may have fallen out with patriot leaders. From 1766 through 1768 the town meeting continued to appoint him sealer of leather but did not in 1769. In 1770 they appointed Benjamin Bass, his erstwhile partner, to the post. About this time there were several lawsuits against Mackintosh, most likely by people distressed by his decisions as a certifier of leather. In July 1770 he was listed on a roll of twenty or so in Boston’s debtors’ prison, “a most shocking loathsome place,” in Hutchinson’s opinion.32 Who came to his aid we do not know. But Peter Oliver’s gloss on Mackintosh’s woes is naturally suspect. Mackintosh, he wrote, “by neglecting his Business … was reduced to part with his last & all [awl], took to hard drinking, was thrown into Jail & died.” The shoemaker did not die in prison. He left Boston with his tools in 1774 and by September had resumed his trade in Haverhill, New Hampshire, where he lived until 1816. Yet Oliver’s malicious final comment resonated with backhanded praise for Mackintosh’s integrity. When he pleaded with his “rich employers for 2 or 3 Dollars to relieve his distress,” Oliver claimed, “he was refused the small Pittance because at that Time they had no further Service for him & had he not possessed a soul endowed with superior Honor to any of his Employers, he would have brought several of them to the Gallows.”33

		If Mackintosh was neither present nor visible at major public events after 1765, his Pope’s Day constituency had become a distinct presence. The “Boston Massacre” of March 5, 1770, was a chaotic unplanned event at which British soldiers fired into a crowd, killing five working-class Bostonians (among them Samuel Maverick, Mackintosh’s brother-in-law, a seventeen-year-old apprentice to an ivory turner). At the trial of the soldiers, their lawyer, John Adams, characterized the “mob” that had taunted them as a “Motley rabble of saucy boys, negroes and molottoes, Irish Teagues, and outlandish Jack tars”—a description that could have easily applied to Pope’s Day activists. So too could Thomas Hutchinson’s description of a “tea party” meeting in November 1773 at which leaders let down the property bars that restricted attendance at official town meetings, jamming Old South Meeting House to the rafters. The audience, he wrote, was composed principally of “the lower Ranks of the People & even Journeymen Tradesmen … & the Rabble were not excluded.”34

		As to the men who boarded the three ships and destroyed the tea, Mackintosh in his old age boasted to a boy of ten that “it was my chickens that did the job.” It was a reasonable claim, given the number of apprentices, former apprentices, and established artisans identified at the event. The other claim for his presence came from an old Bostonian who in 1835 compiled the first list of participants and put down “——— Mcintosh” (with a blank instead of a first name). This more than likely was Ebenezer.35

		In actuality, the laboring men in Boston’s many spur-of-the-moment crowds after 1765 did not need Mackintosh. In 1768 a waterfront riot of several thousand against an attempt at impressment into the British navy, which took place in the evening “when the lower class of people were returning from work,” was led from within by unknown individuals. So too were the several tar-and-featherings aimed at customs officials with whom seamen had their own grievances. Indeed, “the only clue” the historian Peter Oliver could find as to “the Origin of this Invention” was the tarred Pope and Devil in the “pageant” every November 5. He was observant.36

		However active or inactive he may have been after 1766, Mackintosh’s reputation as a leader persisted. In 1770 a Loyalist merchant reported that “McIntosh, [James] Otis & [Samuel] Adams are our demagogues.” In April 1774 a patriot paper printed a rumor from Britain that “a sloop of war” on the high seas would seize and return four Bostonians—Samuel Adams, John Hancock, John Rowe, and Ebenezer Mackintosh—explaining that “the latter has been very active among the lower order of people, and the other [three] among the higher.” Later in the year an unnamed Boston letter writer told a British correspondent that “a Scotch shoemaker was the leader of all our mobs during the time of the Stamp Act and has ever since continued a leading man among us.” “Very active among the lower order of people” may be as good a contemporary summary of Mackintosh’s political role in Boston as we are likely to find.37

		With troops on the way, Mackintosh had cause to take the British threat seriously. He fled the city, probably early in 1774, by lore walking to Haverhill, New Hampshire, in the Connecticut River valley (more than 150 miles), with his two children, Elizabeth, aged seven, and Pascal, aged five. (His wife had died of a prolonged illness.) He served two short military stints in the Revolutionary War and in 1784 married a widow with three children, who bore two more sons. He lived out his life as a shoemaker and, occasionally, the village sealer of leather, and as far as the record shows, he remained poor and landless. With his children scattered, he died in the local poor farm, aged seventy-nine, and was buried in the North Haverhill cemetery. The grave marker is since lost.38

		In the twentieth century, a state roadside marker near the cemetery recognized Mackintosh as “a known participant in the Boston Tea Party” and as “a soldier.” “He was a shoemaker by trade and practiced his vocation here for the rest of his life”—the only historical marker in the United States honoring a shoemaker for his services in the American Revolution.

		[image: ]

		Historians weighing the sources of the American Revolution have rarely found a place for Ebenezer Mackintosh. But he had a measurable impact. He helped make political action by “leather apron” men acceptable and by shoemakers in particular. The “gentry” often singled them out for derision, invoking the proverb “Shoemaker, stick to thy last.” A patriot aristocrat in Charleston offered the condescending rationale: men who knew little more than “to cobble an old shoe in a decent manner or to build a necessary house” lacked the education or leisure to participate in government.39

		Not so Boston’s patriot leaders. In 1772 “Crispin”—the name of the patron saint of shoemakers—began an anti-Loyalist article in the The Massachusetts Spy (a paper aimed at working people) by avowing, “I am a shoemaker, a citizen, a free man and a freeholder.” The printer Isaiah Thomas added a postscript justifying “Crispin’s” performance: “it should be known what common people, even coblers think and feel under the present administration.” The rise to active citizenship by mechanics was also the theme of another Boston shoemaker, George Robert Twelves Hewes, whose memoirs recounted one episode after another in which he cast off deference to his betters. “We are all from the cobbler up to the senator become politicians,” a Bostonian could claim in 1774.40

		Mackintosh also influenced the leaders who emerged in the Stamp Act crisis, more perhaps than they could afford to say. It was a time when John Adams, Samuel Adams, and John Hancock, the three men who became Massachusetts’s principal figures in the Revolution, learned different strategies for accommodating “the people out of doors” who were challenging those “within doors” with power in legislative chambers. “The year,” John Adams confided to his diary at the end of 1765, “has been the most remarkable year of my Life.” He was moved that “the People, even to the lowest ranks have become more attentive to their Liberties”—but he was also furious at the threats to individuals and property, and he undertook a lifelong commitment to maintain a due sense of “rank and subordination” in “the lowest ranks.” For Samuel Adams, 1765 was the year he learned the importance of associations, committees, and the town meeting as a means of organizing ordinary people. John Hancock—twenty-seven, newly rich, and new to
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