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Scars of Independence is a history of violence. It is the first book on the American Revolution and the Revolutionary War to adopt violence as its central analytical and narrative focus. As such, it tells the story of combatants, captives, and civilians—men and women, famous and lesser-known—who experienced violence as perpetrators, witnesses, and victims. Scars of Independence is also a story about stories: narratives of persecution and suffering, barbarity versus civilization, retaliation and reconciliation, that accompanied physical and psychological violence. Those who lived through these tumultuous times created such narratives to make sense of their violent struggles and foster allegiance to their respective causes.

In recovering the experience of violence in its many forms—and the physical, emotional, and intellectual responses of people living with it—we must recognize that accounts of brutality and suffering make for powerful rhetoric, not least, as the scholar Rachel Cleves points out, because the “spectacle of violence…both repels and attracts” us. Indeed, fierce words can be weapons in their own right. Striving for adequate ways to write about such sensitive topics, I have found inspiration in Marcus Rediker’s painful, brilliant history, The Slave Ship, and his admonition that we not be guilty of the “violence of abstraction,” of counting and thereby dehumanizing “a reality that must, for moral and political reasons, be understood concretely.” As Wayne E. Lee, a specialist on the cultural history of war and violence, also reminds us, “Academic history rarely does justice to the blood, sweat, fear, and voided bowels of war’s violence. On the other hand, mere stories rarely convey the complexity of the situations in which humans find themselves willing to kill or forced to die.” In writing this book for a general audience as well as for fellow historians, I have sought to develop my arguments through narrative and episodic example as much as through abstract analysis. The book is based on fresh research in archives across the U.S. and U.K. and among printed sources, as well as on extensive scholarship about the American Revolution. It traces the broad chronological contours of the Revolution, but I have not attempted to offer a comprehensive survey of the Revolution, of the war, or even of violence in this period. Instead, I have chosen to focus on the key dynamics of political and military violence involving American Patriots and Loyalists, African-Americans and Native Americans, Britons and their German auxiliaries.1

For over two centuries, this topic has been subject to whitewashing and selective remembering and forgetting. While contemporaries experienced the Revolution as frightening, messy, and divisive, its pervasive violence and terror have since yielded to romanticized notions of the nation’s birth. In painting an unvarnished portrait of Revolutionary-era violence, we can shed new light on how participants understood their struggles and how survivors and subsequent generations have remembered and mis-remembered the conflict.
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An author’s final duty before sending a manuscript off to the press is also the most pleasant. I wish to acknowledge with profound gratitude the institutions and individuals that have supported this project. For enabling my research and writing, I thank the John W. Kluge Center at the Library of Congress for a Kluge Fellowship, the Library Company of Philadelphia and the Historical Society of Pennsylvania for a Barra Foundation International Research Fellowship in American History and Culture, the Massachusetts Historical Society for a Massachusetts Society of the Cincinnati Fellowship, the New York Public Library and the David Library of the American Revolution for research fellowships, the Institute for Advanced Studies of the University of Konstanz for a Senior Visiting Fellowship, and the University of Freiburg and SFB 948 for a visiting professorship. For making my stays at those institutions both productive and enjoyable, I am especially grateful to Carolyn Brown, James N. Green, Meg McSweeney, Conrad E. Wright, Ulrich Gotter, Ronald Asch and Ralf von den Hoff, and their respective staff, as well as the other fellows in residence. I first rehearsed aspects of arguments in chapters 5, 8, and 10 in “Rape, ius in bello, and the British Army in the American Revolutionary War” in Journal of Military Ethics (2015) and “Mangled Bodies: Atrocity in the American Revolutionary War” in Past & Present (2016).

Numerous colleagues and friends have kindly commented on proposals, read chapters in draft, answered queries, shared ideas, and offered suggestions, including Susanne Berthold, Katherine Boo, Shelley Bookspan, John Brewer, Richard Caplan, Erica Charters, Joshua Civin, Linda Colley, Chiara Cordelli, Martin Daunton, Barbara Donagan, Tim Duggan, Philip Dwyer, Heather E. Ewing, Bill Foster, Niklas Frykman, Peter Ginna, Ulrich Gotter, Lara Heimert, Julia E. Hickey, Joanna Innes, Maya Jasanoff, Jane Kamensky, Wayne E. Lee, Elizabeth Loudon, Wm. Roger Louis, Jürgen Luh, Nino Luraghi, Peter Mandler, Holly Mayer, Michael McDonald, Rana Mitter, Bruce Nichols, Marcy Norton, Andrew O’Shaughnessy, Ed Papenfuse, Sarah Pearsall, Will Pettigrew, Todd Reeser, Daniel Richter, Rob Ruck, Hannah Smith, Stella Tillyard, Jen Waldron, and Molly Warsh. Stephen Conway and Paul Halliday generously critiqued significant portions of the book manuscript. My thinking has also benefited from the questions and comments offered by audiences at seminars and lectures, including at the Library of Congress, the Yorktown Victory Foundation, the Huntington Library, McGill University, and the Universities of Konstanz, Oxford, and Pittsburgh.

At the University of Pittsburgh, I have been fortunate to work with Marcus Rediker, Reid Andrews, and Lara Putnam as successive chairs, and to enjoy the inspiring collegiality of, among many others, Jonathan Arac, Sy Drescher, Janelle Greenberg, Diego Holstein, Patrick Manning, Pernille Røge, Bruce Venarde, and Molly Warsh, as well as scholars in the Eighteenth-Century Studies initiative. I am very grateful to my hardworking research assistants: Ashley Blakeney, Mirelle Luecke, Luke Martinez, Katie Parker, and Steve Pitt. Marcus Rediker has been a model of generous scholarly companionship. He offered constructive criticism on the entire manuscript, spurred me on when the sailing felt rough, and, throughout it all, kept faith in me and the book. I owe a special debt to my dean, N. John Cooper, for his creative and generous support, and for fostering an environment in which I could juggle departmental and other responsibilities with editing the Journal of British Studies while writing this book.

My agent, Susan Rabiner, has been a wonderful advocate and supportive interlocutor who believed in this project and its author from the start and found them an excellent home at Crown Publishers. It has been my great privilege to work with Amanda Cook, editor extraordinaire, whose detailed editorial letters—gems of challenging and constructive readings—coached me through revisions. Emma Berry has been an amazing associate editor, whose keen eye for detail and sharp ear for rhythm and pace improved the text immeasurably. At Crown, I am also grateful to Molly Stern, publisher, who supported this book throughout; to the editors, designers, and production managers who helped shape the manuscript into a handsome book, especially Craig Adams, David Chesanow, Jon Darga, Sally Franklin, Elena Giavaldi, Elizabeth Rendfleisch, and Anna Thompson; and to the marketing and publicity teams led by Kevin Callahan, Sarah Grimm, Rachel Rokicki, and Alaina Waagner, who are introducing the book to its readers.

The book’s dedicatees have lived with it as long as they have lived with me. Helen lovingly supported my research and writing in myriad ways, let me rehearse arguments, and offered her perspective as a psychologist. The arrival halfway through this project of Florian Frederick, the American-born addition to our Anglo-German family, may have slowed down its completion a little, but he has already enriched my life immeasurably. This book is for them.

Pittsburgh, July 4, 2016
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Sir Thomas Hyde Page, A Plan of the Town of Boston with the Intrenchments &ca. of His Majesty’s forces in 1775, from the Observations of Lieut. Page of His Majesty’s Corps of Engineers, and from those of other Gentlemen (London, 1777). Credit 1
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After nightfall on Monday, March 5, 1770, small groups of Bostonians armed with lead-weighted clubs, cudgels, and cutlasses started accosting lone British officers and soldiers in the city’s streets. Elsewhere in town, soldiers threatened and assaulted civilians. It was rumored that a missing sergeant had been murdered, while troops had beaten an oysterman bloody. By eight o’clock, angry men were confronting the redcoats outside Murray’s Barracks, a sugarhouse at Draper’s Alley and Brattle Street where parts of the king’s army were quartered. Several dozen more had gathered in Dock Square, old Boston’s commercial center by the harbor, many of them sailors wielding sticks and staves; some were breaking off the table legs from the market stalls. Windowpanes shattered under a barrage of snowballs and chunks of ice as men passed the house of an importer who had broken the boycott on British goods. The previous Friday, March 2, a long-standing dispute over scarce labor had erupted in a violent confrontation between dozens of workers and off-duty soldiers at John Gray’s ropewalk south of Milk Street. There had been further scuffles on Saturday, and although no lives had yet been lost, by Monday soldiers and civilians were spoiling for a fight.1

Shortly after nine o’clock, bells rang out across town—Brattle Square Church led, soon Old Brick Church fell in to the west, and then Old South, too. Bells pealing at nighttime usually signaled a fire. As many more residents rushed out of their homes into the late-winter night to haul fire engines and carry bags and buckets across the ice-covered streets, armed gangs began converging on the city center. Navigating by the light of the first-quarter moon, the men joined a fast-swelling crowd in front of the Custom House at the northeast corner of King Street (today’s State Street) and Royal Exchange Lane. As young Benjamin Davis soon realized, “There is no fire. It is the soldiers fighting.”

Outside the Custom House, the imposing brick building that held the customs records and revenue from tariffs, a crowd of several hundred and growing were facing off against nine British soldiers. When the bells had started ringing, Captain Thomas Preston, the forty-year-old Irish captain on duty, had marched a corporal and six grenadiers of the 29th Regiment of Foot from the nearby main guardhouse through the surging mass of agitated people to support Private Hugh White, the lone British sentry at the Custom House. White had earlier struck a wigmaker’s apprentice with his musket after the boy had heckled a British officer; before long, an expanding crowd was lobbing snowballs and abuse at him, making the sentry fear for his safety. He had now fallen in with the tall grenadiers to form a semicircle, their backs to the building, muskets loaded and bayonets fixed. Many men in the mob also carried weapons—from the sticks some had been wielding all evening to the knives and Highland broadswords others had slipped under their coats before heading out that night. At least three men in the crowd as well as three of the soldiers now facing them had been among those exchanging blows at the ropewalk the previous week.

The site of their renewed encounter, the Custom House, symbolized the detested imperial revenue system that Britain had saddled on its thirteen Atlantic seaboard colonies after its victory in the Seven Years’ War, which had ended in 1763. Britain wanted the colonies to share in the expense of the victorious war and their future defense, not least by contributing towards the costs of a 10,000-strong British army stationed in America. For years, Massachusetts had played a leading role in opposing these new imperial policies, by means both legal and extralegal. Bostonians remonstrated against the Stamp Act, which had imposed a new tax on every piece of printed paper. After that law was repealed, they took issue with the Townshend Acts, which levied duties on imports such as glass, lead, and tea. They petitioned the imperial government and persuaded eleven colonies to adopt a non-importation ban. Crowds of men and women rioted, damaged property, and intimidated and injured customs officials as well as violators of their boycotts on British goods. Just a month earlier, a thousand-strong crowd had besieged the house of a customs informant who had reported on fellow Americans guilty of violating the imperial tax code; when he shot into the mass of people, an eleven-year-old boy was martyred.2

The turning point had come in 1768, when the British government sent several thousand troops to Boston to police the revenue system. For the Crown to show its military might in Boston in the manner it had previously done in Ireland or Scotland was a provocative move. In a town of 15,000 or 16,000, there now were as many imperial soldiers as there were white male residents above the age of sixteen. It did not help that among the troops were numerous Irish, and when the Afro-Caribbean drummers who served in the British regiments carried out disciplinary floggings of white soldiers on the Common, it offended Bostonians’ sense of the social and racial order.3

British soldiers were quartered not just in barracks but in private homes and warehouses, too. The army posted sentries outside public buildings. Troops established checkpoints, questioning pedestrians and searching carriages. Drunken soldiers fueled petty crime and prostitution. Redcoats beat male residents; women faced attempted abductions and sexual assault. Soldiers who were off duty competed with maritime laborers for scarce employment, triggering violent altercations like the one that had occurred at the ropewalk. Locals routinely harassed the redcoats, hurling stones at those detested “Bloody Backs.” Neither could the troops entirely prevent attacks on customs officials and their informants. Indeed, the soldiers seemed to symbolize the erosion of London’s authority as much as they demonstrated imperial strength. As Benjamin Franklin had predicted at a recent House of Commons inquiry, British troops sent to America would “not find a rebellion; they may indeed make one.”4

That early March night, John Adams, the ambitious Braintree lawyer who had moved his young family to Boston in 1768, described the sounds of rebellion near the Custom House: “[T]he people shouting, huzzaing, and making the mob whistle as they call it, which when a boy makes it in the street, is no formidable thing, but when made by a multitude, is a most hideous shriek, almost as terrible as an Indian yell.” The mob taunted the redcoats: “Come on you Rascals, you Bloody Backs, you Lobster Scoundrels, Fire if ye dare, G—d Dam’n you, Fire and be damned; we know you dare not.” They knew that only civil magistrates could authorize soldiers to use force to disperse an unlawfully assembled crowd. They also knew that Boston magistrates were unlikely to endorse the use of such force in the current political atmosphere. What they perhaps didn’t realize was that any soldier judging his life to be in imminent danger had the right to fire in self-defense.5

Captain Preston, desperate to calm heated tempers, was pleading with the civilians to disperse when a shot rang out. One of the grenadiers appeared to have been hit by an object—perhaps a snowball or a piece of ice or white-barked wood that either struck him or clipped the muzzle of his musket. According to most later reports, he had slipped on the ice, some saying his musket had briefly escaped his grasp. As he got up and recovered his firearm, he discharged a shot, whether deliberately or by accident. No one seemed to have been hit. There was a brief pause while many in the crowd looked for cover. Some, though, moved towards the soldiers, and one or two apparently even sought to wrestle their muskets from them. Several Boston militia drummers started beating to arms. A man in the crowd lashed out at the soldier who had fired; in the process, the assailant hit Preston’s arm hard with his club. Then the grenadiers fired a round of shots.

By the time Preston managed to stop the firing, three men lay dead in the snow, two more were dying, another half dozen were wounded. One bullet had hit the rope maker Samuel Gray, “entering his head and beating off a large portion of his skull.” Through the streaming blood, one bystander ascertained a hole “as big as my hand.” Crispus Attucks, a forty-seven-year-old former slave of Native American and African heritage who was passing through Boston, was felled by two bullets to his chest, one of them “goring the right lobe of the lungs and a great part of the liver most horribly.” Two bullets killed James Caldwell, a ship’s mate. Apprentice Samuel Maverick, seventeen, was hit in his stomach by a bullet that had ricocheted off a wall; although a doctor was able to remove the projectile, the teenager died in the morning. Patrick Carr, a thirty-year-old Irish immigrant employee of a leather-breeches maker, was hit by a musket ball fired quite possibly by a fellow Irishman. The bullet “went through his right hip & tore away part of the backbone & greatly injured the hip bone.” Carr died ten days later.6

Henry Prentiss had at first assumed the soldiers’ guns were not loaded. But as men around him fell to the ground, he realized that he was witnessing “a scene the most Tragical, of any that ever the Eyes of Americans beheld…to see the blood of our fellow Citizens flowing down the gutters like water.”7
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By the spring of 1770, Americans had developed a deep sense of grievance against an empire that taxed them without their consent and sent an army in peacetime. From Rhode Island to the South, colonists intimidated customs officials and damaged property. In 1768, merchants in Boston, New York, and Philadelphia had renewed their resolve not to import British goods, soon to be joined by Virginia, Maryland, and South Carolina. Although Britain partially repealed the Townshend Acts in response to the boycott, the tax on tea, which raised the largest sums of money, remained in place. With imperial troops arriving imminently, the Boston town meeting called an extralegal convention of all the towns of Massachusetts, which promptly condemned “raising or keeping a standing army” without the people’s approval. By 1770, then, Boston’s neighboring towns were primed to respond to any further escalation of the brewing crisis—and whatever might happen in Boston would resonate across the colonies.8

As news of the fatal shootings spread through Boston that March night, the church bells rang again. Town leaders prepared to summon thousands of men who were standing by in surrounding towns to confront the redcoats. At the same time, the sound of British drums beating to arms had soldiers scrambling across the city. In their quest to reach the center, some wielded their swords to clear a path through hostile crowds; a few took punches from irate citizens. Lieutenant Governor Thomas Hutchinson, who had rushed to the scene of the shootings, eventually managed to deescalate the situation by appealing to Bostonians from a first-floor balcony: the rule of law would prevail, a full inquiry would be held, and they should disperse peacefully. Most did as asked, but a hundred men or so stayed until the early hours while an initial inquest was conducted. By three a.m., Captain Preston was taken into custody; the following morning, the eight soldiers, too, were arrested and thrown into jail. The beacon to summon armed colonists to Boston was never lit, and no further shots were fired in anger that night.9

Participants and witnesses understood instantly the significance of what had occurred on King Street. Over the following weeks, both sides sought to shape the story of that evening in an effort to win the battle of public opinion, not least by publishing the depositions they solicited from local inhabitants and soldiers. Town leaders accused the British occupiers of a pattern of oppression and cruelty against innocent citizens that had climaxed in the deadliest confrontation thus far, what they quickly called the “bloody massacre.” Pro-British accounts, by contrast, emphasized the premeditated nature of the incident, with armed civilians provoking soldiers into a fight that would lead to their eventual withdrawal. The morning after, the British indeed began evacuating their troops, albeit but a few miles to the Castle Island barracks. The colonial official, Andrew Oliver, recognized the ambiguity of the situation: “[I]t is difficult to determine which were the Aggressors.” As Oliver was now laid low with the gout, “the Reports of killed and wounded,” he reflected, “painted in my Imagination all the Horrors of a civil War.”10

One week after the shootings, on March 12, the Boston Gazette published the single most influential anti-British account. Boston, the paper reported, had witnessed “a most shocking Scene, the Blood of our Fellow Citizens running like Water thro’ King-Street, and the Merchants Exchange.” The story was soon reprinted in other colonies, where resentment against the overbearing empire was already brewing, as well as in the British press. The article, set within thick black borders, also covered the funeral rites of the massacre’s first four martyrs, attended by more than 10,000 people, and was illustrated with a woodcut showing four coffins with the initials of the slain, skulls and bones, and an hourglass and scythe.11
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Paul Revere, The Bloody Massacre perpetrated in King Street Boston on March 5th 1770 by a party of the 29th Regt. (Boston, 1770).Credit 2







Whereas few today will recollect the Boston Gazette’s prose account, most Americans and many in Britain are probably familiar with Paul Revere’s iconic representation of THE BLOODY MASSACRE. The Boston silversmith and engraver adapted a composition by Henry Pelham to produce a brilliant visual polemic that deviated in significant ways from reality. This engraving, advertised for sale only three weeks after the event, shows an unarmed crowd of exclusively white, well-dressed gentlemen (and one concerned woman in a shawl)—not the missile-hurling motley crew of waterfront boys and men, apprentices, and mechanics, including immigrants and former slaves, that had actually assembled—who face seven aggressive British soldiers arrayed like a firing squad. A sniper has discharged a gun from a window of the Custom House, now also labeled “Butchers Hall.” Colonists often had their copies of the engraving hand-colored, with the red of the British uniforms matching the blood oozing from wounds in the victims’ heads, chests, and stomachs.12

British officials delayed the trials of Captain Preston and his men until the fall, hoping that by then tempers might cool down. Supported by the Sons of Liberty, John Adams agreed to serve as attorney for the accused soldiers: everyone, he believed, deserved a fair hearing. Adams argued that the redcoats had acted in self-defense in the face of a provocative mob; at worst the soldiers were guilty of manslaughter, not murder. He alluded to the limits of troops performing urban anti-riot duty: “[S]oldiers quartered in a populous town, will always occasion two mobs, where they prevent one.—They are wretched conservators of the peace!” The jury acquitted Preston and six of the soldiers. The two men convicted of manslaughter pleaded benefit of clergy, a device that allowed for their capital sentences to be commuted; they were released after having their thumbs branded.13

In subsequent years, John Adams’s thoughts kept returning to that violent and defining evening. The Boston Massacre had become an annually commemorated event, complete with orations, the display of relics, and guided tours of the bloodied site. On its third anniversary, in 1773, Adams recalled how much anxiety his role as defense attorney for the British soldiers had caused him. At the same time, he proudly reflected, ensuring that the defendants received a fair trial had been “one of the most gallant, generous, manly and disinterested Actions of my whole Life.” He had rendered a truly patriotic service, for a death sentence would “have been as foul a Stain upon this Country as the Executions of the Quakers or Witches, anciently.” In his diary Adams noted, “as the Evidence was, the Verdict was exactly right.” Yet this was “no reason why the Town should not call the Action of that Night a Massacre.”14

Adams’s thoughts may have sounded contradictory, but they illuminate the reason the Boston Massacre has remained so iconic over the centuries. The shootings had been the unplanned product of the violence of imperial oppression colliding with the violence of colonial resistance. For those who lived through revolution and war, the wounds sustained by eleven men that night—wounds that foreshadowed the disfiguring and lethal injuries soon to be suffered by tens of thousands—would come to serve as a metaphor for the wounds torn open in Americans’ relations with their fellow subjects on both sides of the Atlantic. For the Revolutionaries, the deaths on King Street symbolized colonial Americans’ resistance in the face of wanton British cruelty. That allegation was wrong, as Adams had proven in court, but it nevertheless stuck. By 1786, when Adams was serving as the first United States ambassador to the Court of St James’s, he summed up the event’s complex legacy in one bold judgment: “On that night the foundation of American independence was laid.”15
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In the popular memory of the American Revolution, a quarter millennium on, the Boston Massacre is something of an anomaly: it is a violent event we acknowledge and remember. But the Revolution was also violent in ways we don’t remember, and perhaps can’t even imagine, because they have been downplayed—if not written out of the conventional telling altogether. Although the American Revolution has been continuously invoked since the eighteenth century in the name of all manner of causes—the Tea Party’s opposition to health care reform being perhaps the most salient modern example—its inherent violence has often been minimized. The result has been the perpetuation of an overly sentimental narrative of America’s originary war. Even the portrayals of George Washington’s hungry, ill-clad soldiers, their feet reddening the snow at Valley Forge, nostalgically evoke martyrs rather than battle-bloodied warriors. American popular memory of this era tends to focus on great white men debating independence in Philadelphia’s hallowed halls or on Mount Vernon and Monticello, “as if the war,” writes the historian Edward Larkin—and, we should add, American-on-American violence—“were incidental to the Revolution.”16

There are good reasons why Americans portray their revolution and war for independence as an uplifting, heroic tale, as the triumph of high-minded ideals in the face of imperial overreach, as a unified and unifying nation-building struggle to deliver a free and independent United States. But, in doing so, they risk neglecting its divisive and violent strands. To understand the Revolution and the war—the very birth of the nation—we must write the violence, in all its forms, back into the story. That is my aim in this book.

By “violence,” I mean the use of physical force with intention to kill, or cause damage or harm to people or property. I also mean psychological violence: the use of threats, bullying tactics, and brutality to instill fear in people and influence their conduct and decisions. It was through campaigns of terror that the American Patriots enforced their revolution internally against the American Loyalists. It was through the longest war ever fought on American soil that the Patriots defended their new nation’s independence from the British Empire. And it was by distinguishing acceptable from illegitimate forms of violence that the Patriots sought to fight that war in ways that matched their political ideals: by highlighting the enemy’s brutishness while striving to stay within the limits permitted by the prevailing codes of war, the Revolutionaries tried to win the moral war that accompanied the war on the ground. After a decade of civil war, further violence against the Revolution’s losers would complicate the transition to peacetime nation building. When at war’s end Americans remained conflicted about the appropriate uses and limits of violence, it was clear that the wounds they had delivered and sustained—physically, psychologically, metaphorically—had profoundly shaped the nature, outcome, and legacies of their foundational conflict.17

I first became curious about Revolutionary-era violence a decade ago, as I was conducting research for my previous book, Empires of the Imagination. While studying examples of eighteenth-century art, I encountered a series of monuments to American Loyalists in churches and cathedrals across England. They ranged from little stone tablets in provincial churches to a substantial marble sarcophagus in Westminster Abbey, but they shared one common feature: they all told stories of American Loyalists being brutally treated—hunted, dispossessed, and, finally, driven out of the country, afraid for their lives. Evoking an era when there was “scarcely…a village in England without some American dust in it,” these memorials all spoke of the psychological and physical violence inflicted on individuals who had opposed the Revolution.18

Those harrowing accounts of persecution and suffering stayed with me, not least because they were hard to reconcile with the conventional narrative of a restrained, largely nonviolent revolution. Eager to uncover the stories behind the memorials, I turned to the archives and found that many of the detailed accounts the Loyalists had produced during and immediately after the war reinforced what I had seen. These reports described scenes of humiliation, bullying, torture, and even the occasional lynching. Scholars, by contrast, had given limited space to such American-on-American violence. Participants at the time referred to the American Revolution as a civil war, and writers over the past century have occasionally spoken of it in these terms. Yet the wider American public, and even many historians, still seem reluctant to embrace the notion of civil conflict as a way to describe the Revolution. Perhaps that’s no surprise, if only because seeing the Revolution as America’s first civil war forces us to confront the terror at its very core.19

Reading further in the participants’ accounts, we find that American Patriots, who tended to remain silent about the violence they meted out to Loyalists, dwelled with passionate indignation on the cruelty that they themselves suffered at the hands of the barbarous British and their Loyalist, Native American, and German auxiliaries. The Patriots accused the British of indiscriminate plundering and destruction, battlefield massacres, rape, prisoner abuse, even the deportation of American captives to Asia and into slavery in Africa. They also grappled with the quandary of how to answer such abuse—for violence flowed in all directions.

Reports by British political and military leaders confirm the stories of the American Patriots’ brutality towards their Loyalist neighbors. They also describe acts of cruelty against British combatants and captives by American Revolutionary forces. At the same time, they reveal the strategic and ethical dilemma that government ministers and army officers faced in orchestrating a counterinsurgency against white, Protestant, Anglophone fellow subjects—all while their own nation was deeply divided. And both American and British portrayals allow us to reconstruct at least in part the contributions and sufferings of black and Native American populations on both sides of the conflict.

The sheer scale and pervasiveness of the violence generated by the Revolution’s partisan fury and by more than seven years of war is manifest in written accounts and imagery from the period. The correspondence of leaders, the diaries of individual men and women, political pamphlets, popular prints, and congressional records all vividly convey the swirl of brutality that swept up all sides. As with the Boston Massacre, these sources also show us how violence shaped the stories that participants were telling about revolution, counterrevolution, and war. Yet neither the Revolution’s academic historians nor its popular chroniclers have studied this aspect of the war in a systematic way.

In this book, we will follow protagonists to battlefields and army camps; to prisons on land, underground, and offshore; onto farms and into homes. We will discover how all parties used terror: Patriots against Loyalists; British forces and their Loyalist and German auxiliaries against rebel combatants, captives, and civilians; General Washington’s Continental Army against Native Americans; white and black Southerners against one another. We will take a close look at the physical evidence of violence: the bayonet wounds in a soldier’s mangled corpse; a girl’s story of her rape by enemy soldiers; the emaciated, lice-ridden figures of prisoners of war; the decapitated head of a slave turned spy warning others not to join the British; columns of smoke rising over New England seaports, Southern plantations, and the vast cornfields of Iroquoia. Loyalists, women, former slaves, and rebel captives each experienced distinctive forms of violence. And all sides spun narratives of persecution and atrocity, of suffering and sacrifice, of community building and revenge, and of attempts to exercise restraint—some successful and others decidedly not.
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If violence was fundamental to how American Patriots and their enemies experienced America’s founding moment, why has it been moved to the margins of the story that we typically hear? First, in postwar America, the Revolution’s Loyalist losers, and the violence they had endured, were systematically excluded from public discourse. As R. R. Palmer put it in his classic The Age of the Democratic Revolution over half a century ago, “The ‘American consensus’ rests in some degree on the elimination from the national consciousness…of a once important and relatively numerous element of dissent.” A British tendency to turn a blind eye to an unprecedented defeat is also partly to blame. Britain’s imperial loss occurred despite putting one in every seven or eight eligible men under arms, and recruiting large auxiliary forces in Germany to fight alongside white Loyalists as well as Native Americans and former slaves. As late as 1883, Sir John Seeley, the distinguished Cambridge historian of the British Empire, described the American Revolution as an embarrassing episode, “which we have tacitly agreed to mention as seldom as we can.”20

Over time, even the Revolutionary-era emphasis on the blood that the Patriots shed in defense of their new republic has yielded to a strangely bloodless narrative of the war that mirrors the image of a tame and largely nonviolent Revolution. The magisterial accounts by later twentieth- and early-twenty-first-century historians such as Bernard Bailyn, Gordon Wood, and T. H. Breen that dominate American college classrooms focus on the Revolution’s ideas and ideals and largely tune out the physical and psychological trauma experienced by so many participants. Meanwhile, bestselling biographies of the Founding Fathers continue to romanticize the Revolutionary era.21

Whether in their academic or public discourse, Americans do not generally shy away from discussing violence in their history and culture, a tendency that applies as much to the history of colonization, the frontier, and slavery up to the Revolution as it does to the violence that characterizes the modern United States at home and in its conduct overseas—from the prevalence of gun-related deaths to the controversies over preemptive military action and drone strikes. Yet Americans are curiously silent when it comes to their nation’s birth. As a historian of nationalism in the early republic has demanded, “[W]e must seek to understand the tie between nationalism and violence” in the United States, especially given that few nation-states “are as renowned for their proclivity for violence.”22

This partial blindness contrasts particularly glaringly with today’s general awareness of the battlefield carnage, the ordeal of POWs, and death in the American Civil War. Indeed, acknowledging the undeniable horrors of that war, in some ways, has made the need for an immaculate conception all the more acute. “For many Americans the Revolution is their last great romance with war,” writes the scholar Carol Berkin, as they imagine it as “quaint and harmless,” an image that appeals in an “era of genocidal wars, terrorism, and heated debates over the meaning of patriotism.” But it is precisely because we face an uncertain world of insurgencies and civil wars, stalled revolutions and failed states, that Americans should confront their own tumultuous birth. It is time to strip some of that lingering romanticism from America’s foundational conflict.23
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Writing violence back into the story of the Revolution reminds us that America’s war for independence caused proportionately more human suffering than any other war in American history except the Civil War. Because to modern eyes the absolute numbers involved look comparatively small, it is easy to forget that with an estimated 6,800 to 8,000 Patriot battle deaths, 10,000 killed by disease in camps, and up to 16,000 or even 19,000 who perished in captivity, the number of Patriot soldiers killed in the Revolutionary War would be well over 3 million in terms of today’s population—and significantly more than that if we consider Patriot deaths as a proportion of only the Patriot population in 1775 or 1783. More than ten times as many Americans died, per capita, in the Revolutionary War as in World War I, and nearly five times as many as in World War II. The death rate among Revolutionary-era prisoners of war was the highest in American history. In addition, at least 20,000 British and thousands more American Loyalist, Native American, German, and French lives were lost. The Revolution exacted further human sacrifice when at war’s end approximately 1 in 40 Americans went into permanent exile, the equivalent of some 7.5 million today.24

As the Boston Massacre demonstrates, it is tempting for humans engaged in a struggle to remember the violence suffered by their own side but to neglect that endured by others. It is crucial, therefore, that we consistently look at the Revolutionary era through multiple lenses: American Patriots, American Loyalists, and the British, as well as Native American, black, and German participants. This enables us to transcend nation-centered and nationalist narratives, whether American or British, with their various myths, exaggerations, and blind spots. And it helps us avoid falling into the trap of categorizing either side as simply victims, traitors, or cruel aggressors in what Americans call the Revolutionary War and the British know as the American Rebellion or the War of American Independence. It is in this respect that—as a German-born specialist in British history who did not grow up with the national myths of either Britain or America, but who for the past two decades has researched and taught on both sides of the Atlantic—I hope to bring a fresh outlook.25

American casualties of British atrocities, along with the victims of General Washington’s campaigns of terror in Indian country, urge us to keep multiple perspectives in mind. So do the American Loyalists. For, by the 1770s, as thousands of ordinary Americans joined the insurgency against what they saw as imperial oppression, between one-fifth and one-third of the white population continued to support Britain in sentiment, if not always in deed. Others were not yet particularly invested in either cause, or would change sides. But anyone who was not explicitly a Patriot risked being branded and persecuted as an enemy of America. As one New Yorker wrote to a London acquaintance, explaining his quandary: “I have no relish for civil Wars & there is no such thing as being a looker on.” When the Anglo-American crisis escalated, Patriots targeted both their outspoken opponents and the as-yet-uncommitted—and they did so not just with moral suasion but also with threats and physical violence. There was no guillotine in Boston, New York, or Charleston, as there would be in Paris two decades later. Yet forging the new American nation entailed the forced exclusion not only of black slaves and Native Americans but also of white Euro-Americans who did not subscribe to the Revolutionary project. The Revolution’s noble ideals aside, violent incidents were not the unfortunate exceptions to an orderly, restrained revolution. Rather, and especially where Loyalists were concerned, they were the norm. Both the Revolution’s supporters and its opponents came to experience its inherent violence as a defining characteristic that gave meaning to their struggles.26

The Boston Massacre also shows us that violence cannot be separated from stories about violence. The physical reality of violence and the political, polemical, and moral uses to which it was put were inextricably intertwined. Narratives of violence, as much as ideology, helped shape allegiances and mobilize support, whether for the cause of independence or empire. Stories of persecution, suffering, and sacrifice empowered American Patriots and Loyalists—and also Britons—to make sense of the Revolution, civil war, and colonial rebellion. And it was through such stories that they each made moral claims, seeking to win the support of the American population and gain the sympathies of audiences in Britain and Europe. For this was a war of persuasion as much as strategy, manpower, and logistics. It mattered not only how each side conducted the war—materially and ethically—but what stories each could convincingly tell about its own and its opponents’ conduct.27

A more honest rendering of the era enables us to see, then, that the American Revolution was not some glorious exception. Like other modern revolutions, and for all its transformative (and positive) effects, it required violent escalation and terror to sustain itself and combat its domestic enemies. From the victors’ perspective, the prize of enjoying liberty and independence justified the fierce treatment of fellow Americans. At the same time, though, Washington, Adams, and their fellow leaders were adamant that they must fight the war against Britain in ways that matched their ideals. By following a policy of humanity, as Adams put it, vis-à-vis enemy combatants and captives, they must out-civilize the British. To be sure, reality often fell short of worthy aspirations. But at the moment of America’s violent birth, the founders launched their new nation with a sense of moral purpose. If the idea of the United States is grounded not in a “common ethnicity, language, or religion” but instead in a “set of beliefs,” as the historian Gordon Wood reminds us, we should include among these beliefs the conviction that a society must uphold its core values even—and especially—in times of war. Projecting the power of America’s example, as much as the example of her power, was a foreign policy principle the founders embraced; it is a notion that modern leaders would do well to remember.28

Painting an unvarnished picture of the Revolution helps us at once recognize its defining ferocity, appreciate its lasting accomplishments, and discern its complicated legacies. Throughout the war, Americans wrestled with questions of violence and restraint against enemies foreign and domestic. The postwar United States, unlike France, Russia, and other revolutionary societies, avoided dictatorship, a military regime, and—with the partial exception of the War of 1812—more civil war. But this outcome also entailed unresolved contradictions for America’s emerging empire of liberty, most painfully and violently the entrenchment and extension of slavery, and the exclusion and soon the decimation and “Removal” of Native Americans. And as the white majority population set about building a nation after a decade of civil conflict, both the Revolution’s winners and its losers bore the physical and psychological scars of war, persecution, and terror—scars that were selectively acknowledged at best, and often partially covered.

Generations of Americans since have grappled with their nation’s violent beginnings in a balancing act of remembering and forgetting. Repressing trauma, denying terror, and whitewashing violence have helped foster a powerful myth of American exceptionalism that fits the heroic narrative of the original war. But looking afresh at the scars of independence through the eyes of participants on all sides helps us untangle the inherent tensions between America’s moral objectives and her violent tendencies. As we engage a world riven by wars, civil conflicts, and insurgencies, understanding how violence relates to nation building, and how it is represented and remembered, remains as critical as ever.29
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Samuel Dunn and Robert Sayer, A Map of the British Empire in North America (London, 1774). Credit 3
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January 25, 1774, was a bitterly cold day in Boston, with two feet of snow on the ground. John Malcom, a fifty-one-year-old minor customs official, was on his way home from his office near the Boston harbor, when passersby observed him suddenly cursing and physically threatening a small boy on a sled who had apparently rammed him. George R. T. Hewes, a poor shoemaker who had carried one of the Boston Massacre’s mortally wounded victims to a doctor four years earlier, intervened to protect the child. Shouting and scuffles ensued. Malcom struck Hewes on the head with his cane, knocking him temporarily unconscious. Bystanders then broke up the fight, and Malcom returned home. But the crowd would not let Malcom off lightly. And even though the scene had appeared to be a private squabble, that night Bostonians made sure that their response bore the hallmarks of Revolutionary justice.1

Before taking on his current post, Malcom had worked for the British Empire as a sea captain and army officer fighting throughout the North American theater of the Seven Years’ War. He had become notorious across the colonies after being arrested for debt and counterfeiting in 1763. A decade later, while working as a comptroller, he was suspended for malpractice and extortion. Many Bostonians knew of his checkered past and would likely remember that in 1771 Malcom had helped Governor Sir William Tryon of North Carolina murderously suppress the Regulator uprising, a revolt of backcountry farmers against colonial taxes and tax officials.

At dusk, a sizable crowd gathered outside Malcom’s home at the end of Cross Street. When Sarah Malcom failed to disperse them, her husband leaned out of a window and struck one man with his sword, piercing his chest. Malcom then brandished loaded pistols, boasting that he would kill numerous opponents for the governor’s bounty. As men started to bring ladders to take the house, the Malcoms barricaded themselves in a second-floor room, but the assailants soon breached a window. The irate intruders seized Malcom and, as he later declared, “by violence forced [him] out of the House and Beating him with Sticks then placed him on a sled they had Prepaird.”

Some gentlemen now became concerned that matters might get out of hand. They urged restraint and appealed to official justice. But there was no stopping the frenzied crowd—1,200 people, according to the diary of a local merchant (a likely exaggeration)—in whose eyes Malcom had “behaved in the most capricious, insulting and daringly abusive manner.” Anne Hulton, a recent arrival from England whose brother was a commissioner of customs in Boston, was nauseated to see Malcom undergo “cruel torture,” first being “stript Stark naked, one of the severest cold nights this Winter…his arm dislocated in tearing off his cloaths.”

Most contemporaries would have been familiar with the procedure that Malcom was about to endure. Those who needed reminding might consult the recipe recounted by another Massachusetts Loyalist: “First, strip a Person naked, then heat the Tar untill it is thin, & pour it upon the naked Flesh, or rub it over with a Tar Brush, quantum sufficit.” That night, the crowd picked up a barrel of tar at a conveniently located wharf. “After which, sprinkle decently upon the Tar, whilst it is yet warm, as many Feathers as will stick to it.” Malcom’s tormentors may well have taken pillows from his own home as they began their night’s work. “Then hold a lighted Candle to the Feathers, & try to set it all on Fire; if it will burn so much the better. But as the experiment is often made in cold Weather,” such as prevailed that January night, “it will not then succeed—take also an Halter, & put it round the Person’s Neck, & then cart him the Rounds.”

After Malcom had been forced into a cart, his assailants poured hot tar over his head and large parts of his body. The tar burned through his skin and scalded his flesh. Next, the crowd covered him in feathers before pulling the cart on to the Town House—the seat of the governor, legislature, and courts depicted in the center of Revere’s Boston Massacre image. They whipped him severely at multiple locations, and halfway between the governor’s residence and the Old South Meeting House they ordered him to curse Thomas Hutchinson, now the hated royal governor of the Province of Massachusetts Bay, whose house a Stamp Act mob had virtually dismantled in 1765. Malcom refused. He was taken to the Liberty Tree, a large elm at the corner of Essex, where, again, he valiantly (or recklessly) declined to condemn the governor. He was then dragged to the municipal gallows, a rope around his neck presaging what might lie in store, and still he rebuffed them. Could they at least “put their threats in Execution Rather than Continue their Torture?” Malcom now pleaded. They bound his hands behind his back, tying him to the gallows or swinging the rope’s other end across the beam, and beat him with cords and sticks. By one account, they threatened to cut his ears off. When his torturers demanded that Malcom curse the king and the governor, he defiantly damned all traitors. Finally, with the tar encasing his freezing, bruised body, Malcom could take it no more: he cursed as ordered.
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François Godefroy, John Malcom (Paris, [1784]). In this French print, John Malcom is shown being lowered into a cart as men and women of diverse social backgrounds are looking on. Credit 4







Having already defiled and shamed him, Malcom’s persecutors added one more insult. They made him swallow huge quantities of tea, toasting the king and other members of the royal family. Malcom gulped down the liquid until he turned pale and “filled the Bowl which he had just emptied.” They beat him back to the Custom House and all the way to Copp’s Hill, concluding a “Spectacle of horror & sportive cruelty,” as Anne Hulton described it, that had taken as many as five hours. George R. T. Hewes, who later distanced himself from the street’s brutality (he had also been unarmed the night of the Boston Massacre) had been following the procession with a blanket to shield the hypothermic Malcom. Around midnight, now back outside his family home, they finally “rolled [Malcom] out of the cart like a log.” Doctors, reported Hulton, considered it “impossible this poor creature can live. They say his flesh comes off his back in Stakes.”

Malcom did survive. His physical recovery would have been slow, starting with the scraping of the tar from his body. Perhaps turpentine would have been used, as with other victims of tarring and featherings, revealing his bloody skin and likely removing bits of it with the tar to expose raw flesh wounds. It would be many weeks before he would be able to leave his bed; for the rest of his life, he would bear the scars of his ordeal.
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Malcom’s torture, almost four years after the Boston Massacre, occurred at a moment when the town was once again at the center of colonial-imperial strife. After Britain had removed the troops from Boston and repealed most of the Townshend Acts, three calmer years had ensued. But by 1773 tensions were again rising. The British government resolved to pay the salaries of the Massachusetts governor and judges from the remaining tax on tea, thus bypassing the colonial assembly. In addition, the Tea Act of that year, adopted to help the East India Company pay off its debt, gave a small number of merchants, the so-called tea consignees, a monopoly on the right to sell tea in America. Soon a coalition of Boston politicians, artisans, and merchants cut out from the trade targeted those tea consignees and their warehouses. On December 16, 1773, some one hundred men—merchants, artisans, apprentices, and local teenagers, the shoemaker Hewes among them—boarded three ships at Griffin’s Wharf and threw forty-six tons of tea overboard to prevent it from being sold.2
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Photographs of John Meints, who was tarred and feathered in the U.S. during World War I for not supporting war bond drives, encapsulate the punishment’s brutal physicality. Credit 5







The British government learned about the Boston Tea Party in late January 1774. The prime minister, Lord North, denounced the town as the “ringleader of all violence and opposition to the execution of the laws of this country.” Over the following months, Parliament passed harsh legislation to punish Boston for destroying private property and resisting imperial rule. The Boston Port Bill closed the port until full damages were paid. An amendment to the Massachusetts charter permitted the governor to appoint councillors, judges, and sheriffs. One regulation stated that any royal official or soldier accused of a capital offense could be tried in England rather than locally. Another law said that imperial troops could now be quartered in unoccupied dwellings. At the same time, the Quebec Act extended that colony’s border south, protecting French Catholics’ way of life but also limiting the American colonies’ westward expansion.

Rather than containing the incipient American insurgency, as the British government had hoped, these Coercive Acts (or Intolerable Acts, in the rebels’ words) helped unify opinion across the diverse colonies. While colonists continued tea protests from New Hampshire to Virginia, over the spring and summer of 1774 they also prepared for concerted political action. In September, fifty-six delegates sent by the legislatures of twelve of the colonies (only Georgia abstained) gathered in Philadelphia, then the largest city in North America. On average forty-five years old, most of these men were very wealthy, and several dozen of them were veteran colonial legislators. They met for seven weeks in Carpenters’ Hall. The single most important achievement of this unprecedented Continental Congress was to pass the Continental Association, a non-importation, non-consumption, and non-exportation agreement boycotting British goods. The delegates hoped that by harming British manufactures, revenue, and commerce, the boycott would force Britain to repeal the legislation “calculated for enslaving these Colonies.” Drawing on lessons from earlier, more fragmented economic boycotts, the Continental Congress designed the new Continental Association to cover all colonies, and to involve all segments of society, not just merchants. To implement this ambitious scheme, the Congress created a system of surveillance and persecution whereby Americans watched and judged the words and actions of their fellow countrymen.3
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To enforce the boycott laid out in the Association agreement, the Continental Congress required that “a committee be chosen in every County, City, and Town” of each colony “attentively to observe the conduct of all persons touching this Association.” If an individual was found to be in breach, he (and occasionally she) was to be denounced in the newspapers, so that “all foes to the rights of British-America may be publickly known, and universally contemned as the enemies of American liberty.” Imagine how sinister such phrasing must have sounded to skeptics, let alone opponents of the boycott. And the Continental Congress offered little specific guidance on the workings of these committees; each was free to establish additional regulations. No one could predict how exactly this experiment in grassroots enforcement might play out.

In very little time, “committees of safety” formed in communities across the colonies—their ominous name echoing that of similar groups organized in the previous century during the English Civil War. By spring 1775, some 7,000 men served on such bodies. To the Loyalist lieutenant James Moody it seemed that the rebels “maddened almost every part of the country” with their committees, admonishing everyone to “Join or die!” The committees scrutinized and chastised those they suspected of violating Association rules. But anyone considered disloyal to the American cause was now at risk of being persecuted. In towns and counties across America, the committees fostered a dangerous climate that threatened psychological and physical violence to those whom the Revolutionaries derogatively called Tories and whom we now call Loyalists.4

According to a long-standing stereotype, Loyalists were mostly white, prosperous, Anglican elites. Yet Loyalists included not only imperial officials and large landowners but also merchants, farmers, shopkeepers, bakers, tailors, and poor craftsmen and laborers; Anglicans as well as Quakers, Methodists, French Huguenots, and Irish Roman Catholics. The historical record affords us the occasional demographic snapshot: of the one-third to one-half of the male inhabitants of Deerfield, Massachusetts, who had been identified as Loyalists, some 40 percent were merchants, tavern owners, and artisans, 30 percent farmers, and 15 percent professionals. There were Loyalists in every social echelon and geographic region. It is fair to assume that virtually every white colonial American in 1775 knew a Loyalist.5

Patriots regularly mocked Loyalists for their base personal and materialistic urges: the Tories, they said, lusted after office and wealth, prestige and influence. But in the same way that the motivations of the Revolutionaries were complex, Loyalists, too, acted out of both principle and pragmatism. Loyalists shared with Patriots “preoccupations with access to land, the maintenance of slavery, and regulation of colonial trade,” as the historian Maya Jasanoff has put it. Until well into 1775, most in both camps professed loyalty to the British monarch. Loyalists felt a deep commitment to constitutional protections of their liberties, and many also agreed with the Patriots that specific British policies were undesirable or even unacceptable. However, unlike the Revolutionaries, who eventually sought an independent republic, the Loyalists remained devoted subjects of King George III and wished to resolve any disagreements within the existing constitutional framework. To them, separation from the mother country threatened economic dislocation and the disruption of their personal networks. Many also doubted that America could win a war against the mighty British Empire.6

But in addition to ideology and beliefs, Loyalists also followed their individual and group interests. Over the course of the war, many Americans would come to decisions about which army might best protect their families and their property, frequently reevaluating their options as the local military situation shifted. Minorities such as Highland Scots in North Carolina, Anglicans in New England, German immigrants in Pennsylvania, or Dutch farmers in New Jersey tended to side with what they perceived to be a more tolerant British Empire rather than throw in their lot with a potentially more oppressive American majority. Similarly, several tens of thousands of runaway slaves who joined the British, and many of America’s indigenous peoples, such as five of the six Iroquois nations, perhaps hoped that a victorious, diverse British Empire would treat them more fairly than a triumphant white America.7

As the lines between Patriots and Loyalists hardened, soon they cut right through communities—and indeed families. Perhaps the most famous example is that of the Franklins of Philadelphia: Benjamin, until 1774 the Empire’s best friend in America but now one of its angriest and most implacable foes, and his son, William, New Jersey’s last royal governor, who evolved into a passionate leader of American Loyalists. But the Revolution also divided lesser-known families, both white and of African heritage, such as the Whitecuffs. Benjamin Whitecuff was a black freeman who spied for and served with the British Army and later the Royal Navy. His father, also a freeman, was a farmer and sergeant fighting with the Patriots, as was his brother. Benjamin was twice captured and escaped the noose narrowly on both occasions; his father and brother both fell in the war.8

Family ties did not necessarily soften hearts. When John Adams declared that he would have hanged his own brother if he had been a Loyalist, it was easier for him to say given that, unlike others, he did not actually have a sibling on the other side of the political divide. The same was not true in the case of Gouverneur Morris, a congressional delegate from Westchester, New York, who remained in close contact with his two Loyalist sisters; his mother and most of his brothers-in-law and half brothers were also Loyalists. As a prosecutor of Loyalists, Morris nevertheless advocated public executions: terror would frighten waverers and inspire others to fight for America’s cause.9
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Committees of safety learned about suspicious individuals in various ways. Neighbors denounced neighbors, sometimes anonymously, often openly. If a committee decided to act on eyewitness accounts or hearsay, it typically interrogated a suspect, heard witnesses, and possibly intercepted the defendant’s mail or searched his home for incriminating evidence. When a majority of committee members believed the charges against an individual were justified, they often pressured him to recant and apologize. If at that point a suspect was unwilling to undergo the required rituals of apology and reintegration into the community, the rebels typically shamed him publicly and asked the community to cut off all contact. One author wrote that being declared an enemy to his country was “a species of infamy…more dreadful to a freeman than the gallows, the rack or the stake.” In a tightly knit society such as early America, these public reprimands were far more than inconsequential rhetoric: they could undermine trust between neighbors and business partners and threaten a victim’s reputation and thereby his ability to obtain credit or earn a livelihood. When ostracism had such severe consequences, condemning someone to a social death in the eyes of the community was in itself a form of violence.10

Some committees policed their districts more proactively, asking the general population to inform on persons of doubtful loyalty in their midst, even if that meant encouraging people to settle private scores. In spring 1775, the entire committee of safety in Wilmington, North Carolina, visited each family to request that the head of household sign a paper in support of the Association or to state his motives for refusing. Few felt they could deny their signature when their neighbors were watching on their doorstep. Eleven Wilmingtonians nevertheless refused; these dissenters were effectively ostracized and called out in the Cape-Fear Mercury, an outlet specially founded for such purposes.11

The extralegal committees enforcing the Continental Association impacted Americans’ lives in disruptive and sometimes violent ways. Committees imposed price controls on various goods, such as sugar and beef; checked merchants’ invoices and daybooks; monitored customs houses; and inspected ships’ cargoes. In multiple colonies, the very first violation of the Association occurred when ships carrying cargo banned under the new rules arrived in ports. When the Peggy Stewart docked at Annapolis, Maryland, and the vessel’s owner paid tax under the Tea Act, enraged locals burned the ship. Several merchants and owners of vessels who were seen to import and sell boycotted goods were tarred and feathered, or were threatened with that same ordeal, up and down the eastern seaboard.12

Under the new consumption code, people became cautious about such seemingly innocuous gestures as offering a neighbor or a tired passerby some tea—that “pestilential herb,” in the Patriots’ language. Loyalist writers highlighted the hypocrisy of an increasingly tyrannical regime established in the name of freedom. As one poet put it: “Men legally punished for not breaking the law? / Tarr’d, feath’d, and carted for drinking Bohea [black tea]? / And by force and oppression compell’d to be free?” Loyalists and British officials realized quickly that the committee system created an atmosphere of suspicion, fear, and terror akin, some said, to the Spanish Inquisition.13

Words could get you into trouble with the Associators just as much as gestures and deeds could. Many were ensnared for phrases that someone construed as disloyal, perhaps uttered under the influence of alcohol, or, as one Loyalist put it, if they simply were “Not thinking That Words Would Be Taken notice of.” Loyalists who knew they were under scrutiny, or who already had one family member under arrest, cautioned loved ones to censor their talk. In a letter intercepted by the Patriots, the Loyalist Christina Tice reassured her husband that “no rebel shall ever have the pleasure of knowing from my outward behavior my inward concerns.” Less careful individuals risked being investigated if they were overheard criticizing their local committee, if they drank a royal toast or sang “God Save the King” in the wrong company, or if they expressed doubt about America’s ability to stand up to Britain.14

Committeemen were not the only enforcers of loyalty: the Revolution was also a time of mob violence, as committees collaborated and sometimes competed with local mobs in persecuting political suspects. These mass actions were rooted in the political culture of the time. In early America, rioting crowds and mobs took a prominent role in a range of economic and political controversies. It was in this tradition that many communities in the 1770s also dealt with individuals known for, or suspected of, not supporting the American cause, as “the people’s sentinels” helped enforce political loyalties.15

Some local committees arguably sought to limit mob excess. In early 1775, the Northampton committee in New Hampshire tried to calm tempers in the wake of severe crowd action against local Loyalists. Appealing for unity, the committee stressed that the Continental and Provincial Congresses had urged peaceful means and declared that some of the
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publique, batte de verpes, et oblige’ de remercier de ce gu’on ne le ,vmy/un’r point de mort:pute on le ramena chei lut wans autre mal.

de la Nouvelle dngleterre, joutfoaient du droit de s imposer elosmemes
nbleis ; ler offtciens o gouvernement ot les, juges etaient nommes par
b rovmae ausonpes du peuple . Lidngleterre eprowvant der besoins e finances, ot
vonlant ger awr dmericains, fit paraitre un bill le g avril 170,
au meprie des chartres cur ly foi desquelles les emigrants
¢ ctablie dane le nowveare . Cotte demarche ctat dimtme
dint la guerre precedente, le moviclere envoyant
o besome publice i ver colonies, ot la realite de coe
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ORIGINE DE. LA REVOLUTION AMERICAINE .

Aprés de longr debats, LAngleterre y ctablit dee dovancs le 39 juin 1767 pour
Sure elvcluter dor prokibitions de commerce sous linspection de commifaares
nommes of gager par le rot. Partout on wopposat a lerercice de ha;m"mﬁw.‘
ot le 18 mai 1770 la populace de Boston arreta un commis pour avoir satst
un pelit batiment rous pretexte de contrebande celle le depoulla,et Layant
barbowlle’ de goudron et couvert de plumes, le promena par la Ville .
John Mlcom, officier des :Inummr‘ sut lrate’ de meme en 2773 pour le
meme molis: mare on eut lo menagement de ne le point o vouiller .

G pier maltster quait dit que e ror ot le parlement e vengeraient bentot de cette
canaille, ke multitude atendie qud lai fournit loccacion de le punir avee plus do
severite’; ce qui arrwa le 23 janvier 137 4 .

A Pare chew M7 Codeiy rue des France hoursroois, Porte ¢ Michel .
Kt cbes M7 Donce,ruwe K Horconte N 19 A1 D0 R





Hooc_9780804137294_epub3_nav_r1.xhtml


Contents



		Cover


		Title Page


		Copyright


		Dedication


		Contents


		List of Maps


		Preface


		Introduction


		1. Tory Hunting


		2. Britain’s Dilemma


		3. Rubicon


		4. Plundering Protectors


		5. Violated Bodies


		6. Slaughterhouses


		7. Black Holes


		8. Skiver Them!


		9. Town-Destroyer


		10. Americanizing the War


		11. Man for Man


		12. Returning Losers


		Epilogue


		Abbreviations


		Notes


		Map and Illustration Credits


		About the Author








		i


		ii


		iii


		iv


		v


		vi


		vii


		viii


		ix


		x


		xi


		xii


		xiii


		xiv


		1


		2


		3


		4


		5


		6


		7


		8


		9


		10


		11


		12


		13


		14


		15


		16


		17


		18


		19


		20


		21


		22


		23


		24


		25


		26


		27


		28


		29


		30


		31


		32


		33


		34


		35


		36


		37


		38


		39


		40


		41


		42


		43


		44


		45


		46


		47


		48


		49


		50


		51


		52


		53


		54


		55


		56


		57


		58


		59


		60


		61


		62


		63


		64


		65


		66


		67


		68


		69


		70


		71


		72


		73


		74


		75


		76


		77


		78


		79


		80


		81


		82


		83


		84


		85


		86


		87


		88


		89


		90


		91


		92


		93


		94


		95


		96


		97


		98


		99


		100


		101


		102


		103


		104


		105


		106


		107


		108


		109


		110


		111


		112


		113


		114


		115


		116


		117


		118


		119


		120


		121


		122


		123


		124


		125


		126


		127


		128


		129


		130


		131


		132


		133


		134


		135


		136


		137


		138


		139


		140


		141


		142


		143


		144


		145


		146


		147


		148


		149


		150


		151


		152


		153


		154


		155


		156


		157


		158


		159


		160


		161


		162


		163


		164


		165


		166


		167


		168


		169


		170


		171


		172


		173


		174


		175


		176


		177


		178


		179


		180


		181


		182


		183


		184


		185


		186


		187


		188


		189


		190


		191


		192


		193


		194


		195


		196


		197


		198


		199


		200


		201


		202


		203


		204


		205


		206


		207


		208


		209


		210


		211


		212


		213


		214


		215


		216


		217


		218


		219


		220


		221


		222


		223


		224


		225


		226


		227


		228


		229


		230


		231


		232


		233


		234


		235


		236


		237


		238


		239


		240


		241


		242


		243


		244


		245


		246


		247


		248


		249


		250


		251


		252


		253


		254


		255


		256


		257


		258


		259


		260


		261


		262


		263


		264


		265


		266


		267


		268


		269


		270


		271


		272


		273


		274


		275


		276


		277


		278


		279


		280


		281


		282


		283


		284


		285


		286


		287


		288


		289


		290


		291


		292


		293


		294


		295


		296


		297


		298


		299


		300


		301


		302


		303


		304


		305


		306


		307


		308


		309


		310


		311


		312


		313


		314


		315


		316


		317


		318


		319


		320


		321


		322


		323


		324


		325


		326


		327


		328


		329


		330


		331


		332


		333


		334


		335


		336


		337


		338


		339


		340


		341


		342


		343


		344


		345


		346


		347


		348


		349


		350


		351


		352


		353


		354


		355


		356


		357


		358


		359


		360


		361


		362


		363


		364


		365


		366


		367


		368


		369


		370


		371


		372


		373


		374


		375


		376


		377


		378


		379


		380


		381


		382


		383


		384


		385


		386


		387


		388


		389


		390


		391


		392


		393


		394


		395


		396


		397


		398


		399


		400


		401


		402


		403


		404


		405


		406


		407


		408


		409


		410


		411


		412


		413


		414


		415


		416


		417


		418


		419


		420


		421


		422


		423


		424


		425


		426


		427


		428


		429


		430


		431


		432


		433


		434


		435


		436


		437


		438


		439


		440


		441


		442


		443


		444


		445


		446


		447


		448


		449


		450


		451


		452


		453


		454


		455


		456


		457


		458


		459


		460


		461


		462


		463


		464


		465


		466


		467


		468


		469


		470


		471


		472


		473


		474


		475


		476


		477


		478


		479


		480


		481


		482


		483


		484


		485


		486


		487


		488


		489


		490


		491


		492


		493


		494


		495


		496


		497


		498


		499


		500


		501


		502


		503


		504


		505


		506


		507


		508


		509


		510


		511


		512


		513


		514


		515


		516


		517


		518


		519


		520


		521


		522


		523


		524


		525


		526


		527


		528


		529


		530


		531


		532


		533


		534


		535


		536


		537


		538








		Cover


		Cover


		Title Page


		Table of Contents


		Start








OEBPS/images/Hooc_9780804137294_epub3_003_r1.jpg
74

3 s

s he
itk the

ournmint o Qubec s i Gene
G Launce e Bk ]«

ongy; f
Sk,

w.,..“]m






OEBPS/images/Hooc_9780804137294_epub3_002_r1.jpg
i
1
i
i

If fealding dn,p, fr

¥ IF £ Pf"( hiefs Sol cJjusTICE flrips theMurd revof hisSoud ©

i Orif averpi ‘] n otught a wndd venaiC—ts the feandal of theLand.,

’ \\']thmmdzmrsRaucourﬁleuL m, v hlco Hanels;{The ])anb\« o I ¢ | atchthe relentlelsVillain from her Hand |

;,; LikefierecBarbarians griming ¢’ thewPreys  [ThePatriot's copiot g enFExecrationson this Plate infeisbd,

§ Approve the Camageand enjor the 1) gy A gloriousThbute which cnbaline d=Dead . 3hall veach aJunGEWho never canbe brid.
Fhoe venliczy oy Sigffl v s ere o '//‘,‘)./SA\KE Gray SAMEMAVERICR, )5 U ALDWEIL CRISPUS ATTUCKS ¥ PaT™Canz

Tl S st s sedecd tavo . Al /n /( CHET //(727‘(1//1 e

a{ﬁ/ﬁu‘ ‘Wz ’/7/0 {! Lk d;wé(;&’l

SR, i A A B S8 20 ol i b SO






OEBPS/images/Hooc_9780804137294_epub3_tp_r1.jpg
SCARS
of
INDEPENDENCE

America’s Violent Birth

Hor.cer Hoock

’ | CROWN
NEW YORK





OEBPS/images/Hooc_9780804137294_epub3_001_r1.jpg
THE TowN OF BOSTON
with the INTRENCHMENTS wea.
OF HIS MAJESTY'S FORCES in s, .-
from the Observations HE
" ’fLIEUfPﬂGE!ainaMa‘jc&lyk Corps of Eng’n'n:er.s,
_and from those of other Gentlemen
f * . L
&/Lwﬂ a{;‘f.«@% e 4D, o
% B‘W <oft Barien

larkes shipYard
chinsen’s Wharf

‘vll‘vjld =

St

outh Battery

idks wharf ‘q

bbards wherf
ks wharl

itehorn's Wharf
&8

2. Jince the evacuation
of Boston, & as
been ervted ea Fort-hill of
Nine 24 Pounders, Kings e
« carriages, puinted. tonards
the Harkour. The 13 Inches -
Marear thrown over the whart|
by the Kings o, s mow.
Placed on the South Battery,

il this Part 19Dy at Low water

ibhons ship Yord

References to the Fortifications wea. Rieferences: 10, the Tou
A Kedoubt A. Christ Chiirch
b. Bleckhouse for Camnen B Old North Mecting
€ ix 24 Founders; Two Reyals C. Anabaptists Meeting
d.Zor g Pounders, D, Faneuil Hail. A
e.Jix 24 Pounders. E. Town Hall.
£ Zelastion ¥. 0ld Meeting
§ Right Bastion. G Prison.
Rob. Gaard. houses ; M. Xings Chapel.
i, Traverses. 1 Worx-House
X. Granary Public
11, abbatis s L. Frovinte House ( General Gage) 1.6 Clinton | Hancock's
. Fasses & Loapivebadis) 3 . M. 0ld Sourh MeeEing ( the Riding House) - 3.6*' Burgoyne, Boadoin's
S Block howse for Nusquetry - " N. New South Meeting. 3. Adm! Graves
O.7vinity Church.

. Byles’s Mecting.






OEBPS/images/Hooc_9780804137294_epub3_063_r1.jpg
INTRODUCTION





OEBPS/images/Hooc_9780804137294_epub3_cvi_r1.jpg





OEBPS/next-reads-html/fonts/Shift-BoldItalic.otf


OEBPS/next-reads-html/fonts/Shift-Light.otf


OEBPS/next-reads-html/fonts/Fort-Book.otf


