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FOREWORD

From the founding of the colonies in North America and the West Indies in the
seventeenth century to the reversion of Hong Kong to China at the end of the
twentieth, British imperialism was a catalyst for far-reaching change. British
domination of indigenous peoples in North America, Asia, and Africa can now
be seen more clearly as part of the larger and dynamic interaction of European and
non-western societies. Though the subject remains ideologically charged, the
passions aroused by British imperialism have so lessened that we are now better
placed than ever to see the course of the Empire steadily and to see it whole. At this
distance in time the Empire’s legacy from earlier centuries can be assessed, in ethics
and economics as well as politics, with greater discrimination. At the close of the
twentieth century, the interpretation of the dissolution of the Empire can benefit
from evolving perspectives on, for example, the end of the cold war. In still larger
sweep, the Oxford History of the British Empire as a comprehensive study helps us
to understand the end of the Empire in relation to its beginning, the meaning of
British imperialism for the ruled as well as the rulers, and the significance of the
British Empire as a theme in world history.

It is nearly half a century since the last volume of the large-scale Cambridge
History of the British Empire was completed. In the mean time the British Empire
has been dismantled and only fragments such as Gibraltar and the Falklands,
Bermudaand Pitcairn, remain of an Empire that once stretched over a quarter of the
earth’s surface. The general understanding of the British Imperial experience has
been substantially widened in recent decades by the work of historians of Asia and
Africa as well as Britain. Earlier histories, though by no means all, tended to trace
the Empire’s evolution and to concentrate on how it was governed. To many late
Victorian historians the story of the Empire meant the rise of world-wide domin-
ion and imperial rule, above all in India. Historians in the first half of the twentieth
century tended to emphasize constitutional developments and the culmination of
the Empire in the free association of the Commonwealth. The Oxford History of the
British Empire takes a wide approach. It does not depict the history of the Empire
as one of purposeful progress through four hundred years, nor does it concentrate
narrowly on metropolitan authority and rule. It does attempt to explain how
varying conditions in Britain interacted with those in many other parts of the
world to create both a constantly changing territorial Empire and evershifting
patterns of social and economic relations. The Oxford History of the British Empire
thus deals with the impact of British imperialism on dependent peoples in a



viii FOREWORD

broader sense than was usually attempted in earlier historical writings, while it also
takes into account the significance of the Empire for the Irish, the Scots, and the
Welsh as well as the English.

Volume I, The Eighteenth Century, deals with the crucial period in the creation of
the modern British Empire. It shows how migration, religion, trade, and war
created an Empire in America and later in Asia, and how, though the American
Revolution severely damaged the Imperial structure, the system survived and grew
into an Empire that encompassed a large part of the world during the nineteenth
century and for much of the twentieth. The issues dealt with in this volume
therefore had clear consequences for Britain’s later status as a world power and
for the British domestic economy.

Among the many complex themes, there are at least three that bear on other
volumes in the series. The Eighteenth Century raises fundamental issues concern-
ing terminology. What was the eighteenth-century usage of the word ‘Empire’?
Until the middle part of the century the Empire consisted principally of Britain,
Ireland, and the colonies in North America and the West Indies. Commercial
expansion beyond Europe underpinned the Empire in the Atlantic, and operated
with a momentum of its own in Africa and Asia. When then did the term ‘British
Empire’ generally emerge as a coherent concept with world-wide implications? To
what extent did a British ‘world system’ or even a British ‘informal empire’ come
into existence during the eighteenth century?

During the eighteenth century the Empire reached one of its high points of
profit and prosperity. This is the second general theme. By the end of the century
Britain’s economic capacity and maritime strength surpassed that of any other
power. After the American Revolution the former colonies remained within the
orbit of British trade and commerce. The economic system was protected by the
world’s most powerful navy and by military garrisons that could deploy troops
throughout maritime Asia and other parts of the world.

The third theme of overarching significance is that British colonists in North
America and the West Indies attached fundamental significance to their status as
‘freeborn Englishmen’, but in many parts of the world British rule was authoritar-
ian. What was the meaning of British hegemony for its subjects, for communities
of British origin overseas and for non-Europeans? The language of liberty
informed the ideology of the American Revolution, yet plantation owners in the
West Indies found no difficulty in using the same vocabulary in a slave society. In
India the British ruled over vast populations and made no attempt to introduce
representative institutions. Indigenous peoples in the Americas, Asia, and Africa
remained a world apart from British cultural and political traditions. There were
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thus two sides to British dominion in the eighteenth century, the one evolving
representative government, the other of ‘enlightened” despotism in which can be
found the origins of the idea of the ‘White Man’s burden’ Both traditions
contributed to a British national commitment to Empire and sense of British
identity in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. It was an ambiguous legacy.

The volumes in the Oxford History of the British Empire do not necessarily begin or
end at the same point. Historical understanding benefits from an integration and
overlap of complex chronology. The Eighteenth Century, for example, gives com-
prehensive treatment to events within those hundred years, but some chapters
reach back into the earlier period just as others extend to the end of the Napoleonic
era. Similarly some developments that began in the late eighteenth century can
best be understood in a nineteenth-century context: full treatment of territorial
expansion in South-East Asia, the rise of the new Protestant missionary societies,
and the campaign against the slave trade and slavery will be found in Volume III,
The Nineteenth Century.

A special feature of the series is the Select Bibliography of key works at the end of
each chapter. These are not intended to be a comprehensive bibliographical or
historiographical guide (which will be found in Volume V) but rather they are lists
of useful and informative works on the themes of each chapter.

The Editor-in-Chief and Editor acknowledge, with immense gratitude, support
from the Rhodes Trust, the National Endowment for the Humanities in Washing-
ton, DC, St Antony’s College, Oxford, and the University of Texas at Austin. We
have received further specific support from the Warden of St Antony’s, Lord
Dahrendorf, the Dean of Liberal Arts at the University of Texas, Sheldon
Ekland-Olson, and, for the preparation of maps, the University Cooperative
Society. Mr lain Sproat helped to inspire the project and provided financial
assistance for the initial organizational conference. It is also a true pleasure to
thank our patrons Mr and Mrs Alan Spencer of Hatfield Regis Grange, Mr and Mrs
Sam Jamot Brown of Durango, Colorado, and Mr and Mrs Baine Kerr of Houston,
Texas. We have benefited from the cartographic expertise of Jane Pugh and her
colleagues at the London School of Economics. We are grateful to Mary Bull for
her help in preparing the index. Our last word of gratitude is to Dr Alaine Low, the
Assistant Editor, whose dedication to the project has been characterized by
indefatigable efficiency and meticulous care.

‘Wm. Roger Louis



PREFACE

The importance of overseas involvement for Britain and the extent of Britain’s
impact on the world during the eighteenth century were at least comparable in
scale to what they were to be in the nineteenth or early twentieth centuries,
conventionally assumed to be the classical age of British Imperialism.

As the previous volume shows, in the second half of the seventeenth century
long-distance trades were beginning to make a significant contribution to Eng-
land’s wealth, and the regulation of this trade and of overseas settlements was
becoming a matter of concern for national governments. Late-eighteenth-century
Britain was a global power, with her fleets and armies deployed all over the world.
Important sections of her economy were also operating on a global scale, seeking
markets and sources of commodities far beyond Europe. Increasing awareness of
this great turning outwards of Britain’s interests was reflected in the way in which
opinion in the later eighteenth century began to envisage and to conceptualize a
world-wide British Empire of rule over lands and peoples in terms that would have
been alien to previous generations but were to be familiar to the British public
until far into the twentieth century.

The success of the British had important consequences for others. In North
America people of British origin had long competed for land and resources with
French, Spanish, and Native Americans. By the end of the eighteenth century
obstacles to Anglophone domination of the continent had been broken. The fate
of the Native Americans would be expulsions and subjugation, while the French
population had been forced to submit to British rule. The main beneficiaries of
this great shift in the balance of power in North America were not, however, to be
the British themselves. Over the greater part of the continent the future lay with
the new republic created by successful revolt against the British Empire.

During the eighteenth century the islands and coastal regions of eastern Amer-
ica from the Chesapeake to Brazil saw the spectacular expansion of agriculture
based on crops grown for export to Europe. Britain was at the centre of this
expansion. She ran large plantation systems of her own in the West Indies, was the
biggest market for all tropical produce, and was the greatest single shipper of
African slaves, exporting some 3 million of them, on whom this agriculture
depended.

During the eighteenth century the British ceased to be merely traders in Asia
and became rulers over Indian provinces with millions of inhabitants. By 1815 it
was clear that Britain would not be just one of a group of Indian powers competing
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against one another, but that she had become the dominant power, capable of
imposing her hegemony on the whole subcontinent and beyond. After 1788,
Australian Aborigines, a people hitherto with virtually no contact with Europeans,
also began to feel the power of the British. The landing of the First Fleet marked the
beginning of the white ‘invasion’ of Australia and the Pacific.

This volume draws on a rich diversity of scholarship. Britain itself is no longer
taken for granted as in older traditions of Imperial history. There are chapters on
the economic, political, and intellectual foundations of Empire at home. Outside
Britain, the perspective is global, covering what has long been seen as an Atlantic
system, whose elements, North America, the West Indies, and the slave coasts of
West Africa, were closely linked, together with the very different worlds of Asia and
the Pacific. The traditional themes of Imperial history ‘from above’, governance,
the political problems posed by the American Revolution and the new empire in
India, war, and economic regulation, are reinterpreted in the light of current
findings. Perspectives reflecting something of the abundance of recent research
‘from below’ on the peoples caught up in Empire are offered in chapters on the
experience of black people, of Native Americans, of the population of the East
India Company’s provinces, and of the British emigrants to the New World.

The book is divided into thematic chapters, dealing with the Empire as a whole,
and regional ones, dealing with specific parts of it. The thematic chapters come
first. In most cases, these chapters, dealing with migration, economics, religion,
war, identity, and scientific knowledge, cover the whole period from the late
seventeenth century to the early nineteenth century. There are, however, certain
exceptions, Two parallel chapters dealing with war go up to 1793 and are followed
by a separate chapter on the great conflict with Revolutionary and Napoleonic
France. The thirteen North American colonies featured so largely in questions of
an Imperial system of government, of the working of an Imperial economy, and of
the early development of a sense of Imperial identity, that these chapters focus
almost entirely on the period before the loss of America. These themes are there-
fore taken up again for the years after 1783 in the last chapter, which assesses the
Empire without America and tries to link this volume with the one on the nine-
teenth century that is to follow.

The regional chapters begin with one on Ireland, which was already playing its
role in later Imperial history, as part colony and part partner in Empire. Clusters of
chapters follow, concerned first with North America, then with the Caribbean and
the slave trade, and finally with Asia and the Pacific.

P. J. Marshall
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Introduction

P.J. MARSHALL

For the The Oxford History of the British Empire, the ‘eighteenth century’ has been
extended at both ends. Although strict uniformity has not been imposed on all
chapters, this volume is for the most part set between two dates traditionally taken
as marking eras in British history: 1689, the year of the Glorious Revolution, an
event seen by most English people as ensuring their liberties, and 1815, the year of
Waterloo, the last battle in wars between Britain and France that had begun in
1689.

The dates 1689 and 1815 also mark a phase in British expansion overseas. The
wars against France were global ones affecting all parts of the Empire. Beyond that,
the period was one of striking growth in Britain’s world-wide interests, if not as yet
one of spectacular innovation. Patterns of trade, commercial regulation, and the
government of colonies, established in the later seventeenth century, were in
essentials still intact in 1815. Industrialization only began to have a significant
effect on manufacturing or on the technologies of war and shipping towards the
end of the period. Within an established framework, however, there was a huge
growth in the scale of British activities outside Europe. Both the area and the
number of people under British rule increased greatly. Far more ships took out
many more British goods to colonial markets and brought back much greater
quantities of mostly tropical products.

Yet for all the continuities between 1689 and 1815, there was a sharp change of
tempo in the middle of the eighteenth century which divides the period into two
distinct phases. The Seven Years War, formally lasting from 1756 to 1763, was the
watershed between them. The war revealed that most of those who ruled Britain
were investing Empire with a new significance. It was seen as vital to Britain’s
economic well-being, to her standing as a great power, and even to her national
survival, British governments began to concern themselves with colonial issues
and to commit resources to overseas war on an unprecedented scale. Spectacular
conquests were made in the Seven Years War. Most of the gains made in North
America quickly disappeared as a result of the American Revolution, but those
made in India were absorbed into an expanding Asian empire. By 1815 Britain’s
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global trade totally eclipsed that of her European rivals and she was the possessor
of the only Empire of any consequence. Her nineteenth-century hegemony out-
side Europe was clearly in place.

By 1689 permanent English settlement in North America had grown from the two
original nuclei: the Chesapeake colonies of Virginia and Maryland and the New
England colonies. More recently the English had occupied the territory between
New England and the Chesapeake, principally by the conquest of New York from
the Dutch and by the founding of Pennsylvania. Settlement moved further south
with the occupation of what came to be North and South Carolina. To the north,
the English had long fished off the coasts of Newfoundland. Furs were obtained in
the far north from posts around Hudson Bay. By the beginning of the eighteenth
century the population of English North America was about 265,000."

During the course of the century population grew very rapidly to some
2,300,000 by 1770.* The area under British rule also expanded: new colonies were
established to the south: Georgia and the two Floridas; and to the north: Nova
Scotia and Quebec, the former New France. This great North American Empire
was shattered by rebellion and war after 1776. What had been thirteen British
colonies became the independent United States of America in 1783. All that was left
were the colonies of the north that in the nineteenth century were to be united as
the Dominion of Canada. Some half-a-million people were living in these British
North American colonies by 1815.2 k

The first English West Indian settlements had been established early in the
seventeenth century on Barbados and the Leeward Islands. Jamaica was added by
conquest in 1655. Of a total population of some 145,000 at the beginning of the
eighteenth century, three-quarters were black slaves, largely employed in sugar
cultivation.* Success in war brought new additions: the Windward or Ceded
Islands in 1763 and Trinidad and what became British Guiana as a result of the
Napoleonic War. By 1815 some 877,000 people lived in the British Caribbean, of
whom 743,000 were slaves.” Slaves came to British America through a huge
British slave trade, which exported over 3.4 million people from Africa between
1662 and 1807, when the British slave trade was abolished.® By comparison with the
size of their trade, the permanent British presence on the African continent was
restricted to a few enclaves: slave-trading posts on the Gambia or the Gold Coast,
the Cape of Good Hope permanently from 1806, and a settlement at Sierra Leone
from 1787.

The English presence in Asia at the end of the seventeenth century was essen-
tially a commercial one, in the hands of the East India Company, which had held a

! See below, Table on p. 100. > Ibid. 3 See below, p. 386.
4 See below, p. 400. > See below, p. 433. $ See below, p. 442.
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monopoly of English trade east of the Cape of Good Hope since the beginning of
the century. The most important of the Company’s trading settlements were on
the coast of India. It owned the island of Bombay outright, while at Madras and
Calcutta Indian rulers had given the English grants of territory that included
growing towns. By 1815 the British position in India had been totally transformed
by a series of conquests that had brought the whole of eastern India, most of the
peninsula, and a large part of the Ganges valley under direct British rule, still
administered through the East India Company. A contemporary estimate was that
40 million Indian people were by then living under the Company’s rule.” The
British also occupied the coast of Ceylon, and the island of Mauritius. British
influence was spreading along the Malay coast from a new settlement at Penang
founded in 1786. A huge British trade was transacted through the Chinese port of
Canton.

During the first half of the eighteenth century occasional British ships defied
Spanish claims to a monopoly of the navigation of the Pacific. In the second half of
the century voyages of exploration were despatched to the Pacific, most notably
those of James Cook. The first permanent British presence in the region was
established in 1788 when the First Fleet took its cargo of convicts to New South
Wales. By 1811 there were some 10,000 British subjects living in New South Wales
with a further 1500 in Van Diemen’s Land (Tasmania).?

By the nineteenth century, the term ‘British Empire’ had a commonly accepted
meaning. It was a collection of territories and peoples ruled by Britain. This usage
was clearly established in the second half of the eighteenth century, but earlier
generations had invested the term with different meanings that reflected a divers-
ity of aspirations.

To describe England or Britain as an Empire, as the great lawyer Sir William
Blackstone pointed out, strictly meant no more than to reiterate the claims of the
Reformation Statutes of Henry VIID’s reign that ‘our king is equally sovereign and
independent within these his dominions, as any emperor is in his empire’® An
empire was simply a sovereign state. From the reign of James VI and I the concept
of a British Empire was used by enthusiasts for the integration of England and
Scotland: together they constituted the British Empire.

During the seventeenth century claims began to be made to include the seas
around Britain in any British Empire. A 1663 edition of John Selden’s Mare
Clausum told Charles II that the ‘British Ocean hath been counted into the royal

7 See below, p. 582.
8 Australians: Historical Statistics, ed. W. Vamplew (Broadway, New South Wales, 1987), p. 25.
® Commentaries on the Laws of England, 4 vols. (176s; Oxford, 1773), I, p. 242.
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patrimony of your British Empire’'® Claims to an empire over the seas were to be
greatly extended during the wars of William Il and Anne. In the early eighteenth
century the poet and diplomat Matthew Prior invoked a Britain that ‘rules an
Empire by no Ocean bound’, while the poet James Thomson wrote of Britain’s
‘well earned empire of the deep’." Empire over the seas was extended to include
English plantations across the seas. At least from 1685, maps began to delineate the
extent of an ‘English Empire in America}" which became a British one after the
Union with Scotland in 1707, as in John Oldmixon’s The British Empire in America
of 1708.B

‘What terms like ‘empire of the deep’ meant in practice was a matter for lively
debate. Some insisted that, unlike all other empires, past or present, British
dominion over the seas was a peaceful enterprise. Britain’s ascendancy rested on
the superiority of her shipping and manufactures. Its basis was free trade, not
coercion. War for trade would be self-defeating.

Most of those who gloried in Britain’s ‘empire of the sea’, however, saw it in
extremely belligerent terms. It was an empire that rested not only on commerce
but on naval power exerted over Britain’s European rivals. The trade of France,
Spain, and the Netherlands was to be beaten off the oceans by force. Their colonies
were to be sacked. Maritime wars of plunder were assured of enthusiastic support
in eighteenth-century Britain. They evoked Elizabethan traditions. They were the
programme of successive parliamentary Oppositions. Such wars were presumed
to pay for themselves. They were fought by sailors, supposed to be the flower of
English freedom, for the national objective of an expanded commerce. Contin-
ental wars, by contrast, were said to be waged for the narrow personal interests of
the English monarchy, at great expense to the British taxpayer, and with standing
armies, the instruments of despotism. Recent studies have clearly demonstrated
the popularity of maritime war among a wide section of the population in London
and in provincial English towns. A convincing case has been made that pride in
Britain’s maritime prowess and hatred for foreigners, above all the French and the
Spanish, formed an important element in British people’s sense of national
identity."*

'° Cited David R. Armitage, ‘The Cromwellian Protectorate and the Languages of Empire}, Historical
Journal, XXXV (1992), p. 534.

" Cited Richard Koebner, Empire (Cambridge, 1961), p. 81.

' Tbid., p. 75.

*® The British Empire in America, containing the History of the Discovery, Settlement, Progress
and Present State of all the British Colonies on the Continent and Islands of America, 2 vols. (London,
1708).

4 Kathleen Wilson, The Sense of the People: Politics, Culture and Imperialism in England, 1715-1785
(Cambridge, 1995); Nicholas Rogers, Whigs and Cities: Popular Politics in the Age of Walpole and Pitt
(Oxford, 1989).
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Exponents of maritime war usually insisted that Britain only acted to defend
herself, be it against alleged Spanish aggression on English shipping in the Carib-
bean or French incursions in North America. In reality, such wars became wars
of expansion. This was most marked in the thought of the elder William Pitt, the
man who in the mid-eighteenth century became the embodiment of Britain’s will
to wage war across the world. He believed that Britain must be strong enough to
give ‘law to nations’ and to impose its hegemony.” Colonial gains might accrue
from successful maritime war, but it is misleading to see territorial empire as the
explicit objective of such wars.®

Even the most belligerent exponent of an ‘empire of the deep’ could have serious
reservations about territorial empire. The British saw themselves as a free people
resisting claims to world empire by Spain and later by the France of Louis XIV,
rather than as a power seeking a world empire of its own.”” The example of the
greatest of the world’s territorial empires, Rome, was one that the education of the
British élite had taught them to shun. The conventional wisdom was that over-
expansion had ultimately destroyed Rome. The empire had become too unwieldy.
Its people had lost their taste for freedom. They had been corrupted, above all by
the wealth and luxury of the East. Professional armies and ambitious proconsuls
had taken over. Doubts were frequently expressed about the dangers to Britain of
over-expansion on the continent of America.'® Expansion in Asia would be an
unmitigated evil.

In the first half of the eighteenth century ‘empire’ did not necessarily mean rule
over territory, but could also signify power or dominant interests outside Britain,
Usage also suggests that contemporaries conceived of different ‘empires’ in differ-
ent parts of the world, rather than of a single British Empire. References to ‘the
British Empire, taking all together as one body, viz. Great Britain, Ireland, the
Plantations and Fishery in America, besides its Possessions in the East Indies and
Africa’ have, however, been found from 1743.” Such references become very
common after the Seven Years War. From the 1760s it was conventional to speak
and write of a single British Empire. Sir George Macartney—later, as Lord
Macartney, an Imperial administrator in many parts of the world—wrote in 1773

> Marie Peters, “The Myth of William Pitt, Earl of Chatham, Great Imperialist, Part I: Pitt
and Imperial Expansion, 1738-1763, Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History, XXI (1993),
p- 55.

'S Bob Harris, ‘ “American Idols”: Empire, War and the Middling Ranks in Mid-Eighteenth-century
Britain, Past and Present, CL (1996), pp. 111—41.

7 Anthony Pagden, Lords of All the World: Ideologies of Empire in Spain, Britain and France, c.1500 to
¢.1800 (New Haven, 1995).

8 Ibid., pp. 103-06.

® Cited James Truslow Adams, ‘On the Term British Empire’, American Historical Review, XXVII
(1922), p. 488.
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of ‘this vast empire on which the sun never sets and whose bounds nature has not
yet ascertained’* Arthur Young began his Political Essays Concerning the Present
State of the British Empire of 1772 with the proposition that ‘The British dominions
consist of Great Britain, Ireland and divers colonies and settlements in all parts of
the world. There appears not any just reason for considering these countries in any
other light than as parts of one whole* John Campbell wrote two years later in his
Political Survey of Britain of ‘the Extent of the British Empire and the Grandeur to
which it is arrived’ Such surveys of the Empire established a genre with a long
life, carried on, for instance, by Patrick Colquhoun’s Treatise on the Wealth, Power
and Resources of the British Empire in Every Quarter of the Globe of 1814.

Such language reflects the stark fact that the consequence of successful war had
been territorial empire round the world. The Seven Years War ended in 1763 with
the acquisition of Canada, the Floridas, and additional West Indian islands. Two
years later, the East India Company was granted the revenues and effective rule
over the province of Bengal. Success was greeted with foreboding as well as
triumphalism. Radical-minded men, like Josiah Tucker, the Dean of Gloucester,
saw the American Revolution as a welcome opportunity to get rid of unwanted
Imperial encumbrances. The prospect of empire in India aroused anguished
misgivings, often vented in attacks on the ‘Nabobs’, who sullied Britain’s name
with their cruelty, as well as threatening to introduce tendencies to despotism and
an influx of luxury. Yet for the majority of British opinion there could be no going
back. To surrender territorial empire would be to surrender the assets that enabled
Britain to keep France at bay. Too many interests, in commerce, in the ownership
of new lands, and in official posts in new colonies, were now locked into territorial
empire.”® Nor was there any widespread inclination to turn back from it. It had
become part of contemporaries’ sense of Britain’s eminence in the world. Even the
gentle William Cowper could assure the shade of Queen Boadicea that:

Regions Caesar never knew
Thy posterity shall sway,

Where his eagles never flew,
None invincible as they.**

In spite of the loss of America, Britain resumed world-wide territorial expansion,
especially in the great wars against France that lasted with brief intervals from 1793

2® See below, p. 262.

* (London, 1772), p. 1.

** 2 vols. (London, 1774), I1, p. 694.

3 P.]. Marshall, ‘Empire and Opportunity in Britain, 1763—75, Transactions of the Royal Historical
Society, Sixth Series, V (1995), pp. 111—28.

** ‘Ode’ (1782).
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to 1815. An expanded and strengthened British Empire was the only victor of that

‘great Imperial and naval Armageddon’?

Even in the early seventeenth century, English and Scots had merged in a common
‘British’ venture, the ‘planting’ of Ulster. In the later seventeenth century ‘enclaves’
of Scottish and Irish settlers established themselves in predominantly English
colonies in North America or the West Indies.?® In 1695 Scottish ambitions for a
separate role overseas were signalled by the creation of a ‘Company of Scotland
trading to Africa and the Indies’ Its main enterprise, the settlement at Darien in
Central America, ended in heavy loss in 1700.” With the Union of 1707, creating a
United Kingdom with about a million Scots and some 5 million English and
Welsh, the integration of Scotland into what became beyond question a British
Empire was very close. Ireland, with its population of some 2 million doubling
during the course of the eighteenth century, was also heavily involved in the
Empire, although the Irish did not get the full commercial access to it, granted
to the Scots in 1707, until late in the century.

During the eighteenth century the volume of Irish and Scottish emigration to
British America was much larger than English emigration.”® Scots and Irish
soldiers were essential to the world-wide deployment of the British army. A high
proportion of the East India Company’s army officers and civilian servants were
Scottish. By the 1740s Scots firms based on Glasgow had won a large stake in the
tobacco trade of the Chesapeake,” while Ireland, in spite of prohibitions before
the 1780s on direct dealing in certain commodities, developed profitable colonial
trades, notably in provisions and linen.>

Certain features of eighteenth-century Britain left their mark on the British
Empire. British people believed that the power of their government was limited,
being ultimately subject to the will of the people expressed by their representatives
in Parliament, and that they enjoyed a greater level of personal freedom than
virtually any other European people. Historians, while recognizing the potency of
libertarian rhetoric and the reality of the restraints on executive authority, now
tend to see the British state as an unusually strong one, especially in areas where
Parliament willingly sanctioned the state’s ambitions, by enabling it to raise taxes

# See below, p. 203.

 See Vol. I, Nicholas Canny, “The Origins of Empire: An Introduction’

* David Armitage, “The Scottish Vision of Empire: The Intellectual Origins of the Darien Venture),
in John Robertson, ed., A Union for Empire: Political Thought and the British Union of 1707 (Cambridge,
1995), pp. 97-118.

% See below, p. 32.

* See below, pp. 92-93.

3% See below, pp. 255-59.
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and borrow money in order to fight wars of which Parliament approved.” The
Empire reflected this apparent paradox of weakness and strength in the eight-
eenth-century British state. Much was left to private initiative. Pennsylvania and
Maryland remained in the possession of the families that had founded them. The
management of other settlements and even, in India or the Canadian north, of
great tracts of territory was entrusted to trading companies. New colonial ven-
tures, such as Georgia and Sierra Leone, began as private undertakings. Voluntary
associations promoted exploration and the propagation of Christianity. Most
British people overseas enjoyed extensive civil rights and managed their own
affairs through representative Assemblies with little effective interference from
metropolitan authority. Yet they and their trade enjoyed the protection of the most
powerful navy in the world, and at the end of the century of large military
garrisons and expeditionary forces.

The formal basis of Empire was the authority of the Crown. Colonies were the
King’s dominions or were territories acquired by private bodies acting on the
authority that the Crown had vested in them. The will of the Crown was expressed
through orders emanating from the King’s Privy Council, one of his Secretaries of
State, or some other government department. Those who held senior offices in
most colonies did so by appointment from the Crown. In short, ‘Monarchy was at
the legal core of the Empire’®*

Yet the great questions of authority within the Empire, especially in the second
half of the eighteenth century, concerned not so much the power of the Crown
over its subjects overseas as the power of Parliament. The exercise of royal powers
over colonies was rarely contentious. They operated through well-established
channels and could generally be moderated or even circumvented without pro-
voking a crisis. But with the rise of the ‘elected’ over ‘the anointed’ and ‘the
appointed’ in Britain and throughout the Empire, Parliament’s claims became
the issue through which differing interpretations of the Empire were contested.”
For most British people, an effective British Empire required obedience to Parlia-
ment’s sovereignty in every part of it. But for people of British origin living
overseas, their status as free-born Englishmen depended on the freedom of
what were, in their eyes, bodies that were the equivalent of Parliament, that is,
the Irish Parliament or the Assemblies in the West Indian and North American
colonies.

In the early eighteenth century conflicts between Parliament’s authority and the
claims of colonial Assemblies rarely surfaced. Parliament’s concern was largely
with regulating colonial trade, which was an area where its jurisdiction was well

3 See below, pp. 63—70. 32 See below, p. 105. 3 See below, pp. 115-17.
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established: A series of statutes, beginning with one passed in 1660, laid down
provisions binding on ‘the Lands, Islands, Plantations or Territories to his Majesty
belonging . . .in Asia, Africa, or America’>® These statutes were the famous Naviga-
tion Acts, which created an Imperial trading system that remained essentially in
force until well into the nineteenth century. All colonial trade was to be carried in
English or colonial ships. So-called enumerated products, at first tobacco, sugar,
cotton, and dyestuffs, to which other commodities, such as rice and naval stores,
were added, could only be exported to England and, after 1707, to Scotland, or to
British colonies. Most European goods intended for the colonies had to go via
Britain.

From the 1760s, however, legislation directed towards Britain’s overseas interests
was much more varied in its scope and Parliament asserted its authority in
unequivocal terms. The Declaratory Act of 1766, aimed at recalcitrant Americans,
was the strongest statement of Parliament’s authority: Parliament had the power
‘to bind the Colonies and People of America, Subjects of the Crown of Great
Britain, in all cases whatsoever’® By then Parliament had already made the most
contentious of all its claims, the right to levy colonial taxes, most notoriously in
the Stamp Act of 1765, to which colonial Americans took the strongest exception.
In a statute enacting a constitution for Quebec in 1774, Parliament formally
recognized the Catholic Church within a Protestant British Empire by guarantee-
ing the conquered French ‘the free Exercise of the Religion of the Church of
Rome?® Parliament used its powers to modify the charters, that is, the grants of
royal privileges, of colonies or trading bodies, such as Massachusetts or the East
India Company. In 1807 it made illegal the long-established slave trade on which
the prosperity of the West Indian colonies and many merchants and investors was
thought to depend.

The ferocity of North American resistance to Parliament’s claims, leading to war
and breakup of the Empire, and the success of the Irish Parliament in asserting its
legislative sovereignty in 1782 induced some caution in the use of parliamentary
power. Taxation was renounced. Yet the supreme power over the British Empire
remained that of Parliament. The British Parliament formally accepted no equals
within the Empire until 1931.

Whatever Parliament might claim for itself, the strength of local legislatures, the
autonomy of private bodies, the weakness of the agencies of royal government
concerned with colonial administration, and the failure of the formidable British
military machine ultimately to suppress British colonial subjects in a war that

34 12 Chas. I, c. 18. 3 6 Geo. 111, c. 12. 36 14 Geo. 111, c. 83.
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lasted from 1775 to 1783, all indicated the limitations on the authority that Britain
could assert over its Empire.

The Empire was, however, held together by ties that went beyond the exercise of
formal authority. The eighteenth-century Empire has been described as an ‘empire
of goods’®” The commercial life of the Empire was subject to metropolitan
regulations, embodied in the Navigation Acts, but these were to a considerable
degree self-enforcing, due to the strength of the British economy, reflected in the
size of Britain’s market for what the colonies produced, the cheapness and
abundance of the manufactured goods with which they could be supplied, the
huge volume of British shipping, and the extensive credit available to producers
and merchants in the Empire. Even in the late seventeenth century, English
manufacturers met the needs of the colonies not only for basic textiles and
hardware, but also for such items as parrot cages and tombstones.*® Industrializa-
tion, which by the 1780s was transforming the production of cotton cloth and iron,
strengthened Britain’s competitive edge. When the North American colonies
gained their independence, and with it freedom from the Navigation Acts, they
still remained effectively within ‘the empire of goods

The extent to which the peoples of the Empire consumed goods from Britain,
clothes, furniture, or porcelain and earthenware, which reflected metropolitan
taste and fashion, is one of many indications of the cultural ties that united the
British Atlantic Empire. Such ties got stronger during the eighteenth century.
Books published in Britain were shipped across the Atlantic in great quantities.
English belles-lettres were studied as the model of polite learning. Colonial élites
took English and especially London manners as their model. A sense of common
identity, a ‘Britishness’, or more precisely an essential ‘Englishness’, that could be
adapted to local circumstances and be combined with local patriotisms, united
Scots, many Irish, and those who lived in North America and the West Indies.
Central to this sense of identity were the rights of Englishmen as a free people. Irish
Protestants developed a kind of ‘colonial’ nationalism, but this was based on ‘the
defence of their rights as the English-born-in-Ireland’ and resentment that
the English of England did not extend to them the full rights of Englishmen.*
The process of ‘Anglicization’ in the North American colonies in the years up to
the Revolution has been much studied. Americans measured their progress by the
extent to which they were matching what England had achieved.* ‘Secure in their
British liberty. .. Americans were never more British than in 1763’4 The defence of

¥ T. H. Breen, ‘An Empire of Goods: The Anglicization of Colonial America, 1690-1776) Journal of
British Studies, XXV (1986), pp. 467-99.

3 See Vol. I, chap. by Nuala Zahedieh.

3 See below, pp. 259—61.

4 See below, p. 298. # See below, p. 308.
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the rights of Englishmen provided the ideology for resistance to Britain up to 1776.
West Indian whites found no difficulty in using the language of English liberty in
slave societies.

The effectiveness of any British Empire, whether it was based on the exercise of
authority, on mutually beneficial trading relationships, or on the dissemination of
metropolitan culture and values, depended on effective communications.

The eighteenth century was not marked by a spectacular revolution in seaborne
communications. The striking improvements in navigational techniques, such as
the calculation of longitude by chronometers, did not initially have a major impact
on the routine communications of Empire. There were, however, significant
developments in the design of ships that enabled them to be manned by smaller
crews and therefore to be operated more cheaply. Above all, there were far more
ships making long-distance voyages. The British merchant fleet, including a large
American contribution before the Revolution, became easily the world’s biggest.
In 1815 the tonnage of British shipping employed in Atlantic and Asian routes was
six times larger than it had been in 1686.** During the eighteenth century ships
tended to be handled more efficiently in ports, so that they spent less time between
voyages, and sailing times generally fell, especially for high-cost voyages carrying
news or orders; but, in as much as enormous variations make this concept mean-
ingful, the ‘approximate’ sailing times for trade or passengers (shown in a table on
Map 1.3) did not alter fundamentally. The great change of the eighteenth century
was the vastly increased number of sailings, which, carrying ever more people and
goods together with news and information of all kinds, was to ‘shrink’ the British
Atlantic and to bring the peoples who lived around it ‘closer together as a
community’,®

By contrast, Britain and British India remained remote from one another.
Sailing times round the Cape for relatively small numbers of very big ships
could vary from four months to a year, six months being a rough average. Early
in the eighteenth century the East India Company despatched an average of eleven
ships a year to India and China; in the first decade of the nineteenth century over a
hundred Company ships would be at sea in any year. These ships ensured the flow
of orders and responses through which London kept control over British India.
They were also the vehicle for an expanding trade in high-value goods, such as tea,
silk, or textiles. It would, however, require many more ships costing much less
before Asia could challenge the Atlantic colonies as a source of bulk commodities,
such as cotton or sugar. The founding and maintaining of a colony in Australia is

“* See below, p. 54.
“ lan K. Steele, The English Atlantic, 1675-1740: An Exploration of Communication and Community
(New York, 1986), pp. 213, 273.
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the most striking evidence of all of the Imperial reach of the eighteenth-century
sailing ship. When the system was in full swing, convicts could be delivered in
under four months.

The British Empire of the first half of the eighteenth century was essentially an
Atlantic one, peopled by inhabitants of British origin, and held together by
economic and cultural ties with Britain, as much as by the exertion of authority.
Yet even within colonies that prided themselves on being extensions of British
society overseas, there were large elements of the population that were not British.
North America attracted many German immigrants during the eighteenth cen-
tury. Conquest brought French people under British rule in Canada and some
Caribbean islands.

By far the largest non-British population of the Empire originated in Africa.
Enslaved Africans constituted the overwhelming majority in the West Indies and
an increasing proportion, amounting to approximately one-fifth, of the popula-
tion of the thirteen colonies on the eve of the Revolution. The numbers of slaves
and the economic importance of slavery within the British Empire progressively
increased throughout the eighteenth century. In essence, a slave was a person over
whom another person had rights that amounted to property. The precise status of
slaves in any part of the Empire varied according to the enactments of different
colonial legislatures. Slavery was not a condition recognized by English law.
Even so, it was assumed that several thousand slaves were being held in Britain
at any time in the eighteenth century, even after the famous judgement of Lord
Chief Justice Mansfield in the case of James Somerset in 1772, which did no more
than lay down that a slave might not be forcibly removed from England. There was
little opposition from British opinion either to the trade in slaves or to the
institution of slavery before the rise of the popular anti-slavery movement in
the 1780s.44

The indigenous peoples of the Americas were also almost entirely beyond the
pale of Britishness. Most of the original population of the British West Indies were
exterminated either before or shortly after English occupation. Caribs, however,
survived in some numbers in the islands of Dominica and St Vincent, acquired in
1763. British troops fought a war against the Caribs of St Vincent in 1772 and
confined them to lands set aside for them. On the North American mainland such
conflicts with indigenous peoples had along history and were to continue through-
out the eighteenth century. The expansion of British settlement had reduced a
small number of Native Americans to subordinate communities within the
boundaries of colonies, while the majority lived in varying degrees of proximity

“ See below, p. 471; the anti-slavery movement is dealt with in Vol. IIL
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with the colonial frontiers, but were tied to the British by complex links of
economic and military interdependence. The importance of Indians as trading
partners of the British declined throughout the eighteenth century, but their role
in war, first against the French, then against the rebellious colonies, and later still
against the United States in 1812 remained a significant one. The British victory in
one set of conflicts and defeat or stalemate in the others had the same con-
sequences for the Indians, who were losers in all three.*

By 1815 by far the largest part of the population of the British Empire lived in the
provinces conquered by the East India Company. The empire that developed in
India from the 1760s was entirely different from the Atlantic one. It was an empire
of rule over a vast indigenous population that provided the labour and technical
and commercial expertise on which British trade depended, and which paid the
taxes that sustained a system of government completely without the representative
institutions that had developed in the Americas. A British Governor and a small
cadre of British officials ruled without any formal consent of those over whom
they ruled, although with much active participation of Indians in the machinery of
government. British Collectors and Magistrates appointed to Districts supervised
a taxation system and the administration of laws that were Hindu or Muslim in
substance, even if European elements quickly intruded. By 1815 British govern-
ment in India was supported by a great army of some 140,000 Indian soldiers and
30,000 British ones.*®

A new ideology of rule developed for a new kind of empire. That British liberty
could not be extended to India was a proposition never questioned. Indians were
to be ruled by methods thought to be appropriate to them. Strong government
powers would be used for what was considered to be the good of the people.
Although there was no place for Indian representation, Indians would be guaran-
teed security for their lives and property under the law. British rule would thus be
‘enlightened;, if, of necessity, authoritarian. This marked a fundamental change in
Imperial governance. The pattern of representative government based on the
rights of Englishmen, first established around the Atlantic, would spread to
Australia, New Zealand, and southern Africa in the nineteenth century; the Indian
model of authoritarian government would be exported to Asia and the rest of
Africa.

British institutions, values, and culture were carried across the world by the
migration of British people and the establishment of British rule. The extent to
which the possession of an Empire left its mark on Britain in return is, however,
harder to assess.

4 See below, p. 349. 4 See below, p. 582.
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Until recently, debate has focused almost exclusively on the economic con-
sequences of Empire for Britain. Historians writing within the Marxist tradition
have long seen the wealth extracted from colonial trades and the plunder of India
as having had an important role in the accumulation of capital that made
industrialization possible. ‘The enormous contribution to Britain’s industrial
development’ made by ‘the triangular trade’ between Britain, Africa, and the
West Indies, that is, the slave trade, was, for instance, a major theme of Eric
Williams’s Capitalism and Slavery.” While great fortunes were undoubtedly
made out of West Indian planting, and Indian service and colonial trades clearly
enriched certain ports and their hinterlands, other historians have still argued that
the overall Imperial contribution to Britain’s economic development may not have
been a very significant one. Two chapters in this volume offer a positive assessment
of the consequences of Empire. They both point out that, while the growth of the
British population and of exports to Europe were relatively slow for most of the
century, the population of the colonies and their demand for manufactured goods
grew rapidly. This colonial demand was to ‘make necessary or at least hasten the
technological transformation of several long-established branches of British
industrial life’*® It is difficult to envisage ‘an alternative blueprint for national
development’ to eighteenth-century Britain’s commitment to ‘sustained levels of
investment in global commerce, naval power, and, whenever necessary, the ac-
quisition of bases and territory overseas’*

The debate about the effects of Empire have widened from the purely economic
to such questions as the importance of Empire in influencing Britain’s role in
Europe. Did Imperial commitments come to dominate her foreign policy and
defence strategies?”® More recently, questions have been raised about the role of
Empire in Britain’s sense of national identity or in British culture. Some strong
claims have been made. ‘That the British Empire permeated Georgian English
culture at a number of levels, from literature and theater to philanthropy, fashion,
gardening and politics’ is said to be ‘beyond dispute’® Propositions about an
Imperial identity or culture must, however, take account of what contemporaries
understood by ‘Empire’ and of the way in which this changed during the eight-
eenth century.®® In the first half of the century, English nationalism was strongly
identified with a flourishing oceanic commerce and with naval successes against
European rivals. Colonies were recognized to be an important element in English

¥ Capitalism and Slavery (1944; London, 1964), p. 105.
48 See below, p. 99.

* See below, pp. 76; 461—62.

% See below, pp. 169-71.

' Wilson, The Sense of the People, pp. 23—24.

* See Vol. I, chap. by David Armitage.
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claims to maritime supremacy, but a sense of Britain as the centre of a world-wide
Empire of rule, which included dominion over non-European peoples, came late
in the century. By then many people in the British Isles had evidently begun to see
the possession of a territorial Empire as a distinctive feature of British identity.
“The Establishments we have made in all Parts of the World’ were said in 1774 to be
an integral part of Britain’s ‘Fame’ and ‘Power’, as well as being vital to her
commerce.”

The influence of the greatly increased scale of contact with the world beyond
Europe is evident in many aspects of eighteenth-century life: in patterns of con-
sumption, both of food and clothing; in themes for poetry, novels, and theatrical
spectacles; and, as a later chapter shows, in providing abundant data for what
would come to be called ‘science’. Whether she possessed an Empire or not, Britain,
like all western European countries, would have been subject to influences from
other continents. Nevertheless, specific connections can be made between the
possession of Empire and, for instance, the acquisition of scientific knowledge.
The extent of Britain’s Imperial possessions made London the entrepét for
recorded observations as well as for tropical products, and stimulated the despatch
of British expeditions of discovery and the spread across the world of British
learned societies and botanical gardens. Thus British science was particularly
open to the influences that ensued from world-wide trade and Empire.>* Similarly,
although what has been called the Oriental Renaissance, that is, the stimulus given
to European thought and literature by increased knowledge of Asian cultures, sank
its deepest roots in Germany, whose states did not possess overseas empires,
Britain’s Imperial involvement in India meant that the movement began with
British writers, Sir William Jones, Robert Southey, and Lord Byron.

By 1689 two hundred years of European expansion since Columbus had
profoundly reshaped the world. In the Americas indigenous states had been
overthrown and their peoples had been decimated by disease. A new order of
European empires had been created in their place. With the exception of the rich
Portuguese colony of Brazil, Central and South America were dominated by a
Spanish empire that remained in the eighteenth century a source of great wealth
for Europe through its silver exports and its imports of manufactured goods. The
British and French jostled one another for dominance over the eastern half of
North America.

Direct European political control was minimal in Africa or Asia until the British
began their Indian conquests in the later eighteenth century. Without having
established any significant system of colonial rule, the western European nations

3 See below, p. 220. 5* See below, pp. 250-51.
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competed along the West African coast for trade, above all for cargoes of slaves.
The Dutch East India Company had imposed its authority with varying degrees of
effectiveness over Java, the Molucca islands, and coastal Ceylon. Elsewhere in Asia,
it, like its British competitor before the 1760s, traded from a network of enclaves or
ports to which the Dutch had been granted access. The great Asian empires, the
Ottomans, the Safavids of Persia, the Mughals in India, and the Chinese, had
actually extended their domains during the first two centuries of European
expansion. In the eighteenth century only the Chinese empire continued to
grow. The Ottomans, the Safavids, and the Mughals all suffered serious reverses.
There was also clear evidence that the military balance on land was beginning to
follow the balance of force at sea, which from the sixteenth century had gone
wholly in Europe’s favour and was not to adjust itself until the early twentieth
century. The success of British forces in India, matched by that of Austrians and
Russians against the Turks, impressed perceptive observers, like Adam Ferguson,
luminary of the Scottish Enlightenment. European ‘Mercenary and disciplined
armies’ were, he wrote, now ‘ready to traverse the earth’ ‘Effeminate kingdoms
and empires... from the Sea of Corea to the Atlantic Ocean’ could no longer
contain them.”

Further reordering of the world took place during the eighteenth century. The
British were then the main beneficiaries. They lost the largest part of their North
American colonies, but made spectacular gains in India at the expense of what had
once been the Mughal empire. Pressure was brought to bear in various ways on
other Asian empires, but neither the Turks, the Persians, nor the Chinese parted
with territory. Very little was also taken from those European empires regarded by
the British as potentially the most vulnerable. Portugal, Britain’s ally throughout
the eighteenth century, lost nothing to her. Spain lost Gibraltar and Minorca
(finally recovered in 1802), the Floridas (also recovered), and Trinidad in the
Napoleonic War. Otherwise, the Spanish American empire survived the
onslaughts of the British, only to break up as its subjects rejected its authority in
the early nineteenth century. The Dutch lost nothing to Britain until the Napo-
leonic War, when most of their territories were overrun. At the end of the war
Britain kept three ex-Dutch colonies on the South American mainland that were
later combined to form British Guiana, as well as the Cape of Good Hope and
coastal Ceylon.

The European empire that lost most to the British in the eighteenth century was
that of France, the power that Britain feared the most and regarded as by far her
most serious rival. Britain and France were formally at war seven times from 1689
to 1815. As a result of these wars, the French surrendered virtually all their North

%5 An Essay on the History of Civil Society, Duncan Forbes, ed. (Edinburgh, 1966), p. 154.
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American territory, several West Indian islands, and Mauritius in the Indian
Ocean, as well as being forced to accept a limited commercial role in India. For
all their apparent success, however, the eighteenth-century British viewed the
power of France with grave anxiety. The French army was a huge one by compar-
ison with Britain’s. Although the building programmes that had given France the
largest navy in Europe at the end of the seventeenth century were scaled down,
France still maintained a powerful battle fleet, some two-thirds the size of Britain’s,
for instance, in 1775.” The French also had the capacity to ravage English seaborne
trade through commerce raiding, which was especially devastating in the early
wars. Underlying French military power was an economy that grew significantly, if
unevenly, its overseas trade increasing faster than that of Britain for most of the
century. French colonial trades, above all the sugar, coffee, and dyestuffs from
immensely successful West Indian plantations, were an important part of this
expansion.

What was seen to be at stake for Britain in these wars was not just wealth, but
national survival. Except for the American War of 1778 to 1783, Britain and France
fought one another both in Europe and overseas. A France that dominated Europe
would, the British feared, be able to invade the British Isles. Colonial wars and
Britain’s ability to defend itself and to intervene in Europe seemed, however, to be
closely linked. By the 1740s British statesmen saw their naval and military capacity
as depending crucially on colonial and oceanic trades. These generated a sig-
nificant portion of the wealth on which taxation and government credit
depended.” Conversely, to destroy France’s colonial trade would, it was supposed,
greatly weaken her capacity to make war anywhere.

Conquests in India or made elsewhere from European rivals, together with the
seizure of land from indigenous peoples in North America or Australia, greatly
extended the British Empire during the eighteenth century. Britain’s involvement
in the world outside Europe was, however, by no means confined to her Empire,
that is, to the dominions of the British Crown. Britain had long sought to gain
commercial access to the empires of other European powers or to the territory of
African or Asian rulers. By the end of the eighteenth century a large part of
Britain’s non-European trade was in fact going to areas that the British did not
rule, especially to the independent United States of America, to Latin America, to
the coast of West Africa, and to China. British diplomacy was actively engaged in
seeking commercial concessions from the Mississippi to the Chinese coast, and
Britain had a world-wide military and naval presence.

58 See below, p. 18s. %7 See below, pp. 73-74.
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All this evidence suggests that Britain’s role in the eighteenth century can no
more be assessed solely in terms of an Empire of rule than it can be in the
nineteenth or the twentieth centuries. Concepts such as that of a British ‘informal
empire’ which did not depend on actual rule, a British system of ‘influence’, or a
British ‘world-system’ may well be relevant for the eighteenth century as well as for
later periods.

Historians have indeed applied such concepts to the eighteenth century. The
theme of Vincent Harlow’s two volumes on The Founding of the Second British
Empire is that from 1763 the British had systematically pursued projects of what
Harlow called ‘informal empire’ in the Far East, the Pacific, and in the Americas.*®
Interpretations of the rise of western economic hegemony over the world have
focused on Britain’s role in the eighteenth century. Late eighteenth-century
London has been described as ‘the centre of the world’ in the sense that it was at
the centre of a European ‘world-economy’ that was casting ‘a mighty shadow’ over
the rest of the world.>® Alternatively, Britain is said to have been at the centre of the
western Furopean ‘core’ of the ‘world-economy’ that had ‘incorporated’ the
Americas in the sixteenth century, and from about 1750 was embarking on a new
phase of expansion that would end in the incorporation of India, West Africa, and
the Ottoman Empire.*°

The existence of an informal empire or the exercise of economic hegemony
supposes that Britain could effectively impose its will on otherwise independent
states or that it was at least able to dominate key sectors of their economies.
For much of the eighteenth century, for all the strident claims to exercise an
empire over the seas, Britain’s capacity to do either was in fact limited: Britain
was only the strongest naval power among a number of European states with
powerful navies, and its manufactures faced stiff competition, for instance, from
the textiles of other European countries, notably France. By the end of century,
however, conditions had changed. Britain had acquired an absolute naval dom-
inance and its cotton textile and metal industries were undergoing rapid devel-
opment.

Search for an eighteenth-century informal empire begins conventionally and
with good reason with Portugal and Brazil. Even in the first half of the eighteenth
century, Portugal and its colonies were virtual satellites of Britain. Portugal was
dependent on British military protection in war and its markets had been opened
to British trade by treaty. This influence gave Britain access to Brazil, Portugal’s

5% Vincent T. Harlow, The Founding of the Second British Empire, 1763-1793, 2 vols. (London, 1952—
64), 1, pp. 1-3. )

* Fernand Braudel, trans. Sidn Reynolds, Civilization and Capitalism, 15th-18th Century, 3 vols.
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wealthy American colony. The first half of the century was the age of Brazil’s gold
boom. Legally Brazilian gold had to be exported to Portugal, but in large quant-
ities it then passed to Britain in return for huge imports of British manufactured
goods, many of them destined for Brazil, or to be transhipped from Brazil into the
Spanish colonies around the River Plate. Financed by gold, British exports to
Portugal doubled in value from over £355,000 a year at the beginning of the
century to over £1 million by 1750. At least one-third of the annual output of
Brazilian gold ended up in Britain.*"

Unlike Portugal, eighteenth-century Spain generally resisted British blandish-
ments and tended to ally with France, Britain’s inveterate enemy. Diplomacy
gained a concession in 1713 in the grant to Britain of the Asiento, or the right to
supply slaves and send an annual merchant ship to Spanish America. Settlements
on the coast of Central America that later became British Honduras were sus-
tained in the face of unremitting hostility from Spain. Otherwise the Spanish
stood firm and their empire in America remained legally closed to the British.
Repeated attempts were made to break in and to establish British enclaves by force,
but no lasting bridgehead was ever achieved. Nevertheless, Britain traded with
Spanish America throughout the eighteenth century, both legally through British
shipments to Cadiz, which were then taken to America in Spanish ships, and
illegally. The illegal trade involved direct transactions with Spanish America from
the British colonies in the West Indies. Spanish communities round the Caribbean
obtained British manufactured goods from Jamaica in return for exports of hides,
dyes, cotton, or coffee, supplemented by bullion. A detailed estimate for the years
1748 to 1765 put shipments of Spanish bullion to the British colonies at £3,255,654,
most of which was received in Jamaica.®

At the end of the eighteenth century Britain was in an unassailable position as
the dominant power outside Europe. The instruments through which she was to
exert world-wide influence during the nineteenth century were already coming
into place. The navies of her European rivals, which had pressed Britain very hard
in the War of American Independence from 1778 to 1783, were destroyed during the
wars between 1793 and 1815.® British investment overseas was still relatively
limited, but the capacity of British merchants to extend credit could not be
matched by their European rivals, as they found when they tried to compete
with Britain in the markets of the newly independent United States. As indus-
trialization gathered pace, British goods became even more competitive. Supre-

€ Frangois Crouzet, ‘Angleterre-Brésil, 1697-1850: un siécle et demi d’échanges commerciaux’
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macy in India by the end of the eighteenth century meant that Britain could
deploy military resources all over maritime Asia on a scale that no other European
power could hope to match.

In a few cases there is unmistakable evidence that late eighteenth-century
Britain’s economic, naval, or military muscle had been converted into effective
domination beyond the bounds of Empire. Great Indian states like Hyderabad or
Oudh were clamped from the 1760s into a vice from which there could be no
escape. Their rulers did the will of the East India Company or they faced extinc-
tion. The British West Indian economy had expanded to take in territory nomin-
ally ruled by other powers. Colonies that were nominally Dutch or Danish were
dominated by British capital and British planters.**

Elsewhere the extent of British domination was more debatable. When the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, Henry Clay, described the United States
of America in 1820 as ‘independent colonies of England’, ‘politically free’ but
‘commercially slaves,® he was reflecting on the degree to which the American
economy remained tied to Britain after independence. By the 1790s Britain was
taking about half of America’s exports and was supplying the United States with
up to four-fifths of its imports.®® Yet in spite of Britain’s economic preponderance,
the American political system lay well beyond the reach of British influence. The
United States imposed embargoes on British trade and eventually fought a war
against Britain.

In Brazil, by contrast, Britain was able to exercise effective political influence
when the Portuguese royal family moved there under British protection in 1807.
Britain’s trade, already considerable since Brazil became an important source of
raw cotton in the 1780s, grew spectacularly when Brazilian ports were opened to
British ships in 1808. Large quantities of manufactured goods were sold on credit.
Within a year, however, the boom subsided, leaving exporters with heavy debts.
Extremely favourable terms were extracted from Brazil in a treaty signed in 1810,
and trade revived, Brazil becoming Britain’s most important commercial outlet in
Latin America.

The Spanish government made no formal concessions to foreign trade with
its colonies, but it lost its capacity to keep out British trade. After 1796 war
virtually eliminated both Spanish and French trade, leaving only the British as
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the suppliers of manufactured goods to the colonies. As individual colonies
declared their independence, they, like Brazil, opened their ports to the British
without restriction. A speculative boom followed, as British merchants poured in
goods excluded from Europe by the Napoleonic blockade. This proved short-
lived, as did another wave of speculation in the 1820s in the government funds of
the new republics.

To claim that a British informal empire replaced the old colonial systems
throughout the Americas is to underestimate the political and economic obstacles
to effective domination. Only in Brazil did the British find pliant political collab-
orators in the early years after independence. In the United States Britain could
exert no political influence, although there was a population long habituated to
British goods and able to pay for them through large exports of primary produce,
and there were credit networks which could sustain a huge volume of trade. In ex-
Spanish America, on the other hand, the British faced both political and economic
uncertainties and commercial expectations were only slowly fulfilled. There was a
promising demand for British goods in the towns, but payment for them, except
where bullion or commodities like cotton could be obtained in return, proved
difficult to arrange, while credit-worthy merchants seemed to be few and far
between.

The British did not develop a political role in West Africa which matched the
extent of their trade on the coast until well into the nineteenth century. Where
trade was conducted from permanent settlements, small garrisons at the British
forts constituted no threat to African states. As shippers of about a half of all the
slaves exported from Africa, that is, some 3.4 million people, the British were the
largest foreign traders on the coast. Even so, they faced severe competition from
other Europeans and could not ‘control slave supply or, except on rare occasions,
manipulate prices paid for slaves to their own advantage’ African commercial and
political élites managed the trade and extracted a high level of profit.”” The slave
trade was very important to those élites and inflicted incalculable suffering to
millions of people, yet the economy of western Africa as a whole remained largely
self-contained.

Empire in India gave the British both the incentive and the power to play an
active role in other parts of Asia. From the middle of the eighteenth century, with
the conquest of Bengal, the British were able to maintain warships and regiments
in India and to raise huge Indian armies. The defence of India, especially after the
French invasion of Egypt in 1798, drew the British into the Middle East. Alliances
were signed with the Ottoman Empire and with Persia, while troops and fleets
were despatched to Egypt, the Red Sea, and the Persian Gulf. The French were kept

 See below, p. 463.
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out of the Levant, but the British were unable to establish an enduring influence
over either the Ottoman or the Persian governments.

Control of Indian resources also enabled the British to act forcefully in South-
East Asia, an area long dominated by the Dutch East India Company. In the French
Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars, when the Netherlands allied with France,
Dutch settlements, including Java, were seized throughout the Indonesian archi-
pelago. At the end of the war, however, the Dutch were restored throughout the
archipelago, leaving only the coast of Malaya as a British sphere.

British relations with China in the late eighteenth century are a clear illustration
of the limits on British political or commercial influence in Asia outside India. The
Chinese government was not prepared to make political concessions. The East
India Company was only granted access to the single port of Canton, where the
Company had no exemptions from strictly imposed regulations. Commercially,
the British were only of marginal importance to the Chinese. The demand in
China for British manufactures was small. While the British dominated the
carrying trade of the Indian Ocean, in the China Sea British shipping was of less
account than Chinese shipping. In 1796 one thousand ocean-going junks were
based on the port of Amoy alone, trading between China, the Philippines, Thai-
land, and the Indonesian archipelago.®® For the British, tea imported from Canton
had become a national drink, consumed by the vast majority of the population
down to the very poorest. Yet in Chinese terms the British tea trade was of no great
significance. It generated valuable local revenue, but it is estimated that it took off
less than 15 per cent of the annual tea crop, destined in the main for a vast internal
market.*

At the end of the eighteenth century Britain was by far the most powerful
European presence in Asia. But over much of Asia indigenous political systems
were still largely beyond the reach of British diplomatic blandishments or even the
threat of British warships and Indian troops, while intercontinental trade had little
influence on most Asian economies. Concepts of informal empire are even more
difficult to apply to Asia, outside the Indian subcontinent, or to Africa, than they
are to the Americas.

British statesmen in the late eighteenth century were sometimes given to musing
that a world-wide network of commerce was preferable to an Empire of rule
over land and people.”® Some historians have argued that a ‘revulsion against

8 Ng Chin Keong, ‘The South Fukienese Junk Trade’, in E. B. Vermeer, ed., Development and Decline
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colonisation), accentuated by the quarrel that led to the loss of most of Britain’s
dominions in North America and coinciding with the rise of industrialization,
brought about a shift away from an empire of rule to the pursuit of trade and
influence throughout the world. Trade, it has been argued, came to be preferred to
dominion.”

By the end of the eighteenth century British economic interests were
certainly becoming increasingly ‘global) in the sense that they were spreading
beyond the limits of the Empire. The United States, Britain’s largest market
and eventually the main source of cotton, her most important raw material, was
outside the Empire. So too was China, source of tea. Markets in Latin
America seemed to have high potential. British ministers were well aware of the
significance of these areas to an economy whose needs were changing rapidly with
industrialization and they energetically promoted policies for gaining access to
them.

Such policies were not, however, pursued at the expense of an Empire of rule.
There was no revulsion against territorial Empire. The existing Empire was to be
defended and its resources were to be developed to the full. The huge deployment
of British troops and warships in the West Indies in the 1790s, virtually regardless
of crippling casualties from disease, demonstrated the government’s sense of
priorities. The defence of India also become a major British concern. In the
Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars Britain went over to the offensive outside
Europe, adding greatly to its dominions in the West Indies, India, and around the
Indian Ocean. Whatever else they may have been, these wars were also the last of
the great eighteenth-century wars for empire from which Britain emerged with
much colonial booty.”

The continuing pursuit of dominion reflected a deep national commitment to
Empire as an integral part of Britain’s power and standing in the world and of
British people’s sense of who they were.

7 Ibid., 1, p. 4. 72 See below, p. 206.

Select Bibliography

BERNARD BarLyN and PHILIP D. MORGAN, eds., Strangers within the Realm: Cultural
Margins of the First British Empire (Chapel Hill, NC, 1991).

C. A. BaYvry, Imperial Meridian: The British Empire and the World, 1780-1830 (London,
1989).

H. V. BowEN, Elites, Enterprise and the Making of the British Overseas Empire, 1688-1775
(London, 1996).

JouN BREWER, The Sinews of Power: War, Money and the English State, 1688-1783
(London, 1989).



INTRODUCTION 27

ANGUs CALDER, Revolutionary Empire: The Rise of the English-Speaking Empires from the
Fifteenth Century to the 1780s (London, 1981).

Ravpu Davis, The Industrial Revolution and British Overseas Trade (Leicester, 1979).

Jack P. GREENE, Peripheries and Center: Constitutional Development in the Extended
Polities of the British Empire and the United States, 1607-1788 (Athens, Ga., 1986).

ViNceNT T. HaArvow, The Founding of the Second British Empire, 1763-1793, 2 vols.
(London, 1952—64).

RicuHarD KoEBNER, Empire (Cambridge, 1961).

FREDERICK MADDEN with DAaviD FIELDHOUSE, eds., Select Documents on the Con-
stitutional History of the British Empire and Commonwealth, vol. I, The Classical Period of
the First British Empire, 1689-1783. The Foundations of a Colonial System of Government,
vol. Ill, Imperial Reconstruction, 1763—1840. The Evolution of Alternative Systems of
Colonial Government (Westport, Conn., 1985-7).

P.J. MarsHALL, ‘The Eighteenth-Century Empire’, in Jeremy Black, ed., British Politics
and Society from Walpole to Pitt, 17421789 (London, 1990), pp. 177—200.

PeTER N. MILLER, Defining the Common Good: Empire, Religion, and Philosophy in
Eighteenth-Century Britain (Cambridge, 1994).

ANTHONY PAGDEN, Lords of all the World: Ideologies of Empire in Spain, Britain and
France, c.1500 to c.1800 (New Haven, 1995).

D. C. M. PraTT, Latin America and British Trade, 1806-1914 (London, 1972).

A.N. PORTER, ed., Atlas of British Overseas Expansion (London, 1991).

JouN ROBERTSON, ed., A Union for Empire: Political Thought and the British Union of
1707 (Cambridge, 1995).

1aN K. STeELE, The English Atlantic, 1675-1740. An Exploration of Communication and
Community (New York, 1986).

LAWRENCE STONE, ed., An Imperial State at War: Britain from 1689 to 1815 (London,
1994).

KATHLEEN WiLsoN, The Sense of the People: Politics, Culture and Imperialism in England,
17151785 (Cambridge, 1995).



2

British Diaspora: Emigration from Britain, 1680—1815

JAMES HORN

Surveying the Empire in 1815, Patrick Colquhoun reflected on the felicity of the
times. Defeat of Napoleonic France after a long and arduous struggle removed
Britain’s most potent colonial rival and confirmed her as the world’s greatest
imperial power. The vast agglomeration of territories, littorals, islands, fortified
trading posts, entrep6ts, and protected waters, stretching from the inhospitable
shores of Van Diemen’s Land to the Pacific coast of North America, embracing an
enormous diversity of peoples and cultures, offered seemingly limitless opportun-
ities for further expansion and development. Britain’s dependencies would absorb
her ‘redundant Population’ of unemployed and destitute, provide distant prisons
for banished criminals, guarantee strategic interests, and, supported by a powerful
marine, lay the foundations of global markets and trade for the century to come.
To Colquhoun, the bounty of Empire represented wealth and resources on an
incalculable scale requiring little more than judicious government and careful
husbandry to reap the benefits." ,

That Britain’s overseas possessions should have spanned the globe by the early
nineteenth century would have seemed improbable to all but the most enthusiastic
promoters of imperial projects a century before. Despite the impressive increase of
transoceanic commerce during the seventeenth century, principally with America
and Asia, the extent of territory directly under the Crown remained limited
compared to future conquests. The acquisition of new lands and establishment
of permanent colonies were confined largely to the western hemisphere. Hence
John Oldmixon’s description of Empire in 1708, altogether more modest in
conception than that of Colquhoun, considered only British settlements in the
Caribbean and North America where the total population of whites and slaves
already exceeded 400,000.” In contrast, English possessions in Africa, India, and
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the Far East were largely restricted to a scattering of trading posts and factories
inhabited by small European populations, located on coasts and rivers along the
main shipping routes, who carried on business under the aegis of local rulers.
Commercial ascendancy, not territorial expansion, was the imperative of trading
companies in Africa and Asia.

But if the Empire in 1700 was a shadow of what it would become a hundred years
later, developments in the first period of English overseas expansion were none the
less significant. The distinction between colonies (plantations) settled perman-
ently by British immigrants—raising staples, fishing, and farming—compared
to enclaves and trading posts occupied by chartered companies, whose main
intent was to secure and direct the trade of indigenous populations, became
increasingly evident during the course of the century. In the Americas, European
invasions and diseases decimated native populations and led to a scramble for
lands on a continental scale that resulted in a chequer-board of Euro-American
colonies reaching from the Arctic Circle to Tierra del Fuego. Britain, principally
England, experienced a huge exodus of settlers, rich and poor, who took ship
seeking their fortune ‘beyond the seas’ in mainland America and the Caribbean.
The destinations and composition of emigrant groups varied, as did their motives
for leaving, but the impetus for large-scale migration was firmly established
by the 1630s as well as the means of transporting people across the ocean.
Although the direction of migratory flows was not predetermined, North America
would continue to attract the majority of British emigrants for the next three
centuries.

Emigration and migration were a single impulse. The Atlantic colonies
were not isolated fragments cut off from one another and, from the beginning,
whether or not settlers opted to stay in one place or move elsewhere depended on
economic cycles and changing perceptions of opportunity. Large numbers
of Chesapeake immigrants eventually ended up in the Carolinas, Pennsylvania,
or the lands beyond in the Ohio Valley. Thousands of settlers migrated from the
Middle Colonies and New England to Canada, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick,
and the Isle of St John, and numerous Georgia planters moved on to East and
West Florida. Flux and mobility were vital aspects of migrant experience in the
New World, and the tramp of migrants from one region to another was an
enduring feature of the American social landscape. Similarly, the ebb and flow
of commerce, changes in agreements with local rulers and traders, switches in
government policy, and the shifting sands of foreign relations demanded a
flexible response to settlement in Africa and Asia. With the development of an
increasingly complex global economy in the eighteenth century, the search for
fresh commercial outlets dictated highly mobile populations and, consequently,
civilian and military personnel of the great trading companies travelled from place
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to place as circumstances required. East and west, movement defined the early
Empire.

Magnitude and Pace

During the seventeenth century two significant features characterized emigration
from the British Isles. Of the approximately 1 million people who migrated, about
70 per cent were English, most of whom went to growing English plantations in
Ireland and America. By pre-modern standards the scale of emigration was
enormous. Although annual migration from England was higher in the nineteenth
century, rates of emigration relative to the domestic population never exceeded
those of the period between 1646 and 1670 (Fig. 2.1). Across the late sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, England, and to a lesser extent Scotland and Ireland,
experienced the first waves of mass emigration. Second, the movement of some
400,000 English and Irish settlers to America represented the transfer of a massive
labour force, essential for the development of staple agriculture—sugar and
tobacco—in the West Indies and on the Chesapeake. In response to plantation
colonies’ voracious demand for labour the great majority of white settlers
migrated as indentured servants, contracted to serve in tobacco- and sugar
fields, typically between four and seven years in return for their passage across
the Atlantic, board, and freedom dues. American staples were raised not by
indigenous peoples supervised by tiny immigrant élites, but by large numbers of
poor British men and women together with (especially in the West Indies) African
slaves. Rather than soldiers or encomenderos, as was the case with Spain, most
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TABLE 2.1. Emigration from the British Isles to America, 1600-1780 {thousands)

1601-1700 1701-80
England and Wales 350 80
Scotland 7 75
Lowland 60
Highland 15
Ireland 20—40 115
Ulster 70
Southern 45
TOTAL 377-97 270

Sources: Canny, ed., Europeans on the Move (see n. 6 below), pp. 39—75, 76-112, 113-149; Henry A. Gemery,
‘Buropean Emigration to North America, 1700-1820: Numbers and Quasi-Numbers) Perspectives in
American History, 1 (1984), pp. 283—342; Galenson, White Servitude, Tables H3-H4, pp. 216-18;
Fogelman, ‘Migrations to the American Colonies, Journal of Interdisciplinary History, pp. 691-709.

British immigrants who made their way to the New World ended up as field-hands
and small planters.}

Strikingly different patterns of emigration emerged in the eighteenth century. A
key change was the sharp decline of English migration to North America in
contrast to the rise of Scottish and Irish emigration. Settlers from England and
Wales fell from 350,000 in the seventeenth century to less than 100,000 in the
period down to 1780, compared to an increase in Irish emigrants from 30,000 to at
least 115,000 and of Scottish settlers from 7,600 to 75,000 (Table 2.1). Even before
the tide of Irish migration after the American Revolution, 70 per cent of all British
settlers who arrived in America between 1700 and 1780 were from Ireland and
Scotland. Whereas seventeenth-century settlement had been mainly English,
eighteenth-century emigration was emphatically British.*

Decennial totals calculated by Fogelman indicate the rates of emigration from
England and Wales, Scotland, and Ireland, 1700—75 (Table 2.2). The figures are
open to question. Scottish migration totals seriously underestimate the magnitude
of Lowland emigration before 1750, while the estimate for English migration
(44,2100) is too low when compared to 29,000 Welsh migrants. Moreover, his
figures do not include immigration to the West Indies, which may have attracted
up to 150,000 British immigrants and ‘sojourners’ during the century. None the
less, the major contours of movement are broadly accurate and illustrate the slow

3 Henry A. Gemery, ‘Markets for Migrants: English Indentured Servitude and Emigration in the
Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries), in P. C. Emmer, ed., Colonialism and Migration. Indentured
Labour Before and After Slavery (Dordrecht, 1986), pp. 33-54; David W. Galenson, White Servitude in
Colonial America: An Economic Analysis (Cambridge, 1981), pp. 4, 23-50, 81-96.

4 See sources, Table 2.1.
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TABLE 2.2. Emigration from the British Isles to the thirteen colonies, 1700-1775 (decennial
estimates)

Decade England Scotland N.Ireland  S.Ireland Total
and Wales

1700-09 700 200 600 800 2,300
1710-19 2,200 500 1,200 1,700 5,600
1720—-29 3,700 800 2,100 3,000 9,600
1730—-39 8,100 2,000 4,400 7,400 21,900
1740—49 12,400 3,100 9,200 9,100 33,800
1750—59 14,600 3,700 14,200 8,100 40,600
1760—-69 19,700 10,000 21,200 8,500 59,400
1770-75 11,700 15,000 13,200 3,900 43,800
TOTAL 73,100 35,300 66,100 42,500 217,000

Source: Adapted from Fogelman, ‘Migrations to the American Colonies), Table 1, p. 698.

start to the century, the gathering pace of movement in the 1730s and 1740s, and
the tremendous wave of emigration that washed across the British Isles from the
Shetlands to Kinsale in the quarter of a century before the outbreak of the
American War?

No reliable statistics are available for the post-war period, but it appears that
immigration rose sharply after 1783. Irish immigrants to the United States, New-
foundland, and New Brunswick (chiefly from Ulster) may well have exceeded
100,000-150,000 alone between 1780 and 1815, compared to modest levels of
English, Welsh, and Scottish emigration. Growing anxiety about the haemorrhage
of manpower during a time when the population was needed at home inclined the
government to discourage emigration until after the French wars, favouring
instead the employment of itinerants and the poor in vital industries or in the
military. Most Scottish emigrants in this period were drawn from the Highlands
(approximately 10,000 out 0f 15,000) and went to the Maritime Provinces, notably
the north-east shore of Nova Scotia, Cape Breton, and Prince Edward Isle (for-
merly St John’s), or to eastern Upper Canada where Scottish communities already
existed (see Map. 17.1). They joined the surge of Loyalist emigration from the
United States in which tens of thousands of civilians, former army officers and
men, together with several thousand free blacks and Indians migrated to lands
administered under the British Loyalist assistance scheme.®

> Aaron Fogelman, ‘Migrations to the Thirteen British North American Colonies, 1700-1775: New
Estimates’, Journal of Interdisciplinary History, XX1I (1992), Table 1, p. 698.

¢ Henry A. Gemery, ‘The White Population of the Colonial United States, 1607—1790% in Michael R.
Haines and Richard H. Steckel, eds., A Population History of North America (Cambridge, forthcoming),
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War had a significant impact on the rate of emigration and development of
transoceanic commerce. Britain was involved in seven large-scale conflicts
between 1688 and 1815, making up sixty-two years of the period. All the major
series of emigration records exhibit troughs during war years, followed by peaks in
the immediate aftermath. Hostilities disrupted trade, cut off markets, and forced
up shipping costs. The expansion of England’s overseas trade, a marked feature of
the previous fifty years, came to a halt in the late 1680s and the growth of the
English mercantile marine slowed for the next half-century. During the War of the
League of Augsburg (1688—97) and the War of the Spanish Succession (1702-13)
freight and insurance charges on tobacco and sugar more than doubled, causing
the volume of exports and quantity of shipping to fall. Post-war recessions
punctuated the course of colonial trade throughout the century as colonies re-
adjusted to peacetime conditions after years of disruption and conflict.

Slumps in emigration during wartime were a consequence also of the rapid
expansion of the military which absorbed enormous numbers of men. British
armed forces increased from around 135,000 in the early eighteenth century to
approaching 200,000 during the Seven Years War and over 400,000 by 1812.
Although a significant proportion recruited or pressed into the army and navy
were foreigners, nevertheless the drain on the domestic male population between
the ages of 18 and 55 remained considerable. Throughout the century the military
was both a major competitor with the colonies for manpower and a vital stimulus
of emigration. In periods of war the supply of prime indentured servants
dwindled, but in the aftermath tens of thousands of ex-servicemen were thrown
on to a saturated labour market and the servant trade quickly revived.” The
Imperial struggle with France and strategic interests along the Atlantic coast of
Canada encouraged the British government to become directly involved in pro-
moting settlement. Using public funds, an expedition of 2,500 settlers to Nova
Scotia was mounted in 1749 of whom a quarter were men recently disbanded from
‘His Majesty’s land and sea service’. After the end of the Seven Years War more than
adozen colonial and Highland regiments were brought to the areas around St John

Table 8; Kerby A. Miller, Emigrants and Exiles: Ireland and the Irish Exodus to North America (Oxford,
1985), p. 169; Maldwyn A. Jones, ‘Ulster Emigration, 1783-1815, in E. R. R. Green, ed., Scotch-Irish
History (New York, 1969), p. 49; T. C. Smout, N. C. Landsman, and T. M. Devine, ‘Scottish Emigration
in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries} in Nicholas Canny, ed., Europeans on the Move: Studies on
European Migration, 1500-1800 (Oxford, 1994), pp. 97, 102. For British North America after 1783, see
below pp. 381-82.

7 Farley Grubb and Tony Stitt, “The Liverpool Emigrant Servant Trade and the Transition to Slave
Labour in the Chesapeake, 1697-1707: Market Adjustments to War’, Explorations in Economic History,
XXI (1994), pp. 388—91; Linda Colley, Britons: Forging the Nation, 1707-1837 (London, 1992), pp. 101, 286—
87; John Brewer, The Sinews of Power: War, Money, and the English State, 1688—1783 (London, 1989), pp.
30-32. Colquhoun, Treatise, p. 47.
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and Fredericton, and elsewhere thousands of Scots, Scots-Irish, and Catholic Irish
who had served in the campaigns of 1756—63 and 177683 settled in the South,
western Pennsylvania, New York, on the New England frontier, and in Canada.?
North America and the West Indies attracted the great majority of British
emigrants during the century, but conquests and the acquisition of territories in
Africa, Asia, and Australia created new possibilities for those who chose (or were
forced) to work overseas. The expansion of Britain’s Empire in the second half of
the eighteenth century extended the range of options open to prospective
migrants for settlement, trade, and service. Compared to the New World, immig-
ration to Africa and Asia was small-scale throughout the early modern period, a
reflection of very different conditions encountered by Europeans in the eastern
hemisphere. In the multicultural and heterogeneous trading systems of the west
coast of Africa and the Indian Ocean, British merchants were not only engaged in
cut-throat competition for long-distance and ‘country’ trade with other Euro-
peans (notably the Portuguese, Dutch, and French), but also with African and
Asian merchants who remained highly effective at least until the late eighteenth
century. Not until the 1750s and 1760s did the British assume a significant territor-
ial presence in India, and not until the nineteenth century was there a sustained
effort to bring territories in the Far East and Africa under direct Crown control.
British settlements in Africa and Asia were largely the outcome of private
monopolistic initiatives to establish and maintain highly profitable commerce.
Botany Bay was different again. It was not settled as a trading post, despite a few
grandiose paper projects, and neither did it have much strategic significance, lying
too far to the south of established shipping lanes and commercial centres to exert
any influence. The principal reason for the colony was to rid Britain of dangerous
felons.® Like the tattered army of masterless men a century before, growing
populations of criminals incarcerated in gaols and prison hulks were perceived
as an alarming threat to public order and private property. Under the terms of the
Transportation Act (4 Geo. I, c. 11), some 49,000 felons from England and Ireland
were removed to the American colonies between 1718 and 1775. After the Revolu-
tion, Botany Bay replaced America as the principal destination of Britain’s con-
victs. Nearly 12,000 men and women were transported between 1787 and 1810, at
the rate of 500 to 1,500 a year, and another 17,400 were banished between 1811 and
1820. On the other side of the world, five months sailing time from London, a new
kind of colony emerged, sponsored by the government and designed specifically as

® Helen I. Cowan, British Emigration to British North America: The First Hundred Years (Toronto,
1961 edn.), pp. 4-12; J. M. Bumsted, The Peoples of Canada, Vol. 1, A Pre-Confederation History
(Toronto, 1992) pp. 121~23. D. Campbell and R. A. MacLean, Beyond the Atlantic Roar: A Study of the
Nova Scotia Scots (Toronto, 1974), pp. 38-58.

¥ See below, pp. 566-67.
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a distant prison camp from which the chances of return to Britain were as remote
as the place itself.

Leaving Home

Despite a decline in numbers compared to the previous century, indentured
servants (including convicts) continued to make up the majority of emigrants
from the British Isles to America until the Revolution. Nearly 70 per cent of
migrants from England in 1773—76 were servants and it is probable that a similar
proportion applies earlier in the century.'® Contemporary opinion was generally
critical, describing them variously as beggars, petty criminals, prostitutes, and
riffraff swept from city slums and port towns. “The generality of the inhabitants in
this Province’, William Eddis wrote from Maryland in 1770, ‘conceive an opinion
that the difference is merely nominal between the indented servant and the
convicted felon Occupations of male servants who emigrated from Bristol and
London in the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, however, reveal a trend
towards more respectable, if modest, social origins (Table 2.3). Across the period,
the proportion of men from skilled and semi-skilled backgrounds rose steadily,
while the number of servants from unskilled work or those registered without a
designated occupation (an indication of low status) fell. On the eve of the Amer-
ican Revolution, less than a fifth of male servants were described as labourers
compared to 69 per cent from artisanal and service backgrounds. According to
Bernard Bailyn, there was no mass exodus of ‘destitute unskilled urban slum
dwellers and uprooted peasants’ from either England or Scotland, rather move-
ment was characterized by ‘certain segments of the lower middle and working
classes, artisans, and craftsmen with employable skills, for whom emigration
would seem to have represented not so much a desperate escape as an opportunity
to be reached for’*”

Yet, if by the end of the colonial period the social origins of servants had shifted
from the lower to lower-middle classes, it is unlikely that the transition occurred
much before 1760. While changes in occupations indicate a steady fall in the
numbers of the unskilled, the average age of male servants (19 to 20 years, 1718—
59) nevertheless suggests that most occupied a relatively humble status.” By the
Seven Years War factors promoting migration may have shifted towards pursuit of
opportunities in the New World, but there were still many for whom emigration

' Bernard Bailyn, Voyagers to the West: A Passage in the Peopling of America on the Eve of the American
Revolution (New York, 1986), pp. 166, 175-76.

" Aubrey C. Land, ed., Letters from America by William Eddis (Cambridge, Mass., 1969), pp. 37-38.

> Bailyn, Voyagers, p. 160; Galenson, White Servitude, pp. 35, 40, 52, 57.

' The average age of those departing in the 1680s was 21 to 22 years and 21 to 23 between 1773-75.
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TABLE 2.3. Occupations of male servants who emigrated from Bristol and London to
America, 1683-1775 (%)

Category Bristol London London London
1684-86 1683—84 1718—59 177375
(N 369) (N 655) (N 3,013) (N 3,359)

Agriculture 4 9 1 16

Food and Drink 2 2 4 7

Metal, Wood, and 7 6 18 29

Construction

Textiles and Clothing 15 8 14 19

Services 2 10 10 14

Labourer 12 5 6 15

Not Given 58 60 37 o

Source: Adapted from Galenson, White Servitude, Tables 3.1, 3.3, 4.1, 4.5, Pp. 35, 40, 52, 57.

constituted a last hope to throw off the hardship and lack of prospects which
dogged them at home. For those whose expectations of earning a living in London,
Bristol, and other port towns quickly faded as they tramped the streets in a vain
attempt to find work, the colonies provided a final gamble in the search for
subsistence.

One such emigrant was William Roberts, an indentured servant who embarked
for America in the spring of 1756. His background is obscure, but at the time of
departure he was young, single, and living in London, possibly with his parents.
He had evidently fallen on hard times. His coat and some other clothes had been
pawned, and he described his shoes as so worn ‘they will hardly keep upon my feet’.
The particular reasons that prompted him to emigrate are unknown, but it appears
he was out of work and had little immediate prospect of finding any. A wealthy
uncle, apparently unwilling to help him at home, promised to provide support
should he go to the colonies. In a letter written to his parents several years later,
Roberts recalled the ‘find Stores [fine stories] of what he doo for me but I have
Receive non[e] nor yett a Letter’ He ended up in Maryland where, after serving his
term, he spent the rest of his life working as a smallholder raising tobacco, never
escaping the poverty that stigmatized his life as a young man in London,*

Free emigrants (unencumbered by indentures) who left for America came from
an equally wide range of backgrounds as servants, but there was a clear prepon-
derance of men from mercantile and trading occupations. A regular flow of
merchants, petty traders, and factors from England’s major ports made their

' James Horn, ‘The Letters of William Roberts of All Hallows Parish, Anne Arundel County,
Maryland, 17561769, Maryland Historical Magazine, LXXIV (1979), pp. 117-32.



BRITISH DIASPORA 37

way to the colonies from Florida to Nova Scotia to set up on their own account or
represent established businesses. Of 181 men who went to Virginia between 1689
and 1815, the majority (59 per cent) described themselves as merchants and
mariners, just over a fifth were professionals (ministers, surgeons, and apothec-
aries), and the remainder came from a miscellany of backgrounds ranging
from shipwrights, cooks, and grocers to gentlemen.” With the increasing volume
of trade and the expansion of territory, especially after 1763, growing numbers of
young men from the upper and middle classes moved to the colonies to work in
trade and business or to take up posts in the military and provincial government.

Emigrants came from all over the country, but London and the surrounding
counties stand out as particularly important. Between 1718 and 1759, from a
quarter to 41 per cent of indentured servants were from London and another 12
per cent came from the Home Counties and south-east England (Table 2.4).%
Similarly, in the 1770s over half of all English emigrants, free and unfree, were from
the city and its environs. As in the seventeenth century, the attraction of London
can be attributed to the prospects it offered to thousands of hopefuls who
streamed into the city every year from all parts of the British Isles to take up
positions or look for work, swelling the population to around three-quarters of a
million by 1775. Many poor emigrants were drawn from new arrivals who ‘arrived
in waggon loads’ daily and who, often disoriented and friendless, were unable to
find a niche for themselves in the hurly-burly of metropolitan life. In the mid-
eighteenth century it was said that if newcomers ‘cannot get such employment as
they expected or chuse to follow, many of them will not go home to be laughed
at...but enlist for soldiers, go to the plantations Etc. if they are well inclined;
otherwise they probably commence thieves and pickpockets’ An enormous pool of
unemployed men, women, and children, an inevitable consequence of the irregu-
larity of work, provided a dependable source of cheap, surplus labour ripe for the
picking as potential colonists.”” By the 1770s, prospects may have improved for
lower-class emigrants. As noted earlier, the majority came from skilled and semi-
skilled backgrounds rather than the desperate urban poor, and there was fre-
quently little to distinguish them from free artisans and tradesmen who left at the
same time for similar reasons.

¥ Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, CVRP, Wills; W. G. Stanard, comp., Some Emigrants to
Virginia . .. (Richmond, Va., 1915), pp. 7-94; Ian Charles Cargill Graham, Colonists from Scotland:
Emigration to North America, 1707-1783 (Ithaca, NY, 1956), pp. 117~18.

** John Wareing, ‘Migration to London and Transatlantic Emigration of Indentured Servants, 1683—
1775, Journal of Historical Geography, VII (1981), p. 369.

7 Bailyn, Voyagers, pp. 107-10, 271-85; M. Dorothy George, London Life in the XVIIIth Century
(London, 1925), p. 347, n. 2. Over half of transported convicts who boarded ship in England, 1718-7s,
were from London and neighbouring counties. A. Roger Ekirch, Bound for America: The Transportation
of British Convicts to the Colonies, 1718—75 (Oxford, 1987), pp. 23—24.
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TABLE 2.4. Regional origins of indentured servants who emigrated from London to America,
1684-1759 (%)

Region 1684-86 1718-29 173039 1749-59
(N 1,114) (N 1,412) (N 1,497) (N 260)
London 4 35 f 27
Home Counties and South-East 11 12 12 12
Midlands 14 15 12 17
Eastern Counties 4 6 5 2
North 12 1 12 12
South West 10 13 9 15
Wales 1 2 2 2
Other 7 7 8 14

Source: Adapted from Wareing, ‘Migration to London and Transatlantic Emigration, Journal of
Historical Geography, VII (1981), Table 1, p. 369.

Outside London and the south-east, the most important source of English
emigrants on the eve of the American Revolution was Yorkshire. Bailyn has argued
that the character of Yorkshire emigration was significantly different from that of
southern and central England and labels the two migrations as ‘provincial’ and
‘metropolitan’. In the latter, emigrants were predominantly single young men who
went to the colonies as indentured servants, most serving in Virginia and Mary-
land. Provincial emigrants were typically independent householders from farming
backgrounds who migrated in family groups to New York, North Carolina, and
Nova Scotia. Rent increases were instrumental in persuading many hard-pressed
tenant farmers from the East and North Ridings of Yorkshire to leave, encouraged
by the activities of entrepreneurs and land speculators who held out favourable
prospects of prime land at reasonable rates in America. Letters sent back to
Yorkshire by migrants urged kin and friends to join them in the colonies. In
Nova Scotia clusters of Yorkshire families settled in the Cumberland Basin, on
Shepody Bay, and along the Petitcodiac River, where they intermarried and
established new generations, gradually mixing with Scottish, Irish, German,
American, and Acadian settlers.™

Across much of the period, Welsh emigration can be accounted part of the
broader English movement. From similar backgrounds and leaving for similar
reasons, Welsh migrants who moved to London, Bristol, Liverpool, and the lesser
outports went to America alongside thousands of their English contemporaries
and, apart from (in some cases) distinctive surnames, are largely indistinguishable
from them. An important exception was the movement of Nonconformists,

8 Bailyn, Voyagers, pp. 201-07; 361-429.
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notably Quakers and Baptists. Quakerism spread rapidly throughout Welsh-
speaking rural areas in the second half of the seventeenth century, particularly in
central and north-west Wales. Approximately 2,000 Friends left for America
between 1682 and 1700, of whom the majority went to Pennsylvania, encouraged
by the Quaker William Penn, where they settled west of the Schuylkill River in an
area called the ‘Welsh Tract. The strengthening of transatlantic connections
facilitated a steady if modest flow of Dissenters, principally to Pennsylvania,
Delaware, and West Jersey, well into the eighteenth century, attracted by the
prospect of economic opportunities as well as religious toleration. By 1770 there
may have been as many as 300 Baptist churches in mainland America, and Welsh
(or Welsh-Americans) were prominent among their leaders.

A resurgence of Dissent in the final decades of the eighteenth century, together
with harvest failures and economic dislocation following the outbreak of the
French wars, created the conditions for an abrupt upturn in emigration during
the 1790s. In north Wales, where a new missionary crusade by Baptists and
Methodists was under way, the ‘talk of the whole country’ was of ‘the war and
emigration’. George Lewis, an Independent minister of Caernarfon, wrote in the
autumn of 1793 of political disabilities suffered by Dissenters, high rents, and
burdensome taxes. “Tythes for the maintenance of the established clergy are so
heavy, he complained, ‘the common people find it extremely difficult to procure
the necessities of life” “The oppressed poor’, Joshua Thomas reported earlier in the
year, ‘are too poor to pay their Passage ...}, and could not raise the fare even if they
were ‘to sell all they have’. Not one in twenty, a contemporary reckoned, had ‘the
means of conveying himself and his family to a land of Plenty’. Rather than the
desperate rural poor, it was the lower-middling and middling classes—small
farmers and artisans hit hard by crop failures, famine prices, and industrial
disruption, together with Nonconformist ministers seeking liberty of conscience
and better livings—who emigrated. Many were spurred on by fear of financial ruin
or religious persecution, but some took with them the precious dream of a new
‘Cambria in the American West, where they could live and worship together in
liberty, free from political oppression by the British government. In the event, the
vision of a separatist Welsh-speaking homeland had no more success in the United
States than it did in Britain, and quickly faded after the collapse of the utopian
Welsh settlement of Beulah, Pennsylvania.”

*® For Welsh emigration generally, see A. H. Dodd, The Character of the Early Welsh Emigration to the
United States, 2nd edn. (Cardiff, 1957). H. M. Davies, ‘“Very Different Springs of Uneasiness”:
Emigration from Wales to the United States of America during the 1790s’, Welsh History Review, XV
(1991), pp. 37071, 377-84, 395 Gwyn A. Williams, The Search for Beulah Land: The Welsh and the
Atlantic Revolution (London, 1980), pp. 2021, 130—34, 147, 163. | am grateful to Huw Bowen for his
advice.
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Map 2.1. The British Isles (inset) Sources of Scottish Emigration

Scottish emigration in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries was com-
posed of two very different movements from the Lowlands and Highlands.
Sustained Lowland migration to America began in the 1680s and 1690s with
small-scale attempts to establish settlements in East Jersey, South Carolina, and
Darien, but not until the second quarter of the eighteenth century did traffic across
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the Atlantic develop into significant proportions. Spurred on by the economic
advantages that accrued in the years following the Union of Parliaments in 1707,
merchants, manufacturers, and professional men quickly took advantage of part-
nership in one of the most extensive trading empires in the world. The growing
contribution of Scotland to the metropolitan economy affected all parts of the
country but was particularly noticeable in the Lowlands, where the concentration
of towns, population, mineral resources, prime farming land, and capital accen-
tuated age-old cultural differences with the Highlands. As elsewhere in Scotland
and the British Isles, the pulse of emigration quickened dramatically after the end
of the Seven Years War, and the Lowlands contributed about 30,000 migrants to
the transatlantic stream between 1763 and 1775 alone, most of whom ended up in
the American backcountry and Canada.*®

Scottish merchants were especially prominent in the Chesapeake tobacco
trade, establishing a network of stores at the head of navigable rivers and purchas-
ing directly from planters to whom they supplied credit and goods. Glasgow
firms such as Cunninghame, Speirs, Glassford, Buchanan, and Simson played a
vital role in the expansion of tobacco cultivation into the piedmont (foothills)
and in the development of the cargo trade. By the 1730s Clydeside tobacco
merchants rivalled their English competitors in Bristol and Whitehaven, and by
1760 Glasgow had overtaken London as Britain’s premier tobacco port. ‘I observe),
Philip Fithian wrote from Virginia in 1773, ‘that all the Merchants and shop-
keepers. ..through the Province, are young Scotch-men...” Besides merchants
and storekeepers, educated Scots established themselves throughout the Caro-
linas, Middle Colonies, backcountry, Canada, and the West Indies, as attorneys,
surgeons, teachers, and ministers. Virtually the entire colonial medical profession
was Scottish-trained and more than 150 Scottish doctors emigrated to
America during the century. Scottish ministers dominated the Presbyterian and
Anglican churches and Scottish tutors were widespread throughout the middle
and southern colonies. The emigration of the educated and skilled reflected a
‘growing sense among Scotland’s upper and middle classes of an emerging affinity
between Scotland and America as linked provincial societies’ within the Empire.

2 Eric Richards, ‘Scotland and the Uses of the Atlantic Empire) in Bernard Bailyn and Philip D.
Morgan, eds., Strangers Within the Realm: Cultural Margins of the First British Empire (Chapel Hill, NC,
1991), pp. 67-114.

* Jacob M. Price, “The Rise of Glasgow in the Chesapeake Tobacco Trade, 1707-1775), William and
Mary Quarterly, Third Series, XI (1954), pp. 179-99; T. M. Devine, The Tobacco Lords: A Study of the
Tobacco Merchants of Glasgow and their Trading Activities (Edinburgh, 1975); Hunter Dickinson Farish,
ed., Journal and Letters of Philip Vickers Fithian: A Plantation Tutor of the Old Dominion, 1773-1774
(Charlottesville, Va., 1957), p. 29; W. R. Brock, Scotus Americanus: A Survey of the Sources for Links
Between Scotland and America in the Eighteenth Century (Edinburgh, 1982), chaps. 3, 5-6; Smout,
Landsman and Devine, ‘Scottish Emigration’, in Canny, ed., Europeans on the Move, pp. 9o-100.
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Throughout the period substantial emigration took place from the western
parts of the Borders. During the seventeenth century, Galloway—the counties of
Wigtown, Kirkcudbright, and Dumfries—supplied thousands of migrants to Ire-
land, attracted by the prospect of good, fertile land and cheap rents. Migration to
America in the following century was an extension of the trend: the impulse was
the same but the direction of movement had altered. Owing to the consolidation
of farms, removal of subtenancies, and tighter regulations governing conditions
of entry and tenancy, access to smallholdings became increasingly restrictive.
Large-scale sheep farming was introduced into southern Scotland in the first
quarter of the century, and one outcome, according to Revd Robert Woodrow,
was ‘certain great depopulations...and multitudes of familys turned out of
their tacks and sent a-wandering’ As agrarian and industrial change accelerated
during the second half of the century, especially after 1780, so added impetus was
given to intra-regional migration and to the flow of commerce and people
overseas.™

Migration was also significant from the industrial regions of the West Lowlands,
where unemployment was a major cause of large numbers of artisans leaving
textile centres such as Glasgow, Greenock, and Paisley during the 1770s. The
financial crisis and failure of the Ayr Bank in 1772—73 led to a widespread and
intense depression, reducing thousands of cloth workers ‘to the utmost distress for
want of employ, many of whom were forced to emigrate ‘to prevent them from
starving’ In the spring of 1774 a Glasgow gentleman wrote that the ‘distress of the
common people here is deeper and more general than you can imagine. There is an
almost total stagnation in our manufactures, and grain is dear; many hundreds of
labourers and mechanics, especially weavers. in this neighbourhood, have
lately indented and gone to America...” In February the Commerceleft Greenock
for New York with seventy-seven weavers and their families from Paisley and
thirty-three persons of various trades from Glasgow who reported their reason for
going as ‘Poverty and to get Bread’ Similarly, poverty was the main reason for
the departure of 147 emigrants from the Borders and Glasgow three months later.
Alongside the exodus of the poor were migrants from modest backgrounds of
the Clyde Valley who, affected by the slump in business following the 1772-73
crash, determined to seek their fortune in the colonies. Pooling resources,
groups of tenant farmers from the shires of Renfrew, Dumbarton, and Stirling
formed associations to fund their transportation and the purchase of land in

> T. M. Devine, ‘Introduction: The Paradox of Scottish Emigration’, in Devine ed., Scottish Emigra-
tion and Scottish Society (Edinburgh, 1992), p. 6; Devine, The Transformation of Rural Scotland: Social
Change and the Agrarian Economy, 1660-1815 (Edinburgh, 1994), pp. 165—66; lan Adams and Meredyth
Somerville, Cargoes of Despair and Hope: Scottish Emigration to North America, 1603-1803 (Edinburgh,

1993), - 25.



BRITISH DIASPORA 43

America. The Scots American Company of Farmers, known as the Inchinnan
Company, took up a tract of 23,000 acres in Ryegate, New York, and sponsored the
movement of settlers to the region, each paying their own costs according to their
means.*

Emigration from the Scottish Highlands, of small proportions before mid-
century, grew rapidly after the end of the Seven Years War and may have totalled
15,000—20,000 beween 1760 and 1775. On the eve of the American Revolution,
approaching a fifth of all British emigrants were from the Highlands and islands
off Scotland, second only to London as a source of migrants.> Migration was a
response to the profound changes that swept the region following the Battle of
Culloden in 1746, which transformed traditional society and released forces that
were to have far-reaching consequences. Recent writers have emphasized the social
impact of agrarian improvement and rent inflation after 1760. Higher rents were a
simple and convenient method of increasing income, and lairds could claim it
encouraged greater efficiency on the part of tenants by promoting productivity
and reducing waste. Many landowners ‘systematically subordinated their estates
to the pursuit of profit, and in so doing brought about a fundamental realignment
in the laird—tenant relationship, from one based on a finely graded system of
reciprocal duties and loyalties to one founded on money and market rates. As the
objective became to extract more income from the land, changes were introduced
to make estates profitable—the expansion of sheep-walks, abolition of joint
tenancy settlements, imposition of the croft system, and the commutation of
rents in kind to cash—which undermined the traditional position of tacksmen,
who held land directly from the chiefs and acted as their intermediaries, and of the
tenantry whose military role was no longer relevant.

Yet as contemporaries observed, higher rents and changes in land management
did not create a dispossessed peasantry who moved to America out of sheer
desperation. Josiah Tucker commented in 1773 that Highlanders who sailed from
the north of Scotland and the islands ‘were far from being the most indigent, or the
least capable of subsisting in their own Country. No; it was not Poverty or
Necessity which compelled but Ambition which enticed them to forsake their
native Soil. Touring the Inner Hebrides in the same year, Samuel Johnson noted
that ‘many men of considerable wealth have taken with them their train of
labourers and dependants’ to America. The Scots Magazine reported in the spring

% Bailyn, Voyagers, 198; Graham, Colonists from Scotland, pp. 25, 27-29.

24 Bailyn, Voyagers, p. 111. J. M. Bumsted estimates 20,000-25,000 Scots, divided roughly equally
between Lowlanders and Highlanders, emigrated to America, 1763—75, The People’s Clearance: Highland
Emigration to British North America, 1770-1815 (Edinburgh, 1982), p. 9.

* T. M. Devine, ‘Landlordism and Highland Emigration) in Devine ed., Scottish Emigration, pp.
93—94; Bumsted, The People’s Clearance, pp. 2-6.
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of 1771 that a ‘large colony of the most wealthy and substantial people in Sky{e]’
were ‘making ready to follow [emigrants from Islay] in going to fertile and cheap
lands on the other side of the Atlantic ocean’ It was the loss of men of substance
and the rapidity with which the ‘epidemick’ desire of ‘wandering’ swept the glens
in the 1770s that so alarmed commentators and which stimulated a wide-ranging
public debate about the deleterious effect of emigration on Highland society and
the depopulation of ‘Old Caledon’**

Three- or four-fold rent increases, set in the broader context of the
commercialization of Highland agriculture, were undoubtedly a major stimulus
to movement, but migrations from particular regions of western and northern
Scotland suggest more complex reasons behind decisions to move. While the
national rate of population increase between 1755 and the 1790s was relatively
modest by western European standards, some regional populations did grow
quickly. The population of western districts of mainland Highland shires such as
Ross and Cromarty, Inverness, and Argyll, from where emigration was consider-
able, grew by 29 per cent between 1755 and 1801, and the population of the Western
Isles increased by over 50 per cent. In the 1770s it was estimated that the land could
provide work for only half the able men who lived in the Highlands. Movement to
the Lowlands, cities, or military service were the usual outlets for the young, single,
and landless, but from the mid-eighteenth century America became an increas-
ingly attractive alternative. From 1749, with the establishment of Halifax, Nova
Scotia, plans to settle colonies north of New England were put in place and
elaborated after the conquest of French North America. North Carolina and
New York remained the major destinations of migrants before 1775, but after the
war Highlanders streamed into three regions already settled by their compatriots:
the Isle of St John, the Pictou area of Nova Scotia, and the Glengarry district of
Upper Canada.”

An impression of the reasons behind emigration can be found in the individual
testimonies of men and women who left from a number of coastal villages in
Sutherland aboard the Bachelor bound for North Carolina in 1774. William
Gordon, a farmer of 60 years, left with his wife and six children, encouraged by
two of his sons who were already in North Carolina. He complained that he was
now paying sixty merks for land that had once cost eight and that he had suffered a
serious loss of cattle in the harsh winter of 1771—72. He saw little hope of any
immediate change for the better and had opted to leave to improve the prospects
of his children. William MacKay, also a farmer, 37, from Caithness, had a brother

26 Graham, Colonists from Scotland, pp. 39—41, 58—72; Bumsted, The People’s Clearance, pp.
14-18.
¥ Bumsted, The People’s Clearance, chaps. 2-3.
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and sister in Carolina who had assured him that any ‘sober industrious man could
not fail of living comfortably, lands could be rented cheap, and.. . the soil was
fertile’ What finally persuaded him to go, however, were changes in the local
economy: the collapse of the cattle market and a steep rise in rent. Letters received
from settlers who had migrated from the region a year earlier promised a better
living in America and had led to emigration becoming the ‘sole topic of conversa-
tion, all over that part of Scotland’. Elizabeth Macdonald, a single woman of 29, a
servant, believed quite simply that opportunities were better in Carolina and went
to join her friends.”®

As elsewhere in the British Isles, a combination of influences was responsible for
the increasing rate of emigration in the early 1770s. The ‘Black Winter’ of 177172,
the worst in living memory, led to cattle plague and crop failure and was followed
by a wet winter the following year which produced serious food shortages. Bishop
John Macdonald wrote in the spring of 1772 that there had been ‘a great loss of
Cattle and the prospect of great dearth of provisions everywhere in the Highlands,
which will probably forward some thousands more to America’ Religious con-
troversy was another significant influence on Highland emigration. Beginning
with the Catholic migrations from the Clanranald estates of South Uist and
adjacent mainland in 1772 following attempts by the local laird to enforce Presby-
terianism on his tenants, over the next forty years thousands of Catholic migrants
from the islands, Glengarry, Barra, and Strathglass took ship in the wake of rising
rents and wholesale evictions. In May 1786 it was reported that ‘Last year upward
of 300 souls left Glengarry and its neighbourhood almost all Roman Catholics and
settled in Canada above Mont-Real, where were already settled about 8oo High-
landers ...’ Edward Fraser, customs collector at Inverness, commented in 1802 that
‘Roman Catholics all over the West Coast are ready at a month’s notice, if they can
prevail on their priest to go. By 1810 about one-third of the entire Catholic
population had left the Highlands and Islands for America, ‘to the irretrievable
loss of Britain..."*

With the failure of Highland development schemes, the stepping up of clear-
ances and further subdivision of holdings, emigration continued after the Amer-
ican War and surged briefly in the early years of the nineteenth century. Between
1801 and 1803, 7,000 migrants left for British North America, once again provoking
government concern about the drain on population during a period of national

8 Donald Mackay, Scotland Farewell: The People of the Hector (Toronto, 1980), pp. 62, 68—70; Bailyn,
Voyagers, pp. 195-96, 508.
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crisis. Many migrants from the shires of Perth and Argyll, like earlier settlers,
complained of high rents, evictions, and ‘Want of Employ’. Some were attracted to
sponsored projects, such as those of the Earl of Selkirk at Baldoon, near Detroit, in
1804, and Red River, near Lake Winnipeg, which were intended to preserve Gaelic-
speaking enclaves from the sort of pernicious commercial influences undermining
traditional ways of life at home. For many Highlanders, emigration was not
motivated primarily by considerations of material gain but was reluctantly per-
ceived as a necessary, if painful, means ‘to preserve in the New World that which
was being destroyed in the Old>*°

Irish emigration shared much in common with that of Scotland and, at least in the
case of Ulster, was intimately related. Three distinct trends had emerged by the
time of the Treaty of Limerick: the beginnings of migrations of Protestant Dis-
senters, notably Presbyterians and Quakers; a long-established trade in indentured
servants, mostly Catholics; and the temporary migration of labourers and seamen
to the Newfoundland fisheries.”

The first of the Ulster migrations took place between 1718 and 1720 when about
3,000 settlers left for the colonies, principally owing to the falling-in of generous
leases granted by landowners in the 1690s to attract Scottish immigrants. Alex-
ander McCulloch wrote to his landlord in September 1718 and reported that ‘a
great many in this cuntry ar[e] going thither [America] (having the great incour-
eagment from ther freinds that ar[e] gon)’ Such were his own ‘misfortouns’ that
he was determined to go himself. Crop failure, cattle disease, and high food prices
brought people in many areas to the brink of famine and left the ‘dismal marks of
hunger and want’ etched on their faces. A similar combination of high rents and
disastrous harvests, together with a slump in the linen industy, persuaded thou-
sands more to leave between 1725 and 1729. Reminiscent of Dr Johnson’s Hebri-
dean ‘epidemick’ nearly half a century later, Hugh Boulter, Archbishop of Armagh,
wrote in 1728 of an infatuation with emigration. ‘We have had three bad harvests
together. .. The humour has spread like a contagious distemper, and the people
will hardly hear anybody that tries to cure them of their madness.” Severe food
shortages and ‘dearness of provision’ reduced many small farmers and labourers to
destitution, encouraging thousands to take up indentures for service in America
rather than starving at home. The ‘richer sort) it was reported in 1729, believed
‘that if they stay in Ireland their children will be slaves and that it is better for them

3° Bumsted, The People’s Clearance, pp. 188213, 220; Smout, Landsman and Devine, ‘Scottish
Emigration, in Canny, ed., Europeans on the Move, pp. 110-11.
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to make money of their leases while they are still worth something to inable them
to transport themselves and familys to America, than be subjected to the same
poverty as their under-tenants. During the 1730s the tide of migration receded, but
after two wet and cold summers famine struck again in 1741, followed by epidemics
of ‘fluxes and malignant fevers which swept off multitudes of all sorts; whole
villages laid waste by want and sickness and death in various shapes’. Possibly as
many as 300,000 died in what was remembered for generations as bliadhain an ’air,
year of slaughter, the worst natural disaster to befall the country before the Great
Famine.*

Continued efforts by landlords to improve their land and the value of rentals,
together with periodic famine and the ensuing spiralling cost of food, created the
basic preconditions underlying Protestant emigration down to mid-century. In
addition, slumps in the linen industry had an increasingly important effect on
the lives of thousands of poor cottier-weavers who had multiplied rapidly in the
province after 1720. During the climax of Ulster emigration between 1770 and
1775, a severe recession put roughly a third of weavers in the region out of work.
Across the eighteenth century, the rapid commercialization of Ulster’s economy
caused the emiseration of large numbers of the most vulnerable sections of the
working classes in town and country alike, and explains why at least half of
Protestant emigrants, the displaced poor condemned by contemporaries as idle
and worthless, could not raise their passage money and went to America as
indentured servants or ‘redemptioners’ (servants given the opportunity to buy
their freedom by paying the cost of their passage shortly after arrival).

Besides these negative influences a number of more positive developments
emerged during the period. The growing importance of the provision trade in
beef, pork, and butter, and increasing shipments of manufactured goods after
mid-century, linked the region to an array of American ports and offered migrants
a variety of destinations for starting out life anew. To a degree, emigration became
self-sustaining. Some colonies, such as South Carolina and Georgia, offered cheap
land and other inducements to immigrants willing to settle in the backcountry.
Letters from migrants encouraging families, relatives, and friends to follow in their
wake became more compelling in the context of commercial and territorial
expansion after 1760.%

3 R.]. Dickson, Ulster Emigration to Colonial America, 1718-1775 (London, 1966), p. 33; S{cottish]
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Accounts of migration from northern Ireland have tended to overshadow
movement from other parts of the country during the century. Catholic migration
was not as large as the better-known Protestant movement, but recent estimates
suggest that about 45,000 emigrants left southern Ireland between 1700 and 1780,
compared to 70,000 from Ulster. Some leaving from southern ports, such as
Dublin, Cork, and Kinsale, were Protestant, but it is likely that Catholics made
up at least 25-30 per cent of the total flow in the period. General conditions that
affected Ulster migration also affected Catholic migration. Famine and weak
markets led to indebtedness and poverty in the countryside until economic
recovery in the 1740s. Even after the economy broke free of the cycles of depression
and stagnation which had afflicted it since the 1690s, periodic slumps could have
severe consequences in the short term. Major reasons given for the migration of
1753, when approximately 4,000 people left Dublin for America, were “‘Want of
Tillage’ and the depression of the local linen industry. Agrarian discontent in the
1760s in Munster, which led the Whiteboys to strike at high tithes, rack-rents,
taxes, and enclosure, took place against a background of recurrent crop failures.
Viscount Weymouth, Lord Lieutenant of Ireland, reported in 1769 that 3,800
looms had fallen into disuse in Cork and its neighbourhood owing to the illegal
importations of calicoes from India. Many of the unemployed and starving
emigrated. Similarly, the major depression in the linen industry of 1772-73
(which also affected Scotland) caused substantial emigration from manufacturing
areas in south and west Ireland.>*

In certain respects, of course, the Catholic experience was at variance with that
of Protestants. Presbyterians might believe that they were the victims of discrimin-
atory policies of the Anglican Ascendancy just as were Catholics, but they were
not subject to the same limitations with respect to inheritance of property, security
of tenure, and the right to vote, introduced in the early eighteenth century to
contain the Catholic presence in Irish life. Neither had they suffered from dispos-
session and removal from their lands which characterized the English ‘conquest’ of
Ireland in the seventeenth century. Nevertheless, it would be misleading to
represent Catholic emigration in the eighteenth century as a religious hegira
from persecution and oppression, just as to contrast the localism and dependence
of the Catholic peasantry with assertive and independent Presbyterian emigrants
is a simplification of complex events. Throughout the period, large numbers of
recruits for the colonies, Catholic and Protestant, were drawn from the lower
ranks of society—labourers, small farmers, cottier-weavers, and artisans—who, to
varying degrees, had little to lose by emigrating. The fortunes of Irish settlers in

3 L. M. Cullen, ‘The Irish Diaspora of the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries, in Canny, ed.,
Europeans on the Move, pp. 113—49; Lockhart, Some Aspects of Emigration from Ireland, pp. 22, 50-58.
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America depended in the long run less on their religious convictions than on the
development of strong local economies and the health of the Atlantic commercial
community.*

A key characteristic of the post-1760 period was the increasing numbers of
skilled and independent migrants, ‘exercising real choice’ in opting to leave Ire-
land, against a background of growing prosperity and trade. As commerce flour-
ished and channels of communication were strengthened, so the cost of passage
fell and the colonies became increasingly attractive and accessible. At the very least,
69,000 settlers emigrated between 1750 and 1775 and double that number from the
end of the American War to 1815. The majority who left after 1780, farmers and
artisans of middling status, may well have seen possibilities in the new United
States or British North America unattainable at home. But alongside migrants of
‘comfortable circumstances’ was a steady flow of poorer people who had fallen
victim to the periodic recessions, such as those of 1801-02 and 1810-14. More
ominous were growing signs in the early nineteenth century of industrial decay
across a wide range of manufactures which could not compete with cheap English
imports. Rapid population growth, industrial atrophy, and entrenched rural
poverty in those areas where subdivision of land led to bare subsistence agriculture
proved harbingers of a greater tragedy yet to come.*

The Lure of Empire

Swept up in the vortices of long-distance trade and inter-colonial rivalries, most
emigrants who left Britain during the eighteenth century settled in New World
colonies as merchants, planters, field-hands, and farmers, or served with the great
mercantile company in the East. As in the previous century, merchants were
responsible for the transportation of the mass of settlers, servants, and slaves to
America, and provided the financial backing necessary for territorial expansion in
pursuit of profit. Thousands of factors and supercargoes emigrated to set up
merchant houses, country stores, and plantations, frequently in transatlantic
partnerships. Alongside them from all parts of Britain was a steady flow of
professional men and artisans—teachers, doctors, accountants, ministers, wea-
vers, smiths, carpenters, and others—in continual demand as the colonies
expanded and matured. They, like independent farmers and tenants, took ship
in the expectation of a better life for themselves and their families or, in less happy
cases, emigrated in a last gamble to escape financial ruin.

¥ R. E Foster, ‘Ascendancy and Union,, in Foster, ed., The Oxford History of Ireland (Oxford, 1992),
PP. 136-38; Miller, Emigrants and Exiles, pp. 140-68.
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A large proportion of migrants, perhaps as many as a half, went to America as
indentured servants and remained an important source of labour despite the large
increase in slave importations during the period. Many were drawn from the
middle and upper ranks of the lower classes, working men and women who could
not afford the cost of passage but who believed that opportunities in the colonies
were brighter than at home. At the lower end were those ‘of no occupation), or ‘the
very meanest of People’, who emigrated out of desperation during years of food
shortages and industrial depression. Emigration by the poor, free and unfree,
represented one response to the growing commercialization of society that
affected many regions of the British Isles after 1760, but which was particularly
significant in the Highlands and manufacturing districts of the western Lowlands
and Ulster. Far from restraining migration by providing new employment, agri-
cultural improvement and industrialization stimulated a continuing exodus of
people unable to find work at home or who sought to conserve traditional ways of
life in New World settings.”

Between 1689 and 1815, well over a million Europeans moved to mainland North
America and the British West Indies, the first great surge beginning in the 1750s
and the next after the American wars. Hundreds of thousands of settlers from the
British Isles, the Rhineland, Swiss cantons, and other German-speaking territories
of western and central Europe poured into the backcountry, pushing across the
Susquehanna River into the rich lands of the Cumberland Valley, south along the
Great Wagon Road to the Shenandoah Valley, the Carolinas, and Georgia, and
beyond the Appalachians to the vast expanse of the Ohio River basin (see Map
13.1). The American Revolution produced its own convulsion of movement,
unleashing centrifugal forces that were to have an enduring impact on the new
republic and remaining British possessions in America. Tens of thousands of
civilians, black and white, fled from the thirteen colonies to other parts of the
Atlantic rim during the conflict, while tens of thousands more trekked further into
the American interior once the war was over, to Kentucky, Tennessee, and the
central plains, foreshadowing the major westward migrations of the nineteenth
century. All along the expanding frontier, Irish, German, Swiss, Highland Scots,
English, and Welsh settlers, together with African slaves and local Indian tribes,
evolved as locally distinctive societies, where ethnic diversity and the continual
movement of people in and out were taken for granted.*®

As the Empire reached its apogee, so contrasts in the experiences of migrants
became increasingly evident. ‘I take the first opportunity that has been given us),
wrote a female convict from Botany Bay in 1788, ‘to acquaint you with our

¥ Devine, ‘Paradox of Scottish Emigration’, in Devine ed., Scottish Emigration, p. 6.
3 Bailyn, Voyagers, pp. 24—28.
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disconsolate situation in this solitary waste of the creation. Qur passage...was
tolerably favourable; but the inconveniences since suffered for want of
shelter, bedding Etc., are not to be imagined by any stranger’ Everyone, she
continued, ‘is so taken up with their own misfortunes that they have no pity to
bestow upon others’ On the other side of the world, fifteen years earlier, High-
landers aboard the Hector were appalled to find on their arrival at Pictou, Nova
Scotia, not the tamed frontier of growing communities, cultivated fields, and
newly laid-out roads they were expecting but a wilderness of dense forests
interspersed by a few miserable clearings and log houses. After the long voyage
in the hope of finding a new Scotland, some were so overwhelmed by despair they
wished to return home at once. “‘We’ve turned Indians right enough, wrote a
settler from Carolina, ‘in the gloom of the forest none of us will be left alive, with
wolves and beasts howling in every cranny. Were ruined since we left King
George®

But if emigration represented a form of exile to men and women who saw
themselves abandoned on a distant shore, for others it represented fresh oppor-
tunities and new horizons. Dr Roderick Gordon of King and Queen County,
Virginia, a Scot, confided to his brother in 1734: ‘pity it is that thousands of my
country people should stay starving att home when they may live here in peace and
plenty, as a great many who have been transported for a punishment have found
pleasure, profit and ease and would rather undergo any hardship than be forced
back to their own country. James Guthrie firmly believed that Jamaica had
everything ‘for the comfort of man and beast), while John Rae, who settled in
Georgia, wrote to a relative living near Belfast that ‘nothing would give me more
satisfaction than to be the means of bringing my friends to this country of Free-
dom...for I bless God for it I keep as plentiful a table as most gentlemen in
Ireland, with good punch, wine, and beer. If any person that comes here can bring
money and purchase a slave or two, they may live very easy and well” America
before the Revolution was described as a ‘paradise’ where newcomers ‘had nought
to do but pluck and eat’*® If not paradise, the New World, like other parts of the
rapidly growing Empire, offered the prospect to hundreds of thousands of British
emigrants of a better future for themselves and their families and a life-style in the
colonies that would have been impossible at home.
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Inseparable Connections: Trade, Economy, Fiscal
State, and the Expansion of Empire, 16881815

PATRICK K. O’BRIEN

The period between the Glorious Revolution and the final defeat of Napoleon at
Waterloo was marked by vigorous growth of both the British economy and of a
British Empire built on transcontinental trade. This chapter examines the con-
nections between economic growth and Imperial expansion. It will concentrate on
British domestic resources, latent and evolving, which made possible the acquisi-
tion of territory overseas and the enforcement of contracts required for long-term
commercial relations with the Americas, Asia, Africa, and eventually, Australasia.
It will enquire from whom, from what, and from where in the economy did the
outward thrust to venture outside the realm and beyond Europe originate. It will
ask what structural and political conditions sustained the momentum of the
thrust through major wars and minor conflicts with European powers between
1689 and the Congress of Vienna in 1815, which marked the final defeat of Iberian,
Dutch, and above all French pretensions to contain British imperialism and
commerce with Asia, Africa, and the Americas.

Global Commerce and Domestic Economic Growth

Between the accession of Elizabeth I and the Restoration of Charles II, the volume
of English-made goods sold abroad grew at a rate of just over 1 per cent a year. That
rate accelerated between 1660 and 1700 and then fluctuated over cycles of faster,
slower, and even negative growth, for instance between 1763 and 1783, around a
mean annual rate of 1.5 per cent from 1697 to 1815. Commodity exports increased
much more rapidly than the growth of population and faster than the growth of
the national product as a whole. Something like 8 per cent of the nation’s gross
domestic product (goods and services) may have been sold overseas in the reign of
William ITL. The share rose unsteadily and probably peaked at around double that
proportion in the reign of George IIL. Since exports consisted overwhelmingly of
manufactures, it is important to observe that over two long swings in industrial
expansion, between 1700 and 1760 and again from 1780 to 1801, about half of the
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increment to manufactured output was sold overseas. Furthermore, the bulk of all
extra industrial output sent abroad travelled outside traditional European mar-
kets, which had absorbed all but 10 per cent of English-made exports as late as the
1660s, to American, African, and Asian consumers, who probably purchased up to
70 per cent of exports during the years of war with Napoleon between 1803 and
1815." Although the data can be disaggregated into commodities and markets, and
in other illuminating ways, at the macro level the figures and contemporary
commentaries validate the point that the growth of British industry from the
Restoration onwards was promoted by increasing involvement with the interna-
tional economy in general and with an ‘Imperial’ system in particular.

Participation in global commerce included much more than the simple
recourse to the exchange of industrial goods made in Britain for the foodstuffs,
raw materials, and high-quality manufactures imported from continents outside
Europe. The capital and labour, free, indentured, and above all the slave labour,
required for the cultivation of crops and the exploitation of natural resources in
the Americas, Africa, Asia, and Australasia had to be transported to the coast, from
port to port, and carried across oceans to the farms, plantations, mines, forests,
and fishing grounds of new worlds. Transcontinental trade had to be financed,
insured, and protected. It required ships and sailors. Above all, it had to be
organized. From the time of the Commonwealth in the 1650s onwards, British
merchants, shippers, bankers, and other intermediaries played an ever more
important role in the co-ordination of global commerce. Their endeavours
received strong support from the Navigation Acts, enforced by the Royal Navy,
which protected them against foreign competition, particularly from Dutch mid-
dlemen.?

Unfortunately, the profits, wages, and interest that accrued to the national
economy from ‘invisibles’ (i.e. from the sale of international services) cannot be
added up. Some clues exist as to how they grew before 1815. For example, merchant
ships registered in England and Wales rose from 340,000 tons in 1686 to 2,477,000
tons by 1815. The tonnage of ships cleared through British ports for the Caribbean,
North America, and Asia over the century rose from 82,000 tons in 1686 to 182,000
tons by 177173 and up to 467,000 before 1815.%

' Growth rates for the volume of domestic exports and their ratios to national income can be
calculated from data and sources cited by P. K. O’Brien and S. L. Engerman, ‘Exports and the Growth
of the British Economy from the Glorious Revolution to the Peace of Amiens’, in Barbara L. Solow, ed.,
Slavery and the Rise of the Atlantic System (Cambridge, 1991), pp. 177~209, €sp. pp. 179-83.

* Larry Sawers, “The Navigation Acts Revisited}, Economic History Review (hereafter EcHR), Second
Series, XL (1992), pp. 262-84.

3 Ralph Davis, The Rise of the English Shipping Industry (London, 1962), pp. 17 and 27, and John
Marshall, A Digest of All the Accounts (London, 1833), pp. 206—07.



TRADE, ECONOMY, STATE, AND EMPIRE 55

Revenues that accrued to Britain from servicing the evolving global economy
can also be traced in figures for official values of re-exports. These figures include:
tropical groceries, sugar, tea, tobacco, coffee, cocoa, and spices; Asian and Eur-
opean textiles, calicoes, nanqueens, silks, and linens; and raw materials, hemp,
flax, dyestuffs, all of which were carried into British ports, warehoused under
bond, and virtually exempted from the payment of customs duties, before being
sent on to markets, mainly in Europe, but also to the Empire, Africa, and Asia. In
volume terms, Imperial and foreign produce re-exported from Britain overseas
multiplied some ten times between the Glorious Revolution and Waterloo.*
Furthermore, the returns, which accrued to merchants, shippers, brokers, insurers,
and bankers for managing these trades, increased even more rapidly as London
and the outports took over business from rival entrep6ts on the continent,
Amsterdam, Hamburg, Lisbon, Cadiz, Bordeaux, La Rochelle, and Nantes, parti-
cularly in wartime when the Royal Navy closed off sea lanes to French, Dutch, and
Spanish ships engaged in oceanic trade. As English shippers penetrated the Indian
Ocean and China Seas, they began to displace Indian, Chinese, and Arab mer-
chants, long established in the intra-Asian carrying trades.’

Invisible earnings provided revenues over and above those obtained from
exporting British-made commodities on world markets and thereby covered
deficits on the balance of commodity trade, which probably widened over the
eighteenth century.® Growing engagement as Europe’s main entrepét for
the storage, distribution, and finance of re-exports also provided merchants
with the diversity of products required to foster commerce with the Baltic and
China, where demand for British-made goods could otherwise be satisfied only at
disappointingly low levels of trade. Re-exports conserved bullion, the period’s
‘hard currency’, which operated as the reserve for the nation’s system of paper
credit and also as the government’s war chest for the purchase of armaments and
for the payment of troops deployed overseas in times of conflict. Multilateral
exchanges facilitated the growth of trade as a whole and thereby expanded markets
for British industry around the world.

Underlying the growing involvement in global trade, of which the expanding
Empire was a conspicuous part, were structural preconditions within the home
economy that encouraged private enterprise to venture overseas. They will be
examined in the sections that immediately follow. Private initiatives were,

* D. A. Farnie, “The Commercial Empire of the Atlantic, 1607-1783), EcHR, Second Series, V (1962—
63), pp- 205-18. The data are cited in n. 1 above.

> See below, pp. 493-94.

¢ Elise S. Brezis, ‘Foreign Capital Flows in the Century of Britain’s Industrial Revolution: New
Estimates, Controlled Conjectures’, EcHR, Second Series, LXVIII (1995), pp. 46—67.
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however, sustained by the indispensable support lent by the British state, and the
second half of the chapter is concerned with the role of government.

The Industrialization of the Work-force

Long before 1688 abundant natural resources, including fertile land, coal, and
other minerals, had moved the economy towards a range of possibilities, denied to
European rivals less favourably endowed. England’s foremost comparative ad-
vantage had developed, however, through a steady accumulation of skilled labour
capable of manufacturing commodities that might be profitably traded on world
markets for imports desired by English consumers. In the late seventeenth century,
when English exports still included such primary produce as grain, coal, and other
raw materials, their composition was already dominated by manufactures, parti-
cularly woollen textiles.” Between 1688 and 1815 elastic supplies of relatively cheap
labour, both skilled and unskilled, organized by merchants who had the ‘know-
how’ and capital required, enabled an increasingly diversified range of tradeable
products, principally textiles, but also hardware, leather, and other goods, to be
sold on world markets.

By the seventeenth century, the industrialization and urbanization of the work-
force had proceeded further than elsewhere on the continent with the exception of
the Netherlands, and a high proportion of the English population, freed from
agriculture, produced goods and supplied tradeable services for sale primarily on
home and European markets, but already on some scale to consumers in the
Americas, Africa, and Asia.® England’s early industrialization began with a process
of occupational, regional, and local specialization, often called proto-industrial-
ization. Internal trade had been encouraged by a politically unified home market,
secure from external aggression, and a benign geography of differentiated natural
resources, of traversable terrains and navigable waterways, which made the trans-
portation of manufactures, of food, fuel, and raw materials around the coast and
inland relatively easy.

In time, proto-industrialization within some regions led to higher levels of
specialization and to advantages associated with the geographical concentration of
manufacturing activity. This evolution, whereby diverse industries agglomerated
within confined localities and interconnected one with another, was generating
technological progress before the end of the eighteenth century and was moving
some manufacturing processes into the steam-powered factories that became the

7 Ralph Davis, ‘English Foreign Trade, 1660-1700’, EcHR, Second Series, VII (1954), pp. 150—66.
# A.E. Wrigley, ‘Urban Growth and Agricultural Change in England and the Continent in the Early
Modern Period’, Journal of Interdisciplinary History, XV (1985), pp. 683—728.
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hallmark of the first industrial revolution. Mechanization and the reorganization
of industry did not take place on a significant scale, however, until the time of
conflict with the North American colonies. That seems too late in the century to be
closely correlated with the rise of transcontinental trade or the acquisition of
territory and property rights overseas—developments that had continued un-
abated since the time of Cromwell. Before the industrial revolution the primary
precondition for a sustained commitment to global trade was the early industrial-
ization of a work-force capable of supporting increasing levels of trade with distant
markets, and paid wages that allowed families down the social scale to consume
tropical groceries carried from the Americas and Asia in ever increasing volume
into British ports. This capacity expanded in the wake of the Glorious Revolution,
when England’s involvement with transcontinental commerce superseded that of
its imperial rivals, Portugal and Spain, then France, and eventually even the
Netherlands by a growing margin.

Agriculture, Land, and Coal

Behind the industrialization of the work-force stood agriculture, admired through-
out Europe as the bedrock upon which Britain’s expanded engagement with global
commerce rested. The steady release of labour, raw materials, investible funds, and
taxes from the farming sector to industry, to commerce, to the towns, and to the
Empire overseas depended upon a progressive agriculture. Industrial and urban
workers and their families had to be fed at prices that left them with enough
purchasing power to spend on manufactured goods and imports. Organic mater-
ials, which formed the basis for a wide range of agro-industrial activity, needed to
be delivered cheaply and in quantity. Surplus funds from rents and profits derived
from farming financed the construction of towns, transportation networks, and
port facilities. Agrarian-based taxes paid for a substantial share of the costs of the
Hanoverian state’s increasing commitment to the protection of trade, and of
Empire.

After the Restoration, property rights to land and to sub-soil minerals became
more secure and more concentrated in private hands. Farms expanded in size and
the tenurial system, dominated by large-scale tenant farms, promoted production
for markets and encouraged innovation. Over the next century and a half agri-
culture became more market-oriented and supportive for an industrializing,
urbanizing, and trading economy.

Agriculture should neither be reified into the leading sector’; nor should much
credit for its transformation be accorded to aristocratic owners of large estates.
England, along with other regions of North-Western Europe, happened to be
geographically endowed with the kinds of soils, elevations, and climates hospitable
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to best-practice techniques available to European farmers in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries. Nitrogen-fixing crops, mixed husbandry, land-saving rota-
tions, and improved drainage diffused easily and raised yields per acre cultivated
and output per worker employed. Furthermore, the country’s inegalitarian system
of property rights, which had evolved since the Norman Conquest, allowed for
larger enclosed farms and put pressure even on families with some limited access
to land to find alternative employment outside agriculture. The ‘push’ on landless
people, English, Scottish, and Irish, to migrate into local industry, to towns further
away, and also across the Atlantic was stronger than it was elsewhere in Europe,
particularly in France and Iberia but also in the Netherlands.”

Even before the growth of population accelerated after mid-century, domestic
agriculture not only supplied most of the food and raw materials and significant
shares of the investible funds required to support industrialization and trade, but
exported surplus grain to feed the populations of Dutch, Portuguese, and other
towns that formed part of Britain’s traditional trading networks on the contin-
ent.'® Shortly after the Seven Years War the country ‘matured’ into a net importer
of foodstuffs. Despite the growing influx of meat and dairy produce from Ireland
and the supplementing of the nation’s monotonous diet with such delectable
imports as tea, sugar, coffee, chocolate, spices, and exotic fruits and vegetables,
basic foodstuffs from domestic agriculture continued to a large degree to feed a
population which grew and became urbanized at faster rates than elsewhere in
Europe. Apart from cotton fibres, raw silk, timber, indigo, and hemp, Britain’s
primary sector also supplied most of the inputs demanded by industries proces-
sing organic materials and raw food into ‘manufactured output’”

Britain’s and Ireland’s complementary agrarian achievements did not for a long
time provide higher standards of living for the majority of the rural and urban
populations, particularly during the decades of rapidly rising food prices from the
1750s to the 1820s. Yet the growth in agricultural production was sufficient to
ensure that living standards did not, as was often predicted, fall to the point where
a check to population growth would have inhibited migration to the towns,
industrialization, and participation in overseas trade and Empire. Although the
post-1750 rise in food prices reduced the purchasing power available to British
families to spend on manufactured goods, that shift not only prompted indus-

? Patrick K. O’Brien, ‘Path Dependency or Why Britain became an Industrialized, Urbanized
Economy Long before France), EcHR, Second Series, XLVIX (1996), pp. 213—49; see also above,
pp- 28-51.

'® David Ormrod, English Grain Exports and the Structure of Agrarian Capitalism, 1700-1760 (Hull,
1985).

* Mark Overton, Agricultural Revolution in England: The Transformation of the Agrarian Economy,
1500-1850 (Cambridge, 1996).
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trialists and merchants to cut costs to maintain sales on the home market but
pushed them to search for compensatory markets overseas as well as in the
protected markets in the Empire."”* Fortunately, agricultural output increased
enough to feed the majority of a rapidly rising population. Had eighteenth-
century Britain been forced to import large quantities of food, terms for the
exchange of its manufactured exports for food and raw materials could have
been sharply and persistently unfavourable. A really adverse shift would have
reduced the gains from trade and brought the whole outward and Imperial
orientation of the nation’s economic strategy into question.” Instead, Britain’s
exceptional endowments, not just of land but also of mineral ores, copper, iron,
lead, tin, and salt, and above all her abundant supplies of accessible energy in the
form of coal, reinforced that orientation.

Coal carried coastwise, along rivers and eventually by canals, provided a cheap
and reliable source of power for a whole range of energy-intensive and taxable
industries, which included brewing, dyeing, refining salt and sugar, boiling soap,
making bricks and glass. Coal was also used in the smelting, forging, casting, and
finishing of valuable and strategically useful metals, such as iron, copper, tin, and
lead. Most coal was moved by sea and the waterborne coal trade operated as one of
the kingdom’s principal nurseries for seamen, pressed into the Royal Navy in
wartime. As a form of energy, coal substituted for animal and manpower in
agriculture, transportation, and construction. This released yet more labour for
manufacturing and commercial services. Populations which could be kept warm
and dry in winter, required fewer calories per unit of work. They could huddle
comfortably and work more vigorously in London and in other Imperial ports
such as Bristol, Liverpool, and Glasgow, where their health improved because heat
protected them against the elements and hot food, cooked with this cheap fuel,
was less likely to diffuse diseases among urban populations. In short, coal operated
in the same way as agriculture and allowed Britain to industrialize, to urbanize, to
trade, and to release to its colonies a relatively large share of its workforce well
before the upswing in population that occurred after mid-century.**

Merchants and Commercial Credit

Landowners, some of whom also owned coal and minerals, were alive to the
material gains and power that would accrue to them from commitment to a

 Patrick K. O’Brien, ‘Agriculture and the Home Market for English Industry), English Historical
Review, C (1985), pp. 1-18.

 N.E R. Crafts, British Economic Growth During the Industrial Revolution (Oxford, 1985), pp. 141-52.

" A. E. Wrigley, Continuity, Chance and Change. The Character of the Industrial Revolution in
England (Cambridge, 1988).
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maritime Empire. It was, however, merchants who supplied most of the capital
and credit and managed Britain’s increasing involvement in global trade. Indeed,
the role of merchants in organizing, co-ordinating, and sustaining commerce
between the metropolitan centre and the ports, towns, naval bases, forts, settle-
ments, mines, plantations, farms, and fisheries of a far-flung Empire and Britain’s
networks for international trade can hardly be overstated. By linking producers
and consumers in Europe, Africa, Asia, and the Americas into an embryo world
economy, merchants can be represented as precursors of modern multinational
corporations.” Equally the differences between then and now are marked. With
the conspicuous exception of the East India Company, but also of the South Sea,
Hudson’s Bay, Royal African, and Levant companies, corporate organizations
based in London played little part in the management of Britain’s global trade.
After 1688, when Parliament became less inclined to renew trade monopolies,
corporate forms of organization for the conduct of global trade faded away.
Merchants operated in partnerships, kin groups, and a variety of associations,
formed and reformed for particular voyages and ventures. They collected, gath-
ered, and processed information; drew upon their talents, education, experience,
and reputations; connected their partners to relatives and their religious and
business networks in distant ports; all in order to operate together, and with
greater chances of success, in what was an extremely uncertain environment for
international business.®

That environment contained familiar hazards associated with traversing seas
and oceans, dealing with extreme climatic conditions, and coping with new
diseases. For all such risks, the sciences, medicines, and transportation technolo-
gies of the eighteenth century continued to provide palliatives but not solutions.
Meanwhile, the co-ordination of markets across space, time, and cultures embod-
ied economic and political uncertainties that even the most astute business
acumen could only partially alleviate. Alien consumers with peculiar tastes, the
slow diffusion of commercial intelligence, competition from fellow countrymen
and enemy rivals, and the unpredictable occurrence of war, called for levels of skill,
flexibility, and foresight in the management of global and Imperial trade that
exceeded by a wide margin the expertise required to operate within established
intra-European trades or domestic trades.

The finance and professional skills required to engage in servicing the interna-
tional economy had been accumulating among communities of merchants in
London, Bristol, and other port cities along the west coast well before 1688. By

 David Hancock, Citizens of the World. London Merchants and the Integration of the British Atlantic
Community, 1735-85 (Cambridge, 1995).

6 Jacob. M. Price, ‘What did Merchants Do? Reflections on British Overseas Trade, 1660~1760’,
Journal of Economic History, XLIX (1989), pp. 267-84.
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the time of the Glorious Revolution, London’s merchants, shippers, warehouse-
men, and financiers more or less ran Britain’s transcontinental trade. The capital’s
hegemony over western ports diminished over the eighteenth century as Lon-
doners made economic space for the prosperity of Bristol and for the rise of
Glasgow and Liverpool, as well as other smaller and more specialized British and
Irish coastal towns involved with oceanic trade and Empire.”

Keen competition kept London’s merchants alive to possibilities for recruiting
new skills, to opportunities for investment, and wherever feasible, to the reloca-
tion of their operations outside the expensive confines of the metropolis.
Throughout the period London dominated the outports by a large, if decreasing,
margin. In scale and scope the capital’s communities of merchants reinvigorated
themselves decade after decade by absorbing Dutchmen, Huguenots, Jews, and
Germans from across the North Sea and the Channel and by attracting ambitious
newcomers from all over the British Isles to an already prosperous capital city with
long-established success in European and Mediterranean commerce.”®

Of all the manifold skills required for successful participation in global trade,
ready access to and the management of credit were paramount. Buying and selling
upon distant markets in the interiors of far-away continents; collecting cargoes,
hiring crews, and fitting out ships operating away from home ports for months on
end; storing inventories of crops and raw materials harvested seasonally; ware-
housing stocks of manufactures gathered over dispersed locations; delivering
untrained slaves for work in gangs on plantations, are all examples of tasks
undertaken by merchants that required circuitous chains of credit to lubricate
the flows of production, distribution, and exchange across the time spans and
distances involved in transcontinental commerce.

Functionally, the production, transportation, distribution, and finance of trade
are interrelated. Indeed, before the rise of specialist international banks, they were
often undertaken as conjoined activities by merchants. With some, but rarely
enough, liquid capital at their disposal, merchants organized and acted as guar-
antors for deferred systems of payments all along the line from sites of production,
through networks of transportation and distribution to points of sale. In the
Middle Ages Italian merchants, and in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries
their Flemish successors, developed the paper instruments, the contractual rules,
and the institutions required for long-distance trade. Later on, London and
Britain emulated Amsterdam and the Netherlands in increasing the amount and

7 Kenneth Morgan, Bristol and the Adlantic Trade in the Eighteenth Century (Cambridge, 1993);
P. G. E. Clemens, ‘The Rise of Liverpool, 1665—1750% EcHR, Second Series, XXIX (1976), pp. 211-25.

® David Ormrod, ‘The Atlantic Economy and the “Protestant Capitalist International’, 16511775,
Historical Research, LXVI (1993), pp. 197—208.
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extending the range and sophistication of the system. As financiers, London’s
merchants not only augmented the volume and velocity of credit but reallocated
purchasing power from those who could afford to wait, but who wished to earn
interest, to those who had to be paid quickly in order to produce the commodities
and capital goods and to hire the labour and transportation they required to
engage in oceanic trade.”

With substantial capitals of their own and borrowing on the basis of their
reputations, London merchants acquired the skills needed to raise the finance as
well as to manage the distribution of traded goods around the world. Over time,
merchants, wholesalers, warehousemen, and other middlemen who specialized
in the finance of trade matured in the metropolis and other port cities into fully
fledged international bankers. By the second half of the eighteenth century,
London boasted a variegated system of financial intermediation, rivalled only
by Amsterdam. Credit became cheaper and was available to sustain the devel-
opment of established enterprises in agriculture, transportation, industry, and
trade throughout the kingdom, as well as its Empire and trading networks
overseas.”

The whole credit system evolved, moreover, without serious hindrance from
central government and the courts. Punishments for those who could not meet
their debts remained severe and probably deterred many would-be entrepreneurs
from taking more than carefully calculated risks. Nevertheless, rules for the
extension of credit could be left to the prudence and honour of businessmen.
The law confined itself to the protection of creditors from fraud but recognized
bills of exchange as assignable and negotiable instruments of credit, that is, as
paper promises that could circulate as money. No legal restrictions were placed on
the foundation and activities of city and country banks.*

In 1694 the embryo credit system was underpinned by the foundation of a
private corporation, the Bank of England, which assumed responsibility for
managing the government’s debt, particularly the arrangements to cover any
short-term borrowing required to meet day-to-day expenditures in anticipation
of revenues from taxation or from long-term loans. The Bank’s notes, issued to
government paymasters, became currency and quickly matured to supplement
bullion as ‘reserve assets’ for the nation’s and the Empire’s supply of money and
credit. Once established, the Bank extended its responsibilities to assume a
role akin to a ‘lender of last resort, and granted discount facilities for top-class

*® Jacob M. Price, ‘Credit in the Slave Trade and Plantation Economies, in Solow, ed., Slavery and the
Rise of the Atlantic System, pp. 293—339.

*° Larry Neal, The Rise of Financial Capitalism. International Capital Markets in the Age of Reason
(Cambridge, 1990).

™ ]. Hoppit, Risk and Failure in English Business, 1700-1900 (Cambridge, 1987).
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bills of short maturity to major London merchants and businessmen. That
facility, allowed only to clients of status from the City, tended to be used
sparingly. On several occasions of crisis the Bank did, however, discount bills
of exchange and thereby helped to restore confidence in the pyramid of paper
credit upon which government and mercantile transactions, both domestic
and overseas, rested. In short, one important consequence of the financial revolu-
tion of the period from 1694 to 1713 was to create stable conditions for the
extension and integration of a national and Imperial capital market centred on
London.”

As it developed and improved in efficiency, that market supported increasing
demands from government, from internal trade, and from global commerce.
Fortunately, it was neither unduly trammelled by legal controls imposed on the
activities of banks and other institutions supplying money and credit nor under-
mined by reckless behaviour on the part of the state. Financial difficulties certainly
emerged, particularly during the long and expensive conflicts with France from
1689 to 1713 and again from 1797 to 1819.> Major crises of confidence in paper
credit, rampant inflations, and unmanageable depreciations in the external value
of sterling did not, however, occur. On the contrary, during most wars the security
and ease of access afforded to movements of funds into and out of London
attracted capital from Europe, particularly the Netherlands, into the assets of the
government and supported both British and European commerce with the Amer-
icas, Africa, and Asia. Inflows of capital apparently played a significant, if alas
unmeasurable, role in alleviating the potentially serious effects emanating from
borrowing by the state and the disruptions to foreign trade occasioned by warfare
at sea and on land among European armies fighting in the Americas, the Carib-
bean, Asia, and Africa.>4

The Emergence of a Successful Fiscal State

Favourable natural endowments, proto-industrialization, an enterprising com-
munity of merchants, and the construction of responsive financial institutions
enabled the expansion of trade and Empire to take place. In addition, two
‘political’ elements, one fiscal and the other military, promoted and sustained
the outward thrust of the nation’s conjoined commercial and strategic policies
during the final phase of what is often termed Europe’s mercantilist era.”

22 Michael Collins, Money and Banking in the U. K. A History (London, 1988).

2 Patrick K. O’Brien, ‘Public Finance in the Wars with France), in H. T. Dickinson, ed., Britain and
the French Revolution, 1789-1815 (London, 1989), pp. 165-87.

% Brezis, ‘Foreign Capital Flows

* For ‘mercantilism’ see below, pp. 71-72.
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Although Britain’s public finances and military power can be connected in circu-
itous as well as obvious ways to the evolving strength of the domestic economy, on
balance, it seems that the economy was driven forward by the state rather than the
state being driven by the economy.

On the fiscal side the discontinuity in the scale of naval and military activity has
been clearly measured in terms of an initial upswing in the taxes collected and
money borrowed by central government between 1689 and 1713—a period of
nearly continuous warfare and preparations for war against France, Spain, and
their allies which followed the Glorious Revolution.?® Just before James II fled to
France, the Stuart regime appropriated roughly 3 per cent to 4 per cent of
England’s national income as taxes, spent £2 million on the army and navy, and
carried a royal debt of about the same amount. Shortly after the accession of
George I, the Hanoverian regime commanded taxes equal to 9 per cent of
England’s and Scotland’s national income. Peacetime expenditure on the army
and navy had increased by a factor of three in real terms and Parliament provided
for taxes to service a national debt that had reached a nominal capital of just over
£36 million. After an interregnum of peace under Sir Robert Walpole from 1722 to
1739, loans and military expenditures all climbed from plateau to plateau and
reached a peak after nearly a quarter of a century of warfare against Revolutionary
and Napoleonic France that would have seemed inconceivable to James II. By the
1820s, when the country’s currency had been restored to the gold standard, taxes
had risen by a multiplier of 14.4 compared to those of his brief reign and the
nominal capital of the state’s funded debt amounted to more than twice the
national income—a ratio remarkable for the period and astonishing even by
the standards of profligate borrowing displayed by many governments of the
late twentieth century.”

Nearly all the money taxed and borrowed by the Orange and Hanoverian state
was used to defend the realm, to subsidize allied armies, and when necessary, to
wage war in Europe, to protect British trade, to acquire territory, bases, and
populations overseas, and to secure access to markets and resources in Africa,
Asia, and the Americas. How did the government of a small island economy raise
the resources required to consolidate a regime, integrate a kingdom, and to
acquire such a huge territorial and maritime Empire overseas in the space of 127
years? Nothing in the realm’s turbulent fiscal history, from the reign of Henry VII
through to the accession of William III, suggested that its rulers could readily tax

*¢ M. J. Braddick, The Nerves of State: Taxation and the Financing of the English State, 15581714
{Manchester, 1996).

* Patrick K. O’Brien, ‘The Political Economy of British Taxation, 1660-1815, EcHR, Second Series,
XLI (1988), pp. 1-32.
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their subjects or borrow the huge sums of money required to support the role of a
great power overseas.”®

The Rise of a National Debt

Yet as early as 1713, the Treaty of Utrecht confirmed the emergence of Britain as the
leading naval and military power in Europe and as a mercantile and industrializing
economy on its way towards dominance in supplying services, shipping, credit,
insurance, and distribution, as well as manufactured commodities to global
markets. When they signed that treaty, Queen Anne’s ministers knew that by
dint of political persuasion and administrative innovation, they and William IIT’s
financial advisers before them, had managed to borrow unprecedented sums of
money on the London capital market. Furthermore, under pressure from wartime
necessity, Parliament had acquiesced step by step in a sharp rise in taxation in
order to service a debt that was no longer simply royal but had become a national
obligation in all but name.*

Between 1693 and 1713, ministers experimented with methods and instruments
for borrowing long and medium term, developed elsewhere in Europe, particu-
larly in the Netherlands, which included tontines, annuities for lives and shorter
periods, and loans linked to lotteries. They also devised conversion operations,
whereby holders of Exchequer, naval, and other bills owed money due for regular
repayment by departments of state, were persuaded to exchange their claims to
reimbursement, maturing in the short term, for negotiable and assignable rights to
payments of interest secured on tax revenues for generations to come. To con-
solidate its power at home and abroad the new regime also ‘squeezed’ substantial
loans out of the re-incorporated East India Company in 1698 and the South Sea
Company in 1711, which were awarded monopoly rights to trade with Asia and
Spanish America in return. In 1694, in exchange for a loan of £1.2 million, the state
also accorded privileges to the newly founded Bank of England, which included a
monopoly of the rights to issue banknotes in London, a franchise for the circula-
tion of Exchequer and other bills in anticipation of taxes and the profits obtained
from holding the balances of departments of state. In short compass, the Bank
matured into the government’s bank and its directors became a fount of advice to
ministers and the Treasury in their dealings with the metropolitan money
market,*

28 John Brewer, The Sinews of Power. War, Money and the English State, 1688-1783 (London, 1989).
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By the end of the first of seven major conflicts with France and her allies, a
national debt, a government bank, and procedures for negotiating the flotation of
long-term loans on the London capital market were in place. Alarm over the
novelty and size of the debt emerged first during the brief interlude of peace from
1698 to 1702, when servicing costs absorbed just a quarter of tax revenues.
Thereafter, that ratio jumped as recourse to long-term loans became the dominant
mode employed by Chancellors of the day to fund nearly all military and naval
expenditures occasioned by war. For example, in the War of the Spanish Succes-
sion the proportion of incremental expenditures, largely for the navy and army,
funded by long-term loans came to 74 per cent; for the War of the Austrian
Succession, 1740—48, that ratio amounted to 79 per cent; an even higher percentage
of expenditure on the highly successful Seven Years War came from increases to
the national debt; while 81 per cent of the unprofitable allocations to suppress the
American rebellion, 1776-83, consisted of borrowed money. Loans provided
more than 70 per cent of all the extra money spent by government on the
warfare from 1793 to 1802 which reached stalemate at the Peace of Amiens.
During the final struggle against Napoleon from 1803 to 1815 that proportion fell
to around 30 per cent, largely because Pitt succeeded in introducing an income tax
in1799.

Long-term borrowing provided ministers with the means to rearm, to mobilize
the forces of the Crown speedily without recourse to prolonged and potentially
acrimonious discussions with Parliaments about subsidies and other ‘extra-
ordinary’ taxes levied for wars in previous centuries. As a market for raising
money in London gradually evolved and machinery for borrowing matured,
Parliaments simply sanctioned the imposition of sufficient taxes to meet the
interest, amortization, and other changes attached to particular loans, raised for
the most part in circumstances of war when Members of the House found it
unpatriotic to refuse supply. In effect, Parliament passed forward to future gen-
erations what might have proved to be an intolerable burden of sharp and
immediate rises in taxation.

Politicians, investors, and taxpayers certainly became vocally concerned in the
aftermath of every war about the scale of accumulated debt and the burden of taxes
required for its service. Yet ministers managed to assuage radical predictions of
national bankruptcy and to allay the political envy aroused by a supposed strangle-
hold on power, exerted by a parvenu, ‘monied interest’ of dubious birth and
probity. In wartime, Chancellors of the day conducted negotiations for loans with
growing expertise. They managed the accumulating debt efficiently enough to
avoid the crises of confidence that afflicted the public finances of the ancien régime
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in France in the wake of the Seven Years War and more seriously after Bourbon
intervention in the War of American Independence.*

Taxation

Success in raising loans rested ultimately upon the legal, administrative, and
political skills of ministers. They had to persuade Parliament, the aristocracy,
gentry, and middling sort to comply with the state’s ever-increasing demands for
revenues, transferred in large part as interest to holders of the debt but also
allocated to fund the mounting costs of the armed forces, required to defend the
realm, to conduct a European policy, and to secure a maritime Empire overseas.
Over the period 1688—1815, the proportions of tax revenues allocated to service
government debt increased from less than 5 per cent before the Glorious Revolu-
tion, reached 56 per cent just after the War of American Independence, and
remained in the 50 per cent range for the early decades of the nineteenth century.
King William’s accession, and his war from 1689 to 1697, certainly altered percep-
tions of the fiscal capacities, responsibilities, and opportunities for the English
state.?* After Waterloo, the expensively secured victory over Napoleonic preten-
sions to hegemony in Europe allowed Victorian statesmen to roll back the state
and to defend Britain and her vast Empire overseas on a military and naval
establishment that absorbed a share of the national income no higher than in
Stuart times. In between, the tax burden went up and up but, thanks to the
funding system, without any of the leaps that might otherwise have led to serious
opposition and to a fiscal crisis of the state.

Tax evasion occurred on a considerable scale, indeed whenever taxpayers could
defraud the revenue without risk of detection. But somehow an aristocratic and
unrepresentative regime, serviced by an ostensibly incompetent and corrupt
administration, managed to appropriate what was, by European standards, a
remarkable share of national income from a people depicted by some historians
as ungovernable,>*

Economic growth, accompanied by the diversification of consumption and the
reorganization of production, helped to bring both an increased volume and a
greater variety of goods and services into the net for purposes of taxation, but the
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connections between the development of the economy and the state’s fiscal base
are complex and difficult to unravel. Recently revised conjectures about the
numbers suggest that the British economy grew more slowly and steadily through
time than traditional accounts of the industrial revolution have indicated.
Between 1688 and 1815 tax revenues increased much more rapidly than the
economy at large—by a factor of eighteen in real terms compared to a multiplier
of around three for gross national output. Central government’s ‘take’ in the form
of taxes fluctuated, rising in wartime and falling back when hostilities ceased, but
the state pushed it up to a ratio of nearly 20 per cent of national income in
the closing years of war with Napoleon. Economic growth and structural change
helped by making the tasks of tax assessment and collection easier for revenue
departments to administer and more tolerable than they could have been for the
citizens of more stationary, rival economies on the continent.” But the impressive
fiscal successes of the Hanoverian regime owed as much to the supportive public
consensus over the broad objectives of external policy as to the opportunities
created by developments in the economy.

Ministers of the Crown and their advisers, working within the constraints of
parliamentary and pressure group politics, had to find a way through major
institutional and administrative constraints in order to widen and deepen the
state’s fiscal base for taxation. They made one huge and costly error when Parlia-
ment attempted after the Seven Years War to extend taxation to include the
populations and assets of the thirteen colonies in North America and the West
Indies. Within Britain, governments proceeded in an altogether pragmatic
manner to tolerate rather blatant levels of underpayment by the Scots, and by
the Irish, for defence and for access to English and to Imperial markets. Realist-
ically, ministers also chose to ignore demands for reform to the anomalous
valuations of land and other types of wealth assessed for taxation in different
counties. Indeed, for several decades direct taxes moved more or less off the
political agenda. At the same time, the possibilities for raising substantial revenues
from trade became rather seriously constrained by organized smuggling, by
the web of regulations enveloping economic relations between Britain and her
colonies, and by tariff treaties with other European powers. In these cir-
cumstances, Chancellors of the Exchequer turned to the imposition of excises
on domestic production to find effective solutions to the problem of servicing
the debt and funding Britain’s expanding military and naval commitments
overseas.

¥ Patrick K. O’Brien, ‘Central Government and the Economy, 1688-1815, in Roderick Floud
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Compassion, or perhaps a prudent anticipation of potential outbreaks of
disorder, restrained Chancellors from pushing the incidence of indirect taxes too
far in a blatantly inequitable direction. Taxes on salt, candles, beer, cider, soap,
starch, or leather offended the ideological sensitivities of many Members of
Parliament but their opposition could be placated by calibrating rates of tax to
fall less onerously on necessities perceived to be consumed by the poor. Most
indirect taxes, customs certainly but also many excise duties, fell upon expendit-
ures that ministers could present as luxurious or superfluous, so that the payment
of taxes on consumption was perceived to be voluntary in their eyes. Over time,
taxation on expenditures became widely spread across society and less concen-
trated on those with property and higher incomes than had been the case in the
late seventeenth century. No politician pretended that the burdens involved in
paying for the defence of the realm and the acquisition of a maritime Empire could
or should be levied ‘progressively’ upon those best able to carry the mounting
costs of imperialism, and an aggressive stance in great power politics.*® However,
the incidence of taxation certainly shifted in a somewhat more equitable direction
after Pitt introduced the first income tax in 1799.

As Adam Smith and the premature lobby for free trade delighted to observe,
taxes restrained and distorted the overall growth of the economy. Nevertheless,
accelerated and rather impressive rates of economic development continued
despite taxation, perhaps because many of the more technologically progressive
and expanding sectors of industry, cottons, linens, woollens, and metals, success-
fully resisted the imposition of excise duties. With the exception of coal, salt, and
timber, industry’s raw materials also remained exempt from internal duties. As it
evolved, the system of indirect taxation displayed a discernible bias in favour of
import substitution and export promotion. In spite of a long tradition of liberal
rhetoric and anachronistic attacks on mercantilism, it now seems to historians
that the fiscal policies pursued before 1846 may not have done much to restrain the
evolution of the most efficient market economy in Europe, particularly when
the benefits to trade and industrialization that flowed from military and naval
expenditures are taken into an account of gains as well as of costs.””

Every social group, particularly the middling sort, who felt discriminated
against, disliked the rise and diffusion of taxes on their expenditures. Nevertheless,
the penumbra of such levies, dominated by excises, seem to have been selected and
administered in ways that headed off any serious parliamentary or extra-parlia-
mentary opposition to fiscal policies. Somehow the economy remained on course.

3 Peter Mathias, The Transformation of England (London, 1979}, pp. 116-30.
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Over the long run the achievement of the ‘fiscal state’ was to have raised enough
money to carry Britain, its industry, its trade, and its Empire to the pinnacle of
security from external aggression and to the hegemony in global commerce that
Britain enjoyed for something like a century after 1815.

Aristocratic, Mercantile, and Popular Cultures of Compliance with
Taxation and Support for Imperialism

Britain’s achievement depended, moreover, on a measure of compliance with the
policies of government that had not existed under the Tudor and Stuart regimes.
For the period from 1689 to 1815, what appears in retrospect is a mainstream of
widely diffused approval across social ranks for the state’s foreign and commercial
strategy; this approval persisted on balance even during the unprofitable and
divisive conflict with the American colonists. Over the long eighteenth century
the national identity of Britons widened to include the Scots and the nation’s
culture was gradually reordered to sustain a stronger imperialistic impulse, which
made it easier for governments of the day to mobilize the forces of the Crown and,
albeit with difficuity, to appropriate the money they required in order to confront
Britain’s rivals for trade and Empire.

Articulate opponents of this maritime and Imperial destiny are much harder
to find than in the period after 1846, when Adam Smith’s precocious ideas for free
trade and an alternative economic strategy matured into an official policy and an
enduring ideology. When they did emerge, enemies of the consensus over com-
mercial-cum-imperial policies tended to come from enlightened intellectual
fringes of the political nation speaking out of tune and out of time. Within an
increasingly cohesive and hegemonic culture, marked by loyalty to the Crown,
deference to aristocracy, and adherence to a flexible but encompassing and defin-
ing Protestant religion, dissenting voices could, moreover, be isolated for preach-
ing Jacobite sedition earlier in the century and as subversive of property and the
constitution in the wake of the American rebellion and the French Revolution
later on.

Traditional religious and deferential predispositions, common to most British
people, supported and in effect promoted the foreign, commercial, and Imperial
policies pursued after 1688.° Such preconditions operated, however, to reinforce
actions taken and not taken by governments, widely, and correctly, perceived to
be in the interests of British trade, which furthered the accumulation of many
forms of wealth. Trade also complemented investment in the navy and protected
the security of the realm. Aristocrats, merchants, and industrialists came to
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co-operate in what has been felicitiously depicted as a culture of ‘gentlemanly
capitalism’® There would seem to have been no real or perceived economic
conflicts between landed aristocrats and other propertied interests towards the
sustained naval and military investment by governments, which in effect under-
pinned the commitment by merchants and industrialists, and by extension their
workforces, to commerce on a trans-European scale.

During this period of state-building and warfare among continental powers,
Britain’s businessmen anticipated that markets for manufactured exports in
Europe would continue to be constricted by tariffs and other political barriers to
trade. Antipathy to the construction of the largest and most effective navy in
Europe could hardly come from merchants, who demanded protection from
enemy fleets and privateering during the years of warfare and who wanted sea
lanes cleared of pirates and of competitors in breach of the Navigation Acts in
times of peace.*® There is a short list of critics, who can be recognized as old Whigs
or free traders in waiting; most British merchants, however, shared the central
mercantilist assumption of the day, namely, that the volume of international
commerce in both commodities and services continued to grow, if at all, but
slowly, and that national success depended on the sustained use of force, backed
up by a skilful deployment of diplomacy in order to make and to retain economic
gains at the expense of their major rivals—Spain, Portugal, and above all the
Netherlands and France. Merchants pressed for safe and unimpeded access to the
consumers and sources of supply of all other European powers and their colonies
in the Americas, Africa, and Asia, as well as for entrée to the Mughal and Chinese
empires in the East. Without any semblance of shame, they also supported the
relatively more effective implementation by the Royal Navy of Britain’s own
colonial regulations and navigation codes, which not only discriminated strongly
against other Europeans but also, less stringently and consistently, against Irish
and American trade within the Empire. Free intra-Imperial trade, however,
attracted growing support from merchants as time went on.*

Merchants rarely spoke in unison. Indeed, well-organized groups representing
trades with particular colonies and foreign markets, such as the East and West
Indies, or those dealing in specific commodities such as in silks or high-quality
linens, often conflicted with and countervailed each other. Nevertheless, close
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co-operation between merchants and ministers, the links between merchants and
the navy, and the involvement of merchants in the extension and governance of the
Empire came to be recognized as valuable and normal by the court and by
aristocratic governments alike.*” Down to 1784, on all matters, economic, diplo-
matic, and military affecting Britain’s relations with India and other parts of Asia,
merchants organized corporately in the form of the East India Company actually
ruled an Asian Empire without intervention from the national government.*

Ministers of the Crown responsible for formulating the strategic, foreign, and
Imperial policies within which the nation’s commerce with the outside world
operated, represented no material interest that could be plausibly separated from
the concerns and aspirations of British merchants and export industries located in
several regions of the kingdom. On the contrary, the further and deeper integra-
tion of a small island economy into the world economy at large could only foster
the accumulation of wealth by aristocrats, landowners, and gentry, who domin-
ated Parliaments and royal councils. Within a system of property rights which
visibly concentrated the ownership of cultivable land, forests, and mineral wealth
in the hands of a hereditary ruling élite, the owners of these assets and their équipe
of lawyers, clergymen, servants, and other dependants could perceive that it would
be prudent as well as paternal to find alternative employment for the growing
population of poor families denied access to land and other forms of capital.
Landowners could then with greater impunity reorganize their estates into larger,
less labour-intensive farms, enclose commons, and evict cottars and squatters.
Potential threats to the security of their assets and property rights from crime,
political expropriation, disorder, and even from rates, levied to relieve poverty,
could only be diminished by the creation of opportunities for employment in
industry, trade, and urban services, and by emigration to the Empire.

Global trade, urbanization, and industrialization augmented demands for the
food, raw materials, minerals, timber, urban sites and buildings, and transporta-
tion routes owned and controlled by aristocrats and gentry. As internal and
external markets widened, their rents, particularly in towns, continued to rise,
Compared to these tangible and obvious economic benefits, their antipathies to
the elevation of a mercantile and a monied interest appear to be nothing more
than cultural.** Furthermore, neither of these less-than homogeneous groups
challenged their position within society, let alone within the state. Landowners
avoided most of the serious risks involved in investing directly in the development

4 Daniel A. Baugh, ‘Great Britain’s Blue Water Policy, 16891815, International History Review, X
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of global commerce and British industry, but they did diversify their portfolios to
take advantage of new opportunities for capital gains created by trade and the
growth of a market for dealing in government bonds that made up the national
debt. Taxes went up, but for several decades fell relatively lightly upon their wealth.
They used subsidies and tariffs to protect agriculture from foreign and even from
Irish competition. Cadets, relatives, and friends from families of the gentry
enjoyed much of the patronage engendered by an expanding state. Disputes that
appeared from time to time between the ruling élites and other orders with a stake
in the accumulating wealth of this polite society cannot be represented as serious
conflicts of economic interest. Before the passage of the Corn Laws, which came on
to the statute book in the wake of victory over Napoleon, no real divisions over
external policy between agrarians and traders or agrarians and industrialists
marked the rise of a fiscal-military state in Britain.

On the contrary, monarchs and aristocrats repeatedly extolled the virtues and
the power of commerce. Few statesmen entertained doubts about the dominant
consensus that the expansion of trade, of a maritime, and eventually even of a
territorial Empire, could only be beneficial for the economy, good for employ-
ment, and profitable for families of noble birth. As the élite, they remained keen to
maintain social distinctions and distances from merchants and others of the
middling sort and to hold on to political power. Ballasted by a culture of ob-
sequious deference to inherited rank and pushed forward by the winds of popular
acclaim for imperialism, Britain’s aristocracy became enthusiastic about sailing
the ship of state into blue waters far from home.* They realized that everyone
could make economic gains from high and sustained rates of public investment in
naval power, which could be used for defence against invasion and for the
protection of trade and a maritime Empire overseas.

Discord emerged from time to time largely because the Crown and its ministers
had to think more broadly than merchants about the integration of the kingdom
and the balance of power in Europe. It was fortunate for merchants that, for
strategic as well as commercial reasons, aristocrats saw no good reason to separate
naval support for global trade and the acquisition of a maritime Empire from
Britain’s strategic interests as a European power. They profitably conflated the two
objectives into a combined strategy.*® Public investment in royal dockyards, the
construction of warships, and the recruitment of young sailors into the navy
expanded between 1688 and 1815. At the same time, Hanoverian ministers appreci-
ated that naval power, as the proven safeguard and deterrent against invasion from
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the continent, also depended upon the accumulation and maintenance of mer-
chant ships, skilled seamen, knowledge, and organizational capacities, built up
and sustained by private investment in port facilities, shipbuilding, and in the
kingdom’s mercantile marine and the fishing fleets. They also knew that colonies
in the Americas could supply, albeit at higher prices, some of the timber, pitch, tar,
hemp, and iron required to build and maintain warships. They appreciated that
strategic imports required by the Royal Navy continued, moreover, to be pur-
chased from the Baltic, where a persistent imbalance in trade could, they observed,
only be sustained through the enterprise of merchants who re-exported tropical
groceries and bullion obtained from trading with the British and with the Iberian
empires respectively.¥

At the end of the day, Hanoverian strategy and diplomacy, which always
included a measure of continental commitment, did preserve the realm, its capital
assets, and its possessions overseas from invasion, damage, and destruction. As
aristocrats with a foot in Europe, Hanoverian statesmen developed a fine-tuned
diplomatic appreciation of the territory, bases, and global trades that Britain could
safely retain at successive settlements from 1713 to 1815. With the costly exception of
the War of American Independence, there is no evidence that their strategic
policies did anything other than assist British merchants to achieve the dominant
position in global commerce they occupied after Waterloo.

Conclusions

Progress towards the Vienna settlement, when Britain finally emerged as the
hegemonic naval, commercial, Imperial, and industrial power, had never been
linear. Narratives dealing with particular reigns, Cabinets, wars, and campaigns,
will expose how unplanned, fortuitous, contingent, and even chaotic Britain’s
climb to hegemony had really been.*® In taking the years between 1688 and 1815, as
one period, this chapter has emphasized structural conditions that carried Britain,
its economy, and its Empire forward through time. Several inseparable and
favourable connections between resources and institutions allowed Britain and
not Portugal, Spain, the Netherlands, or above all France to dominate global
commerce. Benign natural endowments, the early industrialization of the work-
force, the prior and steady accumulation of the mercantile and financial skills
required to manage global commerce, strong and consistent support from an
effective fiscal state, dominated by perceptive aristocrats, are among the structural
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preconditions that emerge decade after decade, war after war, until an era of
mercantilist struggles for trade and Empire virtually came to an end on the seas
at Trafalgar and on land at Waterloo.

This chapter has elaborated upon the economic, fiscal, political, and cultural
conditions which allowed Britain to achieve the hegemonic status it occupied in
the international economic order for roughly a century after Waterloo. There is
another and equally interesting debate about the costs and benefits to Britain of
the mercantilist and imperialist policies pursued after the Glorious Revolution.
Could Britain have industrialized without acquiring an Empire?

Taking a cue from David Hume and quotations from Adam Smith, a predom-
inantly North American school of economic historians have used counter-factual
and cliometric (quantitative) techniques to demonstrate that participation in
intercontinental trade and Empire probably made only a small contribution to
the rise of the first industrial nation. Indeed, their models and numbers suggest
that trade and Empire emanated from domestic economic growth rather than the
other way round.* Their provocative hypotheses rest, however, upon a foreshor-
tened time scale for the analysis of the essentially long-term nature of Britain’s
transition to an industrial society. Their parsimonious models of connections
between trade and growth seem under-specified. For example, and for purposes of
econometric measurement, they assume full employment and insist that there
were alternative, and only marginally less productive, uses for the resources
actually deployed by both private enterprise and the state to acquire an Empire
and a hegemonic position in global commerce between 1688 and 1815. As liberal
sceptics about Empire, several economic historians have also separated the acqui-
sition of colonies from the protection of trade. In order to measure the costs and
benefits that might have arisen from a disembodied imperialism, they have
resorted to an analysis based upon an altogether unrealistic counter-factual;
namely, an international economic order, operating between 1688 and 1815
under competitive conditions, virtually free from governmental interference
with trade and untroubled by warfare.>’

Latterly, the chronology, assumptions, and the data upon which the modern
scepticism about the role of trade and denigration of mercantilism and Empire are
based have been challenged and revised.” Since Adam Smith, the liberal critique of
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Hanoverian commercial and Imperial policy has occupied too much of the high
ground of academic discourse. It is time to rescue the consensus and success of the
period from the condescension of posterity. Very few critics of mercantilism and
Imperialism writing between 1688 and 1815 developed an alternative blueprint for
national development that might have carried Britain to the position within the
international order that the country occupied when Castlereagh signed the Treaty
of Vienna. Nearly everyone at the time perceived that economic progress, national
security, and the integration of the kingdom might well come from sustained
levels of investment in global commerce, naval power, and, whenever necessary,
the acquisition of bases and territory overseas.
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4
The Imperial Economy, 1700-1776

JACOB M. PRICE

Statesmen and Merchants: Introduction

An analysis of an ‘imperial economy’ must start with the recognition that such a
concept embraces two distinct clusters of phenomena. On the one hand, there is
the ‘empire}, a political entity with laws and the means of enforcing (or attempting
to enforce) them; on the other, there are the economic activities that take place in
more or less open markets. Participants in an imperial economy would tend to
make decisions by quite different criteria, depending on whether they were
thinking primarily of laws and orders; or of market conditions, particularly prices.
Statesmen as well as merchants might find their options limited by what Harold
Innis called ‘the penetrative powers of the price system’'

‘Empire’ in this chapter will mean the ‘commercial Empire), that is, both lands
indisputably under English or (from 1707) British sovereignty and other territories
over which the Crown did not claim sovereignty, but in which the market activities
of British subjects were regulated by parliamentary statutes and other emanations
of power. Much of the West African coast and the ‘East Indies’ fall into the latter
category, discussed in greater detail in other chapters. From the standpoint of the
merchant and the responsible bureaucrats, the ‘Empire’ as an effective jurisdiction
was really created by the Acts of Trade and Navigation of the mid-seventeenth
century.” These measures treated the whole ‘commercial Empire’ as a coherent
trading area subject in some matters to a relatively uniform system of law. Super-
vision was made more regular by the establishment of the Board of Trade in 1696,
but relatively few significant changes were made in the character of the system
thereafter until the establishment of the West Indian free ports in 1766.> Despite
this institutional stasis, the living organism of the commercial Empire experienced

' Cf. Harold A. Innis, ‘The Penetrative Powers of the Price System, Canadian Journal of Economics
and Political Science, IV (1938), pp. 299-319.

* See above, pp. 10-11.

3 The most notable exceptions were the permission granted for direct export from the American
colonies to southern Europe of rice (1730) and sugar (1739). On free ports, see below pp. 423—24.
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a vast increase in population and trade between 1696 and 1775, changes increas-
ingly significant for the home couniry (Tables 4.1 and 4.2). With the growth of
their population and income, England’s (and later Britain’s) trade with the
dependencies around the Atlantic and Indian Oceans rose as a proportion of the
country’s total foreign commerce. Contemporaries who noted this development
almost uniformly appeared to regard it as desirable, though different segments of
the political nation based their favourable attitude on different considerations.

To many in the government, England’s expanding colonial trade was but one
manifestation of its emergence as a major sea power. England had a quarter of the
population of France and thus, as Charles II reminded his sister, could only be
‘considerable by our trade and power by sea’.* Trade and sea power were obviously
mutually dependent. Trading vessels needed the protection of the Royal Navy in
wartime, while a sea power needed a large pool of experienced, skilled, or ‘prime’
seamen. From the sixteenth century, the great vocational academies training such
seamen were the fisheries and the long-distance trades. Competition in the carry-
ing trades was particularly bitter. Towards the end of the seventeenth century,
among European powers, the Dutch still led in tonnage employed in intra-
European trade, but the English were beginning to pull ahead in shipping
employed in the long-distance (mostly colonial) trades.” The need for shipping
in these trades was a considerable stimulus to the English shipbuilding industry.
The strategic importance of a large mercantile fleet with its tens of thousands of
experienced seamen created a national defence interest supporting that part of the
Navigation Acts designed to keep as much as possible of England’s colonial trade
in English-built and manned vessels. Taking the trade legislation as a whole, the
encouragement of navigation (and hence of national security) was an objective
even more urgent than the protection either of domestic industry or of Crown
revenues.

National defence inevitably required a regular supply of all the shipbuilding
materials needed by the Royal and mercantile navies. In both the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, much of this vital material came from Norway, Russia, and
the Baltic, whence supplies could be jeopardized in wartime or even in those
ostensibly peaceful years in the first half of the eighteenth century when political
quarrels strained British diplomatic relations with Sweden or Russia. It was there-
fore important for national security that statesmen take advantage of potential
alternative supplies of naval stores and wood products in the North American

* Robert M. Bliss, Revolution and Empire: English Politics and the American Colonies in the Seven-
teenth Century (Manchester, 1990), p. 171.

® Jacob M. Price, ‘The Map of Commerce), in J. S. Bromley and others, eds., The New Cambridge
Modern History, 9 vols. (Cambridge, 1957—70), VI, pp. 871-73.
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colonies. In 1705 Parliament adopted more or less successful subsidies for imports
from the colonies of tar, pitch, turpentine, masts, yards, and bowsprits as well as a
less successful subsidy for hemp.

In the eighteenth century, as in the seventeenth, statesmen associated the relief
of rural poverty with the expansion of markets for rural manufactures—whether
at home or abroad. As the expansion of most European markets for English or
British products was rendered extremely difficult by hostile foreign protectionism
and regulation, would-be expanders of exports came to focus their dreams and
efforts on more remote areas. Both the East and West Indies eventually became
attractive markets for English exports of hardware, but textiles faced great obs-
tacles in Asia. The successive East India Companies had to export silver (originat-
ing mostly in Spanish America) because they were never able to sell enough
English or British manufactures of any sort to pay for all the East India produce
for which they could find markets at home—imports which embarrassingly
included silks and cottons. By contrast, the new colonies in North America and
the West Indies took an ever mounting total of English manufactures—woollens
in particular for the more northerly. The total population of the North American
and West Indian colonies increased about sevenfold between 1700 and 1775 (or
nine times for North America alone).® By the latter date, the implications for
British industrial employment were significant. '

Foreign trade was not, however, undertaken by politicians or manufacturers but
by merchants. For them, decisions about activity and risk-taking were ultimately
determined by their calculations of likely profit and loss, usefully framed within
the bookkeeping concept of the ‘adventure’, If an adventure involved exchanging
British products overseas for other goods to be sold at home, what, after deducting
prime cost, freight, insurance, taxes, commissions, interest, and all other expenses,
did one’s final accounting show? Costs and prices at every stage could vary from
year to year, but merchant adventurers had to start with some reasonable confid-
ence in both the market abroad for their export cargoes and the market at home
for their returns. It has been argued that the great driving force in English
commercial expansion overseas in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was
not the statesman’s search for export markets but the merchant’s search for
imports—goods for which there was an evident demand in England, a demand
demonstrated by the importation of such goods from other European entrepdts.
Thus, the East India Company of London sent ships into the Indian Ocean to
search for the spices, silks, and calicoes (and later tea and coffee) for which home
demand was established, while private merchants in London, Bristol, and other
ports undertook trade to the West Indies and North America seeking sugar,

S Table 4.1.
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tobacco, dyestuffs, and later rice, coffee, and cotton, for all of which demand was
equally assured at home or nearby.”

British Imports from the Commercial Empire

Relatively good but not perfect quantitative data are available on British imports
from the colonies and other commercially dependent areas in America, Africa, and
Asia. Customs officials compiled detailed annual accounts of English foreign trade
from 1696. For Scotland, summary data are available from 1740 and full data from
1755. Equivalent data for the North American colonies are available only for 1768—
72, but for earlier years some scattered figures survive on individual colonies or
commodities. The purely commercial records of the East India Company were for
the most part destroyed when after the Mutiny the Company was wound up in
1858, but summary or broken data survive. Thus measurements of commodity
flows, and the like, within the trading Empire can be precise on some topics and
not on others.®

By value the most important colonial import was West Indian sugar. By the
mid-eighteenth century sugar had passed linen to become the most valuable
British import—a rank it held till passed by raw cotton ¢.1825.° English and British
sugar imports rose steadily from 8,176 tons in 1663 to over 25,000 tons by 1710 and
over 97,000 tons in 1775."° This growth was increasingly based on the home market.
As late as 1699~1701, re-exports to foreign markets had accounted for 38.2 per cent
of imports, but by 1733-37 this had dropped to 10.1 per cent." Consumption of
sugar in Britain and Ireland rose from about four pounds per head p.a. in 1700—09
to eleven pounds in 1770—79. By contrast, French consumption then was only

7 Cf. Robert Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, Commercial Change, Political Conflict, and London’s
Overseas Trade, 1550-1653 (Princeton, 1993), pp. 39—45.

# Cf. Sir George [N.] Clark, Guide to English Commercial Statistics, 1606-1782 (London, 1938), pp. 1-
44; Jacob M. Price, ‘New Time Series for Scotland’s and Britain’s Trade with the Thirteen Colonies and
States, 1740 to 1791, William and Mary Quarterly (hereafter WMQ), Third Series, XXXII (1975), pp. 307—
25. Summary data including breakdowns by colonies can be found in John J. McCusker and Russell R.
Menard, The Economy of British America, 1607-1789 (Chapel Hill, NC, 1985). A detailed analysis of the
North American data can be found in James F. Shepherd and Gary M. Walton, Shipping, Maritime Trade
and the Economic Development of Colonial North America (Cambridge, 1972).

° Ralph Davis, ‘English Foreign Trade, 1660~1700’, The Economic History Review (hereafter EcHR),
Second Series, VII (1954), pp. 16465, and ‘English Foreign Trade, 1700-1774, EcHR, Second Series,
XV (1962), pp. 300-oy; and The Industrial Revolution and British Overseas Trade (Leicester, 1979), pp.
118-19.

*® Richard B. Sheridan, Sugar and Slavery: An Economic History of the British West Indies, 1623-1775
(Barbados, 1974), p. 489; Richard S. Dunn, Sugar and Slaves: The Rise of the Planter Class in the English
West Indies, 1624—1713 (Chapel Hill, NC, 1972), p. 203.

" Sheridan, Sugar and Slavery, pp. 493—95.
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slightly over two pounds per head." This meant that from the great expansion of
their West Indian production, the French could create a substantial re-export
trade, particularly to the Netherlands, while British West Indian production was
almost totally absorbed by consumption in the British Isles and British North
America.

Quite similar to sugar in its orientation to British home demand was the trade
in colonial dyestuffs. Since the production of woollens was easily the most
important English industrial activity, and since linens were an important manu-
facture deliberately encouraged in politically sensitive Scotland and Ireland, those
industries’ need for assured supplies of dyestuffs could not be neglected by
government. Since those that could be grown in Britain itself did not usually
produce colours of the first quality, the British textile industry required substantial
imports from more appropriate climes: English dyestuff imports alone rose in
value from £226,000 p.a. in 1699-1701 to £506,000 in 1772-74." Some (logwood,
brazilwood, and cochineal) could not be produced in the British colonies and had
to be purchased from foreigners. It was thus in the national interest to encourage
the cultivation of those, including braziletto and indigo, which could be grown in
British territories. Unfortunately for British industrial security, in the second
quarter of the eighteenth century the cultivation of the latter product in the
British West Indies declined as planters found sugar more profitable. The share
of England’s dyestuff imports coming directly from the Americas declined from 48
per cent in 172224 to 25 per cent in 1752—54. Thus British drysalters had to obtain
their needed supplies of indigo from France, whose West Indian colonies had
continued production. Such dependence became dangerous when a new cycle of
war between Britain and France started in 1744. Fortunately, it had become
apparent by that time that indigo could also be grown in North America. Planters
in South Carolina had learned by experiment that indigo might thrive on the
higher, dryer soils inland. In 1748 this cultivation was encouraged by a parliament-
ary bounty of sixpence per pound. This subsidy stimulated production sufficiently
so that, by the time of the next war in 175663, substantial quantities of Carolina
indigo began to reach Britain. Despite reservations on quality, in the next genera-
tion indigo was—after rice—the second most valuable product exported from the
southernmost continental colonies.

A more valuable commodity whose importation responded most amazingly to
growing home demand was tea from China. Its importation, monopolized by the

'* Noel Deetr, The History of Sugar, 2 vols. (London, 1949-50), II, p. 532; John J. McCusker, Rum and
the American Revolution, 2 vols. (New York, 1989), I, p. 310; John R. MacCulloch, A Dictionary of
Commerce and Commercial Navigation, 2nd edn., 2 vols. (London, 1834), II, p. 1088.

3 Davis, ‘Foreign Trade, 1700-1774’, p. 300.
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East India Company, increased one hundredfold in value from about £8,000
in 1699—1701 to £848,000 in 1772—74. Almost all was consumed in Britain, Ireland,
and the British colonies in America and helped sustain the growing demand
for sugar.

A further group of products whose importation was sustained by growing
demand within Britain consisted of the products of the North American forests
and seas, raw materials for British industries: whale-oil, skins and furs, and
shipbuilding supplies. The beaver skins of North America were an important
raw material for English felt and hatmakers. From the forests of the continent
came also substantial quantities of masts, deals, pitch, and tar so needed by
shipbuilders, as well as staves needed by barrelmakers, and potash and pearl ash
used in soapmaking and glassmaking and in fulling and bleaching textiles. Most of
the colonies also had their own shipbuilding industries constructing ocean-going
vessels as well as smaller craft for river and coastal trades. As almost all the raw
materials for shipbuilding were plentiful and inexpensive in North America,
colonial-built ships could be and were sold advantageously in Britain itself from
the late seventeenth century. Orders were also sent out by merchants in England
and Scotland for vessels to be built to their specifications. On the eve of the
American Revolution about one-third of the British-registered tonnage known
to the underwriters at Lloyd’s had been built in the North American colonies,
which earned about £140,000 p.a. from such sales.™

Another strategic product, iron, was equally dependent on forests, if not
necessarily those of North America. England was relatively well endowed with
iron, copper, lead, and tin and had significant metallurgical industries from at least
the sixteenth century. Charcoal, the fuel used in the furnace to convert English
iron ore into pig iron and, at the forge, to convert pig iron into more usable bar
iron, was made from wood grown locally in specially planted coppices. New
coppices could be and were planted but took twenty years to reach the desired
growth. Thus, even before 1600, part of England’s iron needs was met by imports
from the Baltic. The fraction imported rose steadily through the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, provoking a crisis in 1717-18 when deteriorating diplomatic
relations led to a suspension of bar iron imports from Sweden. The crisis revealed a
marked difference of interest between the iron-making trades (furnaces and
forges) and the iron-fabricating trades. The iron users, allied with the Virginia
merchants, tried in 1718—20 to persuade Parliament to encourage iron production
in the American colonies by removing import duties on iron produced there. (The
Virginia merchants were particularly interested because iron made ideal ballast on

** Tacob M. Price, ‘A Note on the Value of Colonial Exports of Shipping), Journal of Economic History
(hereafter JEH) XXXVI (1976), pp. 704—24.
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vessels laden with relatively light tobacco.) In this effort, the advocates of the
American source were defeated by the greater political weight of the ironmasters
and their landlord allies. Nevertheless, serious beginnings were being made in iron
production in the North American colonies, particularly Pennsylvania, Maryland,
and Virginia. A new deterioration of British-Swedish relations in the 1740s
ultimately led to acts of 1750 and 1757 removing import duties on American
colonial pig- and bar iron. Since the former duties had not been very high, their
removal had only a modest effect on iron imports from the colonies which
doubled between the 1730s and 1770s, but remained only a small fraction of total
imports.”

English demand for raw cotton grew steadily in the first three quarters of the
eighteenth century. In 1772—74 cotton imports, worth then about £137,000 p.a.,
came mostly from the West Indies (64 per cent) and the Levant and southern
Europe (28 per cent). During the American Revolutionary War the explosion in
the English cotton industry began, raising imports of raw cotton by 1794-96 to
about six times those of 1772—74, with the West Indies still the leading source.
However, by 1804—06 the United States had become Britain’s primary cotton
supplier, a rank which it held until the Civil War. Thus only in the crucial early
decades of the cotton industry’s growth was the Imperial supply from the West
Indies essential."®

Thus far, we have been considering a group of commodities imported into
Britain from the colonies and Asia primarily to satisfy demand in Britain and
dependent areas. There were, however, other important British colonial imports
from the ‘commercial Empire’—particularly tobacco, rice, and coffee—whose
volume far exceeded domestic requirements, thus making the prosperity of
those trades dependent on demand in wider sections of Europe. By the later
seventeenth century the British Chesapeake colonies had become the most
important suppliers of American tobacco to western Europe. The very rapid
growth in colonial shipments slowed down in the last decades of the century, by
which time re-exports already accounted for two-thirds of England’s imports.
Difficuities in expanding the labour force help account for an ensuing stagnation
in tobacco exports during the first quarter of the eighteenth century. Growth
resumed thereafter, so that British imports of 1771—75 were three times those of

% On iron imports, see Thomas Southcliff Ashton, Iron and Steel in the Industrial Revolution
(Manchester, 1951), chap. 5; G. Hammersley, “The Charcoal Iron Industry and Its Fuel, 1540-1750’,
EcHR, Second Series, XXVI (1973), pp- 593—613; and Sven-Erik Astrdm, From Stockholm to St. Petersburg:
Commercial Factors in the Political Relations between England and Sweden, 1675-1700 (Helsinki, 1962),
Pp- 14, 110, 113, 138-39, 143.

'S For cotton imports, see Alfred P. Wadsworth and Julia de Lacy Mann, The Cotton Trade and
Industrial Lancashire, 1600—1780 (Manchester, 1931), p. 521; R. Davis, Industrial Revolution, p. 41.
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1721-25. The stagnation in cultivation meant higher prices, particularly during
1713—25, which gave the more substantial planters the wherewithal to import
African slaves instead of English indentured servants.” The black population in
the Chesapeake—unlike that in the West Indies—grew naturally as did the white
population, the increases in both supporting the resumed growth of production.
The British government helped in 1723 by conceding the total refund or drawback
of import duties on the re-export of British colonial tobacco. This made it
politically acceptable for foreign tobacco monopolies—particularly the
French—to make major regular purchases of British tobacco. By the eve of the
American Revolution about 85 per cent of Britain’s tobacco imports were re-
exported, with 25 per cent of the total export crop going to France alone. (Because
of its value to the French fisc, this trade was permitted to continue in war as in
peace.)'®

Rice was a less controversial commodity but equally dependent on the re-export
market in Europe. Its serious commercial cultivation in South Carolina began in
the 1690s with the introduction of a superior larger-grained variety from Mada-
gascar. Unlike tobacco, which required little in the way of investment beyond a few
simple field tools, a press, and a drying shed, rice required substantial investment
in irrigation and thus from the beginning was associated with fairly large establish-
ments. In this its cultivation was socially closer to that of sugar than to that of
tobacco. Production in South Carolina and Georgia reached 5.8 million pounds
p-a. in 1715—24, 29.5 million pounds in 1735—44, and 72 million pounds in 1765-74.
During 176872 about 65 per cent of colonial rice exports went to Britain, 18.3 per
cent to the West Indies, and 16.7 per cent to southern Europe. The large fraction
sent to the mother country was much more than could be consumed there. The
necessary re-exports ranged from 87 per cent of English rice imports in 1718—23 to
89 per cent in 1753—62 and 95 per cent for Scottish imports in 1756—62." Starting in
1730, a series of parliamentary acts provided that rice could be exported directly
from South Carolina (and later from other colonies) to points in Europe south of
Cape Finisterre (at the north-west corner of Spain) provided that a licence was
obtained in London and a minimal duty paid there. The impressive growth of rice

* Jacob M. Price and Paul G. E. Clemens, ‘A Revolution of Scale in Overseas Trade: British Firms in
the Chesapeake Trade, 1675-1775, JEH, XLVII (1987), p. 5 and works cited there.

* Jacob M. Price, France and the Chesapeake: A History of the French Tobacco Monopoly, 1674-79. . .,
2 vols. (Ann Arbor, 1973), I, pp. 563-85, I, p. 849; US Bureau of the Census, Historical Statistics of the
United States. . . to 1970 (Washington, 1975), II, pp. 1189-91.

*® McCusker and Menard, Economy of British America, p. 174; Historical Statistics of the United States
(Washington, 1975} II, p. 1192; Board of Trade commercial accounts in C[olonial] O{ffice] 390/5, f. 119,
121 and CO 390/9, ff. 4, 56; Treasury accounts: Scotland in T[reasury] 36/13, ff. 258, 289. See also Kenneth
Morgan, ‘The Organization of the Colonial American Rice Trade’, WMQ, Third Series, LII (1995), pp-

433-52.
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re-exports suggests that these concessions in the navigation and revenue regula-
tions were productive.

Coffee was the third major re-export commodity. In the 1690s the English
and Dutch already had factories at Mocha on the Red Sea to purchase coffee
for shipment to India, whence it was forwarded to Europe. By about 1710 the
English, Dutch, and French were cutting costs by sending whole shiploads of
coffee from Mocha directly to Europe around the Cape of Good Hope without
trans-shipment in India. The trade proving profitable, the enhanced demand
for coffee led in the 1720s and 1730s to its introduction into the Americas. By
1772-74 when England’s coffee imports were sixteen times as heavy as at the
beginning of the century, the West Indies were providing about twenty times as
much coffee as Asia. This was, however, a commercial boom rather than a
consumer revolution. During 1756—75 almost 94 per cent of the coffee imported
into England was re-exported, primarily to the Low Countries, Germany, and
northern Europe.*

The willingness of the British government to encourage such re-export business
through the total or near total drawback (repayment) of import duties is all the
more remarkable when one remembers that import duties were very often com-
mitted to guarantee the payment of interest or annuities on different sections of
the national debt. Thus, when Parliament conceded total or near total drawback of
duties on most re-exported commodities, it was making a major concession,
placing the encouragement of colonial commerce (via the re-export trades)
above the narrow fiscal interest of the state.™ The re-export trades also had a
further, if indirect, strategic benefit. It is easy enough to assume that commodities
such as tobacco, rice, and coffee (and rum in certain decades), over 80 per cent of
which were re-exported, might have enhanced the incomes of merchants, ship-
owners, and mariners but were of little importance to the national economy. It
should be remembered, however, that the ports to which these goods were re-
exported lay in areas with which Britain otherwise would have had a very unfa-
vourable balance of trade. Thus, to a significant degree the re-export of colonial
products, particularly tobacco, rice, and coffee, helped pay for the imports of all
those useful raw materials from northern Europe—especially iron, flax, hemp,
masts, deals, pitch, and tar—that kept thousands of sailors and tens of thousands
of workers busy in Britain.*

2 Elizabeth B. Schumpeter, English Overseas Trade Statistics, 16971808 (Oxford, 1960), p. 60; Kristof
Glamann, Dutch—Asiatic Trade, 1620-1740 (Copenhagen, 1958), chap. 10.

# See above, pp. 67—70.

*2 1. M. Price, ‘Multilateralism and/or Bilateralism: The Settling of British Trade Balances with the
North, ca. 1700, EcHR, Second Series, XIV (1961), pp. 254—74-
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Exports

The resources which colonial populations earned selling goods to Britain were for
the most part used to purchase slaves, goods, or services in their area or to make
purchases in Britain itself. Even when specific trading decisions were made by
export merchants in Britain, the basis of such decisions had to be overseas demand
for particular goods in specific markets. With the growth of population, white and
black, in the American colonies, the share of English or British exports going
thither increased impressively. In 1700~01 North America, the West Indies, the East
Indies, and Africa bought £656,000 worth of English-made goods or 14.7 per cent
of English domestic exports. By 1772—73 the share of British domestic exports
going to these markets had risen to 50.9 per cent. Within the American—African
sphere, North America was the most important destination of exports for both
England and Britain (Table 4.4).

The broad class of textiles constituted an impressive 49.8 per cent of British
exports to the commercial Empire in 177274 or 53.4 per cent of exports to America
and Africa (Table 4.5). Woollens, as the most important British manufacture, were
understandably the most important textile export, both to the world and to the
commercial Empire, particularly to the thirteen North American colonies (con-
stituting 30.7 per cent of all exports thither in 1772).”> Since 45-50 per cent of
English woollen and worsted production was thought to be exported then, the 27.4
per cent of such exports that went to America and Africa in the 1770s had national
significance.**

The next most important textile export to the Empire was linens, still five times
as important as cottons on the eve of the American Revolution. For these light
fabrics, the major export markets were the warmer climates of the West Indies, the
southern continental colonies, and Africa. Because their labour costs tended to be
higher than those prevailing elsewhere in Europe, English linen manufacturers
had difficulty competing in price with imports of cheaper continental products.
Scotland and Ireland were, however, lands with lower labour costs, where linen
could be produced more advantageously than in England. There was, therefore,
tension between Scots and Irish political interests and those substantial London

* For English exports to the colonies, see Table 4.5, and James Bischoff, A Comprehensive History of
the Woollen and Worsted Manufactures, 2 vols. (London, 1842), I, p. 176. For the place of woollens in total
English exports, cf. A. H. John, ‘English Agricultural Improvement and Grain Exports, 1660-1765), in D.
C. Coleman and A. H. John, eds., Trade, Government and Economy in Pre-Industrial England: Essays
Presented to F. ]. Fisher (London, 1976), p. 52.

4 Bischoff, Woollen and Worsted Industry, 1, p. 189; Phyllis Deane, ‘The Output of the British
Woollen Industry in the Eighteenth Century’, JEH, XVII (1957), p. 214; Davis, ‘English Foreign Trade,
1700-1774) P. 303.
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merchants, supported by the woollen interest, who exported woollen cloth to
northern Europe and brought back continental linens, a rising proportion of
which was re-exported to the American colonies.

In 1705 the English Parliament gave a modest encouragement to the Irish linen
industry by an act permitting Irish linens to be exported directly to the American
colonies without going through England. In 1743 a small subsidy was conceded on
the export to the colonies of the less expensive British and Irish linens. Under this
bounty system, the trade was significantly reoriented. The re-exports of European
(continental and Irish) linens primarily to America had increased from £157,000
p.a. in 1699-1701 to £301,000 in 1751-54, but stagnated thereafter (Table 4.5).
Somewhat more dynamic were the direct exports from Ireland to America. The
most dynamic sector, however, was that of British (English and Scottish) linens
whose exports to America and Africa surged in value from nothing at the begin-
ning of the century to £681,000 in 1772-74.%

Just as did linen in Scotland and Ireland, so in the English Midlands hardware
directed the attention of traders towards America’s growing markets. Metalware
exports to the Empire increased over tenfold between 1699-1701 and 1772-74, by
which time they constituted the most substantial export to the East Indies and
were second only to woollens in exports to America (Table 4.5).

One ought not, however, to think of Britain’s export trading relations with its
overseas dependencies entirely in terms of a relatively few staple commodities. If
one looks at the London directories (available from 1736), one notes the impressive
number of wholesale dealers in specialized products: stationers, booksellers,
mathematical instrument makers, watchmakers, jewellers, silversmiths, pewterers,
coachmakers, grocers, haberdashers, milliners, lacemakers, and, at the other
extreme, warehouses for ready-made shoes, saddles, bridles, and slops or work-
clothes. Surviving invoices of goods shipped from British firms to their American
correspondents give some idea of the wide range of products that British mer-
chants were sending to their correspondents in North America and the West
Indies. It is such goods that help explain the mounting importance of the ‘mis-
cellaneous’ category in Table 4.5.

The Interdependency of Colonies: The Lateral or Peripheral Trades

In addition to the well-known staple trades between the mother country and its
outlying dependencies, there were other exchanges that may be termed the lateral

* For Scottish linens, see Alastair J. Durie, The Scottish Linen Industry in the Eighteenth Century
(Edinburgh, 1979); for the Irish, see Thomas M. Truxes, Irish-American Trade, 1660—1783 (Cambridge,
1988), chap. 9.
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or peripheral trades, that is, trades between outlying sections of the commercial
empire that did not go through the British entrepdt and usually were not con-
trolled by British entrepreneurs. In the Indian Ocean, there was the vast ‘country
trade’*® Where any of this trade was carried on by British merchants resident in
India but not employees of the East India Company, it is more than possible that
persons resident in Britain were interested in their ventures.>”

Of more immediate relevance are the trades linking the colonies in North
America and the West Indies. In the earliest days of Massachusetts Bay, it was
realized that nothing the colonists were then likely to produce could be sold in
England, though they could return the furs obtained by trade with the indigenous
Indians. In the beginning, therefore, only two major trading outlets were open to
them: the export of fish to Iberia and the Wine Islands of Madeira and the
Canaries; and the export of victuals, livestock, and forest products to the new
English colonies in the West Indies. Later, as other colonies emerged along the
Atlantic coast, a variety of exchanges developed between them. Some, notably
Pennsylvania, Maryland, and Virginia, had cereal surpluses which they could
exchange with Massachusetts and New Hampshire which usually needed to
import wheat. Some colonies, particularly Pennsylvania and Maryland, were
more successful in iron-smelting and developed a small trade exporting pig- and
bar iron and some hardware to other colonies. The total networks of intercolonial
trade were complex, though the totals for any one particular trade were rarely
impressive. Some of these intercolonial exchanges went by land, for instance,
along the Great Wagon Road from Philadelphia to Lancaster and York and thence
across Maryland to the Valley of Virginia and the way southward. Goods that
moved by these inland roads generally escaped the cognizance of customs officers
and thus have left us only the most general idea of the volume and variety of their
traffic. By contrast, by the 1690s the British colonies in America had, at least on
paper, a comprehensive system of maritime controls, with both customs officers
employed to enforce fiscal legislation and naval officers (inspectors of navigation)
charged with enforcement of the acts of trade. When a separate American Board of
Customs Commissioners was set up in 1767 at Boston, their establishment
included an Inspector-General of imports and exports, a record-keeping officer.
Thus, the clearest picture of intercolonial seaborne trade dates only from the last
years of the old Empire.

26 See below, pp. 493-95; K. N. Chaudhuri, The Trading World of Asia and the English East India
Company, 1660-1760 (Cambridge, 1978), esp. chap. 9; Ashin Das Gupta and M. N. Pearson, eds., India
and the Indian Ocean, 1500-1800 (Calcutta, 1987).

¥ On examples of such connections in the diamond trade, see Gedalia Yogev, Diamonds and Coral:
Anglo-Dutch Jews and Eighteenth-Century Trade (Leicester, 1978).



90 JACOB M. PRICE

During the five years, 1768—72, for which we have the fullest data, the pattern of
trade between the British West Indies and British North America is quite clear and
not unexpected. As it dominated exports from the islands to Britain, so did the
sugar-molasses-rum group account for no less than 91.8 per cent of shipments
from the British West Indies to British North America. Of the 1770 total of £762,053
sterling, rum accounted for 42.2 per cent, molasses for 26.5 per cent, and sugar for
23.1 per cent.?® The £848,934 worth of goods sent from North America to the
islands in 1770 consisted mainly of basic subsistence commodities: bread and flour
(30.4 per cent); dried fish (13.8 per cent); rice (10.8 per cent); wood products (9.7
per cent), particularly pine boards and the barrel staves and headings needed by
the rum-sugar-molasses producers; horses and cattle (8.8 per cent); beef and pork
(7.6 per cent); and Indian corn (3.6 per cent).”

Much more restricted by law were the peripheral trades between the Atlantic
colonies and southern Europe and Ireland. As already noted, at a quite early date
in their commercial histories the more northerly colonies found that they could
sell both their fish and their surplus cereals in Spain, Portugal, and the Mediterran-
ean. Subsequent legislation permitted the shipment of rice (from 1730) and sugar
(from 1739) to places in Europe south of Cape Finisterre. Although relatively little
sugar was in fact shipped along these newly opened routes, the continental
colonies had by 1768 developed a substantial trade with southern Europe, almost
as valuable as their trade with the West Indies. In 1768—72 southern Europe took
almost 80 per cent of the continental colonies’ exports of wheat, which mostly
came from the Middle Colonies and the Chesapeake, 35 per cent of their exports of
flour and bread, and 28 per cent of exports of maize. Southern Europe also took 38
per cent of New England’s exports of fish in these years and 86 per cent of those of
Quebec, Nova Scotia, and Newfoundland.*® In return, the continental colonies
received wine and salt from southern Europe (including the Wine Islands)—all
that was allowed under the Acts of Trade.” Ireland was permitted from 1664 to
send the colonies victuals, primarily butter and salt beef to the West Indies, and
linens from 1705. A subsequent British act of 1731 permitted the return to Ireland of
non-enumerated goods from the colonies. Whenever there were poor harvests in

% Shepherd and Walton, Shipping and Economic Development, pp. 229-30.

* Ibid., p. 232.

3% Max Schumacher, ‘The Northern Farmer and his Markets during the Late Colonial Period,
unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, California, Berkeley, 1948, p. 124; McCusker and Menard, Economy of
British America, pp. 108, 115. See also Shepherd and Walton, Shipping and Economic Development,
p- 96.

3 Shepherd and Walton, Shipping and Economic Development, p. 233. For colonial imports permitted
from southern Europe, see Lawrence A. Harper, The English Navigation Laws (New York, 1939),
p. 401
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the British Isles and the price of cereals rose, Ireland was likely to receive significant
quantities of North American wheat and flour. Two significant trades do not
appear in the contemporary compilations by the Inspectors-General of imports
and exports. One was the slave trade, to be discussed elsewhere. The other was the
trade in shipping.**

By ordinary arithmetic, none of these trades was balanced (Table 4.6). The
North American colonies imported far more from Britain than they exported
thither. But these same colonies had a very favourable balance of trade with
the West Indies, southern Europe, and Ireland. The West Indies in turn had a
large trade surplus with Britain, part of which was used to pay for slave imports,
part for paying for the islands’ imports from North America. Similarly, the
continental colonies’ surpluses with southern Europe and Ireland could be used
to cover the shortfall in direct trade with Britain. This may appear complicated but
could be readily handled by bills of exchange. That is, the produce of North
America could be sold in the West Indies, Iberia, or Ireland for bills of exchange
on London and the surpluses and deficiencies in different branches of trade
balanced on the books of London merchants. The important point is that one is
not dealing with a series of bilateral exchanges but with a complex, multilateral
trading system, the various parts of which have to be viewed in the context of the
whole.

The Organization and Financing of Trade

The interdependence and interrelatedness of the various parts of the British
commercial Empire suggest the importance of the commercial and financial
institutions that animated the complex networks of trade linking them all
together. The trade between Britain and the Indian Ocean and China was mono-
polized after 1709 by the monolithic United East India Company.* The Atlantic
trades, by contrast, were carried on by numerous private firms, before 1707
domiciled primarily in England. After the Union of England and Scotland in
that year, Scots merchants (particularly those of Glasgow) entered these trades
enthusiastically but did not assume a weighty position in the market until after
1740. There were of course active resident merchants in all of the American
colonies. Their knowledge of local conditions gave them some advantages in
buying and selling and ordering goods, but they often were hindered by a shortage
of local capital and insurance facilities and unfamiliarity with the British whole-
salers from whom they had to order manufactures. Thus, for credit, insurance, and

32 Price, ‘Value of Colonial Exports of Shipping), pp. 704-23.
* See below pp. 488-91; 547—49.
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information on markets and goods, they were to a considerable degree dependent
on their ‘correspondents’, merchants in Britain.

The local geography of the principal colonial productions is relatively well
known. At the British end, the local geography of the colonial trades is more
complex. During 1699-1701 about 78 per cent of England’s trade with the North
American and West Indian colonies was carried on by London.>* The capital’s
share had, it would appear, been significantly smaller in the later seventeenth
century, when numerous outports, headed by Bristol, accounted for a significant
share in colonial trade. They included Whitehaven, Lancaster, Liverpool, Barn-
staple, Bideford, Plymouth, Dartmouth, Weymouth, Poole, and Exeter (see Map
2.1). A great challenge to the trade of the southern and south-western outports
came from the conflicts of 1689—1713. In wartime, the cargo-laden ships returning
from North America and the West Indies normally came in convoys, with ships for
the southern ports leaving convoy only when near their home haven. It was thus
feasible to get American goods home relatively safely, but the re-export trade of
these southern ports was too often left unprotected.

War had different impacts on the sugar and tobacco trades. Almost all (85 per
cent in 1775) of England’s imports of sugar were consumed at home, and most of
the re-exported fraction went to Ireland; thus convoys to carry outward-bound re-
export goods were not vital to the sugar trade. By contrast, about two-thirds of
England’s imports of tobacco were re-exported at the end of the seventeenth
century, and about 85 per cent on the eve of the American Revolution. Thus, re-
export convoys were imperative for the wartime tobacco trade. These were more
regularly available at London than at the western ports.?> Merchants in the north-
western ports, however, often avoided eastbound delays by instructing their ship
captains not to wait in America for convoy but to come home north about Ireland,
a route with far fewer enemy corsairs, thus saving considerable time and expense.
Re-exports from the north-western ports could also be made by the safer route to
the north of Scotland. Despite their setbacks in the wars of 1689-1713, some of the
larger south-western ports—particularly Bristol, Bideford-Barnstaple, Plymouth,
and Exeter—were with the peace able to re-establish themselves in the tobacco
trade, only to be struck down by the next war. By the end of the 1740s the tobacco
trade at Plymouth and Exeter had disappeared while that at Bideford and Barnsta-
ple was fading fast. By then, the commerce in that commodity had in effect been
concentrated in five ports: London, Glasgow, Whitehaven, Liverpool, and

** Davis, ‘English Foreign Trade, 1660-1700, pp. 163-65. See also McCusker, Rums, I1, pp. 891-93.

% On Chesapeake convoys, see Arthur P. Middleton, Tobacco Coast: A Maritime History of Chesa-
peake Bay in the Colonial Era (Newport News, Va, 1953), pp. 289-309. For the West Indies, see Richard
Pares, War and Trade in the West Indies, 17391763 (Oxford, 1936), pp. 303-11, 497—98.
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Bristol.*® The sugar trade of the smaller southern ports was also adversely affected
by enemy privateering, and, in the later eighteenth century, British sugar imports
were substantially concentrated in the same five ports.”” If Glasgow in some years
exceeded London in the tobacco trade, the capital’s lead in the sugar trade was
unchallenged.

In this concentration of the American trades in a few ports, more was involved
than the dangers of war. The eighteenth century also saw the concentration of both
sugar and tobacco imports among fewer and larger firms. In the absence of
privileged monopoly companies, at least since 1624, commerce with the English
colonies in North America and the West Indies was generally open to all subjects of
the Crown resident in England or the colonies. In addition to merchants large and
small, hundreds of smaller men, including retailers and mariners, ventured in
these trades. To reduce individual risks, trading vessels were commonly owned by
several investors in shares as small as one thirty-second. Exporters too would
divide their shipments among a number of vessels and several traders might be
interested in a single overseas adventure. A vessel might carry the speculations of
several different groups, each entrusted for sale to the captain, a supercargo, or a
factor temporarily resident in the colony. These arrangements often involved
long stays in the country for vessels so charged and proved costly in shipping
time. Demurrage and other shipping expenses might be saved if each adventure
were entrusted for sale to a factor resident in the colony who could assemble return
cargoes in advance of the arrival of his employers’ later ships. Such arrangements
were characteristic of the larger and more efficient English firms by the later seven-
teenth century and of their Scots competitors in the mid-eighteenth century.

Other considerations besides the employment of resident factors gave an
advantage to larger firms. In 1685 a new and heavy impost was adopted for sugar
and tobacco. The impost, like other duties on these products, could be bonded but
only affluent merchants could get substantial people to countersign their bonds.
The impost on sugar was allowed to lapse in 1693 but the persistence of that on
tobacco clearly gave the larger firms in that trade an advantage. The development
of marine insurance in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries also
made it less necessary to divide one’s shipping business among many vessels. This
made it less risky for larger firms to own or charter whole vessels whose move-
ments could be co-ordinated with factors and correspondents in America to
reduce shipping time and expenses. During the wars of 1689-1713 the gap widened

36 Jacob M. Price and Paul G. E. Clemens, ‘A Revolution of Scale in Overseas Trade), pp. 39-40.

% Kenneth Morgan, Bristol and the Atlantic Trade in the Eighteenth Century (Cambridge, 1993), p.
190. Table 4.6 suggests much about the ability of war to redirect trades away from the more exposed
southern routes.
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between falling prices in America and scarcity-heightened prices in Europe,
inducing some of the larger planters to follow the examples of local merchants
and consign their tobacco or sugar to commission merchants in England. Such
consignments usually went to the larger English firms with good credit and
established reputations. Finally, one must keep in mind that the proportion of
tobacco imports re-exported rose from about 66 per cent at the end of the
seventeenth century to 85 per cent in the early 1770s. Small importers did not
have very much market strength in dealing with large foreign buyers, particularly
the French and other monopolists, who of necessity preferred buying from the
larger British houses that could make bargains for the major supplies needed.
Sugar did not face equivalent re-export problems, but the relatively small number
of large sugar refiners in each port probably exerted pressures that worked to the
advantage of the larger importers. Thus, in both commodities, few buyers
(oligopsony) stimulated the emergence of fewer, larger sellers (oligopoly).

All these changing circumstances worked together to increase the size of the
average firm importing sugar or tobacco and to decrease the number of names in
the trades. At London, the number of names importing tobacco declined from 573
in 1676 to 56 in 1775, while the importation of the average firm increased fortyfold.
At Bristol, the number of similar importers decreased from 467 in 1672 to seven-
teen in 1789, while the importation of the average firm increased twenty-eight
times. Liverpool and Glasgow were not very active in tobacco before the impost
was adopted in 1685 and thus did not have the host of small importers character-
istic of London and Bristol in the time of Charles II. However, both ports show a
trend in 1700—75 towards fewer and larger firms importing tobacco. At Glasgow,
the imports of the average firm increased elevenfold between 1722 and 1775.
Equivalent data are not available for sugar except at Bristol where the number of
importers declined from 402 in 1672 to 106 in 1789 while the importation of the
average firm rose twenty-sixfold.*®

There were essentially three predominant institutional forms in the trade
between America and Britain: (1) direct trade in America through the employees
(on salaries) or agents (on commission) of the British firms; (2) correspondence
between merchants in Britain and merchants in America; and (3) consignments
from planters in America to commission merchants in Britain. Before 1689 most of
the London and Bristol trade with America was direct trade through employees or
agents, though there were a few merchants and large planters in the colonies who
corresponded with houses in England. During the wars of 1689-1713 the normal
gap between Chesapeake prices and English prices widened and more of the bigger

3 Price and Clemens, ‘A Revolution of Scale), pp. 1-43; Morgan, Bristol and the Atlantic Trade, pp.
15859, 191-92,
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planters tried to improve their lot by consigning part of their production to
commission merchants in England to be sold on their account, just as local
merchants did with the tobacco that came to them in trade. The planter
consignment system was probably at its peak during 1713—40, but even then it
was less important than direct trade. As the Scottish stores in the interior attracted
more and more of local production, the share of direct trade rose again after
1740. On the eve of the American Revolution tobacco shipments to Britain can
be divided among the following major trading modes used in the important
Upper District of James River (with estimates for the whole Chesapeake in
parentheses):*

Scots factors to employers in Scotland 55.1 (43.4) per cent
English factors to employers in England 16.0 (20.3) per cent
Virginia merchants to correspondents in England 19.9 (25.3) per cent
Virginia planters, etc. to merchants in England 8.3 (10.5) per cent

All these trading modes were also known in the West Indies, though the Scottish
presence there before 1776 was much less evident than the English. Although no
exact measurement is now possible, it seems highly probable that the planter
consignment system was more important in the Caribbean than in the Chesa-
peake.*® The author of an English tract published c1732 noted that the English
sugar merchants were no longer as domineering vis-a-vis the planters as they had
been in the earlier years of settlement when they supplied the planters with all
necessities upon credit and sent ships for their sugar. In later years, ‘as the Planters
grew rich, they sent us the Produce of their Plantations upon their own Accounts,
and with the Proceeds thereof furnished themselves with what they wanted; so that
for many Years that Trade has been for the greatest Part manag’d by themselves,
and our Merchants get little by them more than their Commission, and a low
Freight’*# Direct trade did not, however, disappear completely in the West Indies
and very likely recovered somewhat after 1750.

The likelihood that large planters were relatively more numerous in the West
Indies than in the Chesapeake may help explain another observable phenomenon.
Absentee proprietors were quite rare in the Chesapeake. There were a few, of

39 Upper James River District Manifest Book, 1773-75, in Virginia State Library, Auditor of Public
Accounts no. 3o1. The percentages given are for the year 1 June 1773-31 May 1774. Although the
percentage going to Scotland from this district then was over 55% of total shipments to Britain, British
customs records show that Scottish tobacco imports in 177374 were only 43.4% of total British imports.
The estimates compensate for this discrepancy.

4° K. G. Davies, “The Origins of the Commission System in the West India Trade’, Transactions of the
Royal Historical Society, Fifth Series, II (1952), pp. 88-107.

“' The Dispute between the Northern Colonies, and the Sugar Islands, set in a Clear View (London,
€1731-32), p. 1.
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course, usually merchants who had done well in the Chesapeake and had acquired
some land there which they retained when they returned to England. The phe-
nomenon is reported much more frequently in the Caribbean where successful
planters also chose to return to England, leaving the supervision of their estates to
substantial local figures to whom they gave powers of attorney.

The establishment and expansion of each and every branch of the colonial
market economies required land, labour, and capital. Unimproved land was
almost valueless in the early days of any particular colony, and the migration of
entirely free labour generally quite limited in scope. Capital could, however, be
used to purchase slave- and indentured labour as well as the equipment needed for
agricultural productions—ranging from the spade and hoe sufficient for tobacco
to the boilers and related equipment needed to extract sugar in a cane mill. As few
of the pioneer entrepreneurial agriculturalists had brought much wealth with
them, credit from the first was perceived to be the key to rapid colonial develop-
ment. But what could be the basis of such credit? Unimproved land had little value
in the first years of settlement, but after a colony had been settled a generation or
more, improved land in desirable locations acquired some market value and could
be the basis for mortgage-backed credit. Until that stage was reached, prudent
credit had to be fairly short term, based largely on the seller’s personal evaluation
of the credit-worthiness of the buyer, and the seller-lender’s expectation of the
support of the local community. Strains and ill-will were inevitable. Colonial
legislatures in both North America and the islands were under continuing pressure
to protect the planter or farmer from his creditors, but there was also a creditor
interest in the legislatures able to restrain this pressure significantly; where such
restraints failed, royal disallowance of colonial debt legislation occurred fre-
quently. The entire matter was finally settled—at least in a legal sense—by the
Colonial Debts Act of 1732 which made real estate liable for book debts and for
obligations secured by bond. Mortgages and bonds thereafter made longer-term
credit more feasible, though book debts had still too frequently to be taken into the
local courts. In the plantation colonies, credit was particularly valued for the
purchase of slaves. The big slave traders were, however, increasingly unwilling to
grant such credit, passing the responsibility on to the local merchant-factors who
sold slaves for them and dealt with the planter buyers. Such factors had to find
affluent persons as sureties for the valuable slaves they received on consignment
from the slave traders. Thus, complex networks of credit and credit guarantees

criss-crossing the ocean were necessary to supply the fields with the slaves
desired.*

4 Tacob M. Price, ‘Credit in the Slave Trade and Plantation Economies), in Barbara L. Solow, ed.,
Slavery and the Rise of the Atlantic System (Cambridge, 1991), chap. 12.
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Implications for the Mother Country

The colonial trades had somewhat different significance for statesmen and
merchants. To Charles II, a major consideration was the contribution of long-
distance trades to England’s sea might. The American and West Indian trades were
the great employers of English shipping, One estimate shows their required
tonnage going up from 70,000 tons in 1686 to 153,000 tons in 1771-73,% while all
British foreign trade in the latter years needed only 375,000 tons of shipping,
though that the actual total of English owned shipping during the latter years was
about 581,000 tons. Both estimates are probably too conservative, for Lloyd’s
Register of 1775 lists vessels totalling 979,263 tons.** It is clear, though, that colonial
trade contributed significantly to the growth of the British merchant fleet, both on
the supply (shipbuilding) side and the demand (freight carrying) side. More-
over, by the 1770s the tonnage reported was probably being utilized much
more efficiently. Improvements in postal service and the growing density of
British merchants’ agents and correspondents in the colonies meant that
cargoes could be provided in advance and vessels turned around much more
quickly.*

However much statesmen may have been pleased by the increase in men and
tonnage employed in colonial and other overseas trade, for merchants shipping
was simply a means towards an end. Their primary goal was the purchase and
return of commodities in demand in Britain and northern Europe. Thus the
British and continental consumers were the ultimate creators and controllers of
the market forces expanding the total volume of British colonial trade. Certain
products were returned primarily for the British and Irish markets: sugar, dye-
stuffs, tea, naval stores, and ship timbers. Other commodities were brought back
in quantities that far exceeded internal demand and had for the most part to be re-
exported to Europe: tobacco, rice, and coffee. The government clearly understood
the difference between the two groups. Importers of commodities usually re-
exported could give bond for most of the duties instead of paying in cash and
received total or fairly generous ‘drawbacks’ of duties at re-exportation. The
commodities needed by the internal economy were helped by subsidies for naval
stores, masts, hemp, and indigo, and customs concessions for iron. In so far as all

“ Davis, English Shipping Industry, p. 17.

** George Chalmers, Opinions on Interesting Subjects . . . Arising from American Independence (Lon-
don, 1784), p. 99.

% Shepherd and Walton, Shipping and Economic Development, chap. 5; Morgan, Bristol and the
Atlantic Trade, pp. 45-54; Richard Dell, ‘The Operational Record of the Clyde Tobacco Fleet, 17471775
Scottish Economic and Social History, II (1982), pp. 1-17.
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these trades were expanding down to the American Revolution, the policies can be
described as generally successful in their own terms.

A final question that looms very large in some discussions is the impact of
expanding colonial commerce on British society and economy. From the time of
Defoe onwards, Englishmen and Scotsmen had no doubt that there was a notice-
able effect. They could see, in particular, the new docks at Liverpool and the newly
built areas of the major port towns. The better-informed knew of the leading role
played by merchants in establishing not just firms trading overseas but insurance
enterprises and private banks as well. But can one be more quantitatively precise?
The most basic fact about eighteenth-century Britain was that population grew
very slowly, usually less than o.5 per cent p.a., in England down to c.1770. This
meant that the total English population increased only by a third between 1700 and
1776. During this same period, total exports of English goods increased by about
122 per cent or 137 per cent for manufactures alone. In 1772-74 about 55 per cent of
manufactured exports went to the American colonies and the East Indies.*® The
impact of such proportions on domestic industry depends, of course, on the
proportion of the output of any particular manufacture exported. Nicholas Crafts
estimated that exports’ share of ‘gross industrial output’ rose from 24 per cent in
1700 to 35 per cent in 1760.% His figures fit well with other scattered estimates of the
export share of industrial production: 20~25 per cent for British linens and cottons
¢.1770-74, but 45-50 per cent for woollens and worsteds, 42 per cent for bar and
wrought iron, and 40 per cent for the copper-brass group. In the exceptional cases
of the Birmingham and Wolverhampton hardware trades and the West Riding
woollen and worsted manufacture, ¢.1760-75, contemporaries estimated that
exports took over 70 per cent of production.**

With a relatively static population and exports pushing up aggregate demand,
there were bound to be awkward pressures in the market. The market itself could,
of course, alleviate some of these pressure, by exploiting new sources of supply or
by importing semi-processed products that would mitigate tightness in domestic
supplies. Only when these market adjustments proved insufficient to eliminate
bottlenecks and the attendant price-rises did pressure for technological change
become effective. The charcoal needed in English iron-making furnaces and forges
came from specially planted coppices that took about twenty years to mature.
More coppices could be planted but in the short-run a noticeable rise in demand
for iron would result in charcoal shortages and higher prices. By the end of the

46 Davis, ‘English Foreign Trade, 1700-1774), pp. 302-03.

4 N. E R. Crafts, British Economic Growth during the Industrial Revolution (Oxford, 1985), pp.
132-33.

48 Jacob M. Price, ‘What Did Merchants Do? Reflections on British Overseas Trade, 1660-1790’, JEH,
XLIX (1989), pp. 267~84.
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seventeenth century, iron imports equalled or exceeded domestic production.* In
the new century, the growth of the American colonies greatly increased the
demand for nails and hardware. Between 1699-1701 and 1772—74 there was a
tenfold increase in English exports of metalware, three-quarters of which went
to the American colonies and the East Indies.’® Thus, English iron fabricators
needed increased supplies of both pig iron from North America and bar iron from
Sweden and Russia. Although many English furnace owners knew of Abraham
Darby’s successful use of coke early in the eighteenth century, they were not
inclined to try the new process as long as the price of charcoal remained tolerable
in England. Only when charcoal became too expensive during and after the Seven
Years War did many turn to coke.”

Textile exports did not grow as rapidly as hardware, c.1700—75, mostly because
woollens, the leading item, was already England’s leading manufacture and export
in 1700. The manufacture and export of the lesser textiles did grow, however, and
bottlenecks not surprisingly appeared. The most noticeable was in spinning,
characteristically done on the putting-out system by the wives and daughters of
rural labourers and small farmers. Expanding such a labour force was very difficult
in the short run. But, the market for a time alleviated the pressure by bringing in
foreign semi-processed inputs, for example, woollen yarn from Ireland and linen
yarn from the Baltic. This option was not, however, available for cotton, imported
mainly from the West Indies by the mid-eighteenth century.>® Thus, even though
the cotton manufacture in the third quarter of the eighteenth century was not as
important as that of woollens or linens, it was in cotton that rising demand,
domestic as well as export, created bottlenecks serious enough to stimulate the
first experiments with spinning machinery.

In short, demand arising from the commercial Empire must be viewed as an
important part, but only a part, of the aggregate demand experienced by British
manufacturers. It was the indisputable rise in total demand in the course of the
eighteenth century that created the ‘bottlenecks’ or problems in manufacture that
encouraged the well-known experiments in new methods in both metallurgy and
spinning. Just as British market demand helped create the plantation economies of
the West Indies and the more southerly parts of North America, so did overseas
demand make necessary or at least hasten the technological transformation of
several long-established branches of British industrial life.

% G. Hammersley, ‘The Charcoal Iron Industry’ pp. 602~03.

% Davis, ‘English Foreign Trade, 1700-1774), pp. 302—03.

3 Charles K. Hyde, Technological Change and the British Iron Industry, 1700-1870 (Princeton, 1977),
chap. 4.

2 Davis, ‘English Foreign Trade, 1700-1774’, pp. 300-01.
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TABLE 4.1. Estimated population of the British Isles and the British Colonies in the western
hemisphere, 1650-1772 (thousands)

England Scotland Ireland N. America  West Indies

1650/51 5,228 55 59
1671 4,983

1686/87 4,865 2,167

1700/01 5,058 265 147
1711/12 5,230 2,791

1726 5,450 3,031

1750/51 5,772 1,206 330
1754/55 1,265 3,191

1756 5993

1770/71 6,448 2,283 479
1772 3,584

Sources: (England): E. A. Wrigley and R. S. Schofield, The Population History of England 1541-1871
(Cambridge, Mass., 1981), p. 208-09; (Scotland and Ireland): B. R. Mitchell and Phyllis Deane, Abstract
of British Historical Statistics (Cambridge, 1962), p. 5; (America): McCusker and Menard, The Economy
of British America, p. 54.

TABLE 4.2. England’s commodity imports from Asia, Africa, and America, 1700-1773
(annual averages in thousands of pounds sterling, official values)

1699-1701 1722-24 1752-54 1772-74
Comestibles
Spirits (rum, etc.) o (10) 6 (23) 70 (88) 163 (205)
Sugar 630 (630) 928 (928) 1,302 (1,302) 2,362 (2,364)
Tobacco 249 (249) 263 (263) 560 (560) 518  (519)
Drugs 20 (53) 30 (60) 100 (179) 95 (203)
Pepper 103 (103) 17 (17) 31 (31) 33 (33)
Tea 8 (8) 16 (116) 334 (334) 848 (848)
Coffee 9 (27) 123 (127) 53 (53) 436 (436)
Rice o (5) 52 (52) 167 (167) 340 (340)
Raw Materials
Silk 42 (346) 50 (693) 94 (671) 156 (751)
Cotton 24 (44) 45 (49) 56 (104) 88  (137)
Dyestuffs 93 (226) 155 (318) 98 (386) 170 (506)
Timber 14 (138) 13 (157) 90 (237) 14 (319)
Oil (whale, etc.) 19 (141) 26 (122) 43 (130) 93 (162)
Skins and hides 23 (57) 34 (66) 46 (72) m (164)
Corn 0 o 0 51 (398)
Manufactures
Calicoes 367 (367) 437 (437) 401 (401) 697 (697)
Silks and mixed 107 (208) 146 (208) 96 (112) 76 (82)

Note: The figures in parentheses represent total imports.
Source: R. Davis, ‘English Foreign Trade’, pp. 300-01.
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TABLE 4.3. Geographical distribution of English/British imports from Asia, Africa, and
America (annual averages in thousands of pounds sterling)

a. England and Wales only

1700-1701 1730-1731 1750-1751 17721773
North America 372 655 877 1,442
The Fisheries o 6 7 21
West Indies 785 1,586 1,484 3,080
Africa 24 43 43 80
East Indies 775 943 1,101 2,203
World 5,819 7,386 7-855 12,432
b. England and Scotland

1772-1773 1780-1781 1789-1790 1797-1798
North America 1,997 219 1,351 1,696
The Fisheries 27 42 188 248
West Indies 3,222 2,322 4,045 5,982
Africa 80 29 87 62
East Indies 2,203 1,749 3,256 5,785
World 13,595 11,189 18,476 23,903

Source: Phyllis Deane and W. A. Cole, British Economic Growth 1688-1959 (Cambridge, 1962), p. 87.

TABLE 4.4. Geographical distribution of English/British exports to America, Asia, and Africa
(annual averages in thousands of pounds sterling)

England England England Britain  Britain
1700-01  1750-51  1772-73 177273  1789-90

a. Home produce and manufactures

North America 256 971 2,460 2,649 3,295
West Indies 205 449 1,168 1,226 1,690
East India 114 585 824 824 2,096
Africa 81 89 492 492 517
ToTAL (above) 656 2,094 4944 5,191 7,598
World 4,461 9,125 9,739 10,196 14,350
b. Re-exports
North America 106 384 522 605 468
West Indies 131 140 169 176 202
East India 1 68 69 69 77
Africa 64 99 285 285 282
TOTAL (above) 312 691 1,045 1,135 1,029
World 2,136 3,428 5,800 6,930 5,380

Source: Deane and Cole, British Economic Growth, p. 87.



TABLE 4.5. Exports and re-exports from England/Britain to America, Asia, and Africa, 1699-1774 (annual averages in thousands of pounds sterling;
official values)

16991701 175154 177274 1784~86 1794-96
From: England England England Britain Britain
To: America East India America East India America East India America East India America East India
& Africa & Africa & Africa & Africa & Africa

Exports
Woollens 185 89 374 230 1,148 189 1,013 160 2,597 582
Linens o] o} 189 2 681 6 619 5 799 8
Cottons, etc. 16 [} 78 176 [} 456 [} 2,630 1
Silks 36 [ 60 1 133 3 264 5 497 4
Metalware 73 10 331 84 755 148 892 278 1,941 1,128
Hats, etc.” 24 2 59 20 93 10 249 35 696 60
Miscellaneous 141 10 480 301 995 334 1,583 1,287 2,459 1,504
Total manufactures 475 111 1,571 638 3,981 690 5,076 1,770 11,619 3,287
Total exports 539 122 1,707 667 4,176 717 5,465 1,813 12,628 3,539

Re-exports
Calicoes/cottons’ 45 o 32 o) 8s [5} 126 o 257 [
Silks, etc. 14 o 76 [ 210 o
Linens 157 [ 301 o 285 o 173 1 431 [
Total manufactures 252 3 432 2 596 7 356 1 724 o
Tea o o 113 0 82 [ 60 o 31 0
Total comestibles 34 9 148 38 273 32 319 38 510 31
Total raw materials 26 2 47 41 103 24 53 30 56 56
Total re-exports 312 14 627 81 972 63 728 69 1,290 87

Total exports 851 136 2,334 748 5,148 780 6,193 1,882 13,918 3,626

and re-exports

Notes: " Includes hats only to 1774, but hats, garments, and haberdashery in 1784~96.
t Calicoes’ in re-exports to 1774; ‘cottons’, 1784—96.
Sources: R. Davis, ‘English Foreign Trade, 1700-1774’, pp. 302—03; Industrial Revolution and British Overseas Trade, pp. 94~95, 102—03.
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TABLE 4.6. Summary of the trade of the commercial Empire, 1699-1791 (annual average, in
thousands of pounds sterling; official values)

a. British data on trade with the Thirteen Colonies and States and the West Indies

English  English  Scottish  Scottish  British British
imports  exports  imports exports  imports exports
With the Thirteen Colonies and States
1699-1701 302 364 — — — —
1740—43 793 832 90 100 883 932
1744—-48W 632 698 121 149 753 847
174955 891 1,238 185 136 1,076 1,374
1756—62W 705 1,811 275 147 980 1,959
1763-69 1,117 1,861 392 230 1,510 2,090
1770-74 1,271 2,762 524 299 1,796 3,061
178487 750 2,181 95 235 845 2,416
1788-91 958 2,822 157 187 1,115 3,009
With the West Indies
1688-1701 742 359 — —
174043 1,304 831 28 14 1,331 845
1744—48W 1,183 670 24 31 1,207 701
1749-55 1,596 693 35 43 1,630 736
1756—62W 2,105 1,030 55 73 2,160 1,103
1763—69 2,744 1,109 150 72 2,896 1,180
1770~75 3,124 1,341 160 68 3,284 1,409
1776—-82W 2,577 1,238 170 174 2,701 1,318
178387 3,346 1,336 229 158 3,576 1,494
1788—91 3,526 1,742 368 299 3,894 2,041
b. Some other trades of the American Colonies
North American North American North American North American

exports to British imports from

exports to Southern imports from

West Indies British West Indies Europe Southern Europe
1768 534 498 380 77
1769 641 723 597 81
1770 745 762 551 75
1771 745 599 552 66
1772 883 837 586 84

Note: W = war years.

Sources:]. M. Price, ‘New Time Series for Scotland’s and Britain’s Trade with the Thirteen Colonies and
States, 1740 to 1797, William and Mary Quarterly, Third Series, XXXII (1975), pp. 318—25; Historical
Statistics of the United States, 11, pp. 1176—78; Shepherd and Walton, Shipping and Economic Develop-
ment, pp. 222—30; Sheridan, Sugar and Slavery, pp. 500-01; House of Lords Record Office, 20 Nov. 1775;
Bloard] [of] T[rade] 6/185 ff. 183—206.
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The Anointed, the Appointed, and the Elected:
Governance of the British Empire, 1689—1784

IAN K. STEELE

Whether through benign Whiggery or the tyranny of entrenched élites, govern-
ance of the disparate kingdoms, companies, and colonies of the British Empire was
not seriously challenged during the three generations after 1689. This stability
contrasted with earlier Stuart convulsions and with the subsequent American
Revolution. Elaboration of some royal political, administrative, and judicial
institutions contributed to this stability, as did war with France, but until 1760
effective administrative power remained diffuse, flexible, and limited. Few Imper-
ial, corporate, or colonial directives could be enforced by fleets and regiments, or
by courts. Most decisions were negotiated, moderated, appropriated, evaded, or
even resisted through layers of governance. Even though the administrative
structure remained founded upon the Crown, the increasing political legitimacy
of the elected over the anointed and appointed was a major trend of the
century after 1689. The rise of the colonial Assemblies was one manifestation
of this change; the increasing power of the British Parliament, especially the
King-in-Parliament under George III, was another. The consolidation of these
two power bases eventually destroyed the flexibility of Imperial government,
affecting and reflecting the broader crisis of the American Revolution. In sum-
marizing these developments, it is useful to sketch the operation of Imperial and
colonial governance in the generation after 1689, then to consider major changes in
each of the next three generations.

1689-1714

Monarchy was at the legal core of the Empire, presuming, inviting, or demanding
the allegiance of the English, Irish, Scots, and naturalized foreigners, whether in
royal kingdoms, royally chartered trading companies, or royal or chartered colon-
ies. William II’s 1688 invasion made him effective head of state, Commander-
in-Chief, and Governor of the Church of England. However, a cautious Parliament
presumed to alter the royal succession and abolish royal life revenues in favour of
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more restrictive annual financial grants. Although Whig opponents of Stuart royal
power had been vindicated by revolution and now held many royal offices, Whig
notions of natural rights and contract theories of government would be corrosive
to traditional royal authority.

Challenges from the Scottish and Irish kingdoms had completely disabled
English royal power at various times during the seventeenth century, and these
challenges persisted after 1689. Scots would show spasmodic resistance to the alien
Hanoverians, and to aspects of ‘British’ integration that had begun with the
accession of James VI to the English throne and accelerated with the 1707 Act of
Union. This created the single kingdom and Parliament of Great Britain that
included forty-five Scottish Members of Parliament. The Jacobite risings of 1715
and 1745 challenged Protestant Scots as well as Hanoverians, though ultimately
strengthening both. Thorough integration of Scotland’s dominant political cul-
ture defined Britain as a unitary, not a federal, state. This close integration of
England and Scotland would have Imperial constitutional repercussions, and not
only because Scots were prominent among later British Imperial administrators.'

The Williamite reconquest of Ireland, and consequent stringent Penal Laws
against the Roman Catholic majority, left Ireland’s small Protestant élite vulner-
able to the British power that guaranteed their position. Admittedly, the Irish
Parliament met regularly after 1692, and its management involved Irish political
‘undertakers’ who controlled considerable patronage power in return. However,
appointed Englishmen dominated high political and ecclesiastical offices, con-
trolled legislation through Poynings’ Law, and kept an army of 12,000 regulars in
Ireland at Irish expense. The English tendency to regard Ireland as a colony rather
than a kingdom became more prevalent after the Scottish union with England,
and the British Parliament asserted unconditional authority to legislate for Ireland
with the Declaratory Act of 1720. Ironically, Imperial authoritarianism in Ireland
was initially challenged less than was the negotiated political integration of Scot-
land into Britain.”

Royal chartered companies were more independent than some royal kingdoms,
enjoying expansive privileges that became legal authority to raise money, conduct
courts, negotiate trading concessions, develop colonies, and initiate wars. Stuart
kings had awarded monopolies to the Hudson’s Bay Company, the Royal African
Company, and the East India Company, all trading beyond the more familiar

' See John Robertson, ed., A Union for Empire: Political Thought and the Union of 1707 (Cambridge,
1995); Richard Sher and Jeffrey Smitten, eds., Scotland and America in the Age of the Enlightenment
(Edinburgh, 1990); Linda Colley, Britons: Forging the Nation, 1707-1837 (London, 1992); Daniel Szechi
and David Hayton, John Bull’s Other Kingdoms: The Government of Scotland and Ireland) in Clyve
Jones, ed., Britain in the First Age of Party (London, 1987), pp. 241-80.

* See below, pp. 250-64.
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North Atlantic basin. Whig opposition to royal monopolies ensured that English
interlopers into those trades were not prosecuted during the War of the League of
Augsburg, and the companies themselves were challenged soon thereafter. In 1698
Parliament permanently destroyed the Royal African Company’s trading mono-
poly, did not grant the troubled Hudson’s Bay Company the parliamentary charter
it sought,® and chartered a New East India Company that would not be combined
with the old until 1709.

Although war had postponed Whig attacks on chartered monopoly trading
companies, it prompted intrusion into governance of some American proprietary
colonies. William Penn, Quaker proprietor of Pennsylvania, and Cecilius Calvert,
second Lord Baltimore and Catholic proprietor of Maryland, were both deemed
unsuitable to command colonies at war with France. When a new charter was
granted to Massachusetts in 1691, a royal Governor was imposed permanently,
together with royal review of legislation. A more systematic administrative attack
was mounted on all chartered colonies after the Peace of Ryswick, reviving a
centralizing policy pursued in the 1680s. Meeting effective proprietary lobbying
and parliamentary reluctance to invade landed property rights, these attacks
accomplished only the negotiated surrender of the charters of East and West
New Jersey.

Imperial authority over royal colonies in America and the West Indies was
exercised directly in the name of the monarchs. This included royal approval of
relevant parliamentary legislation, royal proclamations, appointment and instruc-
tion of royal Governors, review of acts passed by colonial legislatures, and the
hearing of colonial legal appeals by the King-in-Council. The Privy Council issued
royal proclamations, reviewed laws passed by colonial Assemblies, and heard
colonial petitions and legal appeals. Until 1696, most of the Privy Council’s
Imperial business was conducted through its Lords of the Committee of Trade
and Plantations, complete with a knowledgeable clerical staff and a considerable
records office.

To forestall parliamentary intrusion into royal authority in 1696, William III’s
ministers created the durable Lords Commissioners of Trade and Plantations,
commonly known as the Board of Trade. This office inherited most of the func-
tions and records of its predecessor, but not its powers. The Board of Trade was an
advisory body that reported to the Privy Council through the Secretary of State for
the Southern Department, and to Parliament upon request. The Board of Trade
drafted the commissions and instructions for royal Governors, corresponded with
them, and gathered information from royal officials, colonial Councils and
Assemblies, and from Imperial, colonial, and chartered company petitioners and

3 E. E. Rich, Hudson’s Bay Company, 1670-1870, 3 vols. (Toronto, 1958—60), L, pp. 355-67.
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lobbyists. The only patronage power which the Board initially exercised was the
recommendation of members of colonial Councils, chosen from nominations by
Governors. In its energetic first years, this clearing-house of Imperial business
developed a system of colonial vice-admiralty courts and encouraged colonial
governments to appoint regular agents to expedite decision-making in Whitehall.
In the interval of peace between 1697 and 1702, the Board co-ordinated one major
attack on piracy and another on colonial proprietary and chartered governments.
In wartime, defence of colonies and trade eclipsed most administrative and
constitutional issues and the limited successes of the Board of Trade were achieved
by convincing Parliament that some of its own substantial customs revenues from
colonial imports, channelled by the Navigation Acts, needed additional legal
protection.

The royally appointed Secretaries of State for the Southern Department were
central to the policies, politics, and patronage of the eighteenth-century Empire.
In addition to wide-ranging European diplomatic and military responsibilities,
the Secretary of State for the Southern Department was the royal executive officer
who reported on colonial matters to the ministerial ‘cabinet’ and to the Privy
Council, and who distributed resulting orders in the monarch’s name. There were
ten different Secretaries of State for the Southern Department in the twenty-five
years after 1689, a pace of change that enhanced the role of the Board of Trade in
routine colonial matters. However, Secretaries of State like Daniel Finch, second
Earl of Nottingham, and Henry St John, Viscount Bolingbroke, supervised Imper-
ial policy and patronage closely. Gubernatorial appointments were strongly poli-
ticized by some Secretaries of State, making Governors vulnerable to politically
inspired displacement. In a time when short-lived ministries ranged from the
Junto group of Whigs to High-Flying Tory, the Secretaries of State and the Board
of Trade seldom pursued co-ordinated policy initiatives for long, and those
anxious to abort them usually found opportunities.

The Treasury was the royal department that influenced Imperial policy-making
most, and often dominated its execution. The Treasury collected English and
colonial customs duties, excise taxes, postal revenues, and a variety of royal
dues. Its Board of Customs Commissioners oversaw collectors and comptrollers
of customs in both English and colonial ports, as well as the misnamed ‘colonial
naval officers}, who were bonded recorders of ship movements through colonial
ports. Although the Treasury eventually had more than ninety Imperial patronage
appointments, its greatest power was withholding payment, which could veto or
delay projects already approved by the entire government.

The Admiralty provided convoys for colonial and company trades, and a few
royal navy ‘guardships’ to protect favoured colonies from maritime enemies.
Colonial vice-admiralty courts, operating without juries, were established
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throughout the colonies by 1700 and the High Court of Admiralty in London was
the final court of appeal in maritime cases. The Admiralty also authorized letters
of marque to privateers and provided passes to protect merchantmen from
Barbary corsairs. Through its subsidiary Navy Board, the Admiralty encouraged
production of colonial pitch, tar, and turpentine to curb prices from regular Baltic
suppliers. Colonists were much less enthusiastic about Admiralty attempts to
reserve American timber suitable for masts and to ‘impress’ merchant sailors.

Although the English army was used successfully to defend the new monarchs
against Scottish and Irish supporters of James II in 1689 and 1690, and expanded
more than tenfold during the next generation, the army could not escape its
association with Cromwellian and Stuart tyranny, and remained politically sus-
pect throughout the eighteenth century. A civilian Board of Ordnance provided a
serious check on the army by supervising artillery officers, engineers, and all forts
and barracks in Britain, as well as the supply of muskets and cannon for English,
Scottish, and East India Company troops. Parliament exercised more direct con-
trol by debating army estimates, by requiring the annual renewal of the Mutiny
Act, and by controlling the size of the divided peacetime forces for England and
Scotland (8,000), Ireland (12,000), and America (c.2,400).

Parliament’s place in Imperial government, versus that of the colonial Assem-
blies, eventually became the administrative, political, and constitutional issue that
destroyed the first British Empire. However, Parliament’s history to 1689 was a
route map that colonial Assemblies followed to curb royal and administrative
ambition, and Parliament remained the exemplar and sometimes the patron of
colonials trying to limit the power of royal departments and officers. Parliament’s
role in determining the succession in 1689 proved, in retrospect, to be stronger in
constitutional theory than it had been in immediate political practice. While most
later apologists for colonial constitutional autonomy emphasized early Stuart
precedents, it was the exercise of Parliament’s power during the generation after
1689 that better indicated the working assumptions about the ‘Tmperial constitu-
tion’ of the Georgian Empire.*

Despite its own continuing challenges to the Crown, Parliament usually rein-
forced royal Imperial power in the generation to 1714. Although Parliament
threatened to establish its own Board of Trade, it passed numerous laws to
strengthen the Crown in the colonies. These included an act to settle the New-
foundland trade (1699), an act against piracy (1700), an act to regulate privateers in
America (1708), and an act to establish the value of specific foreign coins in the

* H. T. Dickinson, ‘The Eighteenth-Century Debate on the Sovereignty of Parliament), Transactions
of the Royal Historical Society, Fifth Series, XXV1 (1976), pp. 189—210; L. K. Steele, “The British Parliament
and the Atlantic Colonies to 1760: New Approaches to Enduring Questions), Parliamentary History, XIV

(1995), pp- 29-46.
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colonies (1708). On two occasions Parliament came close to passing comprehen-
sive bills to resume all proprietary and charter governments to the Crown (1701,
1702). The 1696 Navigation Act strengthened enforcement of Imperial trade
regulations dating back to 1650 and authorized new prerogative vice-admiralty
courts in the colonies. Most of this legislation illustrates that Parliament did not
balk at strengthening royal Imperial authority when that protected customs
revenues.

Governance in the kingdoms, companies, and colonies of the English Empire
varied enormously in 1690 but ultimately derived legal legitimacy from the Crown.
Admittedly, the Crown had no direct representative at all in the forts of the
Hudson’s Bay Company, Royal African Company, or East India Company, and
none but customs officers in the chartered colonies of Rhode Island, Connecticut,
or the Carolinas. The new Massachusetts Charter of 1691, however, imposed a
royal Governor with nearly as much power as those of the unchartered royal
colonies of New Hampshire, Virginia, the Leeward Islands, and Barbados, and
those of the ‘conquered colonies’ of Jamaica and New York. Extension of direct
royal government to New Jersey, Nova Scotia, and the Carolinas, indicated a trend
away from chartered colonial governments in favour of more direct royal control.

A royally appointed Governor or Lieutenant-Governor exercised executive,
judicial, and legislative authority in each royal colony. The Governors represented
a monarchical power that was supposedly stronger in the colonies than in Eng-
land; the Governor not only exercised most of the functions of the Crown, but also
some delegated functions of the Secretaries of State and the Treasury, as well as
serving as vice-admiral and military Commander-in-Chief. In Barbados, the
Leeward Islands, and Virginia, the Crown had the permanent customs revenue
it had lost in England in 1689, and Governors in other royal colonies were
repeatedly urged to seek similar resources. Governors called and dissolved the
elected colonial Assemblies and retained a veto over their legislation. The Gov-
ernor also nominated members for the colonial Council, a group of a dozen
prominent men who served as a legislative upper house, as the highest colonial
court of appeal, and as an executive advisory group to the Governor. The Gov-
ernor could suspend Council members, and make temporary appointments to fill
vacancies. The Governor appointed or confirmed other colonial office-holders,
including the colonial secretary, the attorney-general, the colonial naval officer,
the customs collector, and county justices.

Gubernatorial power was seldom all that it seemed, even during this generation
of war with France that gave opportunities for leadership by the local Comman-
der-in-Chief. Governors arrived with elaborate, and mostly secret, royal instruc-
tions prepared by the Board of Trade, detailing Imperial objectives and how
Governors were to respond in a wide variety of circumstances. Most Governors
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had few or no royal troops to command. The Governors of the Bahamas, Ber-
muda, Jamaica, New York, and South Carolina controlled the independent com-
panies stationed there, but the full regiments of regulars in Acadia and the Leeward
Islands were not directly controlled. Governor Daniel Parke of the Leeward Islands
was unique in overruling the colonel of a regular regiment and ordering it, on his
own authority, to use its bayonets to disrupt the Antigua Assembly in 1710; he
became the only royal Governor assassinated in the first British Empire, and no
culprits were ever identified.’> A Governor’s admiralty powers proved solely judi-
cial, though it took numerous disputes to establish, by the 1730s, that he had no
authority over naval captains commanding vessels in colonial waters. Formal
powers were also subject to political encroachment from London. Although
most royal Governors had military experience, and William IIT and Marlborough
exercised some direct influence in these appointments, Governors were also
political appointees of specific English administrations. Governors were thus
vulnerable to changes in English politics and to pressure from English mercantile
and religious lobbies pursuing their own interests and those of their colonial allies.

Upon arrival, the powers that a royal Governor carried from London were
further compromised by the need to negotiate power with colonial leaders. By the
1690s, the royally appointed colonial Council had judicial, legislative, and execut-
ive powers intended to assist, but also to check, the exercise of gubernatorial
power. Councillors were usually selected by the Board of Trade from prominent
and ‘well disposed’ colonials nominated by previous Governors. Councillors,
appointed for life, were unpaid but likely to acquire the best administrative and
judicial offices that were in the gift of the Governor. The Council’s only function
independent of the Governor was as a legislative upper house, and the Governor’s
exclusion from the Council during such business was not uniformly adhered to
until the 1730s. When a colony was without a Governor or Lieutenant-Governor,
the senior councillor became acting Governor. A Governor’s powers to appoint
judges, grant lands, try serious cases, hear legal appeals, or issue public monies,
were all to be exercised jointly with the colonial Council.

After 1689, Imperial authorities accepted elected colonial Assemblies as neces-
sary for legislation and local taxation in all established colonies. Some colonial
Assemblies, like those of Jamaica and Barbados, had already established substan-
tial powers and privileges. Other Assemblies, like those in South Carolina, Geor-
gia, and Nova Scotia, would still be fighting similar battles with mixed success
seventy years later. Appealing to charter rights, rights of Englishmen, and usage,
colonial Assemblies gradually expanded their powers over public accounts and

® Calendar of State Papers, Colonial Series, America and the West Indies, W. N. Sainsbury and others,
eds., 43 vols. (London, 1860-1963) [hereafter CSPC], 1710-1711, nos. 125, 674, 677, 683, 783.
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expenditures, the issue of paper money, and the salaries and fees of royal officials.
Assemblies also eroded gubernatorial powers to nominate or appoint revenue
officials, colonial agents, public printers, and judges, and to manage the Indian
trade, military affairs, and local courts. Assemblies met more often in the genera-
tion of war that ended in 1714, especially in those West Indian and North American
colonies facing serious threats from Spanish or French neighbours, and were able
to exploit fiscal necessities to expand their authority. The Imperial government
never formally altered its position that colonial Assemblies were privileges granted
by the monarch rather than the inherent rights of the colonial peoples. This
assumption was one reason why some royal instructions to Governors became
increasingly unrealistic.

The unequal struggle between Governors and Assemblies prompted Imperial
recourse to another power, the review of colonial legislation by the English
government. The laws of all colonies except Connecticut and Rhode Island were
subject to royal disallowance. The power to disallow those colonial laws found
contrary to English statutes curbed some colonial legislative ambitions and taught
Assemblies to use due process and conventional legal language, to avoid contra-
dicting existing laws, and to impose reasonable punishments. One initial flaw in
the process was that colonial Assemblies could pass temporary laws that expired
before there was time for Imperial review.

Governors were reminded of long-standing instructions not to approve tem-
porary laws.® From 1706, most colonial laws were allowed to ‘lye by’ unconfirmed
in London though operative in the colonies. Should objections arise, the Board of
Trade reviewed the law for royal confirmation or disallowance. Even more signi-
ficant was an order to all Governors specifying that acts affecting royal prerogative
or the private property of subjects were to include suspending clauses that post-
poned their operation until confirmed in London. Although Governors some-
times omitted suspending clauses in error or in return for local political
concessions, this device became ubiquitous and effective enough to become a
significant colonial grievance.”

Imperial legal power reached inside the colonies, where it was both applied and
appropriated. Colonial courts were anxious to elicit obedience and impose order
on new, rapidly changing, and socially disparate communities. English common
law arrived with the English settlers, as a shared vehicle to protect persons and
property and eventually as a shared legal culture. Colonial courts nurtured
deference to English law as a necessary part of asserting their own power. The

® L. W. Labaree, ed., Royal Instructions to British Colonial Governors, 16701776, 2 vols. (New York,
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royally appointed Governor and Council constituted the highest civil and criminal
court in those colonies directly under the Crown, and decisions in major civil cases
could also be appealed from any colony to the royal Privy Council. Royal or
gubernatorial appointees served as attorneys-general, and as judges and officers
of the vice-admiralty courts that tried prize cases, maritime wage disputes, and
some violations of the Acts of Trade, in addition to supervising marine insurance
appraisals. In Virginia, the oldest and largest English colony in the Americas,
Governors appointed the judges, sheriffs, coroners, clerks, and even the overseers
of the highways who assisted the county court judges. Virginia’s justices of the
peace were ‘His Majesties Justices’ who sat beneath the royal coat of arms in county
court-houses that displayed royal portraits, and heard court pronouncements that
ended with ‘God Save the King’.

Royal symbols of majesty may have helped enforce English common law and
colonial statute law, but they were also used to bolster, not challenge or mock, the
authority of relatively new local élites determined to collect debts, to enforce tax
collection, and to extract deference. Royal legal authority was readily appropriated
and English common law nursed anti-authoritarian views. English common law
rested upon community values, and was remembered and applied variously in
Puritan, Quaker, and Anglican colonies. Its seventeenth-century English cham-
pions had made the rights of Englishmen into a bulwark against royal power that
proved more enduring in the colonies than in England. However hegemonic the
legal system may have been in structure, it functioned primarily as a local vehicle
of negotiated dispute settlement.®

The relative importance of county, parish, and town institutions varied con-
siderably between the colonies. The southern mainland and West Indian colonies
were similar to Virginia, but mid-Atlantic America had a more varied inheritance,
ranging from the centralized Quaker Pennsylvania county system to the intense
localism of factionalized New York. In New England, the elected overwhelmed the
appointed in local government as thoroughly as the Congregational marginalized
the Anglican. New England town government was an amalgam of several English
forms, built upon a broadly based town meeting that annually elected selectmen as
well as the constables, clerks, tax gatherers, and the surveyors of highways and of
fences. However, the royal Governors and Councils of Massachusetts and New
Hampshire appointed justices of the peace, as did the elected Governors, Councils,
and Assemblies of Connecticut and Rhode Island. Although New England justices
of the peace were almost exclusively judicial officers, they still brought royal

® A.G.Roeber, Faithful Magistrates and Republican Lawyers: Creators of Virginia Legal Culture, 1680—
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symbols into the localities.” Throughout the colonies, the more substantial plan-
ters, farmers, and merchants supported their own political and social claims by
appropriating and sharing executive and judicial power that was ultimately royal.

During the generation before 1714, the expanding system of British Imperial
governance, reinforced by the need to fight wars against France, retained a unity
symbolized by the Crown. Although most Imperial administrators favoured close
supervision of colonies, lobbyists intent upon subverting Imperial initiatives had
numerous opportunities to exploit conflicting institutional and departmental
priorities, all subject to the unprecedented demands of European war and English
political convulsions. In leaving colonial defence to the colonies, the Imperial
government was forced to compromise on the involvement of the Assembly in
military appointments, strategy, public credit, and spending. The consolidation of
the power of colonial Assemblies is one theme that has come to be well under-
stood. Less is known about concurrent extensions of Assembly power at the
expense of parish, town, and county, justified by wartime need to support fron-
tiers, by intercolonial economic rivalries and boundary disputes, and by claiming
to defend local rights against Imperial initiatives.'

1714—1748

Many American revolutionaries, and modern historians, looked back favourably
to the British Empire as it existed between 1714 and 1748. It was generally a time of
peace and prosperity, of social and economic integration of the Atlantic Empire of
interdependent economies, of shared tastes for British consumer goods, and of a
sense of Imperial community sustained by newspapers, books, and travellers.
However, nostalgia for this period centred primarily upon the perceived wisdom
of Hanoverian Whig governance, dominated by patronage politics and labelled
‘salutary neglect..

Limited by their foreign language and interests, the first Hanoverian kings
watched the advance of Cabinet government in Britain, and the gradual trans-
formation of the rhetoric of British and Imperial politics. ‘Britons’ and ‘Britannia’
emerged as symbols of a patriotism less focused on the monarch than earlier.
Opposition politicians talked less of royal tyranny and more of ministerial corrup-
tion. The colonial language of rights and liberties also separated the symbolically
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useful monarch from Imperial ministers and Governors, whose every resistance to
colonial ambitions could be dubbed corruption.

The British Empire was not neglected and government preoccupations were not
always salutary during the long ministry of Robert Walpole (1721—42) and Thomas
Pelham-Holles, Duke of Newcastle, as Secretary of State for the Southern Depart-
ment (1724—48) and director of Imperial appointments. Walpole and Newcastle
cared deeply about all appointments and used them to sustain a majority in the
British House of Commons by rewarding individuals and electoral interest
groups. This preoccupation with the rewards of office had noticeable effects on
the governing of the Empire. In London, appointees to the Board of Trade, the
Admiralty, or the Customs service accepted these offices more as political rewards
than as tasks requiring competence and diligence. Appointees were not to embar-
rass their patrons by showing incompetence or by taking politically disruptive
policy initiatives. Discouragement of administrative initiative by office-holders
went further. A government uncommonly preoccupied with electoral considera-
tions gave exceptional access and attention to interest groups, be they mercantile,
religious, or ethnic.

The Board of Trade became a negotiator between interests, rather than a policy-
making body. Its massive 1721 report on the state of the colonies, countering
French expansion in the Mississippi Valley and seeking sweeping changes to
colonial government, was the last major policy statement for a generation.
Resumption of charter colonies was a traditional nostrum, as was the insistence
that royal officers in the colonies serve in person rather than by deputy. Appoint-
ment of a Captain-General or Lord-Lieutenant for all the North American colon-
ies was a bold suggestion, modelled on the governments of the Leeward Islands
and Ireland. The Board of Trade called for Cabinet rank for its own leader,
concentration of Imperial business in its own office, and elimination of delays
and confusion caused by having three competing executive channels for Imperial
matters: the Secretary of State, the Privy Council, and the Board of Trade. The
report summarized concerns of the previous generation; failure to act on most of
the recommendations represented the new generation’s preference for patronage
over policy."

The British Parliament became more visibly the ultimate arbiter of Imperial
affairs. Its triumphal Declaratory Act asserting its authority over the Irish Parlia-
ment in 1720 resurrected a parliamentary supremacy unlike anything legislated
since the aberrant Rump Parliament of 1649. Imperial administrators presumed
such a power extended to the colonies, and Parliament passed twenty-nine acts
concerning colonial trade, customs, and piracy between 1714 and 1739. These laws
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had run a gauntlet of intense British and colonial lobbying, and did so without any
constitutional challenge.”

Even Parliament’s Imperial trade legislation could become hostage to patronage
politics; nearly half of the new trade laws were passed during the Excise Crisis of
1727-33. Walpole’s uncharacteristically bold plan to convert the British import
duties on wine and tobacco into more efficiently collected excise taxes prompted
powerful public and parliamentary opposition. To recover political support,
Walpole placated numerous interest groups with legislative concessions, a number
of which affected the Empire. The Irish lobby gained direct importation of some
colonial products after 1731 and the East India Company, generally well protected
by its phalanx of MPs and its role as a major government creditor, gained further
monopoly protection with its charter renewal in 1733. English hatters won a 1732
law prohibiting the colonial export of hats, and a well-organized philanthropic
lobby gained a charter for Georgia, including unprecedented annual parliament-
ary grants.

More significant was the lobbying by West Indian sugar interests to restrict
trade between neighbouring French islands and British North America. Inexpen-
sive French colonial molasses had become central to the burgeoning American
rum industry, as well as being widely used as a sweetener. The West Indians,
including absentee planters serving as Members of Parliament, won a clear
political victory with the passing of the Molasses Act of 1733. This allowed British
colonies to import French West Indian sugar and molasses, but levied higher
duties than on products of the British islands. This differential duty was a new
approach to channelling Imperial trade; complete prohibitions had previously
been customary. Failure to enforce the law illustrates another aspect of intense
patronage politics; a law could be passed to placate one interest group, and remain
unenforced to placate another.

Although buried in the midst of the calm of early Georgian ‘political stability’,
the Excise Crisis indicated several changes in governing the Empire. Walpole ran
his government as First Lord of the Treasury, the post that was usually prime-
ministerial thereafter. Understandably, his Whig and Tory opponents continued to
rail against the corruption and abuse of parliamentary power, providing a vo-
cabulary for later American resistance, while also provoking clearer assertions of
parliamentary supremacy in Britain.”® English merchants and tradesmen used
urban politics more confrontationally, both in and out of Parliament, particularly
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to press for aggression against the Bourbons."* This new political culture was
quickly shared by the colonies. Passage of the Molasses Act clearly demonstrated
that well-prepared American lobbies had failed to overcome their more powerful
West Indian rivals. The Molasses Act was not primarily a revenue measure but it
was, none the less, a parliamentary law that levied a tax on imports into the
colonies. Imperial centralizers would later regard this as precedent-setting; Amer-
ican patriots would look back on the law as West Indian corruption and Imperial
disregard for America, and would consider the resulting widespread smuggling as
the beginning of resistance that eventually undermined Imperial control.”®

Preoccupation with patronage in Walpole’s government affected the colonial
Empire in other ways. Governors with powerful patrons and political ability could
enjoy extended careers, like those of William Gooch in Virginia (1727-49), Robert
Hunter in New York and Jamaica (1710-19, 1728~34), Edward Trelawny in Jamaica
(1738—52), and William Shirley in Massachusetts (1741—56). Assumptions and
techniques comparable to those of the British ministry were used in the colonies,
minimizing debate over principles, and compromising to placate competing
interests. Francis Nicholson, a veteran Governor who had made many enemies
in his stormy thirty-four-year career, was now instructed: ‘One would not Strain
any Point where it can be of no Service to our King and Country, and will Create
Enemys to ones Self*

Erosion of gubernatorial power was also accelerated by London interference in
the few patronage appointments not already appropriated by colonial Assemblies.
Walpole’s management of the British House of Commons could extend to
appointments by royal patent of colonial naval officers, customs collectors, and
attorneys-general. By 1747 the Duke of Newcastle directly controlled ninety-two
colonial ‘patent offices’”” Patent officers could not be removed by Governors,
became magnets for political intrigue against Governors, and often sought the
financial rewards of office without regard for royal policy. Those patent officers
who chose to remain in England, while a local deputy carried out their duties, were
even less likely to put policy before profit.

The rise of colonial Assemblies may have been encouraged by wartime defence,
but the process continued unchallenged during the long Peace of Utrecht. Rapid
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colonial population growth fuelled increasing production of export staples as well
as consumption of British manufactures. In increasingly complex and stratified
colonial societies, political leadership became more specialized and even profes-
sional. Major elected and appointed offices became the near-monopoly of an
increasingly endogamous ‘better sort’ and, despite comparatively broad franch-
ises, fewer voted and more incumbents enjoyed re-election. Colonial Assemblies
became the centres of power and effective Governors became political managers
more than vice-regal executives. Although the Governor of Jamaica finally won a
half-century fight for a permanent revenue in 1728, the Massachusetts House of
Representatives won a more characteristic victory when its prolonged fight against
a permanent revenue act ended in 1735."® The rise of the legal profession in the
colonies and in their Assemblies reflected and accelerated the complexity of
political and legal cultures, while reducing intercolonial differences and drawing
all towards British procedures.

Colonial politics were relatively stable after the Peace of Utrecht, and any
colonial disorder was directed more against colonial than Imperial governments.
The expanding colonial economies and populations prompted slave rebellions
and conflicts with invaded Amerindian communities. Rapid expansion of the
Carolinas provoked war with the Tuscarora (1711—13) and the Yamasee (1715-18).
Failure of the provincial government and proprietors of South Carolina in the
latter war prompted a local coup through which the colony offered itself directly to
the Crown. Africans became the largest racial group in South Carolina and, like
Amerindians, were victims of South Carolina’s expanding staple economy. The
Stono slave rebellion late in 1739 sent shock waves through the continental
colonies. Anglo-Spanish hostility, which contributed to that rebellion, had intens-
ified in the Caribbean and along the Florida—Carolina frontier in the 1730s, and the
British government proved surprisingly ready to increase its involvement. The first
British naval base in America was developed at English Harbour, Antigua after
1729, the same year North and South Carolina became royal colonies by parlia-
mentary purchase. The new colony of Georgia appropriated Spanish lands with
British government help, which included a charter, an annual parliamentary
subsidy, and a regiment of regular troops. Imperial government was welcomed
on frontiers where aggressive British colonists had provoked slave rebellion,
Indian war, or foreign hostility.

Outbreak of the popular and predatory British war against Spain illustrates the
impact Imperial excitement could have on British politics. Walpole had main-
tained peace with France and Spain as a prerequisite for his political system. One
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of his bellicose parliamentary critics, Admiral Edward Vernon, led a tiny squadron
that captured the strategic Spanish Caribbean port of Porto Bello in 1739, fanning
British and colonial enthusiasm for the still undeclared War of Jenkins’ Ear.
Vernon became a popular political hero, symbolizing aggressive virtues and
denouncing Walpole as corrupt and effeminate.” This mood, caught in James
Thomson’s popular song ‘Rule Britannia’ (1740), allowed colonial Governors to be
selective in granting military commissions and contracts, and in screening recruits
eager to join the 1741 siege of Cartagena. The British government paid, armed, and
supplied the 3,600 North American volunteers involved in this disaster, heralding
commitments to come.

New Englanders, who loyally contributed to the Cartagena campaign, also
expanded northward seeking the lands of the Abenaki and the illicit trade of
Acadia and Louisbourg. The military weaknesses of Louisbourg in the 1740s
invited even greater ambitions. Governor William Shirley of Massachusetts dis-
played superb political skills in exploiting Imperial connections, local ambitions
and fears, as well as considerable military patronage, to manage the Massachusetts
legislature in the royal interest. Once the War of the Austrian Succession brought
Anglo-French hostilities to North America, Shirley initiated the Pepperrell-War-
ren expedition that took Louisbourg. The massive response, a seventy-six-vessel
French fleet sent to retake Louisbourg the following year, was ominous. Although
never reaching its destination, it prompted naval assistance for Massachusetts and
unwelcome intrusions into local government. Tensions erupted in a three-day
impressment riot in November 1747 that went far beyond earlier incidents and was
marked by hostage-taking, widespread looting, and the refusal of the Boston
militia to restore order. The price of expansion was rising beyond New England’s
resources, as it had done long before in the West Indies.

1748-1763

Although the third Anglo-French war ended in stalemate like the others, the
governance of the Empire did not revert to the untroubled politics of peacetime
patronage. The Pelham—Newcastle ministry was forced to bolster its parliament-
ary support in 1748 by making John Russell, Duke of Bedford, the Secretary of
State for the Southern Department. Bedford soon had his efficient and ambitious
friend George Dunk, Earl of Halifax, appointed as President of the Board of Trade.
Halifax was determined to support royal Governors against the power of the
colonial Assemblies and to resist French ‘encroachments’ in North America. His
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Board of Trade won control of most major colonial appointments during the
decade after 1751 and held Governors to rewritten instructions. He favoured strong
measures against France and Spain in America, gaining immediate support from
Bedford, from the royal Duke of Cumberland, and from numerous other politi-
cians and bureaucrats. The government now gave charters to companies speculat-
ing in Ohio Valley lands, established the settlement and naval base at Halifax, Nova
Scotia, and extended direct royal government to Georgia. Defence considerations,
and the discontent of Iroquois allies, led the Board of Trade to encourage ambi-
tious plans for intercolonial co-operation, most evident in the Albany Conference
of 1754. The revitalization of the Board of Trade had refocused Imperial authority,
but war postponed the application of the new administrative rigour.

The outbreak of war in 1754 again aborted most efforts to curb the relentless rise
of the colonial Assemblies, though Parliament did chastise the Jamaica Assembly
in 1757 for encroachment on the prerogative.”® The first three British commanders
in North America, Edward Braddock, William Shirley, and the Earl of Loudoun,
were unable to win support from colonial Assemblies or victories from French
armies. The Assemblies effectively raised and supplied their own armies, free of
serious gubernatorial or British army control, and imposed limits on strategies by
enlistment conditions and defensive priorities. Earlier Imperial attempts to con-
trol colonial public credit, most recently through the Paper Money Act of 1751,
lapsed as Assemblies expanded paper debt to pay war costs.

The most fateful changes in the governance of the Georgian Empire followed
from the urgent British need to win what had been, until 1757, a disastrous war.
Appointment of the eloquent and industrious, if arrogant, William Pitt as Secret-
ary of State for the Southern Department and effectively Prime Minister, charmed
the heavily taxed British public and reassured government suppliers and debt-
holders. Charismatic Imperial patriotism in the ‘national interest’ was in power,
prepared to spend whatever was necessary to win the war. Pitt cut the powers of
the Commanders-in-Chief in America, assumed management of an enlarged war
effort, and negotiated directly and generously with colonial Assemblies. British
military spending in America expanded rapidly, and co-operation blossomed
once Pitt’s ‘subsidy plan’ promised full reimbursement of most colonial expenses
beyond levy money and pay for colonial troops. One result of Pitt’s approach was a
flush of military successes from Montreal to Martinique and Manila. Victory
demonstrated that effective Imperial co-operation was possible, at a price, though
British fleets, regulars, and money could not always overcome colonial political
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suspicions, military jealousies, or even persistent colonial trade with the enemy. A
second result was prompt British payment of approximately half the total colonial
war expenses, putting most colonial governments into a comparatively strong
fiscal position. A third, and most dangerous, consequence was that, over the next
three decades, successive British ministries and Parliaments would scramble
unavailingly to solve debt problems derived, first of all, from the Seven Years
War and then from the later American war, provoked in part by unsuccessful
attempts to solve these problems.™

1763—1784

Governance of the British Empire lost much of its flexibility in the wake of the
accession of English-born King George III and the decisive victory over France in
America and India. George III was determined to rule as ‘King-in-Parliament’,
combining the anointed with the elected in a government he intended to manage
personally. For colonial Assemblies, agents, and lobbies, this automatically meant
more extensive, and expensive, parliamentary lobbying against greater odds.
George III proved unable to establish a stable ministry in the first decade of his
reign, and rapid changes in political leadership meant more initiative for senior
departmental bureaucrats, many of whom supported tighter Imperial control.
Political change and instability also brought new patterns to interest-group
politics, with attendant administrative implications. By 1760, customs and excise
taxes together represented 68 per cent of government revenues, increasing minis-
terial concern for those British exports that provided wages for British workers,
who consumed heavily taxed imports like sugar, tobacco, and tea. New commer-
cial and industrial interests gained political influence, especially as policy advisers.
Changing political culture ‘out of doors’ in England and America stimulated
popular petitions, protests, embargoes, and riots, as well as clubs and fund-raising
dinners in support of dissidents such as John Wilkes and John Horne Tooke.
Understandably, those in power showed a growing preoccupation with maintain-
ing order.

New additions to the British Empire in India, Africa, and America in the 1763
Peace of Paris increased administrative and defence costs while encouraging more
authoritarian experiments, particularly because none of these acquisitions were
Anglophone.
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As with America, British ministries became entangled in fiscal solutions invol-
ving the East India Company, especially after it acquired the lucrative but over-
valued diwani, or the right to collect the revenue of Bengal. In 1767, the year of the
Townshend duties on the American colonies, the British government claimed all
Indian territory from which the Company collected taxes, then settled for an
annual company payment of £400,000 to the British government. In 1772 the
same credit crisis that shook the rest of the Empire brought the over-extended East
India Company near bankruptcy. To restore confidence and discipline, and pro-
tect its own fiscal and political interests, North’s ministry passed both the Tea Act
and the Regulating Act the following year. The first would precipitate the final
crisis in North America, and the second allowed Warren Hastings to undertake his
controversial defence of British interests in India during the American Revolu-
tion.** Because a sovereign King-in-Parliament could not be a vassal to anyone,
and because Indian or French objections to formal British expansion in the East
could generate costly conflicts, the new Indian Empire was governed from behind
two legal veils, which masked the reality that the provinces were now British
possessions. Authority remained with the private and transnational East India
Company, which governed in the name of the Mughal Emperor, to whom the
Company was ostensibly a vassal.

In the new West African colony of Senegambia, the British government
attempted an unsuccessful prototype for Crown Colony government. Legislative
power was given to the Governor and appointed Council. Justices, sheriffs, and
constables were nominated and the Anglican church was supported. Here
the British government paid the costs of government, reviewed legislation, and
heard judicial appeals.”® As in India, this was government without an elected
Assembly.

British intentions for newly acquired territories in America were different, at
least as stated in the famous Royal Proclamation of 7 October 1763. Confirming
recent diplomacy, and ignoring intruding colonial settlers, the proclamation
declared the Ohio—Mississippi watershed as Crown land for Amerindian use,
with regulated trade and no white settlement. To encourage development of the
other new colonies, the boundaries of Nova Scotia and Georgia were expanded,
and legislative Assemblies were promised to replace military governments in
East and West Florida, the Windward Islands, and Quebec. East and West
Florida, from which most of the Spanish population emigrated, were promptly
granted full royal government by Governor, appointed Council, and elected
Assembly. The Windward Islands of St Vincent, Tobago, Dominica, and Grenada
were treated similarly, despite the presence of some 3,500 French Catholic
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inhabitants on Grenada, who were given the franchise and soon won the right to
hold office.

Quebec was another matter. Acquisition of Catholic Quebec represented both a
tenuous conquest and a significant challenge to the dominance of Protestants
throughout the British Empire in Ireland, Scotland, and the Americas. Prerogative
government was customary in New France, and survived after 1763 because
paternalism suited British gubernatorial prejudices and fears. Although Quebec’s
70,000 French inhabitants were assured religious toleration, they were given
neither the representation nor the taxation that the Proclamation had promised.
An appointed Governor, Council, and judiciary cautiously applied British crim-
inal law and French civil law. This approach was confirmed in the Quebec Act of
1774, by which time the British government was even less inclined to add Quebec
to its roster of unmanageable American Assemblies.

Although British control of Canada survived invasion and British defeat in the
American Revolution, the Quebec Act was superseded. American Loyalist refugees
migrated north to Nova Scotia and Quebec, prompting the creation of the
separate colonies of New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island, and Cape Breton,
and the creation of Upper (Ontario) and Lower (Quebec) Canada in 1791.*
Elected Assemblies, accepted by the British government since 1689 as prerequisite
to local taxation, were granted everywhere except underpopulated Cape Breton.
However, in the wake of the American Revolution the new Governor and Lieu-
tenant-Governor in the Canadas had broader patronage and fiscal powers, sup-
port from an established church aided by ‘clergy reserves’ of Crown land, and had
not only the traditional appointed executive Councils but new appointed legisla-
tive Councils that became oligarchic upper houses. Appointed power was rein-
forced, and could enlist considerable support in reaction to recent experience.

After 1763 war debts and new colonial administrative and military costs drove
successive British ministries to seek an American revenue, and to do so with strong
parliamentary support. George IITs first ministry, headed by John Stuart, Earl of
Bute, agreed to leave an army of 10,000 men to guard the new acquisitions in
America and the West Indies, optimistically presuming that the costs would be
borne by the colonies, as had long been the practice with the British army in
Ireland. The Sugar Act of 1764, the Stamp Act of 1765, and the Townshend duties of
1767 demonstrated ministerial use of parliamentary power for revenue purposes,
and increased colonial use of effective ‘out of doors’ protest. The fiscal preoccupa-
tion of senior colonial administrators was also evident from the increased use of
the Royal Navy for customs enforcement, the establishment of an American Board
of Customs Commissioners based in Boston (1767), and the reinforcement of the

** See below, pp. 375-86.
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Vice-Admiralty Courts (1768).” Ironically, the Tea Act of 1773 was a tax reduction
to expand markets for the nearly bankrupt East India Company rather than an
American revenue measure, but the strong colonial reaction indicated that the
contest was developing beyond a dispute about parliamentary right to tax the
colonies. British administrative initiative now shifted to the recently established
American Department, where Lord Dartmouth was Secretary of State for the
American Colonies, but the real authority rested with his under-secretaries,
John Pownall and William Knox. Pownall, Secretary of the Board of Trade under
Halifax and under-secretary in the American Department from its inception in
1768, was instrumental in the stern response to the Boston Tea Party. The British
Empire in North America took twelve years to unravel after 1764; royal power had
collapsed in as many days in 1689. Imperial government had developed a great deal
of legitimacy in the intervening seventy-five years.*®

Although the revolutionary crisis was the culmination of the contest between
colonial Assemblies and British Parliaments, it is noteworthy that revolution
initially disrupted the Assemblies’ leadership. Having built power and reputation
by claiming to defend colonists from Imperial impositions, the Assemblies could
only protest to London against the new Imperial taxes; the published assembly
‘resolves’ exhorted colonials to do what the Assemblies could not. The successful
non-importation agreements and extra-legal riots had been the work of others,
including the Sons of Liberty, the Stamp Act Congress, and the Boston Committee
of Correspondence. Although royal Governors had lost power, they prevented
Assemblies from meeting legally, moderated their protests, and could veto legisla-
tion that was revolutionary. It was self-appointed revolutionary town and county
committees that initiated the civil war, that forced county courts to close, took
over local government functions, and closed the unrevolutionary General Assem-
bly of Pennsylvania. The first Continental Congress of 1774 created a Continental
Association to endorse the local committees that already enforced embargoes and
harassed the uncommitted. By the following summer a few Assemblies were
bypassed completely, but the rest were transformed into broadly elected new
state congresses, monopolizing power while drafting the state constitutions. The
colonial élites had recovered from a momentary loss of power. Unitary Imperial
government was replaced with a confederacy of almighty Assemblies; the US
Congress would have enduring difficulty attempting to recover powers formerly
exercised by the King-in-Parliament.

The Imperial government made significant concessions to the West Indian
colonies and to Ireland, in contrast to the authoritarian regimes in newly acquired

* See below, pp. 331-33.
26 John M. Murrin, ‘Political Development;, in Jack P. Greene and J. R. Pole, eds., Colonial British
America (Baltimore, 1984), pp. 408—56.
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colonies and the confrontation with American Assemblies. In the West Indies,
where seventeenth-century Assemblies had pioneered protests against prerogative
authority, there was considerable planter sympathy for the American revolution-
aries. This was checked by the attacks of American privateers, and by a 1776
Jamaican slave revolt in the ‘spirit of Dear Liberty. West Indian Assemblies saw
the North American revolt as a warning and an opportunity to exploit the
implications of Lord Mansfield’s judgement in Campbell v. Hall (1774), that the
monarch alone could neither tax nor legislate for colonists who had been pro-
mised a legislature. Besieged West Indian royal Governors lost additional author-
ity, especially in fiscal and military affairs. The Irish Protestant establishment
tempered its sympathies for Americans with fear of the French, but exploited
the opportunity created by the radical Irish Volunteers, who built a sizeable
following using American parallels. British moves to liberalize Irish trade laws,
soften the penal code, alter the ancient Poynings’ Law, and to repeal the hated Irish
Declaratory Act of 1720, were all concessions extracted from an Imperial admin-
istration openly recruiting Irish Catholics for the British army, and nervous about
Irish loyalty.

The impact of the American Revolution on British Imperial governance was
extensive. The administration of Lord North had reliable royal and parliamentary
support, but there were two years of severe political convulsions thereafter. Empire
intruded on British politics again, as it had in 1739—40 and 175760, this time
destroying the North ministry in 1782 and bringing down Charles James Fox’s
coalition ministry and his India Bill in the general election of the next year. The
abolition of the Board of Trade and the Secretary of State for America in 1782 at
once assigned blame, saved money, and presumed a reduction in Imperial business
that did not prove justified.

The Empire had worked, despite claims made when the Board of Trade was
abolished in 1782. For a century British and colonial merchant fleets had followed
Imperial laws requiring them to deliver those increasingly popular exotic com-
modites that enticed the English to pay taxes. British Protestant communities had
used Imperial identities and justifications, and occasional Imperial assistance,
against Amerindian, Indian, and European rivals, as well as Scottish Jacobites,
Irish Catholics, Acadian neutrals, and West Indian and North American slave
communities. When Imperial assistance was minimal, these threats prompted
decentralization of political power. When Imperial assistance was substantial, as
during the Seven Years War, external threats could draw the Empire closer
together, though the governing machinery of the Empire had not been designed
for efficient marshalling of Imperial resources for war. Complete Imperial victory
over external rivals, on the other hand, encouraged Imperial administrators to
expect more integration, and colonial communities to tolerate less. Where victory
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over external rivals and subject peoples was not possible, as was the case with the
West Indian planters or the English-speakers of Quebec, both of whom remained
loyal in 1776, rebellion and secession from the Empire was not possible either.

Governance of the Empire had primarily concerned political, economic, and
social control within the British communities of the Atlantic Empire. Non-
hereditary colonial leaders had appropriated royal legitimacy to establish and
preserve their position within new anglophone communities. It was usually easy
enough to ‘stack’ compatible loyalties to town, county, colony, and Empire, even if
colonial leaders took up Whiggish notions in defence of local interests against real
and pretended Imperial intrusion. The structure of colonial government after
1689, by Governor, Council, and Assembly, had been both appointed and elected,
both traditional and adaptable. In a political culture progressively empowering the
elected over the appointed, the rise of the colonial Assemblies proved to be as
relentless as the growing power of a Parliament into which the royal prerogative
had been folded. Polarization of elected colonial and Imperial political power, as
well as stimulating the flow of alienating political posturings to and fro across the
Atlantic, weakened those interpretive ‘shock absorbers’ of the Empire, the Gov-
ernors, the colonial agents, and the merchant lobbies.

Changes in British executive and legislative power had preserved the twinned
royal and elective legitimacies, then welded them together as King-in-Parliament.
Discontented Americans could not divide these two. What began as a traditional
resistance against perceived corruption, with some vocal support in London, was
forced to become a civil war about secession and republicanism. The reluctance
and divisions among the revolutionaries was a significant tribute to a British
Imperial administrative system that had acquired legitimacy and had proved
adaptable. Those colonies, companies, and kingdoms that remained loyal gave
continuing legitimacy and renewed strength to the governance system. The power
of the appointed would be refurbished in new colonies, and spread as Crown
Colony government even to the oldest West Indian colonies. A Parliament that was
now indisputably supreme would once again both instruct and obstruct elected
colonial legislatures; together they would help sustain several more generations of
Imperial governance.
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Religious Faith and Commercial Empire

BOYD STANLEY SCHLENTHER

Religion in the developing eighteenth-century British Empire was directly
affected by a burgeoning commercial culture. Strenuous efforts by the Church
of England to co-ordinate its activities in the Atlantic world were seriously
undercut. Growing colonial impulses intent on celebrating the blessings of
free trade in goods were accompanied by equally potent forces expounding
free trade in religious ideas and practices. By the second half of the century
this had swamped any hope of a religiously unified Empire and had
firmly established religious competition throughout the New World market-
place.

By the beginning of the eighteenth century, religion in England’s Atlantic outposts
of Empire formed a variegated patchwork. The New England colonies of Massa-
chusetts, Connecticut, and New Hampshire, although not theocracies, had Pur-
itan establishments rooted deep in Congregationalist soil, where church and state
were mutually supportive. Each had clearly defined parish systems served by tax-
supported ministers. Tiny Rhode Island, huddled amongst its New England
neighbours as a nervous vanguard of religious liberty, was peopled mainly by
Quakers and Baptists.

To the south, in the Chesapeake colonies of Virginia and Maryland, it was
the Church of England that was established by law. Anglicanism had this position
from Virginia’s early years, and it was secured in Maryland in the aftermath of
the Glorious Revolution. Following the turn of the century, establishments
were achieved in North and South Carolina. In each of these plantation colonies
clearly defined Anglican parishes served as administrative units of government.
The absence of a colonial bishop meant that in practice ecclesiastical
affairs, including the employment of parish clergymen, rested in the hands
of laymen: the local planter élite and the Crown-appointed Governors. In spite
of the 1689 English Act of Toleration, in all these colonies with religious establish-
ments, whether Congregationalist or Anglican, freedom of religious expression
was constrained. In fact, at the beginning of the eighteenth century non-Anglicans
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in England generally had greater religious choice than those who dissented
from the colonial church establishments."

Between New England and the southern plantation provinces lay the Middle
Colonies of New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. Originally a Dutch settle-
ment, after the English take-over in 1664 attempts were made to establish the
Anglican church in New York. Yet the diversity of the population thwarted such
efforts, and in spite of pretensions to the contrary, the Church of England never
secured an unequivocal establishment. The same was true in New Jersey, with its
substantial numbers of Presbyterians and Quakers. The colony most open to
diversity was the last founded during the seventeenth century. Pennsylvania was
the child of William Penn, who saw it not only as a haven for his fellow Quakers
but also as a ‘Holy Experiment’ in religious freedom. Therefore, numerous
churches and sects, combined with various new ethnic strands, produced during
the eighteenth century a mixed multitude in Pennsylvania where Quakers became
a decided numerical minority in their own colony.

Thus, into the eighteenth century the mainland colonies were clearly mapped-
out religiously by a Congregationalist establishment in New England (apart from
Rhode Island), an Anglican establishment in the southern plantation colonies
(although secure only in Virginia and Maryland), and a lack of any legal religious
establishment in the colonies which lay between, The century saw the establishing
of further colonies to the far north, when Acadia (later Nova Scotia), Hudson Bay,
and Newfoundlanjd were ceded to Great Britain by the Treaty of Utrecht (1713), and
these gains were further extended by the Treaty of Paris (1763) to include Cape
Breton, the St Lawrence islands, and Quebec. In all these ‘Canadian’ territories the
Church of England became the officially established religious order, at least
notionally.

In the West Indian islands of the Atlantic rim the Anglicanism of the white
settlers had taken root in a predominantly slave culture increasingly devoted to the
production of sugar cane. By the late seventeenth century all of Barbados’s eleven
parishes were served by Anglican clergymen; with the most fully developed parish
system in any of the islands, it probably also had the best-educated clerics, who
formed an important element of the planter élite.* During the same period
Jamaica had fifteen parishes, but only six had churches, and only four of

! John M. Murrin, ‘Religion and Politics in America from the First Settlements to the Civil War’, in
Mark A. Noll, ed., Religion and American Politics from the Colonial Period to the 1980s (New York, 1990),
PP- 19—43, esp. 21.

> Michael Craton, ‘Reluctant Creoles. The Planters’ World in the British West Indies), in Bernard
Bailyn and Philip D. Morgan, eds., Strangers Within the Realm. Cultural Margins of the First British
Empire (Chapel Hill, NC, 1991), pp. 314-63, esp. 360; Hilary McD. Beckles, A History of Barbados. From
Amerindian Settlement to Nation-state (Cambridge, 1989), p. 46.
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these had clergymen. Of the Leeward Islands, only St Kitts (with six) and
Nevis (with four) had churches. Apparently the general pattern was for
ministers to be supported not by parish tithes but by legislatively granted
stipends. As in Virginia, wealthy planters controlled local government, including
ecclesiastical affairs. In lieu of a bishop, an island’s Governor acted as the effective
head of the church, holding the right to license, appoint, and dismiss all
clergymen. The amount of toleration fluctuated, but into the eighteenth century
the inhabitants in all the islands were increasingly given substantial religious
liberty.?

These scattered West Indian islands had begun to coalesce into a broader
Imperial economy, modelled on the sugar success of Barbados and bound to
Britain and the mainland colonies by interlocking circuits of intercolonial and
transatlantic trade. To the north of these Caribbean colonies were the other British
islands of Bermuda and the Bahamas, which had not developed staple crop
economies, but ones centred on shipbuilding, fishing, and other commercial
activities related to the sea. Here the Anglican church was more successful. After
the first quarter of the eighteenth century, for example, nearly 9o per cent of the
population of Bermuda adhered to the Church of England.*

From the outset of the eighteenth century the religious life of the mainland
colonies was marked by the aggressiveness of a reinvigorated Anglicanism, espe-
cially where it was not by law established. The cutting-edge of this activity was in
the New England and Middie Colonies, where there was most lost ground to be
recovered. London’s concern for a co-ordinated Empire seemed to invite an effort
to draw back into the Anglican fold those sheep whose seventeenth-century
forebears had escaped the Church of England in order to seek their own New
World ecclesiastical pastures. From the non-Anglican perspective it must have
seemed as if what their forefathers had fled now threatened them in their Amer-
ican haven. Before 1680 the story of the Anglican church in America is confined
almost totally to the Chesapeake colonies of Virginia and Maryland. Yetin 1698 the
Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge (SPCK) was established, commen-
cing a programme of dispersing Bibles and other Christian literature in the North
American mainland and island colonies. With such a view in mind, the founder of
the SPCK, Dr Thomas Bray, spent several months in Maryland during 1700,

3 Edward Long, The History of Jamaica (London, 1774), pp. 234-40; Anthony McFarlane, The British
in the Americas, 1480-1815 (London, 1994), p. 75. See also David Watts, The West Indies: Patterns of
Development, Culture and Environmental Change since 1492 (Cambridge, 1987), p. 209; Richard S. Dunn,
Sugar and Slaves. The Rise of the Planter Class in the English West Indies, 1624—1713 (Chapel Hill, NC,
1972), pp. 103, 104, 128-29, 157, 184.

4 Jack P. Greene, Pursuits of Happiness. The Social Development of Early Modern British Colonies and
the Formation of American Culture (Chapel Hill, NC, 1988), p. 154.
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returning to England to publish that year in London his A Memorial Representing
the Present State of Religion on the Continent of North America.

A direct result was the formation in 1701 of the prime instrument for energetic
Imperial Anglicanism: the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel in Foreign
Parts (SPG). Up to the War of Independence the SPCK and SPG sent thousands of
pamphlets and other religious publications for distribution to the American
public, with the SPCK in addition sending whole collections of books to form
parish libraries. The SPG sent men. Between 1701 and 1783 it despatched more than
600 clergymen to the colonies, who founded about 300 churches outside of
Virginia and Maryland.> This was a body of ‘good Soldiers of Jesus Christ,
whom Thomas Jefferson would later less favourably dub ‘Anglican Jesuits’®
Thomas Bray’s approach had been gentle, focusing on the un-churched, yet
those who followed him viewed themselves more as storm-troopers, the ecclesias-
tical arm of eighteenth-century imperialism. While Crown officials regulated
trade and military forces carried the sword against French and Spanish papists,
SPG missionaries would bear what they trusted would be a cross of triumph. Thus,
the SPG saw that a significant part of its mission was to act as a handmaid to
Empire in the context of renewed rivalry with Roman Catholic France and Spain.
This note was struck frequently and with force. The Bishop of Chester in 1709
called upon the Society to remember its responsibility for saving ‘Infidels from
being made a Prey to the church of Rome, that most unsound and corrupt part of
the Christian Church, and which, so industriously compasseth Land and Sea to
make Proselytes to it’”

In mounting missions among non-whites, those SPG efforts that focused on
native Indians showed very limited return.® Much more was accomplished
amongst black slaves. No other agency throughout the Imperial eighteenth cen-
tury worked as assiduously to convert and secure humane treatment for the
victims of slavery. This activity was most pronounced where it was most needed:
in the plantation colonies of the mainland south and on the islands. In Charles
Town (Charleston), South Carolina, the SPG established a school for sixty black
boys and girls, but in Barbados the planters were more recalcitrant. When Chris-
topher Codrington left substantial portions of his estate to the SPG for a college
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(which came to bear his name), he stipulated one purpose to be the provision of
Christian education for slaves. However, the planter-dominated island govern-
ment refused, and not until late in the century did it provide for Anglican
ministers to offer such instruction.’ It is clear that, left to their own devices and
desires, plantation owners were generally happy for their slaves to remain unchris-
tianized. Such efforts as there were required the Imperial thrust of a missionary
society directed from the centre.

In practice, the SPG’s main targets were non-Anglican Protestants. Such men as
George Keith, whose ecclesiastical somersault had followed an arc from Presbyter-
ian to Quaker until he landed on Anglican feet, with the convert’s zeal returned to
Pennsylvania armed with Church of England ordination to mount frontal attacks
on his former Quaker co-religionists. Now he claimed that being separated from
the Church of England ‘is very hainous’' It was the arrival at Congregationalist
Connecticut’s Yale College in 1718 of a substantial shipment of books from the
SPCK that precipitated the most dramatic single Anglican advance during the
colonial period. This library of books, including a wide collection of writings by
seventeenth-century Anglican divines, had a decided impact. Four years later the
head of Yale, two of its tutors, and four neighbouring Congregationalist ministers
publicly announced that they had joined the Church of England. Two of them
immediately travelled to England for episcopal ordination and returned home as
missionaries of the SPG. These Anglican converts had such an influence upon the
growth of their new church in New England that Yale came to contribute more
ministers to the colonial Church of England than did the Anglican College of
William and Mary, founded in Virginia in 1693." The Church of England had
established a bridgehead in New England, offering a decided alternative to Pur-
itanism’s previous near monopoly. Of the ninety-two Anglican clergymen who
served in Connecticut from 1702 to 178s, sixty were New England-born converts
from Congregationalism.” The Anglican advance was substantial enough to force
Massachusetts and Connecticut to allow Church of England supporters in certain
circumstances to divert financial support from the established Puritan parish
ministers to their own clerics. In lieu of the presence of bishops, the oversight of
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the Church of England in the colonies had by the beginning of the century been
lodged with the Bishop of London. It is hardly surprising that such an arrange-
ment proved inadequate for the development of Imperial Anglicanism. One
Bishop of London was to lament that the care of the colonial church ‘is improperly
lodged, for a Bishop to live at one end of the world, and his Church at the other,
must make the office very uncomfortable to the Bishop, and in a great measure
useless to the people’®® The lack of resident episcopal oversight led Bishops of
London to create the post of commissary. The holders of this office were ordained
clergymen vested with authority to visit local colonial parishes, gather conventions
of Anglican ministers, and in general attempt to supervise on the ground the co-
ordination and advance of the Church of England in its Imperial settings. What a
commissary could not do was to ordain clergymen, confirm communicants,
or consecrate churches and burial grounds. Nowhere in colonial America
would there be ‘holy ground’ Commissaries were employed extensively during
the eighteenth century, with widely varying degrees of usefulness, the most
remarkable of their number being James Blair, who held the post in Virginia
for fifty-three years. As commissary, local parish minister, and head of the
Church of England’s first colonial college, William and Mary (established with
large gifts of money from the Archbishop of Canterbury and the Crown), Blair
consolidated his many positions for the furtherance of the Church of England in
America.

An additional piece in the patchwork of Anglican authority in the colonies was
the role of royal Governors, who assumed responsibilitity for assigning ministers
to parishes. A man like Francis Nicholson was well positioned to further the work
of the SPG, of which he was a charter member. From 1690 to 1728, as Lieutenant-
Governor or Governor in turn of Virginia, Maryland, Nova Scotia, and South
Carolina, Nicholson pulled numerous ecclesiastical strings to strengthen the
Anglican cause. But in practice Governors’ strings became constantly tangled
with those of the activities of the SPG and the Bishop of London’s commissaries.
These overlapping efforts show the near impossibility of any co-ordinated plan for
Anglican hegemony in the eighteenth-century Empire.

Such Anglican advance as there was did not go unanswered. The creation of the
SPG in 1701 in its turn stimulated the competitive organizational consolidations of
other mainland colonial denominations. In 1708 Connecticut moved a step from
localized Congregationalism to a Presbyterian polity by adopting consociations to
supervise church life and practice. The preceding year Pennsylvania Baptists
organized their Philadelphia Association, and during the same period Quakers
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in Pennsylvania defensively turned their attention to tightening internal discip-
line. Yet these actions were limited to particular colonies.

The most important ecclesiastical response to an aggressive Anglicanism was
the formation in 1706 of the first American presbytery. Presbyterianism had been
slow to develop in the Atlantic Empire, with only a handful of congregations at the
turn of the century. This new organization—the first intercolonial body of any
kind—drew these churches into an authoritative church judicature across colonial
boundaries. Spearheading its organization was the Ulster-born graduate of the
University of Glasgow, Francis Makemie, ordained by an Ulster presbytery in the
early 1680s, perhaps specifically for service in America.’* The new American
presbytery assumed full responsibility for ordaining ministers and establishing
and controlling congregations. Its challenge to the Anglican enterprise was imme-
diately recognized by the SPG:

[The Church of England in New Castle, Delaware, has} a very worthy Man Mr. Ross, but the
Place is very unhappy in being divided. The Greatest part are Presbyterians and the Division
is much greater than ever by the late coming of one MacKenney [i.e. Makemie] a great Pillar
of that Sect who travels thro’ all the main like a Bishop having his Pupills to attend him and
where he comes Ordains Ministers and executes all the Powers of a Bishop ... Those that
ought to Contribute to his [i.e. Ross’s] Support are joyned with the presbyterians, so that he
hath but very little to support him.”

In the immediate aftermath of the formation of the presbytery, Makemie
became embroiled in fierce conflict with the royal Governor of New York and
New Jersey, Edward Hyde, Lord Cornbury. In his role as Governor, Cornbury had
been assiduous in attempting to proceed on the pretence of an Anglican establish-
ment. He had previously taken action against Presbyterian and Dutch Reformed
ministers, especially on Long Island, by imposing new SPG clerics on parishes that
already maintained settled Presbyterian ministers.'® By refusing to allow the
Presbyterian Makemie to preach in New York and securing Makemie’s imprison-
ment when he did, Cornbury fanned the flames of local resentment against the
new Anglican aggressiveness. When at the ensuing trial Makemie was declared
innocent, a significant blow was struck against imperial Anglican attempts to force
ecclesiastical establishment, especially in a colony like New York with its mixed
ethnic and religious make-up.” Subsequent Church of England growth in the

'* Boyd Stanley Schlenther, ed., The Life and Writings of Francis Makemie (Philadelphia, 1971), pp.
13-14.

> Robert Quary to Bishop of London, 20 Jan. 1708, Lambeth Palace Library, SPG Letterbooks, Series
A, vol. 4, no. 36.

*6 Robert Hastings Nichols, Presbyterianism in New York State (Philadelphia, 1963), pp. 19-25;
Randall H. Balmer, A Perfect Babel of Confusion. Dutch Religion and English Culture in the Middle
Colonies (New York, 1989), pp. 83-88.

7 Schlenther, Francis Makemie, pp. 21-25, 155—244, 263—65.



RELIGIOUS FAITH AND COMMERCIAL EMPIRE 135

colony had to focus far more on wooing than wrestling non-Anglicans into
submission.

Throughout the Imperial period in America religious groups such as the
Church of England, the Dutch Reformed Church, and the Quakers were ham-
strung by having their ultimate sources of ecclesiastical control in the Old World.
Groups such as the Baptists, the Congregationalists in New England, and most
spectacularly, the Presbyterians centred in the Middle Colonies, surged ahead
largely owing to the religious reins they held in their own hands. The original
presbytery by the eve of American Independence had subdivided and multiplied
into eleven presbyteries, with over 150 ministers serving more than 300 churches
spread from New York to South Carolina and even the West Indies. Throughout
the period up to the Revolution the ‘Americanized’ churches all had established
control of their own organizations. None the less, the activities of the SPG paid
dividends. From just under 300 in 1750, Anglican congregations had grown to 400
by 1770.2®

Religious competition, sparked by an aggressive Anglicanism, marked the early
years of the eighteenth century in the mainland colonies. In spite of the advances
made, organized Anglicanism had arrived in America too late to flower extensively
outside Virginia and Maryland: the roots of religious pluralism were too deep.
Moreover, the diverse—the divisive—nature of mainland colonial politics and
geography confronted Anglican missionaries with a map that defied unification.
By mid-century, mainland American religious pluralism was distinctive within the
western world. Most distinctive was Pennsylvania, with its extensive religious
freedom: ‘We find there Lutherans, Reformed, Catholics, Quakers, Mennonists
or Anabaptists, Herrnhuters or Moravian Brethren, Pietists, Seventh Day Baptists,
Dunkers, Presbyterians, Newborn, Freemasons, Separatists, Freethinkers, Jews,
Mohammedans, Pagans.*

At the heart of this diversity beat something more than religion. From the outset of
seventeenth-century settlement in the Atlantic world following the end of war
with Spain in 1604, religious groups had been both spurred and facilitated by
England’s commercial expansion. Even the most religiously self-conscious settle-
ments in Puritan New England could not have been established without the
concomitant questing for overseas trade. Into the eighteenth century a commer-

*® Minutes of the Synod of New York and Philadelphia, 1775, Records of the Presbyterian Church in the
United States of America (Philadelphia, n.d.), p. 461; Aitkin’s General American Register (Philadelphia,
1774), pp- 182—91; Edwin Scott Gaustad, Historical Atlas of Religion in America (New York, 1962), p. 9.

* Gottlieb Mittelberger, Journey to Pennsylvania in the Year 1750 and Return to Germany in the Year
1754, in Louis B. Wright and Elaine W. Fowler, eds., English Colonization of North America (London,
1968), pp. 102~03.
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cial and trade revolution greatly enhanced the spread of new religious activity.*
The seventeenth-century colonies had been formed haphazardly for the most part,
with religion an important spearhead for various sects and denominations. In the
eighteenth century religious settlement was largely trade-driven, and this was true
not only of newcomers but for the increasing internal migrations within colonial
America. Church groups were directly influenced, and changed, by the need to
participate in the new market-place economy. An imperially minded church was
able to use the SPG to capitalize on this expansion. With the opening of new trade
networks, not only could missionaries and printed matter be sent into the
Chesapeake Bay but now also up the various rivers, from New England to South
Carolina. The new political stability in England, linked with the expansion of trade
in a newly reorganized Empire based upon earlier trade regulations, meant that
Anglican buildings could be built and fitted-out as befitted a true English church.
This was facilitated in Virginia by a new political and economic maturation
centred in the planter élite. The number of Virginian Anglican church buildings
nearly doubled from thirty-five in 1680 to sixty-one in 1724, and as they increased
in number so they did in imported English trappings.” Elsewhere, the goods
imported in the expanding Empire provided the opportunity for refinement that
led a number of colonials to convert to the Church of England, finding in it a
history, stability, order, and liturgy that denoted their own increased prosperity
and position in society. As Anglicans built churches of some style and refinement
in all the major coastal towns during the early decades of the century, other
religious bodies were stimulated to erect structures of competing stature. Trans-
atlantic trade also produced the opening of channels of new thought and experi-
ence through travel and imported books.*” On the other hand, it could produce
decidedly negative results. The SPG emerged during the period oflarge-scale trade
in black slaves. Even those religious leaders who questioned slavery could not
recommend hindering the increase, since ‘we are a People who live and maintain
our selves by Trade; and. .. if Trade be lost, or overmuch discouraged, we are a

ruined Nation’*?

*® Neil McKendrick and others, The Birth of a Consumer Society: The Commercialization of
Eighteenth-Century England (Bloomington, Ind., 1982), pp. 11740, 146—94; T. H. Breen, ‘“Baubles of
Britain”: the American and Consumer Revolutions of the Eighteenth Century’, Past and Present, CXIX
(1988), pp. 73-104; Breen, ‘An Empire of Goods: the Anglicization of Colonial America, 1690-1776),
Journal of British Studies, XXV (1986), pp. 467-99.

' Butler, Awash in a Sea of Faith, p. 100; Dell Upton, Holy Things and Profane. Anglican Parish
Churches in Colonial Virginia (New York, 1986), pp. 101-62.

** Richard L. Bushman, The Refinement of America: Persons, Houses, Cities (New York, 1992),
pp- 169-80.

* William Fleetwood, A Sermon Preached before the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel in
Foreign Parts (London, 1711), p. 17.
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Within the context of trade, London non-Anglican merchants helped their co-
religionists to migrate throughout the North Atlantic world. Huguenots and Jews,
among others, established trading networks which linked the English provinces to
London and overseas. In the highly competitive new colonial religious era, those
groups not undergirt by a tax-supported local establishment drew heavily on the
resources of their British co-religionists. By the middle of the eighteenth century
there were Jewish synagogues in Newport, Rhode Island; New York City; and
Charles Town, South Carolina. Yet the Society of Friends probably had a greater
proportion of merchants than other denominations, and the Quaker commercial
caste came close to monopolizing Philadelphia’s trade in the early years of the
century. In turn, this Quaker-dominated merchant élite, together with the Con-
gregationalist merchants who held economic sway in New England, now became
challenged by trade-led Anglicans, encouraged by the activities of the SPG.
Colonial Congregationalists had no similar support group to protect their inter-
ests. When Governor Joseph Dudley of Massachusetts converted from Congrega-
tionalism to Anglicanism, his identification with a group of wealthy merchants
added fuel to the engines of competition. Among these were Huguenots, French
Protestants, who had already found religious refuge in England. Those who went
on to America were typically young and materially minded, who in the main
affiliated with the rising Anglican merchant class. When Dudley secured tax
money to assist them to build a new church in Boston, he was praised by the
London Huguenot Threadneedle Street Church, from ‘Gentlemen concerned in
providing Masts), lauding him for assisting in developing the mast trade. Hugue-
nots in the colonies were virtually dependent upon this London congregation for
financial support.**

Enterprise and opportunity also became intertwined with the Imperial expan-
sion of another denomination, one that sprang from non-English soil. The New
World activities of Presbyterianism’s Francis Makemie offer a striking confirma-
tion of the commercial dimension of the new religious migrations. After his arrival
in America he immediately set about reconnoitring the coasts of Maryland,
Virginia, North Carolina, and Barbados. Makemie saw himself as a scout both
religious and commercial on behalf of his fellow Ulster Presbyterians.” By 1687 he
had established a legal residence on Virginia’s eastern shore, as a base from which
to carry out trade and missionary work with Barbados. His trading interests in
Barbados led him to remain on the island during most of this period. From there,

*+ Alison Gilbert Olson, Making the Empire Work. London and American Interest Groups, 1690—1790
(Cambridge, Mass., 1992), pp. 7-8, 73, 74, 82, 83, 84 (quotation). See also, Jon Butler, The Huguenots in
America (Cambridge, Mass., 1983), pp. 5354, 5760, 85-86, 200—02.

* Francis Makemie to Increase Mather, 22 July 1684, in Schlenther, Francis Makemie, p. 249.
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in the spirit of what he saw as a new religious epoch for the Empire in the heady
aftermath of the Glorious Revolution, Makemie wrote Truths in a True Light, a
pamphlet urging Protestants to sink their differences in the face of the Church of
Rome. Well before his crossing of swords with Lord Cornbury, Makemie pleaded
the ecclesiastical equality of Presbyterianism and Anglicanism by the astute
argument that in Scotland Presbyterianism was the established form of the church
and that, therefore, those of the Anglican persuasion in that country were
Dissenters.*®

Makemie returned to Virginia in 1698; with over 5,000 acres of land, he was the
second largest landowner in his county, and during the next few years devoted
much of his time to plantation and commercial ventures. When visiting Philadel-
phia in the early 1690s, he had gathered a small group of Presbyterians in “The
Storehouse’, which was used during weekdays in trade with Barbados; and for a
number of years Philadelphia’s Presbyterians continued to worship there amidst
the stored indigo, cotton, wool, tobacco, and ginger. This whiff of trade remained
in Makemie’s nostrils, and on a 1705 visit to London he published A Plain and
Friendly Perswasive to the Inhabitants of Virginia and Maryland, For Promoting
Towns and Cohabitation. Like some leading Virginians and a number of officials in
England, Makemie was deeply worried by the lack of commercial centres in the
Chesapeake colonies and their resulting total dependence upon plantation crops.
It was towns in South Carolina, Barbados, Pennsylvania, New York, and New
England that were the engines for those colonies’ advancing commerce. In con-
trast, Virginia and Maryland were being outstripped. These other colonies were
carrying from the Chesapeake

the little scattered Coin we have among us, they buy up our old Iron, Brass, Copper, Pewter,
Hides and Tallow, which we often want, and might use our selves: They carry away our
Wheat; and return it again to us in Bread and Flower [sic], and make us pay for transport-
ing, grinding, boulting and baking. . . All which Disadvantages, with many more, we could
effectually prevent by Towns and Cohabitation.

Moreover, churches and schools flourished only in ‘Christian Towns and Cities),
and Makemie even used his appeal to encourage the activities of the SPG (once
again, he was writing before the clash with Cornbury). Thus establishing towns in
a hitherto plantation-dominated economy would lead to a much-needed diver-
sity. It would encourage the settlement of tradesmen and craftsmen, in addition to
a ‘Confluence of people’ who would stream to the west to produce not tobacco,
but commodities such as timber and foodstuffs that could be fed into the

* Truths in a True Light. Or, a Pastoral Letter, to the Reformed Protestants in Barbadoes
(Edinburgh, 1699), printed in Schlenther, Francis Makemie, pp. 109-34. For Makemie in Barbados,
see pp. 15-16.
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manufacturing processes of the new urban centres he desired.”” Makemie
remained a tobacco planter and slave-owner, and his commercial appeal was not
a negation of his economic self-interest;** none the less, towns would provide a
‘publick market’ which would offer noble competition, both commercial and
religious.” Makemie’s recipe for economic, social, and religious diversification
and competition was not to the taste of the Crown. Keeping colonies such as
Virginia and Maryland as producers of primary goods upon which duties could be
collected served much better.

Francis Makemie formed the first American presbytery in 1706. As ministers
and lay elders representing congregations across colonial boundaries met in
regular session, their conversation turned on more than purely religious affairs.
This pan-colonial organization was put in place on the eve of the substantial
emigration of his fellow-Presbyterians from Scotland and Ulster. The 1707
union of the Scottish and English Parliaments in effect transformed the English
into the British Empire. Forbidden by the Navigation Acts from trading with
the English colonies prior to 1707, any Scot interested in colonial service or
trade supported the new Union as an expansive opportunity; and the newly
organized Presbyterian church in the colonies gained from the free movement
of energetic Scots, together with money and men provided by the Church of
Scotland.

After 1707 Lowland Scots staged an invasion of the colonies, seeking the
financial rewards of a now British Empire. Large numbers settled in the commer-
cial void of the Chesapeake, assuming the role of the merchants, bankers, and
traders that Virginia and Maryland wanted through their lack of towns. The
Scottish Presbyterian commercial class became the ‘money-changers in the temple
of American liberty, and many also prospered in the Caribbean.>

However, the greatest influx into eighteenth-century American Presbyterian-
ism was from Ulster. Scores of thousands of Ulster Scot Presbyterians followed
Makemie’s footsteps. The overwhelming majority of the Ulster settlers were
Presbyterians, who more than any other source added to the numerical resources

* Makemie, A Plain and Friendly Perswasive (London, 1705), in Schlenther, Francis Makemie, pp.
146, 148; Char Miller, ‘Francis Makemie: Social Development of the Colonial Chesapeake’, American
Presbyterians. Journal of Presbyterian History, LXIII (198s), pp. 333—40.

** A Petition of Francis Makemie and Others to the Governor of Virginia, Regarding Custom Duties
on Tobacco Trade Between Virginia and Maryland, 2 Nov. 1705, in Schlenther, Francis Makemie, pp.
262-63.

% Makemie, Plain and Friendly Perswasive, in ibid., p. 146.

% Tan Graham, Colonists From Scotland (Ithaca, NY, 1956), p. 163 (quotation); J. M. Price, ‘The Rise
of Glasgow in the Chesapeake Tobacco Trade, 1707-1775, William and Mary Quarterly (hereafter
WMQ), Third Series, XI (1954), pp- 179-99; Alan L. Karras, Sojourners in the Sun. Scottish Migrants in
Jamaica and the Chesapeake, 1740-1800 (Ithaca, NY, 1992).



140 BOYD STANLEY SCHLENTHER

of the new American denomination. They were driven not by religious oppres-
sion; their harrassment at Anglican hands in Ulster had largely come to an end
with the accession of George I in 1714. Just as they consolidated their religious
liberties in the north of Ireland they commenced a mass migration to America,
settling primarily in Pennsylvania, with large numbers slipping by mid-century
into western Maryland, Virginia, the Carolinas, and Georgia. In Ulster, spurred
by the investment of newly arrived Huguenots at the turn of the century,” they
had engaged extensively in linen-weaving as well as in agriculture. It seems that
most Ulster emigrants in colonial America were farmer-weavers, basing their
work on a combination of flax production and the spinning and weaving of fine
linen cloth. Moreover, European emigration to America always tended to follow
the paths of transatlantic commerce, and during the eighteenth century most
of the vessels leaving Belfast and Londonderry for America were engaged in the
flax-seed trade, of which Philadelphia was the leading colonial centre. Every-
thing converged to make Pennsylvania the area which came most to bear
Ulster’s imprint. Yet even though it was economic opportunity rather than
religious persecution that drove them thither, Presbyterianism was a badge of
identity, providing the ethnic-religious context in which their industry flour-
ished.**

At the end of the colonial period Presbyterianism produced another leading
minister who, like Makemie, wedded faith to economic expansion. John With-
erspoon arrived in 1768 to assume the headship of the Presbyterians’ one colonial
college, the College of New Jersey, at Princeton. From the time of his arrival he was
actively involved in land speculation on the north shore of Nova Scotia, joined
with a number of Presbyterian merchants in the Middle Colonies who had
been instrumental in securing his emigration. He went on to become involved
in further large-scale land speculation in northern New York. The religious-
economic encouragement given by Presbyterians like Witherspoon contributed
to a mighty upsurge in land-hungry arrivals from Scotland during the decade
before the outbreak of the War of Independence, especially in the frontier areas of
Nova Scotia, New York, and North Carolina. In Scotland, Witherspoon had served
as minister in Paisley, a highly economically unstable textile centre, and this
induced a large number from that area to follow his emigrating lead.*> Advertising
for settlers in Scottish newspapers and weaving commercial themes into the fabric

¥ Charles Wilson, England’s Apprenticeship, 1603-1763 (London, 1965), pp. 197—98.

3 See above, pp. 46—47. Maldwyn A. Jones, ‘The Scotch-Irish in British America) in Bailyn and
Morgan, Strangers Within the Realm, pp. 284-313, esp. 287, 292, 293, 298-302.

3 See above, pp. 42—43. Bernard Bailyn, Voyagers to the West. Emigration from Britain to America on
the Eve of the Revolution (London, 1987), pp. 26—27, 198, 287, 390—97, 610-37; Varnum Lansing Collins,
President Witherspoon, 2 vols. (Princeton, 1925), I, pp. 148—55.
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of his preaching, he displayed a striking ability to reconcile language, commercial
and religious, appealing to settlers by a presentation of prosperity and piety. A
revival of trade denoted, he said, a revival of religious dedication. It was in this vein
that Witherspoon appealed to the Presbyterian commercial and artisan groups in
the west of Scotland to emigrate.>*

It was the ‘Great Awakening’ that most decisively hammered religion into the
Imperial framework of commerce. The Awakening was a series of revivals
throughout the colonies which countered what revivalists perceived to be supine
formal practice and a belief in salvation through leading a moral life. These
revivals were at their height in New England and the Middle Colonies during
the early 1740s and in the southern colonies during the following decade and
beyond.

This evangelical revival movement was given intercolonial luxuriance and
coherence by the far-flung preaching of the Englishman, George Whitefield.
Ordained an Anglican priest in 1739, he made seven preaching journeys to
America, encompassing over nine years, until his death in 1770. Referring to
himself as ‘an amphibious itinerant’®® Whitefield was steeped in the commercial
ethos of Empire. A ‘Pedlar in Divinity, he adopted and adapted market language
and techniques to his transatlantic missions in new and unparalled ways.
“The devotion and business of a Methodist go hand in hand’, he wrote,?® initiating
his first American mission by hawking a shipload of manufactured goods he had
brought with him from England. Most important, he was himself deliberately
and carefully marketed, especially in a colonial press just at the point of
massive expansion, with printers increasingly publishing not for principle but
for profit. To those like Benjamin Franklin, Whitefield offered the prospect of rich
returns, since evangelists commanded an enormous market.”” The amount of
colonial newspaper coverage of Whitefield’s preaching tours was staggering.
During the height of the Great Awakening in the early 1740s, Great Britain’s war
with Spain was the only other event that matched the coverage of his activities.
Moreover, each year from 1739 to 1745 American publishers released more
works by Whitefield than by any other person. Not only his public preaching

3% Ned C. Landsman, ‘Witherspoon and the Problem of Provincial Identity in Scottish Evangelical
Culture, in Richard B. Sher and Jeffrey R. Smitten, eds., Scotland and America in the Age of the
Enlightenment (Edinburgh, 1990), pp. 2945, esp. 38—42.
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Library of Manchester, PLP 113.1.20.

36 George Whitefield, Sernons on Important Subjects (London, 1825), p. 654.

% PFrank Lambert, ‘Subscribing for Profits and Piety: the Friendship of Benjamin Franklin and
George Whitefield, WMQ, Third Series, L (1993), pp. 529—48, esp. 535, 542.
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but his utilization of the press made the Awakening a truly intercolonial phe-
nomenon.

The evangelical revivals staged by Whitefield and his associates were both a
confirmation and an acceleration of the consumer revolution and free market
mentality as it bore upon religion. The Awakeners borrowed from the world of
commerce new techniques (such as aggressive advertising) and terminology (such
as representing salvation as a market transaction) to reach vastly expanded
audiences. Whether for older settlers or newer arrivals, the freedom to pick and
choose from among a widening variety of religious expressions provided a heady
prospect.’® These commercial and religious choices combined potently, producing
a rapidly increasing breakdown in the former patterns of settlement, with a shift
from communal to personal interests. Notably, the traditional unified New Eng-
land village was seriously undermined. This not only splintered many Congrega-
tionalist parishes but also gave opportunity for groups like Baptists to make
inroads, as they and Presbyterians likewise did in Anglican Virginia.”® These new
choices led men to plunge into market-place priorities, claiming their ‘consumer’
rights as individuals as well as contributing to a ‘democratization’ of American
Christianity.*® The Great Awakening and its resulting measurable manifestations
in subsequent decades* best illustrates the interlocking nature of religious and
economic change—or, more precisely, how new religious and economic oppor-
tunities supported one another.

In vastly broadening people’s choices, the revival movement was, literally, a
spirited step forward given spring by the rapidly expanding commercial market.
The irony was that although George Whitefield was an Anglican clergyman, in
practice he was a godsend to colonial non-Anglicans. At this time he was facing
increasing opposition from bishops regarding his English activities. Turning the
tables on these ecclesiastical authorities in England, Whitefield attacked colonial
Anglicans and cut his clerical cloth to suit the predominant Dissenting ethos
in America,* directing much of his activity against the SPG. Although a number
of American Dissenters turned to cling to the Anglican church as their ‘only ark

3 Frank Lambert, ‘Pedlar in Divinity’: George Whitefield and the Transatlantic Revivals, 1737-1770
(Princeton, 1994), p. 196; Harry S. Stout, The Divine Dramatist: George Whitefield and the Rise of Modern
Evangelicalism (Grand Rapids, Mich., 1991), pp. xvi—xviii, 35-36.
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of safety’ during the floods of the Awakening’s ‘monstrous enthusiasm’® it was an
unequal exchange. Colonial Anglicanism found itself swimming against an over-
powering current of evangelical Protestantism which was to be, even more than in
the past, the most distinguishing feature of American religious life and practice. By
vigorously opposing the revivals and the fertile Dissenting earth from which they
sprang, colonial Anglicanism made itself all the more ‘foreign’.

Itinerants like Whitefield were mobile metaphors for change and potential
disorder, to the extent that their itinerancy stands as a model for the fast-
developing transatlantic mercantile world. In this context, the Anglican church
in the mainland colonies, together with non-revivalist New England Congrega-
tionalists, was placed at a decided disadvantage through adhering to the parish
system. A parish not only represented a stable European civilization in the New
World; it also fostered the ties of tradition. Where the parish system was linked to a
legally established church, such as in Puritan New England or the Anglican south,
the exuberant new religious groups thrown up by the Great Awakening viewed the
parish as a symbol of oppression to be destroyed. Moreover, demographic pres-
sures had pushed children of seventeenth-century settlers to eastern port towns or
to the frontiers to seek prosperity.** These uprooted were now prime targets for
religious revival. As Whitefield exploited market-place and mobility for religious
ends, he and his fellow travelling revivalists seriously undercut the economic
monopolies hitherto operated by a wealthy colonial élite, thereby greatly encour-
aging competitive entrepreneurs on the rise. All this consumer activity con-
tributed to the breaking-down of old structures of deference in society, which
had been a hallmark of parish stability. To the economically mobile and energe-
tically evangelical, a firmly defined parish bespoke a feudal past rather than a
productive future.

As long as Anglicanism was associated with landed stability, the rising market-
place would keep it at best on the defensive: witness the vulnerability of Virginian
planters to the economic incursions of the Lowland Scot managers of the tobacco
trade. Yet owing to the Chesapeake’s lack of urban centres, it was far more difficult
for market-place Christianity and its stimulating of various new religious groups
to flourish, except in newly established self-selecting communities. In Virginia, for
example, Whitefield quickly reached the conclusion that his ‘greatest probability
of doing good’ was among Ulster Presbyterians, ‘who have lately settled in the
mountainous parts of that province. They raise little or no tobacco, but things that

4 Samuel Johnson to Archbishop of Canterbury, 20 March 1759, in E. B. O’Callaghan and Berthold
Fernow, eds., Documents Relative to the Colonial History of the State of New York, 15 vols. (Albany, NY,
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are useful for common life’* Largely protected by Imperial acts of religious
toleration, for those who, like Whitefield, saw the Empire as their parish, the
Empire was also their market-place.

The Great Awakening revivals in America must be seen in the context of similar
developments in Britain and Europe.*® During the 1740s a group of ‘awakened’
ministers in Scotland commenced an ongoing programme of prayer, with the
purpose of reviving vital faith throughout Christendom, or, more precisely, the
Empire. Utilizing the print trade, they despatched to the colonies several hundred
copies of their ‘Memorial’ to this effect. The New England revival leader Jonathan
Edwards promoted it in print and in extensive correspondence. This ‘concert for
prayer’ offered a means for Christians throughout the Empire to unite in a
common mission. The project continued to involve colonial evangelicals for
many years, in the process heightening the force of millenarianism that was
increasingly a mark of the revival-minded in the colonies. Once in full flow, it
was argued, this millennial revival flood would spread beyond the Empire: ‘The
Pope in the West, and Mahomet in the East, with their Powers will be utterly
ruined.¥

The Imperial commercial links, most especially those of printing and book-
selling, were vital for the intercolonial and transatlantic nature of the revivals. The
ocean-street was two-way. Not only did writings from England fuel the American
Awakening, but at least as important was the influence of the colonial revivals
upon English and Scottish evangelicals, detailed through the writings of Amer-
icans such as Jonathan Edwards. For example, Whitefield’s work in England was
quickly known in America through the activities of commercial printers and
influenced Edwards’s revivals, which in turn became a deliberate model for
evangelicals in Scotland. Whitefield’s career is a parable of this transatlantic
context. Soliciting funds in Great Britain for his American ventures, he received
the support of those like the Countess of Huntingdon, who at his death assumed
responsibility for his Bethesda Orphanage in Georgia. Yet the sharpening edge of
religious choice and Imperial crisis leading to the War of Independence meant that
Americans were increasingly unwilling to see religious interests and institutions
controlled from afar. Enterprises such as Bethesda would be in American hands or

* George Whitefield’s Journals (Edinburgh, 1960), p. 389 (9 Jan. 1740).
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none.”® The Empire-facilitated Awakening had ironically made a significant con-
tribution to the demand for ‘American’ rather than Imperial religious structures.
The end of Empire, of course, placed a decided financial pinch on the new
American foot. In 1783 John Witherspoon naively set out for Great Britain in an
attempt to solicit funds for the Presbyterians’ College of New Jersey. The mission
was a disaster. After a year he returned to America having netted for the college
£5. 145, 0d.¥

The burgeoning Empire provided the framework for the American settlement
of a number of new religious bodies. Overwhelmingly, these were not only non-
Anglican but non-English, in the process greatly adding to the mainland colonies’
Dissenting majority and market mentality.”® The vigorous church expansion into
the Atlantic rim of Presbyterians from Ulster and Scotland is a noted example, but
these were British subjects. During the eighteenth century it became official
government policy, based on practical considerations, to offer refuge and British
nationality to various persecuted European religious groups. Georgia, established
during the 1730s with a combination of philanthropic, commercial, and defence
motives, provided a haven for a number of such people, especially from Germany.
A key group was the Salzburger settlement at Ebenezer, under the sponsorship of
the SPCK, which gave some sorely needed ballast to the shaky ship of Georgia’s
economy, as well as providing new opportunities for German commercial inter-
ests. Also notable were the Moravians, who later moved into Pennsylvania and
other colonies. Though never numerous, they viewed themselves as a missionary
enterprise and eagerly seized their opportunity in Empire to facilitate missions
among the American Indians, as well as in the Caribbean and Newfoundland.”
The pragmatic British policy of religious toleration enabled the eighteenth-
century Empire to act as a recruiting ground for new economically productive
subjects. Whether by plan or by practice, a religiously open door was a prime
reason that the British Empire far outstripped rival nations in the ability to attract
settlers.

Imperial authorities in London were now far more interested in an expanding
commercial Empire than in any notion of imposing Anglicanism. Government
officials set their face against the increasingly vocal appeals from Anglican leaders
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for the establishing of colonial bishops: a colonial episcopate would have run
counter to more overriding Imperial motives. Anglican attempts to claw their way
into new favoured positions were thwarted by the government’s refusal to sanction
such appointments.

We are a Rope of Sand; there is no union, no authority among us; we cannot even summon a
Convention for united Counsell and advice, while the Dissenting Ministers have their
Monthly, Quarterly, and Annual Associations, Conventions. .. to advise, assist, and sup-
port each other.*

Since in England bishops were not only ecclesiastical leaders but officials of the
state, non-Anglicans in America considered that they had good reasons for
blocking efforts to introduce an episcopate: they feared for not only their religious
but their political liberties. This contest continued, with ministers of the SPG
bombarding London with appeals for colonial bishops, which came to grief on the
rock of Imperial reality. The introduction of bishops might have assisted the
Church of England in America, but, it was reasoned, it would only incense the
overwhelmingly non-Anglican population.® London sought to avoid anything
that might tear the sinews of the commercial system, and by rejecting the pleas for
bishops believed that it was securing colonial allegiance to Empire. While less than
10 per cent of the English population in 1776 were Dissenters from the Church of
England, more than 75 per cent of Americans were.>*

The divisions among certain American denominations during the period
between the Awakening and the Revolution were rooted in more than religious
belief and practice. In Philadelphia, at the time of the Revolution, religious scores
were paid in the coin of bitter commercial competition. Although its ethics
condemned unrestrained capitalism, in practice Quakerism had provided strong
support for financial enterprise. Mercantile ties throughout the Atlantic world
gave Quaker merchants significant advantages during the eighteenth century, and
in thriving Philadelphia, the ‘Mart of Nations, they formed a greater proportion of
merchants than any other religious group and were at the apex of the city’s life.”
They tended to be the older, more established elements among the merchant
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33. For the pre-Revolutionary struggle over the question of colonial bishops, see Doll, ‘Imperial
Anglicanism), chap. 5; Carl Bridenbaugh, Mitre and Sceptre. Transatlantic Faiths, Ideas, Personalities,
and Politics, 1689—1775 (New York, 1962).
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fraternity, and together with leading Anglican merchants largely opposed any
radical measures in the growing American patriot conflict with the commercial
Empire. Their pacifism as Quakers and profit as merchants made them particu-
larly odious to merchants with new wealth, who were mainly Presbyterians, and in
the coming struggle leading commercial Quakers were particularly targeted for
harassment.*®

The American war for independence struck a heavy blow not only on Britain’s
Imperial structure but on the colonial Church of England. Two-thirds of Anglican
clergymen, especially those directly in the employ of the SPG, departed. Therefore,
the vast majority of the parishes which had been laboriously constructed during
the previous fifty years were left leaderless, and of all colonial denominations
Anglicanism suffered most severely by the Revolution. For some Americans the
Anglican church, through word and ritual, had maintained the ‘rhythm’ of
Imperial life. When the revolution came, that rhythm was broken. Even if Anglic-
anism had fully succeeded in achieving its goals in eighteenth-century America, it
would have been to replicate the English parish system, based on the broad
coherence of all Christians living within a given geographical unit. That was hardly
the pattern to commend itself to a questing and factious people who sought in
unfettered competition to gain constant advantage over others in their new free
market society. Those Anglican ministers who remained saw the only way forward
was for their new American church to be one denomination amongst others, one
that adopted a polity expressly dismantling the Imperial pretensions of the office
of bishop. The role of its new bishops was ‘Americanized’ by making them directly
responsible to dioceasan conventions in which the laity and lower clergy were
powerfully represented by voice and vote.””

As the pieces of Great Britain’s North American Empire were reshuffled during
the concluding years of the century, the ‘Canadian’ provinces acted as a bolt-hole
for a substantial number of Loyalists. What had not proved possible for Anglicans
in the now-revolted thirteen colonies to the south had a far better chance of being
put into action. The introduction of bishops was the most visible sign of this new
ecclesiastical opportunity, and Charles Inglis, formerly an Anglican clergyman in
New York, became the first Bishop of Nova Scotia in 1787. The former Governor of
New Hampshire, John Wentworth, became the Governor of Nova Scotia, now able
to fulfil his Anglican colonial vision. However, Anglicanism was clearly outnum-
bered in what was to become Canada. Roman Catholics were overwhelmingly in

%6 Jack D. Marietta, The Reformation of American Quakerism, 1748-1783 (Philadelphia, 1984), chap.
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the majority in Quebec (Lower Canada), with 150,000 in contrast with a total
Protestant population of 1,200; Quebec had not a single place of worship dedicated
to the use of Anglicans as late as 1794, even after a Church of England bishop had
been consecrated for the province the preceding year® Catholics formed a
majority in Newfoundland and around Hudson Bay and constituted the largest
religious group in Cape Breton and Prince Edward Island by the end of the
eighteenth century. In fact, by the 1780s Imperial authorities had in practice turned
their backs on attempting to enforce proscriptions against Catholics in the various
‘Canadian’ provinces. Following the capture of Quebec from the French, Roman
Catholics there had been given the right to have a bishop, under British super-
vision. In addition, by the Quebec Act of 1774 Parliament had given Quebec’s
Catholic church legal rights to its lands, and members of that faith were granted
full civil rights as subjects of an officially Protestant Empire. This pragmatic
toleration may have helped to secure Quebec’s loyalty to the Empire during the
American Revolution. The horrified reaction to the Quebec Act by Protestant
Dissenters in the about-to-revolt colonies made it clear that Roman Catholics
would have fared far differently under American control.*®

Following American Independence, a Methodist Conference was organized in
the Maritime Provinces in 1788, made possible by a significant emigration of
economically distressed tradesmen, craftsmen, farmers, and labouring poor
Wesleyan Methodists, especially from the Yorkshire Dales.®® From New England,
several thousand settlers had been recruited for Nova Scotia shortly before the War
of Independence. Children of the Great Awakening, they, together with substantial
numbers of Scots Presbyterians, added a further strong non-Anglican presence to
the emerging Canada.”

The aftermath of the American Revolution had little impact on the ecclesiastical
life of the West Indies. There, it was the status of the slaves which constituted the
continuing challenge to the churches. In the face of a generally quiescent Anglican
establishment that was loath to undermine the plantation economy, it was the
activities of evangelical Christians that would contribute to change. The Mora-
vians, taking full advantage of their freedom of movement and action within the
British Empire, had established a mission to slaves on Jamaica in the 1750s. Now,
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thirty years later, Wesleyan Methodists, led by Thomas Coke, commenced similar
activities throughout the West Indies. These religious impulses, together with the
implications of radical political ideals emphasizing human freedom, coalesced
with the economic arguments of men such as Adam Smith—which challenged
slavery as a negation of free trade and commerce—to contribute to the abolition of
the slave trade and, ultimately, to slavery itself in the West Indies.®

Great Britain’s eighteenth-century Empire was driven by market-place rather
than meeting-house. If the choice was between ecclesiastical purity and extended
commercial success, the latter held sway. Following American independence, an
Anglicanism now disestablished in all the new United States found its only way
forward to be a full acceptance of the implications of the unrestrained trade
wrought by the revolt from Empire. Now ‘Episcopalians’, they were forced, with
all others, to compete in a market-place rigged no longer to any faith’s advantage
or disadvantage. Ironically, an increasingly ‘planned’ interdependent Imperial
economy had provided the context for a striking freedom of economic opportu-
nities in which the rising forces of entrepreneurial market capitalism were given
space to grow apace. This free market competition had direct implications for the
breakup of Empire. In the end, religious, commercial, and political streams
merged. The Great Awakening had taught men to make new choices in open
market terms and had greatly increased the sense of individual destiny in America.
As they revolted against an Empire based on commercial control to claim free
trade and open access to new lands, the new Americans at the same time laid claim
to an unhindered religious life. To survive, all churches were forced to engage in a
competitive scramble for souls. Free trade in commerce, and faith, was the new
world order.

62 Mary Turner, Slaves and Missionaries. The Disintegration of Jamaican Slave Society, 1787-1834
(Urbana, 111, 1982), chap. 1.
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7
Colonial Wars and Imperial Instability, 1688-1793

BRUCE P. LENMAN

There is a long tradition that sees empire-building as the manifest destiny
of eighteenth-century Britain. The winning of gains overseas has been assumed
to have been the objective which all right-minded British leaders made their
absolute priority. They were rewarded by a succession of victories on land and
sea, which marked eighteenth-century Britain’s unstoppable ascent to Imperial
greatness.

Some historians still see an inexorable growth in Britain’s Imperial power
throughout the eighteenth century, rooted in the steady rise of British commercial
supremacy and of the British mercantile marine.' To others, the story is more
complex. They argue that for much of the eighteenth century Imperial objectives
were not the main considerations dominating British policy and that Britain did
not have the capacity to make conquests at will all over the world. In his chapter on
the role of the navy, Nicholas Rodger points out that ‘Eighteenth-century Britain
was a European power... threatened by powerful neighbours’, and that the first
priority of the Royal Navy was to protect Britain from invasion, not to conquer an
overseas Empire. Naval forces were generally concentrated in European waters
with only limited detachments overseas.”

This chapter deals with the use of force overseas. The priorities of the eight-
eenth-century British army were at home or in Europe. It was only slowly turned
into an instrument for protecting Britain’s colonies or subjugating those of other
powers. Colonial wars were at first limited ones largely waged by colonial forces,
British Americans and such Indian allies as they could secure, or the troops of the
East India Company. From mid-century there was a marked increase in the
deployment of the British army overseas. Results were, however, uneven: victories
in the Seven Years War were followed by defeat in the American War. It was only
after the wars that began in 1793 that the British army and the new Indian army

' Daniel A. Baugh, ‘Maritime Strength and Atlantic Commerce: The Uses of “a Grand Marine
Empire”’, Lawrence Stone, ed., An Imperial State at War: Britain from 1689 to 1815 (London, 1994), pp.
185—223. See chap. by Patrick K. O’Brien.

* See below, pp. 169-72.
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were able effectively to join with the navy in imposing ‘an extra-European Pax
Britannica’

The Unintended Consequences of the Glorious Revolution

To patriotic Englishmen of the eighteenth century and to many since, liberty,
Protestantism, and Imperial expansion seemed to be inextricably connected. The
Glorious Revolution, which was deemed to have secured the constitution and the
Protestant succession, was therefore seen as a crucial pre-condition for the eight-
eenth-century drive for Empire, freeing England from the continental preoccupa-
tions of the Stuarts to enable it to fulfil its destiny overseas.

The reality was different. The Stuart Kings, Charles II and James II, had been
interested and active beyond Europe. James II had encouraged the East India
Company to embroil itself in 1688 in ultimately unsuccessful wars against the
Mughal empire in India and the kingdom of Siam. Substantial royal naval and
military forces had not been committed in America, but James II had created the
Dominion of New England to control the northern colonies, justifying the exercise
partly by the need for unity in the face of the French in Canada. William III, by
contrast, had intervened in England in 1688 for reasons almost exclusively con-
nected with the balance of power in continental Europe and he neglected colonial
interests in the subsequent war. The peoples of the English colonies in America
were enthusiastic supporters of the Glorious Revolution, but it was to involve
them in over twenty years of war between 1689 and 1713. These wars were fought
not for Imperial aggrandizement, but to protect English colonies from French
attacks.

The principal military developments produced by the Revolution were a British
commitment to the alliance formed to resist the European ambitions of Louis XIV
of France, and the creation of the first truly British army. It was of massive
proportions compared with any previous expeditionary forces, as it had to carry
weight in the murderous infantry battles in its main theatre of operations,
Flanders. To divert English resources from the continent, the French applied
pressure on the English North American colonies from Canada. Following the
formal declaration of war in 1689, the new Governor of Canada, the Comte de
Frontenac, dispersed his 1,500 regulars and 2,000 Canadian militia in raids against
New York and New England frontier communities, bringing home through their
horrors the implications for colonial Englishmen of being at war with a great
military monarchy.* Thus the new King, William III, had generated an Imperial

3 See below, pp. 205-06.
* W.J. Eccles, The Canadian Froutier, 1534—1760, revised edn. (Albuquerque, N. Mex., 1983), chap. 6.
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dimension to the War of the League of Augsburg between 1689 and 1697, without
himself having a serious interest in that dimension.

Apart from skirmishes with Spaniards on their southern frontier in the mid-
1680s, English American colonists had not waged war against a European foe since
the early seventeenth century. King William’s War (as the war in America came to
be known) taught self-help. William III’s indifference to colonial issues, obsession
with Flanders, and relative neglect of commerce-protection because of his reck-
lessly aggressive use of the Royal and the Dutch navies, both in the eastern Atlantic
and the Mediterranean, deprived English America of protection against French
raiders and privateers.” New York and New England had to look to themselves and
their sister colonies. Minuscule garrisons of royal troops had to be augmented by
mobilizing the militias within the colonies and by raising provincial regiments for
offensive operations. Massachusetts sent its Governor, Sir William Phipps, to
capture the principal settlement in French Acadia, Port Royal, a privateer base
on the Bay of Fundy, in 1690. In the same year, at an intercolonial conference at
New York, New York, Massachusetts, New Plymouth, and Connecticut planned
the conquest of Canada by a dual attack up through Lake George and down the St
Lawrence. Weather and lack of co-ordination led to failure.

Indian allies were crucial. After 1689 ‘the North American conflict’ between
Indians and between Indians and Europeans ‘melted into the Anglo-French
imperial struggle’® The French tried to overrun the north-east frontier of New
England by means of the Abenaki Indians, who had a long history of warfare with
the English colonies. Twice the Abenaki were forced into truces. On the New York
frontier the English had forged what was to be a long-lasting alliance with the
Iroquois people. During the war, New York’s poverty and Whitehall’s failure to
provide meaningful military support meant that the Iroquois did nearly all the
fighting against the French and their Indian allies.” By 1694, however, the Iroquois
were negotiating a truce with Frontenac, after a despairing appeal to the Governor
of New York, who could offer little. Frontenac’s successor concluded in 1701 a
general peace in which the Iroquois promised neutrality in future Anglo-French
wars. For New York, this was a disaster.

It was just as well for the English that Louis XIV never responded to Frontenac’s
repeated pleas for military and naval forces adequate to expand the scope of his
original orders, to destroy not just New York, but Boston also, deporting their
surviving heretical inhabitants. Even so, when the war ended without boundary
changes in America in 1697, the French were in a very strong position. Under

> D. W. Jones, War and Economy in the Age of William III and Marlborough (Oxford, 1987).
S See above, p. 354.
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Pierre Le Moyne d’Iberville they had ravaged the inadequately fortified Hudson’s
Bay Company forts and remained in the ascendant in the Hudson Bay area. Their
privateers, when not scouring the New England coast, had played a key role in
devastating attacks on English fishing settlements in Newfoundland, where a
strong naval force had to be sent in 1697 to recover and refortify St Johns.

The regular forces of the Crown had not even been deployed on a large scale in
the West Indies, for all their economic importance. English settlers in the Carib-
bean experienced lethal violence, but received little metropolitan aid. Such
expeditions as the London government despatched to the West Indies between
1689 and 1697 tended to be inadequate and were frustrated by disease and French
fortifications. Jamaica fought off a French invasion attempt with a combination of
buccaneers and militia. Yet, in spite of neglect from home, experience of this war
dampened any ideas in the West Indies as elsewhere that autonomy was a practical
colonial option in a predatory world.

Though the European East India companies sensibly kept a pact of neutrality in
Asian waters from 1689 to 1697, the English Company was severely affected by the
war, Its ships were vulnerable to French action as soon as they entered the South
Atlantic, and all the western approaches to England were hazardous. Yet the
Company was the main source of saltpetre, an essential ingredient in gunpowder.
By its charter the Company was obliged to furnish the 2,000-3,000 tons needed in
a war year at a fixed price.® The Dutch example showed that heavy investment in
forts and conquest in Asia undermined profitability, but so did lack of adequate
naval protection in the Atlantic, as demonstrated by the loss of five returning East
Indiamen reputedly worth £1 million.

The Rising Importance of Colonial Theatres of War

Between 1689 and 1697 the English monarchy had committed few resources out-
side Europe. During the War of the Spanish Succession, which broke out in 1702,
much more strategic emphasis was to be placed on overseas Empire, even though
the Central European and Mediterranean theatres, which yielded great victories
such as that at Blenheim, were always of greater significance until the last years of
the war. The importance of the New World was much enhanced, since there was
now a danger that the French would not only place a Bourbon prince on the
Spanish throne, but would be able to dominate and colonize the Spanish Indies
from within, using their wealth to tip the European balance irreversibly in favour
of France. Genuine French worries about the capacity of Spanish arms in a period

® Historical Manuscripts Commission, House of Lords Manuscripts, New Series, 1, 1693-1695 (Lon-
don, 1900}, pp. 37071, no. 821; 11, 1695-1697 (London, 1903), p. 34, 0. 955.
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of revolts and economic crisis in Spanish America had provoked increasing French
intervention in the Spanish empire. The French Guinea Company was granted the
Asiento for importing slaves in 1702, and for eleven years France not only domi-
nated the legal trade with Spanish America from Cadiz, but also provided war-
ships to guard it.?

British and French fleets were immediately despatched to the West Indies on the
outbreak of hostilities. Neither fleet was able decisively to take the offensive.
Neither Jamaica nor Barbados was attacked, but fighting in the Leeward Islands
was at times fierce. A successful raid by the French on Nevis in 1706 was said to
have led to losses that amounted to £1 million. In the Bahamas, Spanish raids
destroyed the principal settlement of New Providence, the Lords Proprietors of the
islands failing to send out arms, ammunition, and stores. Though the London
government did intermittently send naval forces to other more valuable Caribbean
colonies, it never sent enough to crush the depredations of French privateers.

It was, however, primarily in terms of naval dispositions that the London
authorities showed a more responsible attitude towards English overseas interests
after 1702. An East Indiaman which had sailed for the Coromandel Coast and the
Ganges in 1700 was met at St Helena on the way back ‘with 6 sail of man a war
which conducted us home’'® A squadron had been sent to St Helena to convoy the
ships of the East India Company from that watering and provision port of call.

In North America the English government at first did far less. Strategically,
Queen Anne’s War, as it is better known in America, was fought on a radically
different basis from its predecessor because of a shift in policy adopted in 1700-01
by Louis XIV and his ministers. They decided not only to sustain the new French
settlement, Louisiana, which Iberville had established in 1698 at the mouth of the
Mississippi, despite its worthlessness as a fur-producing area, but also to link it up
with Canada as a barrier against the Anglo-Americans. This was a dog-in-the-
manger policy, for it involved the religious manipulation of Indians with a view to
confining the British colonists to the east of the Alleghenies. It would tie up British
resources but, as the French minister Colbert had seen long before, it would
provoke a mortal struggle.”

Tactically, the war followed the pattern of the previous conflict. The northern
front was essentially a Massachusetts affair. In 1702 the Abenaki made a successful
attack on the settlement at Deerfield. But a string of stockaded towns provided an
effective screen, so that no Massachusetts town had to be abandoned during the
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war. The Massachusetts economy surged, helped by the protection for its West
Indian trade provided by the Royal Navy. The relatively dense pattern of settle-
ment and the immediate nature of the French threat created a degree of military
cohesion in Massachusetts which matched its maritime vigour and enabled it to
force a stand-off in its conflict with the much more militarized society of French
Canada, with its far more abundant regular troops."”

There was stalemate in the south. A Franco-Spanish attack in 1706 on Charles-
ton, South Carolina, failed, as did the Governor of Carolina’s attempts to destroy
Spanish Florida. His frontier raids failed to capture the northernmost Spanish
stronghold of St Augustine but did succeed in wrecking its network of allied Indian
communities. Though the French in Louisiana held their ground, their influence
over the local Indians declined.

If the War of the Spanish Succession in North America generally followed the
pattern of the previous war, one episode prefigured a new kind of imperial warfare.
A Scotsman, Samuel Vetch, a recent immigrant into New York, talked the Board of
Trade in London into offering a major British contribution to a two-pronged
attack on New France via the St Lawrence and Hudson River—-Lake Champlain
corridor. Despite widespread enthusiasm and real commitment in New York as
well as Massachusetts, attempts to implement the scheme failed. In 1710 Royal
Navy warships and marines as well as New England regiments captured Acadia
and left Vetch to preside over a conquered province renamed Nova Scotia. An
expedition for New France which left England in sixty-four ships with 5,000
troops aboard in May 1711 came to grief, partly due to delay in integrating colonial
supplies and troops, but mainly because of poor navigation in the St Lawrence,
which cost eight ships in bad late-August weather. This débacle has led to a
persistent tendency to underestimate this first massive deployment of metropo-
litan troops in North America by the British government.

Peace negotiations began in Europe in 1711. On 11 April 1713 the Treaty of Utrecht
concluded the war. Despite the impressive military performance of New France
and the failure of the British expedition of 1711, British ministers insisted upon and
obtained a series of renunciations by France in the New World. At the cost of
abandoning their continental allies, the British brought off ‘one of the most
sensational coups in the history of the British Empire’” The slave Asiento for
Spanish America, the French half of the island of St Kitts, Newfoundland, Nova
Scotia, and the Hudson Bay territories all passed to Britain. The war may have
been fought for the most part in Europe, but Britain took its gains on a world-wide
scale.

** John W. Shy, ‘A New Look at the Colonial Militia, William and Mary Quarterly, Third Series, XX
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An Imperial War and its Frustrations

Although European priorities soon asserted themselves, the next round of wars in
which Britain was involved began in 1739 for specifically commercial objectives
outside Europe. By then Britain’s main concern was with the Spanish in America.

During the years of peace between 1713 and 1739, the French colonies ceased to
be the focus of metropolitan British fears and ambitions. On the other hand, a
Board of Trade report of 1721 emphasized the potential for Anglo-Spanish conflict
in the south, stressing that South Carolina was vulnerable to Indian incursions and
to pressure from Spanish Florida, as well as to a possible French thrust east from
Louisiana down the Altamaha River."* The establishment of the colony of Georgia
in 1732 was originally sponsored by humanitarian and commercial groups, but it
had strategic implications. To Spain it represented aggression against Spanish
claims north of Florida, and worsened Anglo-Spanish relations, already under
strain because of the problems of distinguishing between legitimate and illegiti-
mate British trade with Spanish colonies in the Caribbean. Attempts to adjust
differences by the Treaty of Seville in 1729 and the Convention of Pardo in 1739
failed in the face of a mounting campaign by the political opponents of Sir Robert
Walpole to drive him into a war. Those who pushed for war held out the prospect
of spectacular British gains at the expense of Spain. Yet should they succeed in
dominating the vast Spanish empire in the Americas, the British would pose an
unacceptable threat to the European balance. Critics of so dangerous a policy were
not lacking in Britain, The Prime Minister was one. Trade with peninsular Spain
was valuable. Walpole’s supporters asserted that only men of straw backed a policy
which threatened an important commerce for hypothetical American gains. In
reality, the business community seems to have been divided."” Yet Britain was by
October 1739 involved in the War of Jenkins’ Ear against Spain. It was the first
British war to be fought, at least ostensibly, over colonial issues.

The course of the war belied the hopes of those who had promised spectacular
gains at the expense of Spain in America. Admiral Edward Vernon, who opened
the Caribbean campaign with a swift seizure of Porto Bello in November 1739, was
a supporter of the parliamentary Opposition, who blamed his naval colleagues
and Walpole for his subsequent failure against Cartagena. Attempts to conquer
Cuba and Panama proved expensive failures. General James Oglethorpe, the
founder of Georgia, failed in 1740 to capture St Augustine, the northern garrison
post of Spanish Florida, but he successfully repulsed a Spanish invasion of Georgia

4 Trevor Richard Reese, Colonial Georgia: A Study in British Imperial Policy in the Eighteenth Century
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in 1742. The circumnavigation of the world by Commodore George Anson, and his
capture in the Pacific of the fabulous Manila galleon in 1743, were by-products of
an unsuccessful war."®

France would not allow Britain to take the Spanish empire apart, as an early
mobilization of the French navy showed. The formal outbreak of war between
Britain and France came in March 1744, but the conflict was then fought in the
context of the War of the Austrian Succession, which involved a massive diversion
of French forces to Germany and the Netherlands. British troops were also
deployed on the continent. Colonial warfare thus once again became a subordi-
nate issue in a European conflict. To crush the Jacobite rebellion of 1745—46 Britain
even had to withdraw troops from Europe, allowing the French to overrun the
Austrian Netherlands.

The war overseas was left, as before, largely to colonial troops. British arms at
first fared badly. The French built a series of forts to protect Canada from invasion,
while most [roquois were anxious to uphold a neutral position between the French
and the British."” Success came to the British in 1745 when the forces of New
England combined with the Royal Navy to capture Louisbourg, the French
stronghold on Cape Breton Island, dominating the St Lawrence. However, sub-
sequent operations against Quebec were failures, and by late 1745 and throughout
1746 the frontier settlements of the northern British colonies reeled under repeated
raids by the French and their Indian allies.

It was the hope of both the British and the French East India companies that a
neutrality could be maintained in India in spite of the outbreak of the European
war in 1744. Negotiations were, however, broken off on the orders of the British
government. Neutrality had favoured France, the weaker naval power. Paradoxi-
cally, the early assertion of British naval ascendancy in the Bay of Bengal
galvanized Jean-Francois Dupleix, the Governor-General at Pondicherry, to try
to recover his personal losses and those of the Company by military means.
The arrival of a squadron from the French base at Mauritius destroyed
British local naval superiority. The French launched a successful amphibious
attack in 1746 on Madras, the main British settlement. A powerful British fleet
arrived in mid-1748 but failed to turn the tables before the news of peace came
from Europe.

The Peace of Aix-la-Chapelle of 1748 was based on the status quo ante bellum.
Louisbourg and Madras were returned to their former owners. British hopes for
easy pickings in Spanish America had proved delusive. Yet by the end of the war,
British naval supremacy was pushing Dupleix on to the defensive in India,
threatening the loyalty of France’s American Indian allies by depriving Canada

' See below, p. 554. 7 See below, p. 358.
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of trade goods, and undermining the finances of Louis XV by interdicting French
trade.

William Pitt, speaking for the opposition to Walpole, had argued in 1739 that
Britain with more ships in its harbours than all the navies of Europe could muster,
and an overwhelming concentration of white colonists in its American provinces,
could impose its will on imperial Spain. This was not true. The great Spanish
viceroyalties in the Americas were largely self-sufficient units of enormous extent
whose political and economic centres were often deep in the interior and at a high
elevation. English colonial populations were remote from these Spanish-Amer-
ican heartlands, and could only mount amphibious attacks, which were at best
peripheral pin-pricks rather than lethal blows. For the British West Indian mer-
chants, whose ambition and greed had been a major influence for belligerence, war
had proved a counter-productive policy. Instead of increasing their potentially
lucrative trade with Spanish America, the British West Indies were forced back on
sugar monoculture.”®

Dangerous Triumph: The Seven Years War

The war that lasted from 1739 to 1748 had begun as an Imperial one, but its main
theatre had soon shifted to Europe, even for a time to the British Isles, and few
gains were achieved overseas. For the next round of wars, beginning in 1754 and
ending in 1763, Britain’s principal commitments throughout the period were to be
outside Europe, where spectacular gains were made. The Seven Years War was
truly an Imperial war for Britain in a way that no previous war had been.

Britain’s main victim was to be France, not Spain. Imperial France was much
more vulnerable to Pitt’s calculations than imperial Spain. French America con-
sisted of sugar islands open to attack or of unprofitable continental settlements,
vitally dependent on imported subsidies, reinforcements, or trade goods for
Indian allies, which could be cut off by British naval superiority. Nevertheless, in
the early 1750s Britain appeared to be on the defensive against an aggressive France
which was testing the limits of the peace of 1748.

In India Franco-British rivalry entered into an acute phase with the outbreak of
succession disputes in both the Carnatic and in Hyderabad. Skirmishing in the
Carnatic in the aftermath of the French capture of Madras in 1746 had revealed the
startling superiority of modern European infantry to sub-Mughal cavalry. Indian
sepoy infantry could be created in the European mould at a fraction of the cost of
European soldiers. By 1750 Dupleix had placed French nominees backed by French

 Richard Pares, War and Trade in the West Indies, 1739~1763 (1936; London, 1963), pp. 6364 and
chap. 3.
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troops in possession of both disputed successions, but at the cost of forcing the
British East India Company into adopting similar methods.”® Robert Clive
emerged as a Company soldier and political opportunist of genius. Dupleix’s
wars and his own and his associates’ corruption virtually bankrupted the French
Company, which ordered his supersession and the opening of peace negotiations
with the British. Agreements reached in India were never ratified at home and the
two Companies were drawn into renewed hostilities as part of the general Eur-
opean war.

In North America, when a flood of superior, cheaper trade goods threatened
their grip on the western Indian peoples, the French decided to use force to assert
their sovereignty over the Ohio valley. When Céloron de Blainville led a powerful
military force through the upper Ohio valley in the summer of 1749, expelling
traders and laying the foundations of future French sovereignty, he was bound to
trigger a reaction from British colonial élites. A ‘frontier’ culture as a thing apart
did not exist: territorial ambition ran deep into the heart of still-fluid colonial
societies. The first shots of the backwoods war were fired by Colonel George
Washington’s Virginia militia as they tried in vain to challenge the French expul-
sion of the Virginian-sponsored Ohio Company from the forks of the Ohio in
April 1754.

The British reply was an ambitious series of counter-attacks spearheaded by the
despatch early in 1755 of General Edward Braddock with a force of two regular
regiments to challenge the new French presence on the Ohio. This was an exercise
in deterrence by the administration of the Duke of Newcastle. It might have
worked, but for the neglect to send out the usual flanking troops on the very last
stage of his march on Fort Duquesne on the Ohio, which led to Braddock’s total
defeat and death at the hands of Indian allies of the French. A French and Indian
war was now unavoidable, even though London did not at this point want to
embark on what was to prove its most successful ever Imperial conflict. War
wrecked Newcastle’s hopes for reduced government expenditure, lower interest
rates, and lower taxation. He was, however, locked into a set of naval and military
responses which led to the Anglo-French war declared in May 1756. Newcastle
vacillated between paralysis and the hope that a revival of the concept of ‘local
belligerency’ would confine combat to America.® After Vice-Admiral Edward
Boscawen had failed to prevent the landing of French reinforcements at Louis-
bourg in 1755, this was a recipe for disaster. Britain’s strategic position was,
however, greatly enhanced when France joined a European coalition to attack
Britain’s new ally, Prussia. French resources became committed primarily to the

12 See below, p. 501
*° Reed Browning, The Duke of Newcastle (New Haven, 1975), pp. 206-18.
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European theatre, where Britain supported Prussia with subsidies and an army
operating in Germany.

The offensives launched against the French in North America in 1755 only won
complete success in Nova Scotia. There British and New England troops drove out
the French forces. The remaining French population, the Acadians, ended up
crushed between the ideological ruthlessness of their priests, for whom the French
and the Catholic cause were one, and the Acadians a tool, and the military
ruthlessness of the British, who in 1755 rounded up and expelled them as a likely
fifth column. Brutal but effective, the expulsion doomed French hopes of recover-
ing the lost province. Elsewhere, professional troops, together with the Canadian
militia and extensive alliances with Indians, enabled the French to dominate the
wilderness war and inflict further defeats on the British regular and colonial forces,
culminating in the capture in 1757 of Fort William Henry at the foot of Lake
George.

Defeat stimulated the Anglo-Americans into unprecedented unity and effort.
Great sums of money were laid out during the course of the war. The British
Treasury spent nearly £5.5 million on the army in America, nearly £1 million on
the navy, and over £1 million to reimburse the colonies for their troops.”
Colonial contributions to the war have been put at £2.5 million.** A huge army
was assembled: 45,000 British regulars and American provincials were available
for the campaign of 1758 under Jeffrey Amherst. Weight of numbers enabled
the British to achieve the objective which they set themselves late in the war of
not merely containing Canada by establishing a satisfactory military frontier, but
of conquering it and completely removing the French presence from North
America.

The British suffered a last defeat when 3,800 French beat off 15,000 attackers at
Fort Ticonderoga in 1758. But elsewhere the French were driven back into New
France, whose citadel, Quebec, was assaulted from the St Lawrence by Major-
General James Wolfe. Wolfe’s victory in death on the Heights of Abraham in
September 1759 was a battle which Montcalm, the French commander, should not
have fought. Later, reinforced, and arriving from the flank, Montcalm would
probably have won.”? As it was, the French counter-offensive of 1760 nearly
recaptured Quebec. In 1760, however, Montreal, the last major French position
in Canada was captured and New France surrendered.

* Julian Gwyn, ‘British Government Spending and the North American Colonies, 1740-1775) in
Peter Marshall and Glyn Williams, eds., The British Atlantic Empire Before the American Revolution
(London, 1980), p. 77.

** Jack. P. Greene, ‘The Seven Years’ War and the American Revolution: The Causal Relationship
Reconsidered; ibid., p. 98.

* W. J. Eccles, ‘The Battle of Quebec: A Reappraisal, Essays on New France (Toronto, 1987),
Pp. 125-33.
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In the years after 1758 the British launched amphibious operations in the
Caribbean, capturing the important sugar islands of Guadeloupe and Martinique,
as well as Grenada, Dominica, Tobago, and St Vincent. The taking of Senegal and
Goree in West Africa gave Britain the largest of France’s slave-trading bases.

A naval squadron together with a force of regular troops under Robert Clive was
sent to India in 1754. They joined the Company’s troops fighting the French in the
Carnatic and Hyderabad. In 1756 news that Siraj-ud-Daula, the young Nawab of
Bengal, had seized the East India Company settlement at Calcutta offered the
Company servants in Madras the chance to open a new frontier of manipulation
and plunder which, they had learnt, paid better than trade.** The East India
Company itself was not interested in doing more than repulse French attacks. It
rightly saw involvement in purely Indian wars as ruinous. It could not, however,
control its servants, who now had powerful forces under command. They not only
recovered Calcutta and took the French Bengal settlement at Chandernagore, but
they deposed Siraj-ud-Daula in favour of a rival who had extravagantly bribed
Clive and other East India Company servants to make him Nawab. This was
achieved in 1757 after the encounter at Plassey, more a violent intrigue than a
battle. Since 1720 a major section of the Bengal economy had passed into European
hands. After Plassey the British had power commensurate with their economic
stake. They raised sepoy forces to defend the new regime from Dutch, Maratha,
and Mughal attacks. In 1760 the East India Company began to demand the cession
of revenue-yielding districts to pay its troops and another Nawab was deposed.
Bengal was becoming a British province (see Map 23.1).

William Pitt had been in effective control of the British war effort since 1757. To
most contemporaries he was the architect of victory and a great Imperial states-
men, even if historians now question the originality of his ideas or the scope of his
strategic vision. While there may have been a consensus in British government
circles about the overwhelming importance of the war overseas, Pitt had a ruthless
will to win that war regardless of cost.”> In October 1761 he resigned because the
Cabinet would not back a pre-emptive strike against a Spain known to be on the
verge of entering the war on the French side. Particularly after the accession of
George IIT in 1760, the political nation’s war-weariness was real, its fear of soaring
war debt acute. When war was eventually declared on Spain in January 1762,
further victories confirmed the inability of the Bourbon powers to resist Hano-
verian Britain in the Imperial arena. Manila in the Philippines fell, as did the great

*4 1. D. Nichol, ‘The British in India, 1740-1763, unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Cambridge, 1976.

* For recent interpretations, see Richard Middleton, The Bells of Victory: The Pitt—Newcastle
Ministry and the Conduct of the Seven Years’ War, 1757-1762 (Cambridge, 1985); Marie Peters, ‘The
Myth of William Pitt, Earl of Chatham, Great Imperialist, Part I: Pitt and Imperial Expansion 1738—1763),
Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History, XXI (1993), pp. 31~74.
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fortified port of Havana in Cuba, where the Spaniards had thoughtfully concen-
trated huge amounts of bullion. The Seven Years War ended with spectacular
British gains in India and a total British triumph in North America.

Over-Extension, Failure, and Recovery

The British Empire after the triumphant Peace of Paris of 1763 was both vulnerable
and unstable. Prance, rid of the strategic liability of New France, was preparing for
the next war, as was Spain, determined to recover Florida, another British gain.
British victories in India and in North America had been won by unstable
coalitions. In India victory had been won by a combination of military and
naval units provided by the Crown and of armies raised by the Company, which
had funded the joint forces by taxes collected from its Indian client states in Bengal
and the Carnatic. This alliance held. The Company co-operated with the national
government in peacetime as in war and it turned the richest of its client states,
Bengal, into a directly ruled province, over which it was able to maintain a firm
control. In America, where the British army had depended on Indian allies, vital
for scouting, and on provincial regiments supplied by the colonies, the wartime
alliance did not hold. First the Indians and then the Americans refused to accept
the new terms for co-operation, unilaterally imposed by Britain. In particular,
colonial Americans refused to pay part of the cost of a permanent British garrison.

In North America the Indians of the Great Lakes region resented the complete-
ness of the British victory. No longer able to balance between two European
powers, they rapidly grasped that the British Commander-in-Chief regarded
their claims to be independent peoples with scorn. The upshot was the widespread
Indian assault on British forts in the region in 1763-64, often oversimplified into
Pontiac’s Rising. Fought to a deadlock, the conflict led to more conciliatory
policies put into effect by Ambherst’s successor and by Sir William Johnson,
Superintendent of the Northern Indian district.>

The deployment of British troops in America during the Seven Years War had
been on a quite unprecedented scale. Even before the end of the war, the decision
was taken to break further with precedent and to maintain a large peacetime
garrison, initially fixed at 10,000 men, in the colonies. Defence was no longer to be
left largely to colonial forces. Britain would assume direct responsibility. To
American opinion, this large peacetime British military presence was in itself
evidence that long-established colonial autonomies were under threat, the more
so since the army was involved in some of the most contentious new exertions of

26 See below, p- 364; Richard White, The Middle Ground: Indians, Empires and Republics in the Great
Lakes Region, 1650—1815 (Cambridge, 1991), chaps. 7, 8.
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British authority, such as the fixing of a line to limit western settlement after 1763.
Above all, it was ostensibly to pay part of the costs of the new garrison that British
parliamentary taxes were imposed on the colonies after 1764. Thus a triumphant
war in America had created problems of Imperial defence whose solutions became
an important element in the slide towards open American resistance. Far from
preserving the Empire, the British army in America after 1763 helped materially to
provoke the crisis which lost it.

The war between Britain and the American colonies that broke out in 1775 is
fully dealt with elsewhere in this volume.”” The war was protracted and its out-
come was for long uncertain. At the outset, General Gage, Governor of Massa-
chusetts and British Commander-in-Chief, reckoned that he needed 20,000 men
to begin to reconquer the region, but he had only 3,500 with him in a besieged
Boston. That up to 56,000 men eventually served in America shows how seriously
the possible loss of the colonies was taken, but 56,000 were still far too few. In
the early years of the war there was no limit to the withdrawals George
Washington was prepared to make to keep the American Continental Army in
being, while its capacity for sudden counter-offensives, as at Trenton on Christmas
Day 1776, forced the British to keep their field army concentrated and so
deprived them of their ability to protect Loyalists from vicious intimidation by
Patriots. The same pattern repeated itself when the main military effort shifted
to the southern colonies at the end of 1779. Troops of the Continental Army
were badly beaten in the south in 1780, but swarms of militia-based Patriot
guerrillas made it impossible to hold more than Georgia and lowland South
Carolina. It is doubtful whether the London government could ever have sup-
pressed revolts in societies 3,000 miles away in which all adult white males were
normally armed, indeed, were obligated to have arms for militia duty. They could
never have afforded the forces necessary to occupy a vast area with some 3 million
inhabitants.

Foreign intervention brought about the final British defeat in North America,
when a temporary loss of naval control to a French squadron under Admiral de
Grasse led to the surrender in October 1781 at Yorktown on the Chesapeake of the
army that had been operating in the south under Lord Cornwallis. This defeat
destroyed the British will to fight on for the subjugation of America.

For some years after 1763, a French or Spanish counter-stroke to avenge the
humiliations of the Seven Years War had been kept in check by a policy of
aggressive naval deterrence. This had worked in the Falkland Islands crisis of
1770—71. When the Spanish evicted a small British presence on the islands, the
British mobilized warships for retaliatory action. France was unwilling to support

¥ See chaps. by John Shy and Stephen Conway.
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Spain in the event of war and Spain had to come to terms.”® By 1778, however,
when France entered the American War, the French had achieved a rough naval
equality with Britain and the entry of Spain into the war the following year gave
the Bourbons a superiority.” In 1780 the Dutch also joined in against Britain.

The international war was fought in the West Indies and India, as well as in
North America. After abandoning an American military effort, which by 1782
would have become unsustainable due to shipping shortages,* the British even-
tually fought France to a standstill. A string of islands was lost in the West Indies,
but Admiral Sir George Rodney’s victory over Admiral de Grasse at the Battle of
the Saintes in April 1782 thwarted the Franco-Spanish plan for a combined assault
on Jamaica as a corollary to Yorktown. Dutch intervention in the war eventually
damaged Dutch commerce and colonies much more than Britain’s. Spanish
involvement failed to realize its prime objective of recovering Gibraltar.

A débicle on the American scale could have occurred in Asia. Instead of reaping
the harvest of its great gains in the period of the Seven Years War, the East India
Company encountered severe financial difficulties, which brought it to bank-
ruptcy in Britain in 1772.* The main cause of its difficulties in Britain was the
great cost of the wars that were being waged by its servants in India. The Company
had become a territorial power drawn into conflict with other Indian powers, in
particular with the Marathas in western India and with Mysore in the south. A
great Indian coalition was formed against the British.** These wars drained the
resources being raised in Bengal after the grant in 1765 of the diwani or revenue
administration of the province. Money had to be spent on ever larger sepoy armies
rather than being passed to Britain through increased cargoes of Asian commod-
ities. Wars against Indian powers, like war between the British and their American
subjects, presented opportunities for French intervention. In 1782 a French naval
squadron landed troops to support Haidar Ali of Mysore, the most formidable of
the Indian states. The Governor-General of Bengal, Warren Hastings, was, how-
ever, able to sustain the British position against both the French and the Indian
coalition. The large armies raised by the Company reinforced by British troops
and warships ensured its survival. The cost of survival in terms of Indian taxation
and resources extracted from its Indian allies was, however, very great.

Robert Clive had died in 1774, convinced that he lived in a disintegrating
Empire. There was much to be said for this opinion by 1783. Britain had been

2 Nicholas Tracy, Navies, Deterrence and American Independence: Britain and Sea-power in the 1760s
and 1770s (Vancouver, 1988).

% See below, p. 185.

% David Syrett, Shipping and the American War, 1775-83 (London, 1970).

* See below, pp. 537-38.

3 See below, pp. 519—20.
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forced to recognize the independence of the thirteen colonies, even if successes at
the end of the war had limited Britain’s losses to her European enemies in the Peace
of Versailles to the island of Tobago and some West African trading bases to France
as well as the cession of Florida to Spain. Moreover, the Irish Volunteer movement
of some 60,000 at its peak had given Irish public opinion a focus through which to
demand redress of grievances with the implication that force would be used were
redress refused.* With America largely lost; British India wasted by war, famine,
and corruption; Ireland restive; and the British West Indies in economic difficul-
ties, it looked in 1783 as if the British Empire faced an uncertain future.

In fact, Britain was still a formidable Imperial power, even if the American
Revolution and the subsequent war had exposed the constraints on that power,
temporarily masked by the triumphs of the Seven Years War. Britain had no
absolute naval supremacy; other powers were building ships in the 1780s at an
alarming rate from Britain’s point of view.>* Britain’s world-wide power depended
on European allies and on being able to divide and distract her potential European
enemies; on maintaining the support of partners within the Empire, especially the
colonial American and Irish élites; and on securing at least the acquiescence of
some of the major Indian states.

Within these constraints Britain showed that she could still act effectively after
1783. Supported by a coalition of Indian allies, Lord Cornwallis, Governor-General
since 1786, was able in 1792 to defeat Mysore, whose troops had in the past defied
those of the Company. In 1790 the threat of naval mobilization could again be used
to coerce Spain. This time the episode was about access to the Pacific coast of
North America. Spain seized British ships at Nootka Sound, but with no prospect
of French support, the Spanish had to make restitution.”

From the 1790s the constraints that had limited the exercise of Britain’s world-
wide power for so long finally began to dissolve.*® During the great wars against
Revolutionary and Napoleonic France, Britain took the opportunity of destroying
not only the French navy but those of Spain and the Netherlands as well; by 1815
the Royal Navy had as many ships as the rest of the world’s navies combined.
During the wars Britain’s territorial possessions had grown greatly and her hold
over her Empire had become much stronger. Ireland was now incorporated into
the Union. Indian states that could contest British supremacy had been subju-
gated, so that the East India Company no longer had to seek allies in order to
maintain a balance of power in India. Potentially disobedient colonial élites had
been tied much more closely to Britain by a new sense of British nationalism based

3 See below, pp. 265-66.
34 See below, pp. 185-86.
% See below, pp. 571-72.
3% See discussion by Michael Duffy, below, pp. 203-06.
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on fear of the radicalism of the French Revolution.’” While the British grew
stronger, other European empires were disintegrating. Rich pickings were taken
from them by the British. France lost Saint-Domingue, the most valuable of all its
possessions, to slave insurrection and Spain was losing nearly all its American
dominions to rebellious creoles.

Britain’s apparent world-wide supremacy after the Seven Years War had been
vulnerable and insecure; her supremacy in 1815 was unshakeable. From such a
position of strength, it is hardly surprising that world-wide supremacy came to
seem in retrospect to have been Britain’s inevitable destiny. This is not, however,
how most contemporaries saw the matter in the eighteenth century. Unaware of
Britain’s destiny, their use of military power to create an Empire was often faltering
and uncertain. Failure was for long as frequent as success.

% C. A. Bayly, Imperial Meridian: The British Empire and the World, 1780~1830 (London, 1989),
chaps. 4, 5.
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8
Sea-Power and Empire, 1688-1793

N. A. M. RODGER

Eighteenth-century Britain was a European power, closely interested in the bal-
ance of power on the continent, not only or principally because she was ruled by a
Dutch or Hanoverian sovereign, but because she felt herself threatened by power-
ful neighbours. It has been easy for later historians to underestimate the instability
and insecurity of eighteenth-century Britain. No doubt foreigners, contemplating
the ceaseless flux of parliamentary government from the reassuring solidity of
absolute monarchy, exaggerated Britain’s real weakness. They did not need to
exaggerate the fears of people living a day’s sail from the largest army in Christen-
dom, to say nothing of a legitimate pretender to the throne and the horrors of
Catholicism. The motives which first created a dominant English navy in the
1650s, and which kept the British fleet the largest in Europe, were overwhelmingly
defensive. The navy’s primary function was to guard against invasion, for which
purpose the bulk of the fleet was almost always kept in home waters. Its essential
duty remained in 1815 what it had been for at least 400 years: to guard the Narrow
Seas.

The threat of invasion had to be taken seriously in wartime, and the navy was
Britain’s only credible defence against it. The ease with which the French could pin
down large naval forces merely by assembling a body of troops on the Channel
coast was one of the real weaknesses of the British navy in the eighteenth century.
Lacking, or at least believing themselves to lack, an effective army, successive
British governments tied down a large part of the fleet in the Channel in moments
of crisis, while the French were able to devote all their available naval strength to
the offensive, and often to seize the initiative from a numerically stronger enemy."
Even without the threat of invasion, the British army had sometimes to be used as
a substitute for a navy which was not strong enough to meet all the demands upon
it. The celebrated raids on the coast of France organized by the elder William Pitt

' J.R. Jones, ‘Limitations of British Sea Power in the French Wars, 1689-1815, and Jeremy Black, ‘Naval
Power and British Foreign Policy in the Age of Pitt the Elder’, in Jeremy Black and Philip Woodfine, eds.,
The British Navy and the Use of Naval Power in the Eighteenth Century (Leicester, 1988), pp. 33—-49; 97—99.

Jeremy Black, ‘British Naval Power and International Commitments: Political and Strategic Problems,
1688-1770, in Michael Duffy, ed., Parameters of British Naval Power, 16501850 (Exeter, 1992), pp. 39-59.
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during the Seven Years War, so often treated on their own strategic merits or
demerits, were offered as an inadequate substitute for the fleet in the Baltic
demanded by Britain’s ally Frederick II of Prussia, which could not be provided
for want of ships.”

The primacy of home defence has tended, however, to be obscured by the
approach traditional among naval historians. The founders of scholarly naval
history in the late nineteenth century, who defined their subject in terms which
are still widely accepted, were naturally interested in the connection between
seapower and Empire. For them it was important to show how the navy had
made the Empire, for it was self-evidently the Empire which defined and estab-
lished Britain’s greatness. Moreover, writers such as Sir John Laughton and Sir
Julian Corbett were not simply studying naval history in a spirit of disinterested
enquiry; they were engaged in a movement to reform the Royal Navy of their day
in which historical research played an essential part. Naval history was a practical
tool with which to open various neglected subjects, among them the defence of
trade. They therefore stressed the navy’s role in the creation and defence of the
Empire.® Moreover, trade and Imperial defence long continued to be the principal
justifications argued for the size and structure of the Royal Navy, both abroad (for
example at the inter-war naval disarmament conferences) and at home. Only in
recent years, with the British Empire largely dismantled and the British merchant
fleet greatly reduced, has it become possible to study British naval history with less
distraction from current policy.

This historiographical tradition has tended to give non-specialist historians the
impression that the navy always existed primarily to support overseas expansion
and defend overseas trade. It is often assumed or implied that Britain had a long-
term naval strategy of ‘blue-water’ expansion, enforced by the blockade of enemy
naval ports, but steadily directed towards Imperial ends. So long as Europe
remained weak and divided, this naval policy sufficed to gain Britain access to a

* P. R Doran, Andrew Mitchell and Anglo-Prussian Diplomatic Relations during the Seven Years War
(New York, 1986), pp. 144—47. Black, ‘Naval Power and British Foreign Policy’, p. 102. Richard
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War, 1757-1762 (Cambridge, 1985), p. 26. John B. Hattendorf and others, eds., British Naval Documents,
1204-1960, (Navy Records Society, CXXXI, 1993), pp- 329-31.

3 Donald M. Schurman, The Education of a Navy: The Development of British Naval Strategic Thought,
1867-1914 (London, 1965), and Julian S. Corbett, 1854-1922: Historian of British Maritime Policy from
Drake to Jellicoe (London, 1981). James Goldrick and John B. Hattendorf, eds., Mahan is not Enough: The
Proceedings of a Conference on the Works of Sir Julian Corbett and Admiral Sir Herbert Richmond
(Newport, RI, 1993). Eric Grove, ‘La Pensée naval britannique depuis Colomb)} in Hervé Coutau-
Bégarie, ed., L'Evolution de la pensée navale, 5 vols. (Paris, 1990~95), II, pp. 115-33. Barry D. Hunt, ‘The
Strategic Thought of Sir Julian S. Corbett, in John B. Hattendorf and Robert S. Jordan, eds.,
Maritime Strategy and the Balance of Power: Britain and America in the Twentieth Century (London,

1989), pp- 110-35.
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rising share of the wealth of the world at an economical price. Only with the rise of
the continental military powers in the late nineteenth century, it is argued, did the
unified industrial empires of the railway age outclass the dispersed economic
structures of the older maritime imperial systems. The change is always symbo-
lized by the appointment of Sir John Fisher as First Sea Lord in 1904, the calling
home of the bulk of the Royal Navy to face the German threat in the North Sea, the
conclusion of an alliance with Japan, and the adoption of a ‘Continental Commit-
ment’ to France; all ushering in an age in which the Empire, and by implication the
navy, were increasingly an inescapable burden rather than a source of strength.*
This view of the place of the Royal Navy in British history is still widely accepted,
but it has been undermined at virtually every point. In the first place, it is necessary
to stress that all discussion of British naval strategy in the eighteenth century is
anachronistic, in that there was then nothing which could accurately be described
as naval strategy. The word ‘strategy’ only entered the English language around
1800, as a borrowing from French, then used chiefly in its Greek sense to refer to
the art of the general.” When Corbett published his great study of ‘maritime
strategy’ in 1911, he was consciously borrowing the word from the German military
theorist Clausewitz and applying it in a context in which it was still not custom-
ary.® Eighteenth-century British statesmen and admirals knew neither the phrase
nor the thing. Navies and fleets existed, and they had of necessity some ideas about
how to use them, but those ideas tended to be pragmatic, often detailed, not based
explicitly on any developed theory of naval strategy as a whole. For contempor-
aries, British policy towards the outside world was a single, large subject with
many aspects.” In part it was a matter of traditional diplomacy, especially in
dealings with other countries in Europe. In this context eighteenth-century
Englishmen thought first of the survival of the ‘Revolution Settlement’ of 1689
(by which Parliament legitimized the seizure of the throne by the Protestant Dutch
Prince William III from his father-in-law, the Catholic James II) and of the
‘Protestant Succession” of 1714 (when James’s son was again excluded from the
throne by the succession of the Elector of Hanover as King George I). The threat
was always Bourbon absolutism and Catholic reaction, both promoting a Stuart
restoration.® This directed attention towards the continent so effectively that, at
least up to the mid-century, the advocates of oceanic warfare felt themselves to be a

* Paul M. Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of British Naval Mastery (London, 1976).
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neglected minority. ‘T have sometimes wondered’, complained Swift in 1711 in his
celebrated pamphlet The Conduct of the Allies,

how it came to pass, that the Style of Maritime Powers, by which our Allies, in a sort of
contemptuous manner, usually couple us with the Dutch, did never put us in mind of the
Sea; and while some Politicians were shewing us the way to Spain by Flanders, others by
Savoy or Naples, that the West-Indies should never come into their Heads.®

It would be going too far to say that the West Indies never came into ministers’
heads, but they did so primarily as a source of trade, and commerce itself was often
thought of as the essential support of an effective naval defence. ‘“The undoubted
Interest of England is Trade, declared a pamphleteer in 1672, ‘since it is that alone
which can make us either Rich or Safe, for without a powerful Navy, we should bea
Prey to our Neighbours, and without Trade, we could have neither sea-men or
Ships.*® The trades to the East and West Indies carried much weight, but they
could not be, and were not, considered in isolation from Europe. Relations with
European maritime powers (mainly France, Spain, and the Netherlands) heavily
affected trade overseas, and many colonial imports were re-exported in refined or
manufactured form to the continent. The finance of government, particularly but
not only in wartime, was closely connected with the profitable foreign trades
which generated so much liquid capital, and made possible the debt finance
essential to modern war. Diplomacy, commerce, and finance all had their impact
on the House of Commons, the great theatre in which every aspect of national
policy was expressed in political—and very often ideological—terms. Each of
these aspects of national policy had naval implications, and could be seen to
influence the employment of British fleets and squadrons. What contemporaries
were not in the habit of doing was isolating the naval implications of policy. Their
approach helped them to form foreign policy as a coherent whole, but it did not
encourage them to consider in any detail how it might be worked out at sea.

The navy itself was in no condition to supply the want of any specifically naval
policy-making. Modern navies apply much of their effort to planning for war in
every forseeable situation, and justify their existence largely in terms of their
readiness for war. Eighteenth-century navies were not blind to the need to be
ready for war, but for many reasons advance planning was both more difficult and
less urgent for them." First among the difficulties was the entire absence of any
naval staff. The ‘retinue’ of an eighteenth-century British admiral consisted largely

 Quoted by Nicholas Tracy, Attack on Maritime Trade (London, 1991), p. 29.
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of domestics and young gentlemen hoping to rise on his patronage to become
officers. His ‘staff’, in the modern sense, consisted of his secretary, who handled
the administrative business of the squadron with the assistance of one or two
clerks. In addition he might (but did not usually) have a First Captain (in addition
to the flag-captain) to assist him in handling his fleet, and he might entrust
intelligence or diplomatic correspondence to the flagship’s chaplain.”” Otherwise
he was on his own.

The Admiralty which stood at the head of British naval administration was no
better placed to help. Its tiny staff consisted almost entirely of civilian clerks
engaged in routine administrative business.” The only sea officers present were
the naval members of the Board of Admiralty. It was common, though not
invariable, for the Board to include at least one senior officer of weight and
experience, and this senior officer might or might not be the same person as the
First Lord who presided over the Admiralty Board and represented the navy in
Cabinet. The junior members of the Board, who were essentially political place-
men with no important functions, might include one or two officers, often elderly
and long retired, but there was for long periods no more than one active sea officer
on the Board. It was perfectly possible to have an Admiralty headed by a civilian
virtually without professional assistance. For much of the War of American
Independence Lord Sandwich, the First Lord, had only one professional colleague,
Lord Mulgrave, who was absent at sea and able to advise only by letter. The First
