Chapter 3

England Discovers Its Colonies: 

Empire, Liberty, and Expansion 

In 1603, England was still a weak power on the fringes of Europe. By 1700, England 

was a global giant. It possessed 20 colonies in North America and the Caribbean, controlled much of the African slave trade, and had muscled its way into distant India. 

Commerce and colonies had vastly magnified England’s power. This transformation 

occurred during a century of political and religious upheaval at home. King and Parliament fought over their respective powers—a long struggle that led to civil war and the 

execution of one king in 1649 and to the overthrow of another in 1688. It produced a 

unique constitution that rested on parliamentary supremacy and responsible government 

under the Crown. 

By 1700, England and the colonies had begun to converge around the newly 

defined principles of English constitutionalism. All of them had adopted representative governments. All affirmed the values of liberty and property under the English 

Crown. The sheer diversity of the colonies daunted anyone who hoped to govern 

them. The colonies formed not a single type, but a spectrum of settlement with contrasting economies, social relationships, and institutions. Yet by 1700, England had 

created a system of regulation that respected colonial liberties while asserting imperial 

power. 

The Atlantic Prism and the Spectrum of Settlement 

Over thousands of years, the Indians of the Americas had become diversified into hundreds of distinct cultures and languages. The colonists of 17th-century North America 

and the Caribbean were following much the same course. America divided them. The 

Atlantic united them. Their connection with England gave them what unity they could 

sustain. 

As long as population remained small, no colony could duplicate the complexity of 

England. The settlers had to choose what to bring with them and what to leave behind, what 

they could provide for themselves and what they would have to import—choices dictated 

both by their motives for crossing the ocean and by what the new environment would permit. The colonists sorted themselves out along a vast arc from the cold North to the subtropical Caribbean. If we can imagine England as a source of white light and the Atlantic as 

a prism refracting that light, 17th-century America becomes a spectrum of settlement, with 

each color merging imperceptibly into the shade next to it. Each province had much in 

common with its neighbors but shared few traits with more distant colonies. 
Demographic Differences 

The most pronounced differences involved life expectancy, the sex ratio (the ratio of 

men to women in any society), and family structure. At one extreme were buccaneers, 

the all-male, multiethnic societies in the Caribbean that lived only for plunder. In the 

sugar colonies, European men often died by age 40, and slaves even sooner. Because 

female settlers were scarce at first, even the family seemed an endangered institution. 

Even when the sex ratio evened out and families began to emerge, couples had few children. Life expectancy in early South Carolina was slightly better than in the islands, 

slightly lower than in the Chesapeake Bay area. In Virginia and Maryland, men who 

survived childhood diseases lived to an average age of about 45 years during the last 

half of the 17th century, still less than in England, where life expectancy exceeded 50. 

Then, as natural increase replaced immigration as the main source of population 

growth after 1680, women became more numerous, married much earlier, and raised 

larger families. 

The northern colonies were much healthier. In the Delaware valley, a man who reached 

adulthood could expect to live past 60. In New Netherland, life expectancy and family size 

exceeded Europe’s by 1660, and men outnumbered women among the newcomers by 

only 2 to 1. On Long Island in the 1680s, one woman claimed that she had more than 300 

living descendants. New England was one of the healthiest places in the world. Because 

the sex ratio rapidly approached equality and because the thriving economy permitted 

couples to marry perhaps two years earlier than in England, population exploded. Canada 

followed a similar pattern. In the late 17th century, the birthrate in New France caught up 

with New England’s, and population grew at a comparable pace. 

These demographic differences had major consequences. For example, the Caribbean 

and southern colonies were youthful societies in which men with good connections could 

expect to achieve high office while in their 30s, or even 20s. By contrast, the New England 

colonies gradually became dominated by grandfathers. A man rarely became even a selectman by age 40. Despite the appalling death rate in the sugar and tobacco colonies, young 

men remained optimistic and upbeat, as they looked forward to challenging the world and 

making their fortunes. In New England, people grew more despondent as the century progressed, even though they lived much longer. After 1660, the typical sermon was a gloomy 

jeremiad that deplored the failings of the rising generation. 

Race, Ethnicity, and Economy 

The degree of racial and ethnic mixture also varied from region to region, along with economic 

priorities. The West Indies already had a large slave majority by 1700, when English settlers 

were still a clear majority in the southern mainland colonies, but African slaves became a majority in South Carolina around 1710. They would comprise 40 percent of Virginia’s population 

by the 1730s. Africans were less numerous in the Delaware and Hudson valleys, although 

slavery became deeply entrenched in New York City and parts of New Jersey. 

In the mid-Atlantic region, settlers from all over northwestern Europe were creating a new 

ethnic mosaic. English colonists were probably always a minority, outnumbered at first by the 

Dutch, and later by Germans, Scots, and Irish, but New England was in every sense the most 

English of the colonies. New France was as French as New England was English. The farther 

south one went, the more diverse the population; the farther north, the more uniform. 

Slavery and staple crops went together. The slave societies raised sugar, rice, or tobacco 

for sale in Europe. General farming and family labor also went together. By 1700, the mid Atlantic was the wheat belt of North America. New Englanders farmed and exported fish, 

livestock, and lumber to the West Indies. 

Religion and Education 

The intensity of religious observance varied immensely across the spectrum of settlement, 

ranging from irreverence and indifference in the West Indies to intense piety in New England 

and New France. Literacy followed a similar pattern. Colonists everywhere tried to prevent 

slaves from learning to read, and low literacy prevailed wherever slavery predominated. 

Chesapeake settlers provided almost no formal schooling for their children before the 

founding of the College of William and Mary in 1693 and of a Latin grammar school in 

Annapolis at about the same time. Even some of the justices of the peace in Maryland and 

Virginia were unable to write. By contrast, the Dutch maintained several good schools in 

New Netherland. Massachusetts founded Harvard College in 1636, and in 1642 required 

every town to have a writing school, and larger towns to support a Latin grammar school. 

In New France a seminary (now Laval University) was established in the 1660s, but lay literacy remained low in rural communities. Along the spectrum, piety, literacy, and education generally grew stronger from south to north. 

Public support for the clergy followed the same pattern. By 1710, the established church 

of the mother country was the legally established church in the West Indies and in the southern mainland colonies. Establishment and dissent fought to a standstill in the mid-Atlantic, 

with toleration claiming the real victory in New York and full religious liberty in Pennsylvania. 

In New England, Old World dissent became the New World establishment. Public support 

for the clergy was much greater in the north than in the south. The sugar islands had the most 

wealth, but they maintained only one clergyman for every 3,000 to 9,000 people, depending 

on the island and the decade. In the Chesapeake, the comparable ratio was about one for every 

1,500 people by 1700. It was perhaps one for every 1,000 in New York, one for every 600 in 

New England, and still lower in New France. Moral standards also rose from south to north. 

New Englanders boasted that they were far more godly than all other colonists. The Puritans 

“give out that they are Israelites,” reported a Dutch visitor to Connecticut, “and that we in our 

colony are Egyptians, and that the English in the Virginias are also Egyptians.” 
Local and Provincial Governments 

Forms of government also varied. Drawing on their English experience, settlers could 

choose from among parishes, boroughs (towns), and counties. The only important local 

institution in the sugar islands and in South Carolina was the parish, which took on 

many secular functions, such as poor relief. The Chesapeake colonies relied primarily 

on the county but also made increasing use of the parish. Few parishes were ever organized in the mid-Atlantic colonies, but county government arrived with the English 

conquest of New Netherland in 1664 and became a powerful institution. Townships 

also appeared. New England’s most basic local institution was the town. Massachusetts 

created counties in the 1640s, followed 20 years later by Connecticut and in the 1680s 

by Plymouth. Rhode Island and New Hampshire waited until the 18th century before 

creating counties. After 1700, towns large enough to support more than one church 

also adopted the parish system. In local government as in its economy, New England’s 

use of the full range of parishes, towns, and counties made the region more fully English 

than other colonies. 

The West Indian colonies all had royal governments by the 1660s. Proprietary forms 

dominated the mainland south of New England, except for royal Virginia. Until the 

1680s, New England relied on corporate forms of government in which all officials, 

even governors, were elected. This system survived in Connecticut and Rhode Island 

through independence. 

Unifying Trends: Language, War, Law, and Inheritance 

Despite this diversity, a few unifying trends emerged in the 17th century. For instance, 

language became more uniform in America than in England. True, the New England 

dialect derived mostly from East Anglia, the southern accent from southern and western 

England, and mid-Atlantic speech from north-central England. But Londoners went to all 

of the colonies (in England, people went to London), and London English affected every 

colony and softened the contrasts among the emerging regional dialects. 

Another area of uniformity was the manner in which the settlers waged war: They did 

it in their own way, not with the professional armies that were just taking hold in Europe, 

but with short-term volunteers for whom terror against Indian women and children was 

often the tactic of choice. Europe was moving toward limited wars; the colonists demanded 

quick and total victories. 

Law became a simpler version of England’s complex legal system. Justice was local and 

uncomplicated—in fact, an organized legal profession did not emerge until the 18th century. The absence of lawyers pleased most settlers. Also, no mainland American colony 

rigidly followed English patterns of inheritance. Instead, the colonies were developing 

their own practices. Some women had a chance to acquire property, usually by inheritance 

from a deceased husband, particularly in the Chesapeake colonies during the long period 

when men greatly outnumbered women. The single women who crossed the Atlantic as 

servants were desperate people who had hit bottom in England. Those who survived 

enjoyed a fantastic chance at upward mobility. By marrying landowners, many won a 

respectability that was never available to them in England. In every colony, younger sons 

also found their situation improved. They played a huge role in settling the colonies, especially among the Chesapeake elite, and they showed little inclination to preserve institutions that had offered them no landed inheritance in England. Most families made no distinction between the eldest and other sons, except in New England, where the eldest son 

received a double share. 
The Beginnings of Empire 

In the chaotic 1640s, the English realized that their colonies overseas were bringing them 

few benefits. England had no coherent colonial policy. 

Upheaval in America: The Critical 1640s 

England’s civil wars rocked its emerging empire, politically and economically. As royal 

power collapsed in the 1640s, the West Indian colonies demanded and received elective 

assemblies. The Dutch took advantage of the chaos in England to finance much of the 

sugar revolution in Barbados and seize control of trade in and out of England’s West 

Indian and Chesapeake colonies. By 1650, most sugar and tobacco exports were going to 

Amsterdam, not London. 

During the civil wars, nobody in England exercised effective control over the colonies. 

The king had declared that their trade was to remain in English hands, but no agency existed 

to enforce that policy. The new elective assemblies of Barbados and the Leeward Islands preferred to trade with the Dutch, even after the English Crown took over those colonies in 

1660. The mainland colonies already governed themselves. As the New England settlements 

expanded, the new colonies of Connecticut, Rhode Island, and New Haven did not even 

bother to obtain royal charters. On the mainland, only Virginia had a royal governor. 

The chaos of the 1640s gave Indians a unique opportunity to resist the settlers. As civil 

war disrupted trade with England and threatened to cut off regular supplies of muskets 

and gunpowder, the Indians gained a powerful advantage over the settlements. That danger seemed so ominous that Rhode Island ordered young men to learn how to use bows 

and arrows. Although the Indians of the eastern woodlands never united into an effective 

league, many of them, such as Miantonomo in New England and Opechancanough in Virginia, began to think of driving the Europeans out altogether. 

Indians greatly outnumbered settlers, except in eastern New England and the Virginia 

tidewater. Between 1643 and 1647, the Iroquois nearly wiped out New France, and the 

Hudson valley Algonquians almost destroyed New Netherland. Maryland, beset by conflicts with Susquehannock Indians and by civil war among its colonists, nearly ceased to 

exist. The number of settlers there may have fallen to 300 by 1648. In Virginia, the aging 

warrior Opechancanough staged another massacre, killing 500 settlers without warning on 

a holy day in 1644. This time the settlers recovered more quickly, took Opechancanough 

prisoner in 1646, and murdered him. They broke up his chiefdom and imposed treaties 

of dependency on its member tribes. 

Only New England avoided war with the Indians—just barely. Miantonomo, sachem of 

the Narragansetts, called for a war of extermination against the settlers, to be launched by a 

surprise attack in 1642. He abandoned the plan after settlers got wind of it. The colonists 

created their own defensive alliance in 1643, the New England Confederation, which united 

the four orthodox colonies of Massachusetts, Plymouth, Connecticut, and New Haven. Rhode 

Island was not invited to join. The confederation persuaded the Mohegans to kill Miantonomo, 

and tensions with the Narragansett Indians remained high. The Narragansetts controlled some 

of the finest land in New England. Massachusetts, Plymouth, and Connecticut all wanted that 

land, but the Narragansetts were still too powerful to intimidate. 

What happened in the colonies seemed of little interest to the English people in the turbulent 1640s. Later, as the debris of civil war was cleared away and the extent of Dutch 

commercial domination became obvious, the English turned their eyes westward once 

again. In a sense, England first discovered its colonies and their importance around 1650. 

Mercantilism as a Moral Revolution 

Focus Question 

How important was England’s mercantilistic system in gaining effective control over 

the colonies and in projecting English power against its European rivals? 

During the 17th century, most European powers followed a set of policies now usually 

called mercantilism. Mercantilists argued that power derived ultimately from the wealth 

of a country, that the increase of wealth required vigorous trade, and that colonies had 

become essential to that growth. Clearly, a state had to control the commerce of its 

colonies, but mercantilists disagreed over the best ways to promote growth. The Dutch 

favored virtual free trade within Europe, whereas England preferred some kind of state 

regulation of the domestic and imperial economy. 

A century of seemingly endless religious wars, driven by the quest for glory and the love 

of holy causes, had crippled Spain, killed one-third of the German people, and nearly 

destroyed the English state. As time passed, statesmen began to look more favorably upon 

a very different emotion—greed, a passion in which they found interesting properties. The 

pursuit of glory or love inspires intense but unpredictable activity, followed by relaxation 

or even exhaustion. Greed, because it is insatiable, fosters predictable behavior—namely, 

the pursuit of self-interest, a softer term than greed and one that most people preferred to 

use. By creating economic incentives, then, a state could induce its people to work to 

increase not only their own wealth and power but also that of the whole country. Likewise, by imposing import duties and other disincentives, the state could discourage actions 

detrimental to its power. 

At first, these ideas were as gloomy as the world in which they arose. Early mercantilists 

assumed that the world contained a fixed supply of wealth. A state, to augment its own 

power, would have to expropriate the wealth of a rival. Trade wars would replace religious 

wars, although presumably they would be less destructive, which they usually were. Gradually, however, a more radical idea took hold: The growth of trade might multiply the 

wealth of the whole world, with all nations benefiting and becoming so interdependent 

that war between them would be recognized as suicidal. That vision of peace and unending growth has never been realized, but it still inspires people today. 

Mercantilism marked a major breakthrough toward modernity. It gradually became 

associated with the emerging idea of unending progress, and it made statesmen rethink the 

role of legislation in their societies. Europeans were already familiar with two kinds of 

progress, one associated with Renaissance humanism, and the other explicitly Christian. 

The opening of the Americas had already reinforced both visions. Humanists knew that 

the distant ancestors of Europeans had all been “barbarians” who had advanced over the 

centuries toward “civility.” Their own encounters with the indigenous peoples of Africa, 

Ireland, and America underscored this dualistic view by revealing new “savages” who seemed 

morally and culturally inferior to the “civilized” colonists. Most Christians shared these convictions, but they also believed that human society was progressing toward a future millennium in which Christ will return to earth and reign with his saints in perfect harmony for 

1,000 years. To missionaries, both Catholic and Protestant, the discovery of millions of heathens in the Americas stimulated millennial thinking. God had chosen this moment to open 

a new hemisphere to Christians, they explained, because the millennium was near. 

Both the humanist and the Christian notions of progress were static concepts, however. 

Humanity would advance to a certain level, and progress would cease. Mercantilism, by 

contrast, marked a revolution of the human imagination precisely because it could arouse 

visions of endless progress. Mercantilists also developed a more modern concept of law, 

which they saw as a way to change society, not merely as a means of clarifying old customs or reducing natural laws to written texts. 

The First Navigation Act 

English merchants began debating trade policy during a severe depression in the 1620s. 

They agreed that a nation’s wealth depended on its balance of trade, that a healthy nation 

ought to export more than it imports, and that the difference—or balance—could be converted into military strength. They also believed that a state needed colonies to produce 

essential commodities unavailable at home. And they argued that a society ought to export 

luxuries, not import them. For England to catch up with the Dutch, Parliament would 

have to intervene. London merchants clamored for measures to stifle Dutch competition. 

Parliament listened to them, not to Oliver Cromwell and other Puritans who regarded war 

between two Protestant republics as an abomination. The merchants got their Navigation 

Act—and their naval war. 

In 1650, Parliament banned foreign ships from English colonies. A year later, it passed 

the first comprehensive Navigation Act, aimed at Dutch competition. Under this law, 

Asian and African goods could be imported into the British Isles or the colonies only in 

English-owned ships, and the master and at least half of each crew had to be Englishmen. 

European goods could be imported into Britain or the colonies in either English ships or 

the ships of the producing country, but foreigners could not trade between one English 

port and another. 

This new attention from the English government angered the colonists in the West 

Indies and North America. Mercantilists assumed that the colonies existed only to enrich 

the mother country. Why else had England permitted them to be founded? But the young 

men growing sugar in Barbados or tobacco in Virginia hoped to prosper on their own. Selling their crops to the Dutch, who offered the lowest freight rates, added to their profits. 

Although New England produced no staple that Europeans wanted except fish, Yankee 

skippers cheerfully swapped their fish or forest products in the Chesapeake for tobacco, 

which they then carried directly to Europe, usually to Amsterdam. 

Barbados greeted the Navigation Act by proclaiming virtual independence. Virginia recognized Charles II as king and continued to welcome Dutch and Yankee traders. In 1651, 

Parliament dispatched a naval force to America. It compelled Barbados to submit to Parliament and then sailed to the Chesapeake, where Virginia and Maryland capitulated in 1652. 

But without resident officials to enforce English policy, trade with the Dutch continued. 

Soon England and the Netherlands were at war, the first of three Anglo-Dutch conflicts 

between 1652 and 1674. For two years the English navy dealt heavy blows to the Dutch. 

Finally, in 1654, Cromwell sent Parliament home and made peace. A militant Protestant, 

he preferred to fight Catholic Spain rather than the Netherlands. He sent a fleet that failed 

to take Hispaniola, but it seized Jamaica in 1655. 

Restoration Navigation Acts 

By the Restoration era, mercantilist thinking had become widespread. Although the new 

royalist Parliament invalidated all legislation passed during the Commonwealth period, 

these Cavaliers promptly reenacted and extended the original Navigation Act in a series of 

new measures. The Navigation Act of 1660 required that all colonial trade be carried on 

English ships (a category that included colonial vessels but now excluded the Scots), but 

the master and three-fourths of the crew had to be English. The act also created a category 

of enumerated commodities, of which sugar and tobacco were the most important, permitting these products to be shipped from the colony of origin only to England or to 

another English colony—the intent being to give England a monopoly over the export of 

major staples from every English colony to Europe and to the rest of the world. The 

colonists could still export non enumerated commodities elsewhere. New England could 

send fish to a French sugar island, for example, and Virginia could export wheat to Cuba, 

provided the French and the Spanish would let them. In a second measure, the Staple Act 

of 1663, Parliament regulated goods going to the colonies. With few exceptions, products 

from Europe or Asia had to land in England before they could be delivered to the settlements. A third measure, the Plantation Duty Act of 1673, required captains of colonial 

ships to post bond in the colonies that they would deliver all enumerated commodities to 

England, or else pay on the spot the duties that would be owed in England (the “plantation duty”). This measure, England hoped, would eliminate all incentives to smuggle. To 

make it effective, England for the first time sent customs officers to the colonies to collect 

the duty and prosecute violators. They won little compliance at first. 

Parliament intended nothing less than a revolution in Atlantic trade. Properly enforced, 

the Navigation Acts would dislodge the Dutch and establish England’s hegemony over its 

Atlantic trade, and that is what happened in the next half-century. In 1600, about 90 percent 

of England’s exports consisted of woolen cloth. By 1700, colonial and Asian commerce 

accounted for 30 to 40 percent of England’s overseas trade, and London had become the 

largest city in Western Europe. Its population tripled during the 17th century. 

Enforcement long remained uneven, but in the 1670s, a war between France and the 

Netherlands diverted critical Dutch resources from trade to defense, thus helping England 

catch up with the Dutch. By 1700, Britain had the most powerful navy in the world. By 

1710 or so, virtually all British colonial trade was carried on British ships. Sugar, tobacco, 

and other staple crops all passed through Britain on their way to their ultimate destination. 

Nearly all of the manufactured goods consumed in the colonies were made in Britain. Most 

products from Europe or Asia destined for the colonies passed through Britain first, 

although some smuggling of these goods continued. 

Few government policies have ever been as successful as England’s Navigation Acts, but 

England achieved these results without pursuing a steady course toward increased imperial control. For example, in granting charters to Rhode Island in 1662 and to Connecticut 

in 1663, Charles II approved elective governors and legislatures in both colonies. (The 

Connecticut charter also absorbed the New Haven Colony into the Hartford government.) 

These elective officials could not be dismissed or punished for failure to enforce the Navigation Acts. Moreover, the Crown also chartered several new Restoration colonies (see 

chapter 2), whose organizers had few incentives to obey the new laws. Making the empire 

work would take time. 

Indians, Settlers, Upheaval 

As time passed, the commercial possibilities and limitations of North America were becoming 

much clearer. The French and Dutch mastered the fur trade because they controlled the 

two all-water routes from the Atlantic to the interior, via the St. Lawrence system and the 

Hudson and Mohawk rivers. South Carolinians could go around the southern extreme of 

the Appalachians. They all needed Indian trading partners. 

As of 1670, no sharp boundaries yet existed between Indian lands and colonial settlements. Boston, the largest city north of Mexico, was only 15 miles from an Indian village. 

The outposts on the Delaware River were islands in a sea of Indians. In the event of war, 

nearly every European settlement was vulnerable to attack. 

Indian Strategies of Survival 

Focus Question 

Contrast the failure of New England and Virginia to preserve peaceful relations with 

neighboring Indians in 1675–76 with New York’s success in the same decade and 

later. 

By the 1670s, most coastal tribes had already been devastated by disease or soon would 

be. European diseases, by magnifying the depleted tribes’ need for captives, greatly 

increased the intensity of wars among Indian peoples. The Iroquois, hard hit by smallpox and other ailments, acquired muskets from the Dutch and used them, first to attack 

other Iroquoian peoples and then Algonquians. These mourning wars were often initiated by the widow or bereaved mother or sister of a deceased family member. Her 

warrior relatives then launched a raid and brought back captives. Although adult male 

prisoners, who might take revenge if allowed to live, were usually tortured to death, 

most women and children were adopted and assimilated. Adoption worked because the 

captives shared the cultural values of their captors. They became Iroquois. As early as 

the 1660s, a majority of Indians in the Five Nations were adoptees. In this way, the confederacy remained strong while its rivals declined. In the southern piedmont, the warlike, Sioux-speaking Catawba Indians also assimilated thousands from other tribes, as 

did the Creeks farther south. 
In some ways, America became as much a new world for the Indians as it did for the 

colonists. European cloth, muskets, hatchets, knives, and pots appealed to Indians and 

spread far into the interior, but Indians who learned to use them gradually abandoned traditional skills and became increasingly dependent on European goods. Alcohol, the one 

item always in demand, was also dangerous. Indian men drank to alter their mood and 

achieve visions, not for sociability. Drunkenness became a major, if intermittent, social 

problem. 

Settlers who understood that their future depended on the fur trade tried to stay on 

good terms with the Indians. Pieter Stuyvesant put New Netherland on such a course, and 

the English governors of New York followed his lead after 1664. Edmund Andros, governor from 1674 to 1680, cultivated the friendship of the Iroquois League, in which the 

five member nations had promised not to wage war against one another. In 1677, Andros 

and the Five Nations agreed to make New York the easternmost link in what the English 

called the Covenant Chain of Peace, a huge defensive advantage for a lightly populated 

colony. Thus, while New England and Virginia fought bitter Indian wars in the 1670s, 

New York avoided conflict. The Covenant Chain later proved flexible enough to incorporate other Indians and colonies as well. 

Where the Indian trade was slight, war became more likely. In 1675, it erupted in both 

New England and the Chesapeake. In the 1640s, Virginia had imposed treaties of dependency on the member nations of the Powhatan chiefdom, in the hope of keeping them 

loyal in the event of war with other Indians. The New England colonies had similar understandings with the large non-Christian nations of the region, but the Puritan governments 

placed even greater reliance on a growing number of Christianized Indians. 

Puritan Indian Missions 

Serious efforts to convert Indians to Protestantism began in the 1640s on the island of 

Martha’s Vineyard under Thomas Mayhew, Sr., and Thomas Mayhew, Jr., and in Massachusetts under John Eliot, pastor of the Roxbury church. Eliot tried to make the nearby 

Indian town of Natick into a model mission community. 

The Mayhews were more successful than Eliot, although he received most of the publicity. They worked with local sachems and challenged only the tribal powwows(prophets or 

medicine men) and even converted some of  those after their rites failed to cure smallpox. 

The Mayhews encouraged Indian men to teach the settlers of Martha’s Vineyard and Nantucket how to catch whales, an activity that made them a vital part of the settlers’ economy 

without threatening their identity as men. Eliot, by contrast, attacked the authority of the 

sachems as well as the powwows, challenged the traditional tribal structure, and insisted 

on turning Indian men into farmers, a female role in Indian society. Yet he did translate 

the Bible and a few other religious works into the Massachusett language. 

By the early 1670s, more than 1,000 Indians, nearly all of them survivors of coastal tribes 

that had been decimated by disease, lived in a string of seven “praying towns,” and Eliot got 

busy organizing five more, mostly among the Nipmucks of the interior. By 1675, about 2,300 

Indians, perhaps one-quarter of all those living in southeastern New England, were in various 

stages of conversion to Christianity, but only 160 of them had achieved the kind of conversion experience that Puritans required for full membership in a church. Few Indians shared 

the Puritan sense of sin. They could not easily grasp why their best deeds should stink in the 

nostrils of the Lord. The more powerful nations felt threatened by this pressure to convert, 

and resistance to Christianity became one cause of the war that broke out in 1675. Other 

causes were the settlers’ lust for Indian lands, the ever-increasing intrusion of their livestock 

onto Indian cornfields, and the fear, especially among younger warrior-hunters, that their 

whole way of life was in danger of extinction. Metacom (whom the English called King Philip) 

was one of those Indians. He was sachem of the Wampanoags and the son of Massasoit, who 

had celebrated the first thanksgiving feast with the Pilgrims. Metacom once remarked that if 

he became “a praying sachem, I shall be a poor and weak one, and easily be trod upon.” 

Metacom’s (or King Philip’s) War 

Metacom’s Warbroke out shortly after Plymouth executed three Wampanoags accused of 

murdering John Sassamon, a Harvard-educated Indian preacher who may have been spying on Metacom. The fighting began in the frontier town of Swansea in June 1675, after 

settlers killed an Indian they found looting an abandoned house. When the Indians 

demanded satisfaction the next day, the settlers laughed in their faces. The Indians took 

revenge, and the violence escalated into war. 

The settlers, remembering their easy triumph over the Pequots a generation earlier (see 

chapter 2), were confident of victory. But since the 1630s, the Indians had acquired 

firearms, especially flintlock muskets. They had built forges to make musket balls and 

repair their weapons. They had even become marksmen with the smoothbore musket by 

firing several smaller bullets, instead of a single shot, with each charge. The settlers, who 

had often paid Indians to do their hunting for them, were often armed with older firelocks 

and were terrible shots. In the tradition of European armies, they discharged volleys without aiming. To the shock of the colonists, Metacom won several engagements against Plymouth militia, usually by ambushing the noisy intruders. He then escaped from Plymouth 

Colony and headed toward the upper Connecticut valley, where the local Indians, after 

being ordered to disarm, joined him instead. Together they burned five Massachusetts 

towns in three months. 

Massachusetts and Connecticut joined the fray. Rather than attack Metacom’s Wampanoags, 

they went after the Narragansetts, who had accepted some Wampanoag refugees but were 

trying to remain neutral. Many prominent settlers dreamed of acquiring their fertile lands. 

In the Great Swamp Fight of December 1675, a Puritan army, with the aid of Indian 

guides, attacked an unfinished Narragansett fort during a blizzard and massacred hundreds of Indians, most of them women and children, but not before the Indians had 

picked off a high percentage of the officers. The surviving warriors joined Metacom and 

showed that they too could use terror. They torched more towns. Altogether, about 800 

settlers were killed, and two dozen towns were destroyed or badly damaged. 

Terrified frontier settlers demanded the annihilation of all nearby Indians, even the 

Christian converts. The Massachusetts government, shocked to realize that it could not 

win the war without Indian allies, did what it could to protect the praying Indians. The 

magistrates evacuated them to a bleak island in Boston harbor, where they spent a miserable winter of privation but then enlisted to fight against Metacom in the spring campaign. 
The war nearly tore New England apart, and it did split the clergy. Increase Mather, a 

prominent Boston minister, saw the conflict as God’s judgment on a sinful people and 

warned that no victory would come until New England repented and reformed. At first, 

the Massachusetts General Court agreed. It blamed the war on young men who wore their 

hair too long, on boys and girls who took leisurely horse rides together, on people who 

dressed above their station in life, and on blaspheming Quakers. Quakers, in turn, saw the 

war as divine punishment for their persecution by the Puritans. They pointed to Connecticut, which stopped hounding Quakers during the war and where only one town was 

destroyed. Another Boston minister, William Hubbard, insisted that the war was only a 

brief testing time, after which the Lord would lead his saints to victory over the heathen. 

To Daniel Gookin, a magistrate committed to Eliot’s mission work, the war was an 

unspeakable tragedy for both sides. 

Despite their disagreements, the settlers pulled together and won the war in 1676. Governor Andros of New York persuaded the Mohawks to attack Metacom’s winter camp and 

disperse his people, who by then were short of gunpowder. The New Englanders, working closely with Mohegan and Christian Indian allies, then hunted down Metacom’s war 

parties, killed hundreds of Indians, including Metacom, and sold hundreds more into 

West Indian slavery. Some of those enslaved had not even been party to the conflict and 

had actually requested asylum from it. As the tide turned, the Massachusetts government 

sided with Hubbard by ordering a day of thanksgiving, but Increase Mather’s church 

observed a fast day instead. The colony had not reformed adequately, he explained. In 

effect, the struggle had turned into a civil war among the Indian peoples of southern New 

England with all the colonies supporting Metacom’s enemies. 

Virginia’s Indian War 

In Virginia, Governor Sir William Berkeley, who had led the colony to victory over 

Opechancanough 30 years earlier, rejoiced in the New Englanders’ woes. Metacom’s War 

was the least they deserved for the way the Puritans had ripped England apart and executed Charles I during the civil wars. Then Virginia began to have troubles of its own. 

In 1675, the Doegs, a dependent Indian nation in the Potomac valley, demanded payment 

of an old debt from a local planter. When he refused, they ran off some of his livestock. After 

his overseer killed one of them, the others fled but later returned to ambush and kill the man. 

The county militia mustered and followed the Doegs across the Potomac into Maryland. At 

a fork in the trail, the militia split into two parties. Each found a group of Indians in a shack 

a few hundred yards up the path it was following. Both parties fired at point-blank range, 

killing 11 at one cabin and 14 at the other. One of the bands was indeed Doeg, but the other 

was not: “Susquehannock friends,” blurted one Indian as he fled. 

The Susquehannocks were a strong Iroquoian-speaking people with firearms; they had 

moved south to escape Iroquois attacks. At Maryland’s invitation, they had recently occupied land north of the Potomac. Berkeley, still hoping to avoid war, sent John Washington 

(ancestor of George) with some Virginia militia to investigate the killings and, if possible, 

to set matters right. 

Washington preferred vengeance. His Virginia militia joined with a Maryland force, and 

together they besieged a formidable Susquehannock fort on the north bank of the Potomac, 

too strong to take without artillery. When the Indians sent out five or six sachems to negotiate, the militia murdered them and then laid siege to the fort for the next six weeks. The 

Indians, short of provisions, finally broke out one night with all of their people, killing several militiamen. After hurling taunts of defiance and promises of vengeance, they disappeared into the forest. Apparently blaming Virginia more than Maryland, they killed more 

than 30 Virginia settlers in January 1676. The colonists began to panic. 

Berkeley favored a defensive strategy against the Indians; most settlers wanted to 

attack. In March 1676, the governor summoned a special session of the Virginia legislature to approve the creation of a string of forts above the fall line of the major rivers, with 

companies of “rangers” to patrol the stretches between them. Berkeley also hoped to maintain a distinction between the clearly hostile Susquehannocks and other Indians who 

might still be neutral or friendly. Frontier settlers, mostly former servants frustrated by low 

tobacco prices and unable to acquire tidewater lands because established planters had 

bought them up, demanded war against all Indians. Finally, to avoid further provocation, 

Berkeley restricted the fur trade to a few of his close associates. To the men excluded from 

that circle, his actions looked like favoritism. To settlers in frontier counties, whose access 

to new lands was blocked by the Indians and who now had to pay higher taxes, Berkeley’s 

strategy seemed intolerable. 

In both the Second (1665–67) and Third (1672–74) Anglo-Dutch Wars, Berkeley had 

built costly forts to protect the colony from the Dutch navy, but Dutch warships had sailed 

around them and mauled the tobacco fleet anyway. Accordingly, colonists denounced the 

building of any more forts and demanded an offensive campaign waged by unpaid volunteers, who would take their rewards by plundering and enslaving Indians. In April, the 

frontier settlers found a reckless leader in Nathaniel Bacon, a young newcomer to the 

colony with a scandalous past and £1,800 to invest. Using his political connections (he 

was the governor’s cousin by marriage), he managed an appointment to the council soon 

after his arrival in the colony in 1674. Bacon, the owner of a plantation and trading post 

in Henrico County at the falls of the James River (now Richmond), was one of the men 

excluded from the Indian trade under Berkeley’s new rules. 

Bacon’s Rebellion 

Ignoring Berkeley’s orders, Bacon marched his frontiersmen south in search of the elusive Susquehannocks. After several days, his weary men reached a village of friendly 

Occaneechees, who offered them shelter, announced that they knew where to find a 

Susquehannock camp, and even offered to attack it. The Occaneechees surprised and 

defeated the Susquehannocks and returned with their captives to celebrate the victory 

with Bacon. But after they had fallen asleep, Bacon’s men massacred them and seized 

their furs and prisoners. On their return to Henrico in May, the Baconians boasted of 

their prowess as Indian killers. 

By then, Berkeley had outlawed Bacon, dissolved the legislature, and called the first 

general election since 1661. The old assembly had recently imposed a property requirement for voting, but Berkeley suspended it and asked the burgesses to bring their grievances to Jamestown for redress at the June assembly. “How miserable that man is,” he complained, “that Governes a People where six parts of seaven at least are Poore Endebted 

Discontented and Armed.” 

As one measure of their resentment against elite planters, voters elected a fair number 

of burgesses who were not JPs, almost unheard of since midcentury. Henrico’s voters 

elected Bacon to the assembly. Berkeley had him arrested when he reached Jamestown and 

made him go down on his knees before the governor and council and apologize for his 

disobedience. Berkeley then forgave him and restored him to his seat in the council. By 

then, even the governor had abandoned his effort to distinguish between hostile and 

friendly Indians, but he still favored a defensive war. While the burgesses were passing 

laws to reform the county courts, the vestries, and the tax system, Bacon slipped away to 

Henrico, summoned his followers again, and marched on Jamestown. At gunpoint, he 

forced Berkeley to commission him as general of volunteers and compelled the legislature 

to authorize another expedition against the Indians. 

Berkeley retreated downriver to Gloucester County and mustered its militia, but they 

refused to follow him against Bacon. They would fight only Indians. Mortified, Berkeley fled 

to the eastern shore, the only part of the colony that was safe from Indian attack and thus 

still loyal to him. Bacon hastened to Jamestown, summoned a meeting of planters at the 

governor’s Green Spring mansion, made them swear an oath of loyalty to him, and ordered 

the confiscation of the estates of Berkeley’s major supporters, who were men in the process of 

becoming great planters. Meanwhile, Berkeley raised his own force on the eastern shore by 

promising the men an exemption from taxes for 21 years and the right to plunder the rebels. 

Unlike the situation in New England, few Indians killed other Indians in 1676. Virginia 

settlers fought one another during this civil war, and royal government collapsed under 

the strain. During that summer, hundreds of settlers set out to make their fortunes by 

plundering Indians, other colonists, or both. Bacon’s Rebellion was the largest upheaval in 

the American colonies before 1775. Despite later legends, it had little to do with liberty 

but a lot to do with class resentments. 

Bacon never did kill a hostile Indian. While he was slaughtering and enslaving the 

unresisting Pamunkeys along the frontier, Berkeley assembled a small fleet and retook 

Jamestown in August. Bacon rushed east, exhibiting his Indian captives along the way, 

and laid siege to Jamestown. He captured the wives of prominent Berkeley supporters 

and forced them to stand in the line of fire as he dug his trenches closer to the capital. 

After suffering only a few casualties, the governor’s men grew discouraged, and in early 

September, the whole force returned to the eastern shore. Bacon then burned Jamestown 

to the ground. He also boasted of his ability to hold off an English army, unite Virginia 

with Maryland and North Carolina, and win Dutch support for setting up an independent Chesapeake republic. Instead he died of dysentery in October. 

Berkeley soon regained control of Virginia. Using the ships of the London tobacco 

fleet, he overpowered the plantations that Bacon had fortified. Then, in January 1677, a 

force of 1,000 redcoats arrived, too late to help but in time to strain the colony’s depleted 

resources. Ignoring royal orders to show clemency, Berkeley hanged 23 of the rebels. A 

new assembly repudiated the reforms of 1676, and in many counties the governor’s men 

used their control of the courts to continue plundering the Baconians through confiscations and fines. After the upheaval, many of the emerging great planters deliberately 

chose to replace their indentured servants with enslaved Africans. Summoned to England 

to defend himself, Berkeley died there in 1677 before he could present his case. 

Crisis in England and the Redefinition of Empire 

Bacon’s Rebellion helped trigger a political crisis in England. Because Virginia produced 

little tobacco in 1676 during the uprising, English customs revenues fell sharply, and the 

king was obliged to ask Parliament for more money. Parliament’s response was tempered 

by the much deeper problem of the royal succession. Charles II had fathered many bastards, but his royal marriage was childless. After the queen reached menopause in the mid1670s, his brother James, duke of York, became his heir. By then, James had become a 

Catholic. When Charles dissolved the Parliament that had sat from 1661 until 1678, he 

knew he would have to deal with a new House of Commons that was terrified by the 

prospect of a Catholic king. 

The Popish Plot, the Exclusion Crisis, and the Rise of Party 

In this atmosphere of distrust, a cynical adventurer, Titus Oates, fabricated the sensational 

story that he had uncovered a “Popish Plot” to kill Charles and bring James to the throne. 

In the wake of these accusations, the king’s ministry fell, and the parliamentary opposition 

won majorities in three successive elections between 1678 and 1681. Organized by Lord 

Shaftesbury (the Carolina proprietor), the opposition demanded that James, a Catholic, be 

excluded from the throne in favor of Mary and then Anne, his Protestant daughters by his 

first marriage. It also called for a guarantee of frequent elections and for an independent 

electorate not under the influence of wealthy patrons. The king’s men began castigating 

Shaftesbury’s followers as Whigs, the name of an obscure sect of Scottish religious extremists who favored the assassination of both Charles and James. Whigs in turn denounced 

Charles’s courtiers as Tories, a term for Irish Catholic bandits who murdered Protestant 

landlords. Like Puritan, Quaker, Papist, and other terms of abuse, both words stuck. 

England’s party struggle reflected a deep rift between Court and Country forces. As of 

1681, Tories were a Court party. They favored the legitimate succession, a standing army 

with adequate revenues to maintain it, the Anglican Church without toleration for Protestant dissenters or Catholics, and a powerful monarchy. The Whigs were a Country opposition that stood for the exclusion of James from the throne, a decentralized militia rather 

than a standing army, toleration of Protestant dissenters but not of Catholics, and an active 

role in government for a reformed Parliament. During this struggle, James fled to Scotland 

in virtual exile, but Charles, after getting secret financial support from King Louis XIV of 

France, dissolved Parliament in 1681 and ruled without one until he died in 1685. 

The Lords of Trade and Imperial Reform 

English politics of the 1670s and 1680s had a profound impact on the colonies. The 

duke of York emerged from the Third Anglo-Dutch War as the most powerful shaper 

of imperial policy. At his urging, the government created a new agency in 1675, the 

Lords Committee of Trade and Plantations, or more simply, the Lords of Trade. This 

agency, a permanent committee of the Privy Council, enforced the Navigation Acts and 

administered the colonies. Although Virginia was the oldest royal colony, the West 

Indies became the object of most of the new policies, simply because the Caribbean 

remained a much more important theater of international competition and wealth. The 

instruments of royal government first took shape in the islands and were then extended 

to the mainland. 

In the 1660s, the Crown took control of the governments of Barbados, Jamaica, and the 

Leeward Islands. The king appointed the governor and upper house of each colony; the 

settlers elected an assembly. The Privy Council in England reserved to itself the power to 

hear appeals from colonial courts and to disallow colonial legislation after the governor had 

approved it. The Privy Council also issued a formal commission and a lengthy set of instructions to each royal governor. In the two or three decades after 1660, these documents 

became standardized. The king’s commission defined a governor’s powers. From the 

Crown’s point of view, the commission created the constitutional structure of each colony, 

a claim that few settlers accepted. Most colonists believed they had an inherent right to 

constitutional rule even without the king’s explicit warrant. 

Written instructions told each royal governor how to use his broad powers. They 

laid out what he must do, such as command the militia, and what he must avoid, such 

as approving laws detrimental to English trade. Despite some confusion at first, Crown 

lawyers eventually agreed that these instructions were binding only on the governor, 

not on the colony as a whole. In other words, royal instructions never acquired the 

force of law. 

London also insisted that each colony pay the cost of its own government. Ironically, 

this requirement strengthened colonial claims to self-rule. After a long struggle in Jamaica, 

the Crown imposed a compromise in 1681 that had broad significance for all of the 

colonies. The Lords of Trade threatened to make the Jamaica assembly as weak as the Irish 

Parliament, which could debate and approve only those bills that had first been adopted 

by the English Privy Council. Under the compromise, the Jamaica assembly retained its 

power to initiate and amend legislation, in return for agreeing to a long-term revenue act 

that later became permanent, a measure that freed the governor from financial dependence 

on the assembly. 

Metacom’s War and Bacon’s Rebellion lent urgency to these reforms and speeded up 

their use in the mainland colonies. The Lords of Trade ordered soldiers to Virginia, along 

with a royal commission to investigate grievances there. In 1676, they also sent an aggressive customs officer, Edward Randolph, to Massachusetts. He recommended that the 

colony’s charter be revoked. The Lords of Trade viewed New England and all proprietary 

colonies with deep suspicion, although they failed to block the founding of Pennsylvania 

as a new proprietary venture. They had reason for concern. As late as 1678, Virginia 

remained the only royal colony on the mainland. The Lords of Trade might enforce compliance with the Navigation Acts elsewhere, but they possessed no effective instruments 

for punishing violators in North America. The king could demand and reprimand, but not 

command. 

The Jamaica model assumed that each royal governor would summon an assembly on 

occasion, although not often. In the 1680s, the Crown imposed a similar settlement on 

Virginia—an occasional assembly with full powers of legislation in exchange for a permanent revenue act. Although New York had been an experiment in autocracy since the English 

conquest of 1664, James conceded an assembly to that colony, too, in exchange for a permanent revenue act in 1683. The Jamaica model was becoming the norm for the Lords of 

Trade. James’s real preference emerged after the English Court of Chancery revoked the 

Massachusetts Charter in 1684. Charles II died and his brother became King James II in 

early 1685. The possibility of a vigorous autocracy in America suddenly reappeared. James 

also promised to tolerate both Catholics and Protestant dissenters, a policy bound to 

antagonize the Anglican majority in the Parliament that he summoned. 

The Dominion of New England 

Absolutist New York now became the king’s model for reorganizing New England. 

James disallowed the New York Charter of Liberties of 1683 (see chapter 2) and abolished the colony’s assembly but kept the permanent revenue act in force. In 1686, he 

sent Sir Edmund Andros, the autocratic governor of New York from 1674 to 1680, to 

Massachusetts to take over a new government called the Dominion of New England. James 

added New Hampshire, Plymouth, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York, and both Jerseys to the Dominion. Andros governed this vast domain through an appointive council 

and a superior court that rode circuit dispensing justice. There was no elective assembly. 

Andros also imposed religious toleration on the Puritans, even forcing one Boston church 

to let Anglicans use its meetinghouse for public worship for part of each Sunday. 

At first, Andros won support from merchants who had been excluded from politics by 

the Puritan requirement that they be full church members, but his rigorous enforcement 

of the Navigation Acts soon alienated them too. When he tried to compel New England 

farmers to take out new land titles that included annual quitrents, he enraged the whole 

countryside. His suppression of a tax revolt in Essex County, Massachusetts, started 

many people thinking more highly of their rights as Englishmen than of their peculiar 

liberties as Puritans. By 1688, government by consent probably seemed more valuable 

than ever. 

The Glorious Revolution 

Focus Question 

On what common principles did English political culture begin to converge in both 

the mother country and the colonies after the Glorious Revolution? 

Events in England and France undermined the Dominion of New England. James II proclaimed toleration for Protestants and Catholics and began to name Catholics to high 

office, in violation of recent laws. In 1685, Louis XIV revoked the 1598 Edict of Nantes 

that had granted toleration to Protestants, and he launched a vicious persecution of the 

Huguenots. About 160,000 fled the kingdom, the largest forced migration of Europe’s 

early modern era. Many went to England; several thousand settled in the English mainland 

colonies. James II tried to suppress the news of Louis’s persecution, which made his own 

professions of toleration seem hypocritical, even though his commitment was probably 

genuine. In 1688, his queen gave birth to a son who would clearly be raised Catholic, thus 

imposing a Catholic dynasty on England. Several Whig and Tory leaders swallowed their 

mutual hatred and invited William of Orange, the stadholder of the Netherlands, to England. 

The husband of the king’s older Protestant daughter Mary, William had become the most 

prominent Protestant soldier in Europe during a long war against Louis XIV. 

William landed in England in November 1688. Most of the English army sided with him, 

and James fled to France in late December. Parliament declared that James had abdicated the 

throne and named William III (1689–1702) and Mary II (1689–94) as joint sovereigns. It 

also passed a Toleration Act that gave Protestant dissenters (but not Catholics) the right to 

worship publicly and a Declaration of Rights that guaranteed a Protestant succession and 

condemned as illegal many of the acts of James II. This Glorious Revolution also brought 

England and the Netherlands into war against Louis XIV, who supported James. 

The Glorious Revolution in America 

The Boston militia overthrew Andros on April 18 and 19, 1689, once they had learned that 

William had succeeded against James. Andros’s attempt to suppress the news that William 

had landed in England convinced the Puritans that he was part of a global Popish Plot to 

undermine Protestant societies everywhere. After some hesitation, Massachusetts resumed the 

forms of its old charter government. The other New England colonies did likewise. In May 

and June, the New York City militia took over Fort James at the southern tip of Manhattan 

and renamed it Fort William. To hostile observers, this action seemed almost a replay of 

the events of 1673, when the Dutch had reconquered New York and renamed the fort for 

William. Francis Nicholson, lieutenant governor in New York under Andros, refused to 

proclaim William and Mary as sovereigns without direct orders from England and soon 

sailed for home. Most of the active rebels in New York City were Dutch Calvinists, who 

had little experience with traditional English liberties. Few had held high office. Their 

leader, Jacob Leisler, dreaded conquest by Catholics from New France and began to act 

like a Dutch stadholder in a nominally English colony. 

Military defense became Leisler’s highest priority, but his demands for supplies soon alienated even his Yankee supporters on Long Island. Although he summoned an elective assembly, he made no effort to revive the Charter of Liberties of 1683, while continuing to collect 

duties under the permanent revenue act of that year. He showed little respect for the legal rights 

of his opponents, most of whom were English or were Dutch merchants who had served the 

Dominion of New England. He jailed several Anti-Leislerians for months without bringing 

them to trial, and when his own assembly raised questions about the legal rights of these men, 

he sent it home. Loud complaints against his administration reached the Crown in London. 

In Maryland, Protestants overthrew Lord Baltimore’s Catholic government in 1689. The 

governor of Maryland had refused to proclaim William and Mary, even after all of the other 

colonies had done so. To Lord Baltimore’s dismay, the messenger he sent from London to 

Maryland with orders to accept the new monarchs died en route. Had he arrived, the government might have survived the crisis. 

The English Response 

England responded in different ways to each of these upheavals. The Maryland rebels won 

the royal government they requested from England and soon established the Anglican 

Church in the colony. Catholics could no longer worship in public, hold office, or run 

their own schools, but they did receive unofficial toleration. Most prominent Catholic families braced themselves against the Protestant storm and remained loyal to their faith. 

In New York, the Leislerians suffered a deadly defeat. Leisler and his Dutch followers, 

who had no significant contacts at the English court, watched helplessly as their enemies, 

working through the imperial bureaucracy that William inherited from James, manipulated 

the Dutch king of England into undermining his loyal Dutch supporters in New York. The 

new governor, Henry Sloughter, named prominent Anti-Leislerians to his council, arrested 

Leisler and his son-in-law in 1691, tried both for treason, denied their right to appeal to 

England, and had them hanged, drawn (disemboweled), and quartered. The assembly 

elected that year was controlled by Anti-Leislerians, most of whom were English. It passed 

a modified version of the Charter of Liberties of 1683, this time denying toleration to 

Catholics. Like its predecessor, this charter was later disallowed. Bitter struggles between 

Leislerians and Anti-Leislerians raged until after 1700. 

Another complex struggle involved Massachusetts. In 1689, Increase Mather, acting as 

the colony’s agent in London, failed to persuade Parliament to restore the charter of 1629. 

Over the next two years, he negotiated a new charter, which gave the Crown what it had 

been demanding since 1664—the power to appoint governors, justices, and militia officers, and the power to veto laws and to hear judicial appeals. The 1691 charter also 

granted toleration to all Protestants and based voting rights on property qualifications, 

not church membership. In effect, liberty and property had triumphed over godliness. 

While insisting on these concessions, William also accepted much of the previous history of the colony, even if it did not augur well for the emerging model of royal government. The General Court, not the governor as in other royal colonies, retained control 

over the distribution of land. The council remained an elective body, although it was chosen annually by the full legislature, not directly by the voters. The governor could veto any 

councilor. Massachusetts also absorbed the colonies of Plymouth and Maine. New Hampshire regained its autonomy, but until 1741 it usually shared the same royal governor 

with Massachusetts. Rhode Island and Connecticut resumed their charter governments. 

The Salem Witch Trials 

When Mather sailed into Boston harbor with the new charter in May 1692, he found the 

province besieged by witches. The accusations arose in Salem Village (modern Danvers) 

among a group of girls that included a young daughter and a niece of the local minister, 

Samuel Parris. They then spread to older girls, some of whom had been orphaned during the Indian wars. The girls howled, barked, and stretched themselves into frightful 

contortions. At first, Parris treated the outbursts as cases of demonic possession, but 

after weeks of prayer sessions brought no improvement, he accepted a diagnosis of 

witchcraft. With adult encouragement, the girls accused many village residents of witchcraft, mostly people who did not approve of Parris. The number of the accused escalated 

sharply, and the crisis spread far beyond the village after 14-year-old Abigail Hobbs confessed in April that she had made a compact with the devil in Maine at age 10 just before 

the outbreak of the Indian war that had since devastated northern New England. Altogether about 150 people were accused in Essex County and beyond. Satan, supported 

by Indian warriors on the frontier and by witches within the colony, seemed determined 

to destroy Massachusetts. 

The trials began in Salem Town in June. The court, which included judges badly 

compromised by their willing service to the Andros regime, hanged 19 people, pressed 

one man to death because he refused to stand trial, and allowed several other people to 

die in jail. All of those executed insisted on their innocence. Of 50 who confessed, none 

was hanged. Many of the victims were grandmothers, several quite conspicuous for 

their piety. One was a former minister at Salem Village who had become a Baptist. The 

governor finally halted the trials after someone accused his wife of witchcraft. By then, 

public support for the trials was collapsing. The Salem witch trials provided a bitter 

finale to the era of political uncertainty that had afflicted Massachusetts since the loss of 

the colony’s charter in 1684. Along with the new charter, the trials brought the Puritan 

era to a close. 

The Completion of Empire 

The Glorious Revolution killed absolutism in English America and guaranteed that royal 

colonies would have representative governments. Both Crown and colonists took it for 

granted that any colony settled by the English would elect an assembly to vote on all taxes 

and consent to all local laws. Governors would be appointed by the Crown or a lord proprietor. (Governors were elected in Connecticut and Rhode Island.) But royal government 

soon became the norm, especially after the New Jersey and Carolina proprietors surrendered their powers of government to the Crown. On the other hand, the Crown restored 

proprietary rule in Maryland in 1716, after the fifth Lord Baltimore converted to the 

Church of England. By the 1720s, Maryland and Pennsylvania (along with Delaware, 

which became a separate colony under the Penn proprietorship in 1704) were the only 

surviving proprietary provinces on the mainland, and their proprietors were usually careful to abide by the rules of imperial administration. 

This transition to royal government seems smoother in retrospect than it did at the time. 

London almost lost control of the empire in the 1690s. Overwhelmed by the pressures of 

the French war, the Lords of Trade could not keep pace with events in the colonies. When 

French privateers disrupted the tobacco trade, Scottish smugglers stepped in and began to 

divert it to Glasgow in defiance of the Navigation Acts. New York became a haven for 

pirates. (See Map 3.4, Government and Religion in the British colonies, 1720, in the 

color insert following page 288.) 

William took action in 1696. Parliament passed a new, comprehensive Navigation Act 

that plugged several loopholes in earlier laws and extended to America the English system 

of vice admiralty courts, which dispensed quick justice without juries. When the new 

courts settled routine maritime disputes or condemned enemy merchant ships captured 

by colonial privateers, their services were welcomed, but when the courts tried to assume 

jurisdiction over the Navigation Acts, they aroused controversy. Sometimes the common law courts intervened and took over these cases. 

William also replaced the Lords of Trade in 1696 with a new agency, the Board of 

Trade. Its powers were almost purely advisory. It corresponded with governors and other 

officials in the colonies, listened to lobbyists in England, and made policy recommendations to appropriate governmental bodies. The board tried to collect information on complex questions and to offer helpful advice. It was, in short, an early attempt at government 

by experts. John Locke, England’s foremost philosopher and an able economist, was one 

of the board’s first members. 

Another difficult problem was resolved in 1707 when England and Scotland agreed to 

merge their separate parliaments and become the single kingdom of Great Britain. At a 

stroke, the Act of Union placed Scotland inside the Navigation Act system, legalized Scottish participation in the tobacco trade, and opened numerous colonial offices to ambitious 

Scots. By the middle of the 18th century, most of Scotland’s growing prosperity derived 

from its trade with the colonies. 
Imperial Federalism 

The transformations that took place between 1689 and 1707 defined the structure of the 

British empire until the American Revolution. Although Parliament claimed full power 

over the colonies, in practice it seldom regulated anything colonial except Atlantic commerce. Even the Woolens Act of 1699, designed to protect the English woolens industry 

from Irish and colonial competition, did not prohibit the manufacture of woolen textiles 

in the colonies. It simply prohibited their export. The Hat Act of 1732 was similarly 

designed, except for a clause limiting the number of apprentices or slaves a colonial hatter could maintain. Nobody enforced that provision. 

When Parliament regulated oceanic trade, its measures were usually enforceable. 

But compliance was minimal to nonexistent when Parliament tried to regulate inland 

affairs through statutes protecting white pines (needed as masts for the navy) or 

through the Iron Act of 1750, which prohibited the erection of certain types of new 

iron mills. To get things done within the colonies, the Crown had to win the settlers’ 

agreement through their lawful assemblies and unsalaried local officials. In effect, the 

empire had stumbled into a system of de facto federalism, an arrangement that no one 

could quite explain or justify. Parliament exercised only limited powers, and the colonies 

controlled the rest. What seemed an arrangement of convenience in London soon 

acquired overtones of right in America, the right to consent to all taxes and local laws. 

The Mixed and Balanced Constitution 

The Glorious Revolution transformed British politics in a way that profoundly affected 

the colonies. To Europe’s surprise, Britain, whose government had seemed wildly 

unstable for half a century, became a far more powerful state under its limited government after 1689 than the Stuart kings had been able to sustain with their pretensions 

to absolute monarchy. The British constitution, which made ministers legally responsible for their public actions, proved remarkably stable. Before long, many Englishmen 

were celebrating this achievement as the wonder of the age. In the ancient world, free 

societies had degenerated into tyrannies. Liberty had always been fragile and was easily 

lost. Yet England had retained its liberty and grown stronger in the process. England had 

defied history. 

The explanation, nearly everyone agreed, lay in England’s “mixed and balanced” constitution. Government by King, Lords, and Commons mirrored society itself—the monarchy, aristocracy, and commonality—and literally embodied all three in its structure. As 

long as each freely consented to government measures, English liberty would be secure 

because each had voluntarily placed the public good ahead of its own interests. But if 

either the Crown, the Lords, or the Commons acquired the power to dominate or manipulate the other two, English liberty would be in peril. That danger fueled an unending dialogue in 18th-century Britain. The underlying drama was always the struggle of power 

against liberty, and liberty usually meant a limitation of governmental power. Power had 

to be controlled, or liberty would be lost. The real danger to liberty lay, not in a military 

coup, but in corruption, specifically, in the ability of Crown ministers to use patronage to 

undermine the independence and integrity of the House of Commons. 

After 1689, England raised larger fleets and armies than it had ever mobilized before. 

To support them, the kingdom created for the first time a funded national debt, in which 

the state agreed to pay the interest due to its creditors ahead of all other obligations. This 

simple device gave Britain enormous borrowing power. In 1694, the government created 

the Bank of England to facilitate its own finances; the London Stock Exchange also 

emerged in the 1690s. Parliament levied a heavy land tax on the gentry and excises on 

ordinary people to meet wartime expenses. Together, debt, bank, stock market, and new 

sources of revenue added up to a financial revolution that enabled England to outspend 

France, despite having only one-fourth of France’s population. By giving offices to members of Parliament, Crown ministers were almost assured of majority support for their 

measures. 

Ever since the Popish Plot, public debates had pitted Court against Country. The Court 

favored policies that strengthened its war-making capabilities. The Country stood for liberty. Each of the parties, Whig and Tory, had Court and Country wings. Between 1680 

and 1720, however, they reversed their polarities. Although the Tories had begun as 

Charles II’s Court party, by 1720 most of them were a Country opposition. Whigs had 

defended Country positions in 1680, but by 1720 most of them were strong advocates for 

the Court policies of George I (1714–27). Court spokesmen defended the military 

buildup, the financial revolution, and the new patronage as essential to victory over France 

and to sustain British strength in world politics. Their Country opponents denounced 

standing armies, attacked the financial revolution as an engine of corruption, favored an 

early peace with France, demanded more frequent elections, and tried to ban placemen 

(officeholders who sat in Parliament) from the House of Commons. 

Court Whigs emerged victorious during the long ministry of Sir Robert Walpole 

(1721–42), but their opponents were more eloquent and controlled more presses. By the 

1720s, the opposition claimed many of the kingdom’s best writers, especially Tories 

Alexander Pope, Jonathan Swift, John Gay, and Henry St. John, viscount Bolingbroke. 

Their detestation of Walpole was shared by a smaller band of radical Whigs, including 

John Trenchard and Thomas Gordon, who wrote Cato’s Letters, four volumes of collected 

newspaper essays. The central theme of the opposition was corruption—the indirect and 

insidious means by which ministers threatened the independence of Parliament and thus 

English liberty. This debate over liberty soon reached America. Cato’s Letters were especially popular in the northern colonies, while Bolingbroke won numerous admirers among 

the gentry in the southern colonies. 

Contrasting Empires: Spain and France in North America 

Focus Question 

What enabled sparsely settled New France to resist British expansion for more than 

half a century, whereas Spanish Florida seemed almost helpless against a similar 

threat? 

After 1689, Britain’s enemies were France and Spain, Catholic powers with their own 

American empires. Until 1689, the three empires had coexisted in America without much 

contact among them, but Europe’s wars soon engulfed them all. Spain and France shared 

a zeal for converting Indians that exceeded anything displayed by English Protestants, but 

their American empires had little else in common. 

The Pueblo Revolt 

In the late 17th century, the Spanish missions of North America entered a period of crisis. 

Franciscan zeal began to slacken, and fewer priests took the trouble to master Indian languages, insisting instead that the Indians learn Spanish. For all of their good intentions, 

the missionaries regarded Indians as children and often whipped or even shackled them 

for minor infractions. Disease also took a heavy toll. A declining Indian population led to 

more pressing labor demands by missionaries, and despite strong prohibitions, some 

Spaniards enslaved some Indians in Florida and New Mexico. After 1670, Florida also 

feared encroachments by English Protestants out of South Carolina, who were eager to 

enslave unarmed Indians, whether or not they had embraced Christianity. By 1700, the 

European refusal to enslave other Christians protected only white people, and yet Spain 

refused to trust the Indians with firearms. 

The greatest challenge to the Spanish arose in New Mexico, where the Pueblo population had fallen from 80,000 to 17,000 since 1598. A prolonged drought, together with 

Apache and Navajo attacks, prompted many Pueblos to abandon the Christian God and 

resume their old forms of worship. The Spanish responded by whipping 47 medicine men 

for sorcery and by hanging three of them in 1675. A fourth committed suicide. Popé, a 

San JuanPueblo medicine man, was one of those whipped for his beliefs. He moved north 

to Taos Pueblo, where he organized the most successful Indian revolt in American history. 

In 1680, in a carefully timed uprising, the Pueblos killed 200 of the 1,000 Spaniards in 

New Mexicoand destroyed or plundered every Spanish building in the province (see the 

chapter 1 map, “Spanish Missions in Florida and New Mexico, circa 1675”). They desecrated 

every church and killed 21 of New Mexico’s 40 priests. “Now,” they exulted, “the God of the 

Spaniards, who was their father, is dead,” but the Pueblos’ own god, whom they obeyed, 

“[had] never died.” Spanish survivors fled from Santa Fe down the Rio Grande to El Paso. 

Popé lost his influence when the traditional Pueblo rites failed to end the drought or 

stop the attacks of hostile Indians. When the Spanish returned in the 1690s, the Pueblos were badly divided. Most villages yielded without much resistance, and Spain 

accepted their submission, but Santa Fe held out until December 1693. When it fell, 

the Spanish executed 70 men and gave 400 women and children to the returning settlers as their slaves. The Hopi Indians to the west, however, never again submitted to 

Spanish rule. 

In both Florida and New Mexico, missionaries had often resisted the demands of Spanish governors. By 1700, the state ruled and missionaries obeyed. Spain’s daring attempt to 

create a demilitarized Christian frontier was proving to be a tragic failure for both Indians 

and Franciscans. 

New France and the Middle Ground 

A different story unfolded along the western frontier of New France over the same decades. 

There the Iroquois menace made possible an unusual accommodation between the colony 

and the Indians of the Great Lakes region. The survival of the Iroquois Five Nations 

depended on their ability to assimilate captives seized from other nations through incessant warfare. Their raiders, armed with muskets, terrorized western Indians, carried away 

thousands of captives, and left behind grisly trophies of their cruelty to discourage revenge. 

The Iroquois wars depopulated nearly all of what is now the state of Ohio and much of the 

Ontario peninsula. The Indians around Lakes Erie and Huron either fled west to escape 

these horrors or were absorbed by the Iroquois. The refugees, mostly Algonquian-speaking 

peoples, founded new communities farther west. Most of these villages contained families 

from several different tribes, and village loyalties gradually supplanted older tribal (or ethnic) loyalties, which often broke down under Iroquois pressure. When the refugees disagreed with one another or came into conflict with the Sioux to their west, the absence of 

traditional tribal structures made it difficult to resolve their differences. Over time, French 

soldiers, trappers, and missionaries stepped in as mediators. 

The French were not always welcome. In 1684, the only year for which we have a 

precise count, the Algonquians killed 39 French traders. Yet the leaders of thinly populated New France were eager to erect an Algonquian shield against the Iroquois and, in 

later decades, against the British. They began by easing tensions among the Algonquians 

while supplying them with firearms, brandy, and other European goods. In fact, to the 

exasperation of missionaries, brandy became the lubricant of the fur trade by keeping 

the warriors hunting for pelts and dependent on French traders. New France, in turn, 

provided the resources that the Algonquians needed to strike back against the Iroquois. 

By 1701, Iroquois losses had become so heavy that the Five Nations negotiated a peace 

treaty with the French and the western Indians. TheIroquois agreed to remain neutral 

in any war between France and England. France’s Indian allies, supported by a new 

French fort erected at Detroit in 1701, began returning to the fertile lands around lakes 

Erie and Huron. That region became the Great Lakes Middle Ground, over which no 

one could wield sovereign power, although New France exercised great influence 

within it. 

France’s success in the interior rested on intelligent negotiation, not on force. Officials 

who gave orders instead of fostering negotiations merely alienated France’s Indian allies. 

Blind obedience to commands, grumbled the warriors, was slavery. Hugely outnumbered, 

the French knew that they could not impose their will on the Indians. Indians respected 

those Frenchmen who honored their ways. French diplomacy followed Indian, not European rules. The governor of New France became a somewhat grander version of a traditional Indian chief. Algonquians called him Onontio (“Great Mountain”), the supreme 

alliance chief who won cooperation through persuasion and who had learned that, among 

the Indians, persuasion was always accompanied by gifts. The respect accorded to peacetime chiefs was roughly proportionate to how much they gave away, not to how much they 

accumulated. The English, by contrast, tried to “buy” land from the Indians and regarded 

the sale of both the land and of the Indians’ right to use it as irrevocable. The French 

understood that this idea had no place in Indian culture. Agreements were not final contracts but required regular renewal, always with an exchange of gifts. The strongest party 

had to be more generous than the others. 

Middle Ground diplomacy came at a price. It involved New France in the Indian slave 

trade even though Louis XIV expressly forbade the enslavement of Indians, a command 

finally rescinded in 1709. Because Indians fought wars mostly to acquire captives, Onontio’s 

western allies frequently presented captives to French traders, who realized that to refuse 

the gift would be an insult and could jeopardize New France’s alliances with the western 

nations. By the 1720s, up to 5 percent of the colony’s population consisted of enslaved 

Indians. 
French Louisiana and Spanish Texas 

In quest of a passage to Asia, Father Jacques Marquette and trader Louis Joliet paddled 

down the Mississippi to its juncture with the Arkansas River in 1673. But once they 

became convinced that the Mississippi flowed into the Gulf of Mexico and not the Pacific, 

they turned back. Then, in 1682, René-Robert Cavelier,sieurde La Salle traveled down the 

Mississippi to its mouth, claiming possession of the entire area for France and calling it 

Louisiana (for Louis XIV). But when La Salle returned in 1684 by way of the Gulf of Mexico 

to plant a colony there, he overshot the mouth of the Mississippi, landed in Texas, and 

wandered around for three years in search of the great river until his exasperated men 

murdered him. 

In 1699, during a brief lull in the wars between France and England, the French 

returned to the Gulf of Mexico. Pierre le Moyne d’Iberville, a Canadian, landed with80 men 

at Biloxi, built a fort, and began trading with the Indians. In 1702, he moved his headquarters to Mobile, closer to the more populous nations of the interior, especially the 

Choctaws, who were looking for allies against the English. The Choctaws could still field 

5,000 warriors but had suffered heavy losses from slaving raids organized by South Carolinians and carried out mostly by that colony’s Chickasaw and Creek allies. About 1,800 

Choctaws had been killed and 500 enslaved during the preceding decade. Using the 

Choctaws to anchor their trading system, the French created a weaker, southern version 

of the Great Lakes Middle Ground, acting as mediators and trading brandy, firearms, and 

other European products for furs and food. During the War of the Spanish Succession 

(1702–13), the French often received no European supplies, and they remained heavily 

outnumbered by the Indians. Although European diseases had been ravaging the area 

since the 1540s, the Indians of the lower Mississippi valley still numbered about 70,000. 

In 1708, the French numbered fewer than 300, including 80 Indian slaves. They were 

lucky to survive at all. 
Spain, alarmed at any challenge to its monopoly on the Gulf of Mexico, founded 

Pensacola in 1698 and sent missionaries into eastern Texas in 1690, but they brought 

smallpox with them. Their explanation that the epidemic was God’s “holy will” did not 

mollify the Tejas Indians, who told them to get out or be killed. They departed in 1693, 

leaving Texas to the Indians for another 20 years. 

An Empire of Settlement: The British Colonies 

By 1700, when 250,000 settlers and slaves were already living in England’s mainland 

colonies, the population was doubling every 25 years. New France matched that pace, but 

with only 14,000 people in 1700, it could not close the gap. By contrast, the population 

of the Spanish missions continued to decline. In the struggle for empire, a growing population became Britain’s greatest asset. 

The Engine of British Expansion: The Colonial Household 

Ordinary northern farmers and southern great planters had something in common that 

distinguished their households from those in England. With few exceptions, colonial families rejected the English customs of entail and primogeniture. Entail prohibited a 

landowner, or his heir, from dividing up his landed estate (that is, selling part of it) during his lifetime. Primogeniture obliged him to leave all of his land to his eldest surviving 

son. Under this system, younger sons clearly ranked below the oldest son, and daughters 

usually ranked behind both unless one of them could marry a man who would bring new 

resources into the family. Primogeniture and entail became more common in the 18th-century 

colonies than they had been before, but until the late colonial period, they failed to structure social relations the way they did in England. A Virginia planter, for example, might 

entail his home plantation (the one on which he had erected his big house) and bequeath 

it to his oldest son, but he would also leave land and slaves, sometimes whole plantations, 

to his other sons. The primacy of the eldest son was far more sentimental than structural. 

By contrast, the patriarchs of colonial households tried to pass on their status to all of their 

sons and to provide dowries that would enable all of their daughters to marry men of equal 

status. Until 1750 or so, these goals were usually realistic. For younger sons, then, the 

colonies presented a unique opportunity. Benjamin Franklin began his Autobiography, 

colonial America’s greatest success story, by boasting that he was “the youngest Son of the 

youngest Son for 5 Generations back.” 

English households had become Americanized in the colonies during the earliest 

years of settlement, as soon as Virginia and Plymouth made land available to nearly all 

male settlers. By the mid-18th century, the question was whether that system could 

survive the pressures of a rising population. Social change began to drive American 

households back toward English practices. Only continual expansion onto new lands 

would allow the colonial household to provide equal opportunity for all sons, much 

less for all daughters. 

Colonial households were patriarchal. The father expected to be loved and revered by 

his wife and children but insisted on being obeyed. A man’s standing in the community 

depended on his success as a master at home. A mature male was expected to be the master of others. In New England and Pennsylvania, typical householders probably thought 

they were the rough equals of most other householders. Above all, a patriarch strove to 

perpetuate his household into the next generation and to preserve his own economic independence, or autonomy. Of course, complete independence was impossible. Every household owed small debts or favors to its neighbors, but these obligations seldom compromised the family’s standing in the community. 

Farmers tried to grow an agricultural surplus, if only as a hedge against drought, 

storms, and other unpredictable events. For rural Pennsylvanians, this surplus averaged 

about 40 percent of the total crop. With the harvest in, farmers marketed their produce, 

often selling it to merchants in Boston, New York, or Philadelphia for local consumption 

or for export to the West Indies or Europe. Farmers used the proceeds to pay taxes or 

their ministers’ salaries and to buy British imports. Although these arrangements sometimes placed families in short-term debt to merchants, most farmers and artisans managed to avoid long-term debt. Settlers accepted temporary dependency among 

freemen—of sons on their parents, indentured servants on their masters, or apprentices 

and journeymen on master craftsmen. Sons often worked as laborers on neighboring 

farms, as sailors, or as journeymen craftsmen, provided that such dependence was temporary. A man who became permanently dependent on others lost the respect of his 

community. 

The Voluntaristic Ethic and Public Life 

Householders carried their quest for independence into public life. In entering politics and 

in waging war, their autonomy became an ethic of voluntarism. Few freemen could be 

coerced into doing something of which they disapproved. They had to be persuaded or 

induced to volunteer. Local officials serving without pay frequently ignored orders contrary to their own interests or the interests of their community. 

Most young men accepted military service only if it suited their future plans. They 

would serve only under officers they knew, and then for only a single campaign. Few reenlisted. To the exasperation of professional British soldiers, provincials, like Indians, 

regarded blind obedience to commands as slavery. They did not enlist in order to become 

soldiers for life. After serving, they used their bonus and their pay, and often the promise 

of a land grant, to speed their way to becoming masters of their own households. Military 

service, for those who survived, could lead to land ownership and an earlier marriage. For 

New England women, however, war reduced the supply of eligible males and raised the 

median age of marriage by about two years, which meant, in effect, one fewer pregnancy 

per marriage. 

Three Warring Empires, 1689–1716 

When the three empires went to war after 1689, the Spanish and French fought mostly to 

survive. The British fought to expand their holdings. None of them won a decisive advantage in the first two wars, which ended with the Treaty of Utrecht in 1713. 

Smart diplomacy with the Indians protected the western flank of New France, but the 

eastern parts of the colony were vulnerable to English invasion. The governors of New 

France knew that Indian attacks against English towns would keep the English colonies 

disorganized and make them disperse their forces. Within a year after the outbreak of war 

between France and England in 1689, Indians had devastated most of coastal Maine and 

parts of New Hampshire and had burned the Mohawk valley town of Schenectady, killing 

60 and carrying off 27 captives. 

In each of the four colonial wars between Britain and France, New Englanders called 

for the conquest of New France, usually through a naval expedition against Quebec, combined with an overland attack on Montreal. In King William’s War (1689–97), Sir William 

Phips of Massachusetts forced Acadia to surrender in 1690 (although the French soon 

regained it) and later sailed up the St. Lawrence to Quebec, where he was forced to retreat 

with heavy losses. The overland attack on Montreal had already collapsed amid intercolonial bickering and an outbreak of smallpox. French attacks, with Indians providing most 

of the fighters, continued to ravage the northern frontier. 

In 1704, during Queen Anne’s War (1702–13), the French and Indians destroyed Deerfield, 

Massachusetts, in a winter attack and marched most of its people off to captivity in 

Canada. Hundreds of New Englanders from Deerfield and other towns spent months or 

even years as captives. One of them was Eunice Williams, young daughter of John 

Williams, the pastor of Deerfield. Refusing to return to New England when the town’s 

captives were released, she remained in Canada, became a Catholic, and married an 

Indian. Another New England woman who refused to return was Esther Wheelwright, 

daughter of a prominent Maine family. Captured by the Abenakis, she was taken to New 

France, where she also refused repatriation, converted to Catholicism, became a nun 

(Esther Marie Joseph de L’Enfant Jésus), and finally emerged as mother superior of the 

Ursuline Order in Canada—surely an unlikely career for a Puritan girl! 

As the war dragged on, New Englanders twice failed to take Port Royal in Acadia, 

but a combined British and colonial force finally succeeded in 1710, renaming the 

colony Nova Scotia. An effort to subdue Quebec the following year met with disaster 

when many of the British ships ran aground in a treacherous stretch of the St. Lawrence 

River. 

Farther south, the imperial struggle was grimmer and even more tragic. The Franciscan 

missions of Florida were already in decline, but mission Indians still attracted Carolina slavers, 

who invaded Florida between 1702 and 1704 with a large force of Indian allies, wrecked the 

missions, dragged off 4,000 women and children as slaves, and drove 9,000 Indians from 

their homes, some of whom then joined their attackers and got firearms. The invaders failed 

to take the Spanish fortress of St. Augustine, but slaving raids spread devastation as far west 

as the lands of the Choctaws and as far south as the tip of the Florida peninsula. 

South Carolina’s greed for Indian slaves and other abuses finally alienated the colony’s 

strongest Indian allies, the Yamasees. Traders frequently abused Indian women, including 

some of high status, an offense almost unknown within Indian communities. In addition, faltering Atlantic markets during wartime compelled Indian hunters to bring in more deerskins 

for smaller returns, and many hunters fell deeply in debt, a process that could lead to 

enslavement. In 1707, to resolve disputes between traders and Indians, South Carolina created the office of Indian agent, which was held first by John Wright and then Thomas 

Nairne. They belonged to rival factions of Indian traders, and their controversies paralyzed 

the colony’s government. In late 1714, Wright’s bloc filed so many lawsuits against Nairne 

that for six months he could not leave Charleston to address Yamasee grievances. When the 

exasperated Indians threatened war, the government sent both Nairne and Wright to 

resolve the crisis in April 1715. Nairne brought a message of peace; Wright privately threatened war, which would most likely lead to enslavement. Taking no chances, the Yamasees 

killed both men and all the other traders who had just arrived to collect their debts. 

Throughout the Southeast, all other Indian nations trading with South Carolina, except the 

Chickasaws, followed the Yamasees’ example, wiping out nearly all of the colony’s experienced traders and launching a war that almost destroyed the colony before the Yamasees 

were thrust back and nearly exterminated. Some Yamasees and some escaped African slaves 

fled as refugees to Spanish Florida. The war forced South Carolina to abandon the Indian 

slave trade, which left the production of rice as the colony’s most profitable business. 

The wars of 1689–1716 halted the movement of British settlers onto new lands in New 

England and the Carolinas. Only four Maine towns survived the wars; by 1720, after half 

a century, South Carolina still had only 5,200 settlers (and 11,800 slaves). In Pennsylvania, Maryland, and Virginia—colonies that had not been deeply involved in the wars—the 

expansive thrust continued. 

Conclusion 

The variety and diversity of the colonies posed a huge challenge to the English government. After 1650, it found ways to regulate colonial trade, mostly for the mutual benefit 

of both England and the colonies. The colonies, often beset by hostile Indians and internal discord, began to recognize that they needed protection that only England could provide. Once the Crown gave up its claims to absolute power, both sides discovered much 

on which they could agree. 

Political values in England and the colonies began to converge during the Glorious 

Revolution and its aftermath. Englishmen throughout the empire insisted that the right 

to property was sacred, that without it liberty could never be secure. They celebrated 

liberty under law, government by consent, and the toleration of all Protestants. They 

barred Catholics from succession to the throne and loaded them with severe disabilities 

of other kinds. In an empire dedicated to “liberty, property, and no popery,” Catholics 

became big losers. 

So did Indians and Africans. Racism directed against Indians mostly welled up from 

below, taking root among ordinary settlers who competed with Indians for many of the 

same resources, especially land, and then bore the brunt of Indian reprisals. Colonial 

elites tried, often ineffectually, to contain this popular rage that nearly tore apart both 

New England and Virginia in 1675–76. By contrast, racism directed against enslaved 

Africans was typically imposed from above and increasingly enforced by law. Ordinary settlers and Africans knew one another by name, made love, sometimes even married, stole 

hogs together, ran away together, and even fought together under Nathaniel Bacon’s leadership. The men in the process of becoming great planters used their power in the legislature 

to criminalize most of these activities. They were terrified by the upheaval that ex-servants 

could create and hoped for greater stability from a labor force serving for life. They 

rewarded small planters and servants with white supremacy. 

By the 18th century, the British colonists, despite or perhaps even because of their 

growing racism, had come to believe they were the freest people on earth. They attributed 

this fortune to their widespread ownership of land and to the English constitutional principles they had incorporated into their own governments. When George I became king in 

1714, they proudly proclaimed their loyalty to the Hanoverian dynasty that guaranteed a 

Protestant succession to the British throne. In their minds, the British empire had become 

the world’s last bastion of liberty. Especially since the Glorious Revolution, it had vindicated this liberty while greatly magnifying its power. 

