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brought into operation gradually; it was desired to avoid sudden drastic 
changes and “clean sweep” methods: and to aim rather at gradual 
evolution towards uniformity in organisation, training and equipment. 
The re-organisation of the forces in each State was based on one overall 
plan. The cost of the scheme, Hutton said, if carried out in its entirety 
would be less than the amount expended on Military defence during 
the Financial Year 1902-03 - the year in which he was speaking -
and the cost would not be an increasing one. 

This reconstruction of the Commonwealth‘s military forces on 
the basis of General Hutton’s recommendations came into effect, 
officially,” on the 1 July 1903. On that datc all units, organised in 
accordance with Hutton’s approved Establishments, were formed into 
two main groups - a Field Force for the defence of the Common- 
wealth as a whole and for each State for local defence purposes a force 
of Garrison Troops.2e As from this date too, all officers on the Active 
List were transferred to units of the new Comnionwealth organisation.’* 

Early in the following month, on the 7 August 1903, Forrest 
relinquished the Defence portfolio because of a Cabinet reshuffle and 
in a Departmental farewell message he said: 

I desire to thank the General Officer Commanding and his 
officers for the valuable assistance he and they havc g’w e n  me, 
under the circumstances of much uncertainty owing to retrench-
ment, and of difficulty owing to the necessity to re-organise and 
consolidate the Forces of the six States of Australia. 
The Defence Estimates, submitted to Parliament for 1903-04, are 
f259.633 less than the Estimates submitted for 1901-02 and i t  
can thus be readily realised how severe has been the retrench- 
ment, and how difficult has been the situation. I am glad, how- 
ever, that the re-organisation of the Force is now practically 
completed; uniformity of administration, and Regulations and 
Orders, has taken the place of the six separate hitherto existing, 
and the whole Military Force has been placed on a uniform basis. 
The Defence Bill,” is in a fair way of being passed by Parliament 
and as soon as it becomes law, the Regulations and Orders which 
have been made, and upon which the re-organisation has taken 
place, will he confirmed under its provisions. 

During the next twelve months Hutton had the disturbing experi- 
ence of having a succession of four Defence ministers. Senator Drakezs 
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succeeded Forrest as Minister for Defence. But by another Cabinet 
re-shuffle. consequent on the resignation of the Prime Minister from 
the Federal Parliament late in September 1903, the Deakin Ministry 
came into office; and the Hon. Austin Chapman”’ succeeded Senator 
Drake as Minister for Defence. The Deakin Government, which gave 
the nation its first Commonwealth Defence Act, was succeeded in April 
1904. by the Watson Ministry in which the Hon. Andrew Dawson’O 
became Chapman’s successor as Minister for Defence. 

In  the following month Hutton pointed out, in his second and 
last Annual Report dated 1 May 1904, that  “It is satisfactory to be 
able to record that the work of re-organisation and reconstruction 

( t,,\,,,,l,,,,, 11 ,,, t i ?! , , < 2 8 , , * l l  

Lieutenant General Sir James McCoy, who w o i  Minister 
for Defence in 1904.05, 
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recommended in the Minute on the Defence of Australia, dated 7 April 
1902, and amplified in the recommendations contained in the Annual 
Report dated 1 May 1903, has, in a large measure, been either com- 
pleted or has reached an advanced state of development”. 

The Watson Ministry was a shortlived one too. In August 1904 
it was succeeded by the Reid-McLean Ministry in which Lieutenant 
Colonel McSay” became Hutton’s last Minister for Defence and Sir 
George Reid his last Prime Minister. Reid, who had also been Hutton’s 
last Premier in New South Wales when Hutton laid down his command 
in that Colony in 1896, said generously of Hutton at the Lord Mayor 
of Melbourne’s Dinner in November 1904 that: “I have never had a 
single difference, from first to last, with my warlike friend”.2? McCay, 
unlike his predecessors except perhaps Drake, had a genuine interest 
in Defence matters: he also had a knowledge of military affairs which 
he had aquired by systematic study and by practical experience gained 
as an Army officer. McCay was a fine platform speaker; he was a 
most effective debater; and he had an inexhaustible capacity for work. 
But he came on to the stage only three months before Hutton’s service 
in Australia ended. 

General Hutton laid down his command and sailed from Port 
Melbourne on the 15 November 1904 for England. As his ship moved 
out from the pier the garrison battery at Williamstown fired a salute 
of thirteen guns in his honour. 

The object of this outline has been to indicate the nature and 
extent of Hutton’s task during the period of his command in the 
Commonwealth of Austtalia. But when he had this period reduced 
from five to three years he had necessarily to force the pace to get the 
work done. Had it  been spread over the longer period things may 
have proceeded more smoothly and his Ministers would have been 
less worried about the cost of his programme. Hutton made mistakes 
of course. He courted popularity carelessly. Many of his contem- 
poraries believed that he was, in the lanqage of the cabman quite “a 
harhitrary cove”. In his dealings with people in high places he did 
not stoop to conquer and he did not kneel in order to rise. It is not 
surprising to observe, therefore, that he was not always tactful and he 
was sometimes indiscrcet. Nevertheless one may say of Hutton, as 
Lord Rosebery said of William Pitt, that: “No one suspected his 
honesty: no one doubted his capacity; no one impeached his aims”.’3 y 
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Abbreviations 

C.A.C. Commonwealth of Australia Gazelle.  

C. of A. Commonwealth of Australia. 
C.P.D. Commonwealth Parliamentary Debates. 
C.P.P. Commonwealth Par l iamentary  Papers. 
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I have recently read the Editorial in the Junc issue of the Army 
Journul in which you invite comments from your readers concerning 
the Journal, its contents and its format. 

I am a former CMF officer and am now on the reserve of officcrs. 
Apart from my unit association and membership of some clubs, the 
Army Journul provides my only link with the Australian Army. 

I look forward to reading each issue and I pass on my copy to 
other former officers living in my neighbourhood. They, like me, con- 
sider the Journal to be of great value and significance. 

Whereas, I do not feel capable of writing an article for your 
pages I should like to make the following suggestions for your con-
sideration: 

I should like to see more book reviews of contemporary mili- 
tary literature appearing in the Journal. I think that such reviews 
would assist readers such as myself to keep our lihraries up to date. 

I think that there should be more articles containing current 
technical doctrine and general organisation of the Australian Army 
published. Readers such as myself, find it dillicult to keep up to date 
with current tactical thought and with present organisations because 
we are not equipped with pamphlets nor can one rely on press reports. 
Brighfon, Victoria. Geoflrey R .  Gronow, ED y 
Editor’s Cornnient: I should like to thank M r  Gronow for his su8ge.s-
fions. I think we are coining close fosutisJyitiR file fir.st of / i s  require-
ments. It is up to Directorates and individuals to submit articles of tlie 
kind he suggests in his second pint .  

* 
The following is an extract from R letter by Brigurlier J .  H .  Thyer, 
CBE, DSO. 

I found Captain Graco’s article “Alexander and Eisenhower” 
(Artily Journul No 325, June 1976) very interesting. The type analysis 
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could be debated in Army Journal and create a wider interest with 
some good purpose. 

1 have one criticism. In World War I and subsequently Australia 
has produced some outstanding and brilliant generals. Monash, Blarney. 
Lavarack. Wynter, Sturdee. Vasey, Berryman, Morshead, Mackay 
come immediately to mind. I am sure if careers of these leaders and 
others were subjected to Graco’s analysis the exercise would he more 
intcresting and more profitable. 

My own assessment gives Monash a greater military potential 
than Eisenhower. 

J .  H .  Thyer 
Ken.rington Gardens. SA Brigadier. . I( 

I read your Editorial in the Army Journal No 325, June 1976, 
concerning articles appearing the Journal. 

I believe that we in the Australian Army stymie any provocative 
comments put forward in articles submitted to either the Army Journal 
or the Army, The Soldier’s N~wspaprr. 

One can read British and American service journals and magazines 
full of stimulating articles and criticism by members of the Armed 
Forces, of ideas put forward in them. More importantly. all ranks are 
represented. 

I believe the comment, “The views expressed in the articles are 
the authors’ own and do not necessarily represent official opinion or 
policy” on page one should allow authors some latitude. hut very rarely 
seems to. From this flows lack of interest by readers. 

If the Army Iriurnal is to become a journal for big ideas, then it 
should heed the article “Alexander and Eisenhower: Their Career Lines 
of Ascent” (AJ June 1976). and allow members of the elite nucleus of 
rule breakers and mavericks to express their ideas and thoughts and 
thus provoke worthwhile argument. 

The Army Journal is worth readins for mundane material. Thought 
provoking or stimulating -never! 
Irwin Burrack.r, Karrukutta, W A .  D. Cruden. Major 

Editor’s Note: I agwe that more rrrtirles of a thought priivokiny nuture 
would be most welcome. but surely noi all articles appearing are mun-
dane. 
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In your article “Alexander and Eisenhower” (Army Journal NO. 
325, June 1976). the photograph on page 9 bore the caption “Eisenhower 
with the Allied Chiefs of Staff, London, February, 1944”. This caption 
is wrong, as the oficers appearing with Eisenhower in the photograph 
were not the Allied Chiefs of Staff. 

An appropriate caption would have been “Eisenhower (Supreme 
Commandcr Allied Forces Europe) with his principal staff and com-
manders”. 

Featured in the photograph were (left to right): 

Seated: Air Chief Marshal Sir Arthur Tedder (Deputy Supreme 
Commander), General Dwight D. Eisenhower (Supreme Commander), 
General Sir Bernard Montgomery (Commander British Land Forces -
and initially to he Commander Allied Land Forces). 

Standins: Lieutenant General Omar N. Bradley (Commander US 
Land Forces), Admiral Sir Bertram Ramsay (Commander Allied Naval 
Forces), Air Chief Marshal Sir TratFord Leigh-Mallory (Commander 
Allied Air Forces), Lieutenant-General Walter Bedell Smith (Chief of 
Stall to General Eisenhower). 

Of the group, Bradley (now General of the Army) is the only 
survivor. 

The Allied Chiefs of Staff (British and American) as at February 
1944 were: 

British: 
Admiral of thc Fleet Sir Andrew Cunningham 
Field Marshal Sir Alan Brooke 
Marshal of the Royal Air Force Sir Charles Portal 

American: 
Admiral Ernest 1. King 
General George C. Marshall (Army) 
General Henry H. Arnold (Air Force) 

The ranks and (in the case of the British) the titles were those 
applicahle at the time. 

R.  N.Irwin 
Bellair, Sourfi Austrulia. Lieutenant Colonel (Retired) 



I.ieulrnanl Colonel P.R.  Phillips, MC 
Koyul Air$lralianRegiment 

"So What's New?" 

MERICANS can lay claini with some conviction to havins begun A the revolutionary era which over the last two hundred years has 
put an end to most of the world's monarchies. In this Bicentennial 
Year of the American colonists' declaration of independence. we yet 
live in a world racked by revolutions which still display the essential 
features developed in the American colonies in the decade before 
independence. Although the American expcrience arose from a largely 
spontaneous uprising it would not have developed into a war for 
independence without sound leadership and an extra-legal organisation 
to gain mass support. This leadership relied on the now familiar 
political weapons of contrived issues and incidents, mass rallies, riots 
and propapanda. Even terror had its place in what was otherwise a 
remarkably restrained uprising which evolved from resistance to revolu-
tion. It had few martyrs but plenty of supporters drawn. surprisingly, 
from the colonial towns and cities, not the countryside which we have 
come to regard as the revolutionaries' sancluary. It is surprising also 
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to see in it many of the features of modem protest movements in 
America - placard waving, boycotts, sit-ins, picketting and mob 
violence. 

The Bicentenary may well fire the student of military history to 
turn to the many excellent studies of the American War of Independ-
ence. This article may serve as a useful background and. hopefully, 
encourage further interest. The development of the Revolution from 
a resistance movement is complex and spread on a broad and fascinat- 
ing canvas. I t  is well documented especially in the excellent work by 
Pauline Maier.’ I can only set out here highlights along a spluttering 
powder train which starts hazily in the 17th Century and sets off the 
main charge at Lexington and Concord on 19th April 1775. This 
thread flares up  along the way: the impressment riots of 1747, opposi- 
tion to the Stamp Act of 1765, the Boston “Massacre” of 1770, the 
Boston “Tea Party” of 1773. Some of these are used to illustrate this 
article, an approach which tends to unduly highlight the role played 
by the then small Massachusetts Bay town of Boston and its radical 
leaders like Samuel Adams and the “Loyal Nine”. Nevertheless, 
Boston played a prominent and provocative part in bringing the Ameri- 
can colonies to a state of war with Britain and its administration pre- 
sided over by the pudgy Hanoverian King George 111. 

The American colonists were consciously and practically political 
to a far greater extent than we are today. They had been spared 
mediaeval tyranny but it was still recent history: they were conscious 
of the fragility of their libertarian tradition won in the English revolu- 
tion and enshrined in the philosophies of John Locke (1632-1704). 
There existed a strong sense of community arising from the environ-
ment, Puritan origins, pioneering spirit, loyalty to King and mother 
country but also firm, if not well defined, views about the role of 
government and the rights, indeed the duty. of the people to resist and 
overthrow tyranny. Josiah Quincy saw disorder as evidence of healthy 
democracy and even Thomas Jefferson made the Maoist-like remark 
that he “liked a little rebellion now and then”.’ 

“Damned Colonials!“ 
Mob riot was not new to the Colonies: each had riot laws based 

on English common law. A riotous mob (“mobile vulgus”) was difi- 
cult to contain at a time when there was no police and law and order 
were in the hands of a sheriff and such citizens as he could co-opt 
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(“posse comitatus”). Garrisons were established near trouble spots 
so that the troops could be used in aid of the civil power but the 
principle of minimum force had been already well established. Troops 
had to be called out by the Governor and their specific actions author- 
ised by a magistrate. A posse or body of troops which used undue 
violence was indictable in law in its turn for riot. 

Riots were not uncommon in the Colonies. Attempts to enforce 
the White Pine Acts of 1722 and 1729, which reserved this timber for 
the Navy’s use, met with forceful resistance from the colonists.J But 
riot on a wider scale crupted in the form of resistance to the press 
gangs which forcefully conscripted ships’ crews. When Commodore 
Knowles swept Boston harbour in 1747 to’fill his crews widespread 
rioting led to the mob ruling in place of the Governor and council 
until the men who had been seized were released. Later, in the opposi- 
tion to the “Sugar” Act of 1764, we besin to sce evidence of some 
direction behind the riots. The House of Commons clearly intended 
this Act to raise revenue and included in it provisions to reinforce 
earlier acts and mercantilist policies. T o  the British it was eminently 
reasonable that’ revenue should be extracted from the Colonists for the 
purpose of their defence in view of thc costly French and Indian War 
and Pontiac’s Indian uprising.’ 

The Americans, however, while they accepted the British Govern- 
ment’s right to legislate for them and regulate trade, viewed thc imposi- 
tion of duties for other than regulatory purposes as an unacceptable 
impost on their rights. Colonial merchants led the fight by evasion of 
the duties, boycotting British imports, shunning the pilots who brought 
in naval ships who were to police the Act and by offering seamen higher 
wages to keep them out of the Navy.J The Act caused an increase in 
the popular business of smuggling and its provisions for policing trade 
by use of Royal Navy ships and Admiralty courts around added opposi- 
tion. Indeed the British Navy at that time was already held in poor 
regard by the Colonists. Its officers policed the regulatory acts without 
feeling or flexibility and Admirals, like Montagu and Graves, were at 
odds with Government and military leaders 
”Hurrah for the Liberty Boys” 

In  Britain, George Grenville’s Ministry heaped a new abuse on 
the Americans in its Stamp Act passed on 22 March 1765. I t  clearly 
sought revenue, without pretence at regulation. It magnified American 
discontents, and so led to further riots, justified in American eyes by 
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the British traditional distaste for excisemen. But most significantly 
it gave form to extra-legal organisations and promoted leaders who 
were to shape the Revolution. Names like Patrick Henry, then a new 
member of the Virginia House of Burgesses, the fiery pamphleteer Dan 
Dulaney and Benjamin Franklin, then Pennsylvania’s Colonial Agent 
in Britain became familiar throughout the Thirteen Colonies. A signi- 
ficant organisation also arose in response to the Stamp Act -the Sons 
of Liberty. The title was not unique; it expressed a patriotic sentiment 
dear to most Englishmen and had been used in the House of Commons 
debate by the American protagonist, Colonel Tsaac Barr&. Liberty 
remained a rallying cry enshrined later in thc Declaration of lndepend-
ence, the Constitution, as well as such symbols as Boston’s Liberty 
Tree and New York’s Statue of Liberty. 

Virginians were the first to suggest resistancc to the Stamp Act, 
Rhode Island was the only Colony whose government endorsed resist- 
ance, but the Bostonians were the first to put resistance into practice. 
Here the Liberty Boys, a group of artisans and shopkeepers, secretly 
planned measures to gain repeal of the Act. Their first aim was to 
prevent its execution and their target was the officially appointed Dis- 
tributor of Stanips for Massachusetts, Andrew Oliver. Here they put 
the mob to good effect. Now, Boston already had two warring factions 
known as the North and South End mobs which did battle on the 
t.raditional Pope’s Day riot on 5 November. The latter group was led 
by one, Ebenezer McIntosh, a ruthan shoemaker who was later Lo style 
himself “Gcneral”, dress in velvet and lace ruffles and sport a cane 
under his arm like a military dandy. As leader of the most successful 
gang at that time, he was induced to join forces and then by riot, force 
non-compliance with the Act. 

On 14 August 1765, his mob hanged Oliver in efligy and after 
burning some of Oliver’s new buildings, beheaded the effigy in front 
of his house which they then, for good measure, damaged also. 
Govcrnor Bernard sent the Sheriff to the scene hut he tactfully with- 
drew. When the Governor called out the militia “the Colonel, a realistic 
man, replied that any drummer sent out would be knocked down and 
his drum broken before he could strike it and besides the drummers 
were probably all up at Oliver’s house engaged in what they would 
consider more worthwhile activities.”‘ A further riot on 29 August 
resulted in more house burnings and even robbery, The Governor 
was forced to retire to Castle William whilc thc “cool and haughty” 
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Lieutenant Govcrnor Hutchinson was stoned and had his house dam- 
aged. These riots were a n  important catalyst to the movement towards 
revolution. The excesses of the mob on 29 August were regretted aher- 
wards for having set back the radical cause, but they achieved the aim 
and, in the process, the Sons of Liberty learned the need to restrain 
mob violence and put mob leadership in better hands. 

Oliver was eventually forced to publicly renounce his ofice, 
standing in the rain, before a crowd of 2,000. In the other colonies 
similar action effectively prevented distribution of the hated stamps 
and officials werc forced to rcnounce their appointments or flee. Town 
meetings and corporate action were readily organised in  those times. 
Mobs were effectively aroused by pamphlets, letters in the prcss, skilled 
oratory, and even by serving drink “and Cheshire checse and other 
provocations to intemperance”.8 Thc radicals were also quick to enlist 
idle sailors and waterfront dregs to rousc a mob. Morris makes the 
point that mobbisni was “no synonym for liberal reform” and that on 
the contrary they were often moved for extremely reactionary motives.g 
The Sons of Liberty, from isolated loose organisations, gathered form 
and connection in opposition to the Stamp Act. I n  cvery Colony, they 
were backed by men of substance. Though politically inclined to thc 
radical Whigs, they had wide appeal, often based on some existing 
organisation: in Charlestown - the Fire Company, in Albany - the 
Dutch Rcformed Church, elscwhere fellowship clubs, Freemasons and 
the like. They were essentially bourgeois in character and drew little 
support from rural areas. In 1765, they had a strictly limited aim to 
prevent execution of the Stamp Act and so force its repeal. This was 
done by cocrcing supporters of the Act and keeping “business as usual”. 
Likc today’s revolutionaries, they depended on mass support. They 
used the media of the day - newspapers, pamphlets, town meetings 
and innkeepers. The papers tendcd to represent them as morc daring 
than fact and reprcsented their opposition in quaint and lurid prose. 
The Boston Gazette of 2 Dccember 1765 published this epigram which 
gives a contemporary view of.Britain: 

“Spurn the Rekition -She’s no niore a Mother. 
Thon Lewis to George, u most Christiun Rrother, 
In French Wure 
utirl Scotch, groivn generous and rich. 
She gives her deur Children, 
Pox. Sluvery and Itch”.” 

. .  
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”Make ’em Pay!” 

From October 1765 until the repeal of the Stamp Act in March 
1766, the Sons of Liberty developed, by correspondence and the inter-
Colonial Stamp Act Congress, as a widespread and etrective organ- 
isation. With repeal, however, there was a lull in the resistance move- 
ment. Few people saw the consequences of the Declaratory Act which 
accompanied repeal and reaflirmed Britain’s right to tax the Colonies. 
However, in the following year, the British Parliament at the behest 
of its brilliant Chancellor of the Exchequer, Charles Townshend, gave 
the Colonists new cause for complaint. 

The Townshend Revenue Act of 1767 imposed a whole new 
range of duties and worse, it was Lo be used in part to pay Colonial 
officials who had previously been beholden to Colonial legislatures. At 
the same time, New York‘s refusal to provide billets for troops was 
met by a Quartering Act which was also seen as a form of arbitrary 
tax. The theme “no taxation without representation” was being debated 
on both sides of the Atlantic. In the Colonies, it was the turn of men 
like John Dickinson in his widely read “Farmer’s Letters” and the 
cleric Mayhew to rekindle colonial opposition, not in resistance but in 
passive boycotts and by shunning British imports. Indeed, to this point, 
the resistance had been restrained, loyal in tenor and without martyrs. 
John Wilkes, the British Member of Parliament and American ally, 
now imprisoned in London, was the Anicrican’s darling. But the colon- 
ists were soon to have their own martyrs at home. 

”Send in the Army!” 

British troops, who, during the Stamp Act riots were held in 
Castle William, were now quartered in the town. On the evening of 
5 March 1770, a sentry outside the Customs House was engaged in 
an altercation with some apprentices. This, possibly with the help of 
other disturbances or agitation drew a large crowd. Captain Preston 
and a small squad went to relieve the sentry. After taunts by the 
crowd, they fired on them leaving several dead and wounded (two of 
whom died of wounds). Preston and his men were tried and two 
soldiers convicted of manslaughter but the incident was now the “Boston 
Massacre” - an event which has been described as %ore important 
than Lexington, Bunker Hill or the surrender of Burgoyne or Corn-
wallis”.” 
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A sketch of the event by Paul Revere was widely circulated and 
despite its inaccuracies did much to inflame passions throughout the 
Colonics. Whether the radicals had i n  sonic mcasure provoked the 
“Massacre” is debatable (someonr: rang the town bells, a fire alarm, 
which brought out many of the crowd). However it focused attention 
on colonial opposition to the use of standing armies in peace, and 
providcd there another useful propaganda weapon. 

The Colonists had no love for the British Army. Britain was 
a naval power whose army was composed of the dregs of thc lower 
classes and mercenaries. They were regarded as little more than 
animals by their officers and were known to the colonists as “bloody-
backs” for the fierce floggings they had to undergo for breaches of 
discipline. They were little more than a rabble, given to “boozing” 
and competing for part-time work in the towns where they were billeted. 
Small wonder, they were disliked. For all that, Americans like Wash- 
ington had fought with distinction for the Army in the French and 
Indian Wars but were regarded as second class by the British. Somc 
British openly regretled the end of hostilities with France over Quebec 
because the Americans, in their eyes, were now too “uppety”. The 
British Army, when asked to stamp out the fires of revolution, was 
not up to the task and acted too slowly and indecisively. However, its 
leaders showed a good underslanding of the enormity of the task of 
counter revolution and corrcctly advised the British Government that 
a very large force would he needed.“ 

The American militia was more a home guard, varied in quality 
and motley in character. In places it had a ceremonial function like 
Hancock’s Boston Cadets, a gubernatorial guard of honour which was 
far from loyal to the governor. Hancock himself was a leading member 
of the Sons of Liberty and some of his troops even took part in the 
Boston tea raids. Some units were strengthened by the good leadership 
of men like Colonel Israel Putnani whose Connecticut Regiment was 
to grow to 15,000 strong in the War. But the militia was of little signi-
ficance until after the Battles of Concord and Lexington when it was 
reorganised and strengthened by Washington, supplies stockpiled and 
men placed on alert (“Minutemen”). 

In the period 1771-1773, Britain, preoccupied in Europe and a t  
odds with Spain, lost its last opportunity to solve the American problem 
pedeacefully. Resistance grew stronger. Georgc 111 by his failure to 
answer colonial petitions was seen to be a Nero in American eyes. 
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Non-importation committees sprang up in most colonial towns and 
even assumed some rights of Government. They demanded, for example, 
the right to inspect merchants' invoices and papers. to judge through 
vigilance committees the guilt of suspected violaters and to regulate 
prices to prevent profiteering. (Tarring and Feathering was popular 
sport). l h e s e  committees drew up compacts which were to be valuable 
as prototypes for later colonial constitutions. But it was the Committees 
of Correspondence, private pressure groups, which proved most effec- 
tive in the cause of revolution. They framed and organiscd thc carriage 
of reports across the countrysidc, unifying the colonies and laying 
down guidelines For action. 

"Tea or Coffee?" 

Before proceeding further, however, it is necessary to mention 
that final step short OF armed rebellion in which a cleverly organised 
Boston mob brought about the heavy handed British reaction which 
led to war. Now Americans were then confirmed tea drinkers (their 
taste for coffee came at the end of the century). Large quantities were 
imported from Britain or smuggled from HOlkand. The British East 
India Company. which made ninety per cent of its profit from tea, was 
overstocked and, on the advice of a select committee headed by Gencral 
Burgoyne, Parliament by enactment allowed the company to dump its 
surplus in the colonies. This together with the still vexed question of 
duties was the last straw for many colonists. 

Feelings were high when the first ship laden with tea, the 
Dur/moutlr, arrived in Boston Harbour on 28 November 1173.Governor 
Hutchinson was pressed to turn it away but he stubbornly refused on 
the technicality that,. as it was in harbour, the tea was dutiable and it 
could not by law be re-shipped to England. On 16 December, a large 
party dressed as Mohawk Indians slipped aboard the Dormouth and 
othcr vessels and despatched over 90,000 pounds of tea into the waters 
of the harbour. This was no mob in riot but a well planned and 
executed operation which required collusion on the part of some officials 
and guards on the ship. Colonel Leslie's regiment of troops was not 
called out and Admiral Montagu, although aware of the raid, did 
nothing - later claiming that his ships' cannon would only have caused 
unnecessary bloodshed. 

The Boston Tea Party, as i t  was called, aimed at forcing repeal 
of Townshend's duty. Some saw it also as a gamble by the popular 
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leaders in Boston to restore confidence in themselves among the other 
C~lonies.’~ In Britain, the intransigent George 111 and his advisers 
decidcd on repression and the “Intolerable” Acts which sparked the 
war. So, while the Boston raid did not achieve its aim, it assisted 
popular leaders like Samuel Adams, Alex McDougzal and Charles 
Thomson to build an organisation. Reports flashed across thc country. 
Paul Reverc. on one of his many famous rides, took a report to New 
York which “creatcd a ferment“. As the British Government reacted 
to this aKront by closing Boston harbour, committees of correspond- 
ence grew in power. The Quebec Act renewed fears of Popery and 
the arrival of Gage and more troops in Boston was furthcr incitement 
to the Colonies. Samuel Adams put these issues to good cRect in his 
correspondencc. He was uniquely placcd as Clerk to the General 
Assembly in  Massachusetts, by his articles and correspondence and 
control of the Boston mobs to lead the resistance movenient and shape 
its course to revolution. He saw the value of the commiltee of cor-
respondence as a superior form of cxecutive to the cumbersome town 
meeting. 

”No Toxation Without Representation’’ 

Practical men of action were now coming to the fore. A mob 
led by John Brown, not the one of the song, attacked and burned the 
Navy sloop Gus.pee in 1772. This was a reprisal for the stealing of 
cattle and firewood by its crew under the “haughty and insolent Lieu- 
tenant William Dudington”.’” But the mob was no longer the weapon 
of resistance. Now its threat alone was often enough. Public appeals 
were made for restraint by radical leaders, like Sears in New York, in 
order to “prove that we have acted, not as a mob, but as Friends to 
Liberty”.’s As Lord North‘s Coercive Acts took effect in 1764, so 
popular resistance organisations grew. Men like William Goddard 
riding out from Philadelphia spread the nctwork of the committees of 
correspondence, covenants were sworn and calls were made for the 
complete cessation of trade with Britain. A secret meeting of the 
Massachusscts General Council was held at night to discuss the Con-
tinental Congress. The Governor’s secretary, Thomas Flucke, was 
refused entrance and had to read the order dissolving the Council out-
side the buildins in scenes reminiscent of Australia’s recent political 
crisis. 

The Congress met on 6 September and thc Continental Associa- 
lion was signed linking the Thirteen Colonies on 20 October. The 
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militia drilled; arms and supplies were stockpiled and the stage was 
set for conflict which would changc the whole basis of the resistance 
from economic to military warfare. This erupted on 19 April 1775 
when troops werc sent out from Boston through Lexington to seize 
cannon and powder hidden at the nearby town of Concord. Their 
progress was marked, however, by bell ringing, gunshots and burning 
beacons and they were met by Minutemen and harassed by farmer 
soldiers. Before the day was over 70 of their 1,500 troops were dead 
and many more were woundcd or missing. Earl Percy, their leader, 
said of his enemies “Whoever looks upon them as an irregular mob, 
will find himself much mistaken”.’c .The mob was important i n  the 
early stages of resistance, as any revolutionary knows, to focus interest 
in issues and win mass support and in the period between the Stamp 
Act and Lexington rioting occurred in every Colony. The radical 
leaders, however, saw the need for restraint, although they did not 
hesitate to employ violence, “Tory baiting”, when it seemed necessary. 
Few of these leaders were professional radicals (except perhaps for 
Thomas Paine) like those we are now accustomed to see amongst 
Marxist revolutionaries. However, they learned from their mistakes 
and were assisted by the British intransigence and slowness to react. 
Indeed, it was not until some months after Lexington that the British 
finally set about the almost impossible task of raising 20,000 men as 
an expeditionary force. 

Conclusion 
The revolutionaries enjoyed a full measure of popular support. 

“The Revolution,” in the words of Alcxis de Tocquevillc, “was the 
result of a mature and reflecting preference for freedom, not of a vague 
or ill defined craving for indcpendencc. It contracted no alliance with 
turbulent positions of anarchy, but its course was markcd, on the con- 
trary, by a love of order and law.” While this describes the idealism 
of the groundswell to revolution well, i t  should be remembered that 
the preference for freedom would never have been exercised but for 
the work of those who fostered and spread those ideals. 

Foremost in the early days were the Sons of Liberty but, as 
R. B. Morris points out, there was “no clear or undisputed lineage 
between them and the far more effective committees of correspond-
ence.”“ The Arnerican Revolution needed the direction of these organ- 
isations but, until battle was joined, never needed the disciplined cadre 
of revolutionaries which are a feature of ‘Twenticth Century revolutions. 
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For thc American experience did not need to be engineered, it arose, 
spontancously for the most part, as the expression of the whole people, 
finally declared on 4 July 1776 in the midst of war. y 
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