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ABSTRACT 

Burrus, James L., New York, Pennsylvania, and the Mutiny Act 
of 1765 . Master of Arts (History), August, 1973, Sam 
Houston State University, Huntsville, Texas. 80 pp. 

Purpose 

The purposes of this thesis were to investigate the enact-

ment of the Mutiny Act for America, 1765; to evaluate its initial 

impact on New York and Pennsylvania; to analyze and compare 

motivations for non-compliance, partial compliance, or compli-

anc e ; a nd to assess its impact on Anglo-colonial relations. 

Methods 

The methods used in this study were : to read monographic 

and general secondary studies concerning the Briti sh, New York, 

and Pennsylvania economic and political conditions during this time 

period; to investigate published primary materials relative to the 

passage of the Mutiny Act including the correspondence of General 

Thomas Gage, the papers of George Grenville, and the letters of 

the F.arl of Chatham; to consult the New York Historical Society's 

Collections of the Journals of John Watts and Cadwallader Colden, 

The New York Mercury on microprint, and Documents Relative to 

the Colonial History of the State of New York edited by Edmund 



0' Callaghan; and to examine The Papers of Benjamin Franklin ed ited 

by Leonard Labaree, The Pennsylvania Gazette, and The Pennsyl-

vania Archives . 

Findings 

The information gathered indicated the following conclu-

sions . The enactment of the Mutiny Act resulted from the develop

ment of a we s tern policy by Whit ehall at the termination of the 

French and Indian War, an emerging colonial policy which sought 

to increase imperial control of the American colonies, and spe-

cific problems encountered by General Thoma s Gage in supp lying 

and quartering troops in transit . The responses of New York and 

Pennsylvania were primarily influenced by parochial factors and 

secondarily by British colonial po l icy . The reactions of New York 

and Pennsylvania contr ibuted to the deterioration of the relationship 

between the American colonies and the Brit ish gove rnment . 

Approved : 

Supervi sing Professor 
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CHAPTER I 

THE MUTINY ACT FOR AMERICA, l 765 

The vast territories acquired by the British from the 

French in the Treaty of Paris ending the Seven Years War for Em

pire in 1763 burdened the British government with equally vast and 

new responsibilities. The central task was to provide an effective 

administration and an adequate defense for the expanded empire . 

In America this meant specifically that some policy had to be for

mulated for the trans-Appalachian region. The army was scheduled 

to play a significant role in implementing any western policy adopted 

by Whitehall . However, in attempting to perform its functions and 

responsibilities in postwar America, the army was to encounter 

problems which triggered enactment of the Mutiny Act for America, 

l 765 . 

The assignment of regular troops to garrison peacetime 

America w as not a new idea. The inability of the colonies to unite 

into some type of defensive union in 1754 led the Lords of Trade to 

conside r the possibility of maintaining regular forces on the 



A . f . 1 mertcan rontter . The ad v ent of the Seven Years War postponed 

the need fo r an immediate d eci sion on this early proposa l. 

However, the w ar itself proved to the B ritish government 

that the colonial system of military defense w as inefficient and in

adequate to deal wit h hostile neighbors . 2 Durin g the conflict, the 

colonial gove r nment s delayed in providing militia quota s, means 

of transportat ion , and shelter for troops . 3 Hence, British military 

disaster s in the early stage s of the armed conflict in America w ere 

partially blamed on reluctant colonial suppo rt . 

The ineptnes s of the colonists during the war prov ided a 

va luable lesson for the British ministers : that the old method of 

co loni a l defense had t o be replaced by one w hich wo uld furnish 

greater stability . 4 This required the m a intenan ce of Br itish re gu -

lars in the colonies . 

1 Clarence W. Alvord, The Mississippi Valley in British 
Po l it ic s ; A Study of the Trade, Land Speculation , and Experiments 
in Imperialism Culminating in the American Revolution (Clev eland : 
The Arthur H . Clar k Company , 1 91 7 ), Vo l. I, p . 11 7. 

2 
J a ck M. So s in, Whitehall and the Wilderness; The Midd l e 

West in B ritish Policy, 1760- 1775 (Lincoln : University of Ne
bra s k a Press, 1961), p . 4 . 

3 
John Shy, Toward Lexington; The Ro l e of the B ritish 

Army in the Coming of the American Revolution (Princeton : 
Princeton Unive rsity Press, 1965), pp . 166-167 . 

4 . 
Sos m , Whitehall and the Wilderness, p . 35 . 

2 
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The decision was supported by an assumption that the peace 

of 1 76 3 w as merely a cease - fire in a war of attrition with the French. 

T h e ar m y w ould be needed t o guard a gainst future hostile activities 

of the French and Spanish still on its borders in America , and to 

p r ot ec t the c olonists from Indian depredations . 5 Reasoning that the 

Seven Years War and the treaty which followed attempted to insure 

the security o f the colonies, the home government decided that 

tr oops should be permanently stationed in the colonies. 

The specifics of troop disposition were left to Sir Jeffrey 

A mherst, c ommander-in - chief of the British forces in America. 

A mherst ' s prop o sal, outlined in a report entitled " Plan of Forts 

and Garr i sons pr oposed for the Security of North America " in 1763, 

c alled for nine re g iments to be scattered between Quebec and 

Pensaco la in posts along the w estern frontier . The troops would 

p r ovide protection a g ainst the French and Spanish, and shield the 

settl e rs from the Indians . 6 

Despite the fact that Amherst ' s plan received the support 

of Welbo re Ellis, the Secretary at War, it was not without critics. 

5 George L. Beer, British Colonial Policy, 1754-176 5 
(r e pr inted ed ition ; Gloucester : Peter Smith, 19 5 8 ), p. 252. 

6 Clarence W . Alvord and Clarence E . Carter (eds . ), 
C o lle c t ions of the Illinois State Historical Society, Vol. X, The 
Criti c al Period, 17 63 - 176 5 (Springfield: Illinois State Historical 
Library, 19 15), pp. 5- 11. 
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Si r William Johnson, one of the t wo Indian Super intendents, re

proved the plan as being expensive and unrealistic . 7 The plan wa s 

accepted by the home government but was never fully implemented . 8 

The resulting weakness of the army's dispersa l was more 

than evident during Pontiac ' s Rebellion. During the first few 

months of the struggle all of the far-flung posts fell to the Indians 

except Forts P ittsburg and Detroit. Whether this Indian uprising 

led to the decision to increase the number of troops in the colonies 

is subject to speculation . 9 More importantly, the " rebellion" had 

an effect on the eventual enactment of the Mutiny Act for America 

in l 765. 

Amherst, believing the Indians incapable of effective or-

ganized military operations, was surprised by the efficiency of the 

Indians early in 1763 . By the fall of 1763 the military situation had 

not imp roved visibly, and, consequently, in November Amherst was 

replaced by General Thomas Gage. Gage was selected due to his 

apparent lack of serious military errors in the preceding war, his 

7 Johnson to the Lords of Trade, September 25, 1763; 
Ibid., p. 32 . 

8 John W. Fortescue, A History of the British Army, 
1763-1793 (London: Macmillan and Company, 1902 ), Vol. III, p . 12 . 

9 Charles S. Grant, " Pontiac 's Rebellion and the British 
Troop Moves of 1763," The Mississippi Valley Historical Review, 
XL (June, 1953), pp . 75-78. 
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1 . . h. . 1 1 · . 1 . . l O d h . f . d socia posLtLon, LS noncommLta po Ltlca pOsLtLon, an LS rLen -

sh ip with Welbore Ellis . 11 Upon assuming command, Gage immedi-

ately began the task of recapturing lost out-posts . The assignment, 

how e v er, was made difficult by the unwo rkability of the traditiona l 

requisition s y stem. 

The requisition s y stem- - petitioning the colonies to supply 

a certain quota of men, sup p lies, or transportation- -had been 

utilized during the Seven Year s War by the P itt administration . 

Howe v er, the system lacked efficiency due to the element of un-

certainty inv olved . The inefficiency re sulted primarily from the 

decentralization created by giving the colonies the final authority 

12 to prov ide the items requested. As a consequence of colonial 

rivalries and internal politics, there w as usually some difficulty 

in obtaining t he articles desired even though the enemy was near 

a nd the Pitt Ministry had promised to reimburse the colonies. 

During Pontiac ' s Rebellion the difficulty involved became acute. 

In the early stages of the Indian war, Pennsylv ania re

fused to furnish Amherst with a single man . 13 Amherst ' s 

l OSh y, Toward Lexington, p . 134 . 

11 
John R . Alden, Gene ral Gage in America ; Being Prin-

e ipally a Hi story of His Role in the Ameri c an Revolution (Baton 
Rou g e : Louisiana State Univer sity Press, 1948), p . 12 . 

12 
Beer, Briti sh Colonial Policy, p . 52 . 

13 Fortescue, History of the British Army, p . 15 . 



successor, Gage, had little more success in deal in g with the colo-

nies . In December, 1763 , the new commander-in-chief reported 

to Lord Halifax, one of the Secretaries of State, that New York was 

only willing to fi ll its quota of 3, 500 men if New England colonies 

agreed to provide their quotas , 14 With the coming of spring, Gage 

doubled his efforts to obta in troops and supplies from the provinces 

so that s ome type of offensive might be made a gainst the Indians. 

Gage ' s successes were , however, far from adequate in view of his 

requests . 

In February, 1 764 Massachusetts informed Gage that sup-

plies would not be forthcoming unless Indian hostilities resumed 

on their frontiers . New York and New Jersey, threatened by In-

dian assaults, did raise militia forces to assist Gage ' s regulars. 

Mea nwhile Pennsylvania ' s assembly became involved in a dispute 

with its governor, John Penn, and only promised to raise supplies 

f "f " 15 o an unspect tc nature . In a typical letter to William Johnson, 

Gage revealed his distaste for having to rely on the colonies for 

men and supplies: 

6 

14 Ga ge to Halifax , December 9 , 1763 ; The Correspondence 
of General Thomas Gage with the Secretaries of State, and with the 
War Office and the Treasury, 1763-1775, Clarence E. Carter (ed . ), 
(New Ha ven : Yale University Press, 193 1), Vol. I, p . 3 . 

15 Ga ge to Halifax, February 13, and March 10 , 1764; 
Ibid . , pp. 17-18 . 



The Province s have been very backward in Affording that 
Assista nce so much for their Intere st to do ... the Pensyl
vanians have plaid their o ld Tricks, voted the men , & then 
quarrelled with the Gove rnor about the Supp ly s ... 16 

The failure of the colonies to provide necessary manpower 

7 

naturally hampered mil itary operations in the s pring of 1764. Gage ' s 

field commanders often became exasperated due to the inconven

iences produced by depending upon the colonial governments. 1 7 

When troop s and supplies we re finally made a v ailable to Gage they 

came too late to be useful, or the troops proved to be unreliable . 18 

Further, the army experienced problems in transporting men a nd 

supplie s to the frontier a reas because colonist s refused to provide 

the necessary carri a ge s or they attempted to charge the army rates 

which were higher than normal. l 9 For a commander att empting to 

prosecute a wa r, such a ctions by the provinces could but be v iewed 

with disgust , and the hope for increa s ed author it y to halt the dis-

array created by the exi st ing decentralized system, 

16 Gage to John s on, April l , 1764; The Papers of Sir 
Wi ll iam Johnson, Alexander C. Flick (ed . ) (Albany : The Univer sity 
of the State of New York, 1925 ), Vo l. III, p. 383 . 

17 
Bouquet to Ga ge, November 30 , l 764; Alvord and Carter , 

The Critical Period, p . 367; see also Capta in Danie l Claus to 
Johnson, Ap ri l 10 , 1764; F l ick , Johnson Papers. Vo l. 14, p. 395 . 

18 
Gage to Johns on , June 3 , 1764; Flick, Johnson Papers, 

Vo l. IV, p . 439 . 

19 
Gage to Ha l ifax, J anuary 23 , 1765; Carter, Gage Cor-

respondence, Vo l. I, p . 49 . 



Another dilemma facing Gage in America wa s the lack of 

clarity in def ining the army' s judicial authority in the West. Prior 

to the fall of 1763 there w as a g reat deal of confusion over who had 

juri s diction in certain areas of the frontier. For example, in a 

letter to Sir William Johns o n, John Kempe, the Attorney General 

of New York, asserted that lawbreakers near Detro it were under 

the jur i s diction of New York courts, and not that of the commander

in- chief. 20 In the Proclamation of 1 763 an attempt wa s made to 

s o l ve th i s i ssue by allowing the military to apprehend criminals 

who had fled t o the We st seeking sanctuary, but no clause in the 

Proclamation g a ve the army the authority to arrest those accused 

f . . . · 1 . . h f . 21 o commttttng ctvL crtmes Ln t e rontLer area . As a conse -

quence of this apparent oversight, Gag e found it necessary to order 

Colonel Henry Bouquet, who commanded the troops along the Penn -

s y lv a nia frontier, to wo rk through the Pennsylvania Attorney Gen-

eral in order to prosecute civilians suspected of treason, since he 

thought that the tr ials had to be held in civil courts. 
22 

More serio us to Gage ' s military operations than the am

biguity involved in we stern leg al jurisdiction was the assertion of 

20 John Tabor Kempe to Johnson, February 7, 1 763 ; Flick, 
Johnson Papers, Vol. l V, pp . 4 1- 42 . 

21 
Alvo rd, The Mississippi Valley, Vol. I, p . 205 . 

22 
Gag e t o Bouquet, October 15 , 1 764 ; Alvord and Carter, 

The Cr itical Period, p . 348 . 

8 



many of the colonists that the Mutiny Act did not apply to America 

when Br itain w as not at war . 23 This ar gument represented to Gage 

a serious threat to the efficient function of the army, since the Act 

enabled the army to requisition transportation, c apture and punish 

deserters, and, most importantly, quarter troops at the expense of 

the colonists when military barracks wer e lacking. 

Refusal to assent to the v alidity of the Mutiny Act created 

a difficulty in obtaining means of transportation, which meant a 

s erious logi st ical problem to the commander-in- chief, since the 

col oni sts occasionally refused to furnish the army with wagons . 24 

Some office rs were even brought before civil courts for requisi -

tioning w a gons to assist them in moving the men under their com-

25 
mand . 

More pressing w as the high rate of desertions which the 

army suffered, especially in Pennsylvania. The posts on the Penn-

9 

sylvania frontier w ere garri s oned by the Six tieth or Royal American 

Regiment . These troops were ill-fed, ill-provided, and far from 

urban comforts . Consequently, the soldiers deserted in lar ge 

2 3 Gage to Welbore Ell is, J anuary 22, 17 65 ; Carter , Gage 
Correspondence, Vo l. II, p . 2 6 2. 

24 
Gage to Thomas Whatley, November 7, 176 4; Ibid., 

p . 248 . 

2 5 
Gage to Halifax, J anuary 23, 1 765 ; Carter, Gage Cor -

respondence, Vol. I, p . 4 9 . 
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numbers . For many in the regiment , recruited in America, de-

sert ion wa s mere ly a matter of returning to their families in Penn -

1 . 26 s y van1a. The s ituation wa s made more difficult by the encour-

a gement given the deserters by the colon i sts, and by the colonial 

pro s ecution of a rmy officers for ar re sting deserters . 
27 

Since there 

wa s no war, m a ny of the coloni sts refused to accept the Mutiny Act 

as being val id in A merica; they believed that it w as perfectly leg iti-

mate to entice unhappy s oldier s int o jobs, or to fine officer s w ho 

attempted to arrest de s erters . 

Even more significa nt to Gage than the difficulty encountered 

m securing transportation f a cilities, the question of leg al jurisdi c -

ti on in the Wes t, o r the problem of desertion w as the difficulty met 

2 8 in quartering troops. Troubles in q uarter in g we re most v isible 

to Gage becaus e many of them occurred in the colony of New York 

where the comma nder - in-chief' s headquarters wa s l ocated . While 

in New York, Gage received a report which told of a g rand j ury in-

dieting co lonial just ice s for fo llowing an army request to quarter 

troop s in the private dwelling of a co l oni st, and he l earned of riots 

between soldiers a nd civilians in Albany. Faced with such incidents 

26 s hy, Toward Lexington, p. 1 73 . 

27 
Gage t o Halifax , J anuary 23, 1765; Carter, Gage Cor -

respondence, Vo l. I, p . 49 . 

2 8 
lbid., p . 49 . 



l 1 

as t he se, coupled with previous problems in deal ing with the colo-

ni sts, Gage reached the conclus ion that the lines of the army ' s 

authority had to be better drawn by the application of the Mutiny Act 

to the American colonies, even though such problems as these were 

not common in other co l onies . 2 9 

The event which prompted Gag e to sugge st a special par

liamentary act applying the Mutiny Act to America wa s the refusal 

of the New York City mayor to provide the Fifty-fifth and Thirtieth 

Regiments wit h firewood in November of 1 764 . 3 o By January 25, 

17 6 5 Gage had written to both Lord Halifax and Welbore Ellis de-

s cribing hi s problems in attempting to subjugate the Indians w hile 

encumbered by the imped iments placed before him by the co lonists . 

Also, he enclosed a sugge sted method outlined by Lieutenant Colonel 

J a mes Robertson, Gage' s Deputy Quartermaster General, to elimi

nate the obstacles. 31 

In the enclo s ure Robertson briefly recounted the difficulties 

the a rmy had encountered sinc e the close of the Sev en Years War in 

29
shy, Toward Lexington , pp. 168-169, 180-181 , 188-189 . 

3o Gage to Co lden, Novemb er 7, l 764; Collections of the 
New York Hi storical Soc iety, Vo l. LV, The Letters and Papers of 
Cadwa llader Colden, l 761-1 764 (New York : New York Historical 
Society, 1923 ), Vo l. VI, p . 389 . 

31 
Gage t o Ellis, J anuary 2 2, 1765; Carter, Gage Cor -

r espondence, Vo l. II, pp . 263-264 . 
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supplying troops with necessities, quartering soldiers, and acquiring 

adequate transportation at reasonable rates. These problems, ac

cord ing to Robertson, existed because a few individuals claimed 

that the Mutiny Act did not apply to the American colonies. Robert

s on proceeded to w arn that failure to correct the problem soon would 

lead to widespread refusal by the colonists to comply to any request 

of the army . The suggested remedy was the extension of the Mutiny 

Act to Amer ica with some specific modifications . 32 

The most significant alteration recommended by Robertson 

concerned quarter ing troops on the march. Robertson proposed 

that when the number of public houses and military barracks were 

insufficient to quarter troops on the march, private houses should 

be utilized . Robertson suggested that troops quartered in this 

fashion could be provided with victuals by the colonists at the com

m anding officer ' s request, and that the dweller would be reim

bur sed by the Crown at a later date on the bas is of a standard rate. 

However, the quartering of troops would not be necessary in private 

houses if barrack space existed, but the colonial governments would 

be required to furnish such essentials as candles, bedding, firewood, 

and cooking utensils. 

Colonel Robertson also believed that it wa s necessary to 

require the co lonists to provide transportation facilities for the 

32 Jbid . , pp . 263-264. 



army u p on demand. To insure that the colonists did not attempt to 

tak e ad v antag e of the army and charge inflated rates, the Quarter-

master also urged the establishment of a basic rate predicated on 

w e ight c arried by each type of wagon. 3 3 

13 

Finally, Robertson maintained that Parliament should make 

it legal fo r Brit i sh officers t o apprehend deserters and to try the 

f f d b . 1 h h . . · 1 3 4 o e n er y c ourt-martta , rat er t an tn ctv t courts . 

Believin g these to be sound remedies for perplexing diffi-

c ult ie s, Gag e dispatched Robertson ' s recommendations to Welbore 

Ell i s and Lord Halifax in late January, l 76 5 . The Grenville Mini s try 

r e a c ted w ith surprising quickness . By March 7, six days after 

Gag e ' s report arr ived, Ellis indicated that he was willing to sup-

p o rt Gage ' s suggest ions and mo v ed to present a bill to Parliament 

t t d th M . A Am . 3 5 o e x en e uttny ct to er tea. By March 9, the King, 

Geor g e III, had w ritten to George Grenville, the Prime Minister, 

request in g that he inv estigate the possibility of extending the Mutiny 

Act to Amer ica . 36 

33 Ibid . , p. 26 5 . 

34Ib .d _L_ . , 

35 
Shy, 

pp . 265- 266 . 

Tow ard Lexington, pp . 184-1 8 5 . 

36 Geor g e III to Grenv ille, March 9 , 176 5; The Grenville 
Papers; Being the Correspondence of Richard Grenvi ll e Earl of 
T e mple, K. G. , and the Right Hon. George Grenville, Their 
Friends and Contemporaries, William J. Smith (ed . ) (New York: 
AMS Press Incorporated, 19 70 ), Vol. III, p . 11 . 
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The proposal thus pa ssed into the hands of George Grenvi lle, 

a man in whom the King h a d l ittle real confidence . 37 The Grenville 

Ministry was compo sed of three f a ction s : the supporters of Gren-

vi lle, the King' s Friends, and the Bedfordites . The cohesive bond 

which held these f act ions together was the common desire to increase 

the control of the home government ove r the colonies . 38 A m a jo r 

obstacle to t hi s increa sed centrali zat ion of government w as the debt 

incurred by the B rit i s h in the Seven Years War. Grenville w as 

faced with a paradox; he wi shed to instig ate an impe r ial program, 

and yet he had to protect the royal purse from further depl etion. 

The Gage- Robertson recommendation offered him an ac ceptable 

means of dealing with both. The appli c ation of the Mutiny Act to 

America would assist to defray the annual monetary burden of 

f 320,000 for m a inta ining the army in A me r ic a by reducing the 

amount of money necessary to p r ovide for troops on the march and 

in quarter s . 39 This a ction w as, thus, an economic necessity; 

Whitehall wi shed to maintain a stand ing army in the colonies during 

peacetime and to prevent the g rowth of the national debt at the same 

time. 

37 Lewis B . Namier, England in the Age of the Ame rican 
Revolution (2d ed . ; New York: St. Martin ' s, l 96 l ), p. 324 . 

38 
Alvord, The Mi ss is s ippi Valley, Vol. I, pp . 163-164 . 

39 Bee r, B ritish Colonial P o l icy, p . 207; s ee also Shy, 
Toward Lexington, p . 189 . 
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Consequently, Ellis ' proposal to extend the Mutiny Act to 

Amer ic a rece ived Grenville ' s support, though not without some 

reservations. Grenv ille, like Georg e III, believed that the colonists 

might obj ect to the prov is ion which allowed troops to be quartered 

in private houses . As a result, Grenville ur ged that the bill be 

wo rded so as to cite such practices in Scotland as legal precedent, 

hoping that this would stem possible colonial opposition. 4 o 

Having obtained Grenville ' s assent, Ellis brought the pro-

posed Mutiny Act for America before the House of Commons as a 

se parate bill from the yearly Mutiny Act ; a strategy designed to 

reduce possible amendments and hasten enactment. 41 

Desp ite the fact that Grenv ille believed that the ambiguous 

wording of the clause dealing with quartering in private dwellings 

would prev ent any antag onis m , oppo s ition to the bill did de ve lop 

among those merchant s who traded in America . These merchants 

o r ganized a committee to oppose the Mutiny Bill in the House and 

sent repr e sentative s to present their objections to the Grenville 

ministry. 42 The b as ic complaint of this group w as that the proposed 

4o · 11 6 h GrenvL e to Georg e III, March 9 , 17 5; Smit , Grenvi lle 
Papers, Vo l. III, pp . 12-1 3 . 

41 . 
NLcholas Var ga, " The New York Restraining A ct : Its 

Pas sage and Some Effects, l 766- 1768 , " New York History, XXVII 
(July, 1956), p . 236 . 

42 Namier, England in the American Re vo lution, pp . 25 3 -
254 . 



legi s lation was violating the civil right s of the co loni sts by forcing 

them to quarter troops in their houses without their consent. 43 

16 

Faced with oppo s ition from a coalit ion of the co lon ial a gents, 

British merchants, and a few member s of the Hous e of Commons, 

Grenville acquiesced t o a revi s ion of the Ell i s Bi ll, The indi viduals 

principally involved in the alteration were Thomas Pownall and 

Benj amin Frankl in, 
44 

two men considered by the British govern-

ment to be experts on Amer ica . The s ignificant amendm ent w as 

that which prevented troops from being quartered in private houses . 

Attempting a compromi s e with the di saffected merchants, Grenville 

accepted the modifica tions and supported the revised ver s ion of the 

Ellis Bill in the House of Commons. 45 Without further opposition 

the Mutiny Bill beca me law on May 15, 1 765 . 

Grenville believed that the Pownall-Franklin revision of 

the Mutiny Act would forestall a ny colon ial objections . However , 

Grenville ' s belief proved to be too optimi sti c . The provisions of 

43 Ibid . , p . 253 . 

44
Franklin to Samuel Rhode s, July 8 , 1765; The Papers of 

Benjamin Frankl in, Leona rd W. Labaree (ed . ) (New Ha ven : Yale 
Univer s ity Press, 196 8) , Vo l. XII, p . 205; see als o Var g a , " The 
New York Restraining Act, " N. Y. H . , XXVII, p . 23 6 . 

45 Grenville to Jenkinson, April 13, 1765, and Grenville to 
Ellis, April 27, 1765; Additional Grenville Papers, 1763-1765, John 
R . G . Tomlinson (ed . ) (Manche s ter : Manchester Unive rs ity Press, 
196 2), pp . 258, 266 . 
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the Mutiny Act for America w hich would provoke adverse reaction 

in s o me of the colonies were not those which required local mag is -

trates t o quarter troo ps on owners of public houses when barrack 

space was lacking , or that the owners of these establishments had 

t o prov ide a daily ration of beer, cider, or rum. The provi s ions 

w h ich stirred s o me of the prov incial governments to opposition w ere 

tho se w hich required the colonists to pa y for supplying troops 

quartered in co l onial barra c ks, and that the colonial governments 

w ere o rdered t o repay local magistrate s who hired uninhabited 

4 6 bu ild in g s for the troops . Despite the fact that these provisions 

o f the A c t w ere drafted to deal directly with certain conditions in 

the co l on i es, the co lonial g o vernments would l ook upon them as 

co m m ands w h ic h c ut deeply into their jealously guarded authority . 4 7 

The A c t as drafted w as thus predestined to meet w ith oppo sit ion 

fr o m s o me c o l o nial g ov ernments, e v en though Grenville had at-

tem pted t o re m o v e this c o ntingency. 

The Se v en Years War and the treaty which fo llowed m-

fluenc ed an alteration of the British colonia l policy. Prior to this 

time the various ministries had tended to fo llow a policy which 

4 6 william MacDonald (ed . ), Documentary Source Book of 
A m er ican History, 160 6 - 1898 (New York : The Macmi llan Com
pany , 190 8 ), p . 134 . 

47 shy, Toward Lexington, pp . 189- 190 . 
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minimized the control of the home gove r nment ove r the Amer ican 

colonie s . Howeve r, during the Seven Years War v arious conditions 

within the co l onie s and within England itself resulted in a policy 

which attempted to increa se and clarify the authority of the central 

government . 

The fir s t tangible e vidence of the change in policy w as the 

de ci s ion to m a inta in Briti sh regulars in the colonies . The stationing 

of troops was not the re sult of a de s ire on the part of the B rit i sh 

gove rnment t o enfor c e Parl iament ' s wi ll upon the colonists; the 

regulars, stationed on the we stern frontier, were to be utili z ed to 

protect the colonie s from possible French, Spanish, and Indian 

a gg ress ion. Also, the troops would c arry out the slowly e v olv ing 

wes tern policy. The l e a der s of the army m A meric a learned, how

ever , that the colonial e nvironment h e ld so me unique problems 

which made the ir ass igned tasks more difficult. These problems 

neces s itated the further rev ision of policy. 

Gage a nd Robert son attempted t o enhance the author ity of 

the comma nder - in- chief by re commending the e x tension of a modi

fied form of the Mutiny A c t to the American province s . They we re 

motivated by problems in obta inin g co l onial support in dealing with 

Pontiac ' s Rebell ion , confusion over l egal jurisdiction of the army, 

difficultie s in l ogi stics, increased desertions, and a wkwardness m 

quartering troops . The direct result of the reports of Gage and 

Robertson w as the Mutiny Act for A meric a in 1765 . 



The Grenville Mini stry view ed Gage ' s suggestions as a 

means to increase imperial control over the colonies and t o assist 

in defraying the increased financial burden placed on the treasury 

by mainta ining a standing army in the colonies . Furthermore, the 

Gage- Robe rtson propo sal could be used to complement the Stamp 

Act. The Sta mp A ct would raise money from the provinces to pay 

for the troop s stationed in v arious posts , and the Mutiny Act w ould 

provide payment for the e x pense connected with moving s oldiers 

to a nd from the We st . 
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Ha ving revi sed the p rovi sion for quarter ing troops in pri

v a te dw ellings to sat i sfy the objections of colonial a g ents and British 

mercha nts, Grenville believed that the Act would be accepted by the 

colonist s. He fa iled to reali ze that the A c t a c tually invited oppo-

s ition from New York , Pe nns y l vania, and Georgia; these colonies 

would bear the burden of quarte r ing since the tro op s passed through 

these colonie s en route t o the frontier posts . 

Furthermore, Grenvi lle, relying completely on Gage ' s 

experti s e, fa i l ed to determine if the Act w as a c tually as necessary 

as the commander- in-chief claimed. In reality most of the c olo

nists were comply ing with quartering requests . There w as some 

friction over quartering , but mo st of these cases occurred around 

Albany whe re Colonel John Br adstre e t w as pers istently antagonizing 

the local inhabitants by his acti on s . Sinc e Gag e ' s headquarters were 
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located in New York City, the problem of quartering received more 

attenti on than was actually warranted despite the fact that there was 

general compliance to requests . fudeed, the Act was not as vital to 

an effic ient operation of the army as Gage maintained. fu fact, the 

leg i slation tended to increase difficulties confronting the commander . 

The Grenville Ministry in attempting to assist the army actually 

compounded the problems encountered and la id a foundation for a 

recalcitrant attitude in s ome of the provinces. 



CHAPTER II 

THE RESPONSE OF NEW YORK TO THE 

MUTINY ACT, 1 765-1767 

During the latter portion of 1765 the co lonial government 

of Ne w York beca me involved in lengthy di sputes w ith the British 

government invo lving parliamentary authority. The initial point of 

cont ention invol ved the Stamp Act of 1 765 . This explosive conflict 

concerning parliamentary taxing authority received a great amount 

of attention by the co lon i sts a nd the home gove rnme nt. However , 

there developed concurrently another m a jo r i ssue concerning the 

rights of the colon i sts and the authority of Parliament. This second 

disagreement evolved from the e xtension of the Mutiny Act to 

America by Parliament . 

Init ially the New York Assembly refused to comply with 

requ i s itions under the pro v i s ions of the Mutiny Act; however, by 

e a rly 1766 this total rejection w as superseded by partial co mpliance . 

The initial refusal of the assembly to comply with the provisions of 

the Act cannot merely be attributed to the hostility generated among 

the co l oni sts over the concept of no tax ation without representation 

and t o the anger of the colonists tow ard the home government due 

21 
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to the controver s y surrounding the Stamp Act . Non- compl iance can 

also be ascribed to endemic political conditions, the a c tions of 

Lieutena nt Governo r Cadw allader Co lden during the Stamp Act dis-

turbances in New York City , a nd the attitude of the people toward 

the Briti s h regulars s tationed in the colony . Similarly, a softening 

of the fir st respon s e of the assembly to a position of p art ial com-

pliance came as a result of essentially parochial condit ion s . 

By the middle of the eighteenth century, po l it ical activity 

in the colony of New York w as, to a lar ge degree, determined by 

social and economic f a ctor s . A landed aristo c ra c y represented 

the pinnacle of the class struc ture . S ince membership w as based 

primarily upon extens ive ho lding s in property, the number of cola-

nist s who composed the a ri s tocracy were the few families who had 

obtained vast grants of land from earl ier governors . The principal 

families which made up the a ri stocr a cy included the Livingstons, 

De Lancey s , Van Cortlandts, Philipses, and Va n Rensselaers. 

Another segment of the a ristocr a cy w as the wealthy merchant 

familie s which , though not possessing lar ge amounts of land, 

a chieved acceptance by means of a dva nta geous marriages with mem

bers of aristocratic f a mi l ie s . The wealthy merchant families m

cluded the Va n Da m s, Crugers, Waltons, and Floyds . 1 

1 
Carl L . Becker , The History of Political Parties in the 

Province of New York , 1760-1776 (2d ed . ; Madison : The Univer sity 
of Wisconsin Press , 1960), pp . 8- 10 . 
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The remaining merchants and other individuals qualified to 

vote were included in a middling class in the colony . This element 

of the population wa s the largest s ince its members were those who 

possessed at least minimum franchise qualifications . The voting 

requirements- -any man twenty-one years of age with property 

v alued at not less than ;t40, even if mortgaged--made it possible 

2 
for many adult white m ales to vote . 

Within the bottom strata were those who were unable to 

meet all of the requirements for voting . Included in this group 

were those who leased farm land from one of the large landowners 

and those who labored for a wage so low that the property qualifi

cation was a virtual impossibility to satisfy. 
3 

Even though there were three divisions of people with 

various and often conflicting interests, there were no political 

parties in New York, at least as political parties a re defined today. 

Political activity within the province w as dominated by the aris -

tocracy, and, rather than parties, there existed a loose allegiance 

to one of the leading families in the ar i stocra cy . 4 By the l 760's 

the two families which vied for domination of the assembly were 

2 Milton M. Klein, " Democracy and Politics in Colonial 
New York," New York History, XL (July, 1959), pp . 232-235 . 

3 Becker, Political Parties in New York, p . 11 . 

4 Ibid . , pp . 11-12 . 



the Living ston s and De Lanceys. 5 How e v er, loyalty was not based 

simply upon some feudal concept of family loyalty. Such an as -

sumption would be incorrect since it would overlook other interest 

factors . 

The aristocrats wer e able to permeate the positions of 
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importa nce within the New York governmental structure principally 

because of the apparent indifferenc e and illiteracy of the majority 

of the voter s. As a consequence, vote rs were more susceptible to 

influence by such factors as the superior education of the ar isto-

crats, newspa per propaganda, and open promises of financial re

wards for votes . 6 

Another important element in New York political activity 

was the legal profes sion, By means of family connections and in-

fluence in the New York courts the lawyers came to assume a sig

nificant role in the operation of the government, despite the fact 

that they held few positions of authority within the political system. 7 

The influence of the lawyers w as s o great as to cause Cadwallader 

5 . h Ntc alas Varga, 
Passage and Some Effects, 
(July, 195 6 ), pp . 234-235 , 

"The New York Restraining Act: It s 
1766-1768, " New York History, XXVIII 

6 Klein, " Democracy and Politics rn New York, " N. Y. H . , 
XL, pp . 230, 232, 239 . 

7 . 
Mtlton M . Klein, " Prelude to Revolution in New York, " 

The William and Mary Quarterly, XVII (October, 1960 ), p . 441. 
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Colden, the Lieutenant Governor of New York, to comment: " 

united in interest & family Connections with the proprietors of great 

Tracts of Land, a Domination of Lawyers was formed in this Pro-

vince . 11 8 

Heightening the importance of the control of the aristocracy 

and law yers over politics in New York is the fact that this minority, 

which a ctually represented its own privileged interests, operated 

within an asse mbly which , by the 1760 s, dominated the j udiciary 

and the appropriation and a pplication of money. 9 This acquisition 

of power occurred over a protracted period of time during which 

the v arious governors and assemblies contended over the mastery 

of the colonial government. The assemblies struggled to assert 

the interest of the colony and the governor s to affirm the interests 

of the Crown. 1 O From this l ong conflict developed an attitude on 

the part of the colonist s that the assembly was attempting to protect 

their rights from the encroachments of the Crown and its repre-

sentat ive, the royal g o v ernor, Thus, despite the fact that the 

8 Colden to Conway and the Board of Trade, no date; Col
lections of the New York Hi storical Society, Vol. IX, The Colden 
Letter Books, 1765-1 775 (New York: New York State Historical 
Society, 18 77), Vo l. II, p. 71. 

9 Becker, Political Parties m New York, pp. 6- 7, 16 . 

lO ib . d _1_., p . 9. 
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political lea dership was principa lly concerned with its narrow in-

terests, it acquired the reputation of being something of a protector 

of the rights and general welfare of the coloni s ts . 

The struggle between the leadership of the as s embly a nd 

the governor is best portrayed in two s epa rate but not unrelate d 

clashes . The first conflict, occurring between 1760 and 1761, con-

cerned an appointment to a v a cancy on the New York Supreme Court 

bench which resulted from the death of Jame s De Lancey . Lieu-

tenant Governor Colden wanted an individual appointed at the p l ea-

sure of the Crown and one who was not connected with the aristocrats 

or the lawyers in the colony . Such an individual would, hopefully, 

be more recept ive t o the will of the governor . However the 

Livingston faction, which had by this time obta ined control of the 

asse mbly, led by William Smith, John Morin Scott, and William 

Livingston, 
11 

wanted a man appointed for life who woul d be from 

among it s membership so as to minimize the influence of the gov-

12 
ernor . 

During the ensuing argument both sides condu cted a vigorous 

v erbal and written campaign to discredit the other s ide in the eye s of 

the colonists and the Crown, Colden charged the Livingston fami ly 

llib -d _l_,, 

12 
Klein, 

XVII, p. 44 7 . 

p . 26. 

" Prel ude to Revolution m New York, " W. M . Q , , 
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with taking part in i lle gal trade w ith the West Indian Islands and with 

extending their land cla ims far beyond the le gal boundaries estab-

lished by their patents . The Livingston faction utili z ed the press 

t o m a ke itself a ppea r to be the cha mpion of the natural ri ghts of the 

people and Colden to be the Crow n ' s tool to destroy popular rights . 13 

The se cond contest invo l ved t he right of trial by j ury . In 

the winter of 1764 - 1765 an individual who had been found gu i lty o f 

assault in a jury trial appealed his c as e to the Governor ' s Counc i l, 

as king the Council to reex amine the f a c ts of his case aft er the New 

York Supreme Court h a d rejected a n appeal on le gal error . Colden 

se ized thi s request as a mean s of reducing the power and influence 

of the lawyers , a g roup which he per s onally and po l itically abhorred . 

Howe v er, by this acti on Colden made himself and the Crown, whic h 

he represented, a ppear to be subverting the constitut ional right of 

a tr ial by j ury by giving t he Governor ' s Counci l the power t o alter 

jury deci s ions on the b as i s of f a ct. Subs equ ently, Colden w as de-

d . f h. . 14 nounced by Ne w York newspa per s an the Counc tl or LS a ctLOns . 

Fostered by such local political discontent preceding the ena c tment 

of the Mutiny A ct for Amer ic a, the position of g overnor became 

s ynonymous with tyranny in New York. 

13Ib .d _L_ ., pp . 44 9 , 452-453 . 

14 
Ibid., pp . 453-457 . 



In August, l 765, General Thomas Gage wrote to Welbore 

Ellis, the Secretary at War, maintaining that despite the fact that 

Parliament had e x tended the Mutiny Act to America in an effort to 

reduce the ob stacles confronting the B ritish regulars he could only 

predict difficulties in enforcing the Act. 15 Clearly, Gage was far 

from opt imi st ic about the success of a plan that he had initiated 

ear l ier that year . Ga g e ' s pessimism possibly was motivated by 

the likelihood that ew York would fail to comply because of the 

general att itude of dislike for increased imperial authority in the 
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co l onie s at th i s time because of the opposition to the Stamp Act and 

the " Scandalous a nd Treasonable writings that appeared in Public 

16 
Papers . II 

Soo n after the clo se of the French and Indian War, New 

York, l ike the other c olon ie s, suffered from a post-war economic 

depression. This slump w as further compounded by the sev ere 

drain of s ilv er from the co lonies to England, most of which was 

used to pay debts ow ed Eng lish merchants and the duties establi s hed 

by the Sug ar Act. 1 7 Furthermore, the Grenville Ministry initiated 

15
Gage t o Ellis, August 10 , 1765; The Correspondence of 

General Thomas Gage with the Secretaries of State, and with the 
War Office and the Treasury, 1 763- 17 75, Clarence E . Carter (ed . ), 
(New Ha ven : Yale Unive rs ity Press, 1931 ), Vol. II, p . 269 . 

16 
Gage t o Halifax, September, 1765 ; Ibid . , p . 68. 

1 7 Becker , Politi cal Parties in New York, pp . 24 - 25, 
65 - 67 . 
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and passed the Currency Act through Parliament which prevented 

t h e c o l on i sts fr om using fi at m oney as le gal tender . New York and 

t h e other co l onies had used such paper as a circulating medium to 

sup p lement, if not supplant, the lessening supply of specie . 18 The 

co l on ists became inc reasing ly apprehensiv e about their interests 

and the c onsideration g iv en them by Whitehall. Perhaps Chief 

J ust ice Will ia m Smith describes the attitude of those people most 

a ffec t ed b y the m easures of the Grenv ille ministers: 

The g rand Causes of the Co mplaints of the Prov inces are 
the Sta mp Dut ies , a mo n o p o l y of Trade in Fav or of the Islands, 
t o the Prej udice o f the Co ntinent and Great Britain, and . .. 
in Derogation of Trials by Jury - - Great Britain has indeed lost 
t he Affe c ti o n o f all the Co lo nists . l 9 

The mo st n o ti c eable ero sion of g ood feelings described in 

Smi th s l e tter concerne d the Stamp Act, an act w hich placed a 

s m all tax up on paper used princ ipally in printing, le gal activities, 

and matters of comme r ce . The New York colonists argued that 

constitut ionally they w er e Eng lishme n, that Englishmen could not 

b e taxed without their c onsent; therefore the Stamp Act was invalid 

18 Ib id . , pp. 69- 70 ; see als o John C. Miller, Origins of 
t he A m er ican Re v oluti on (2d e d . ; Stanford: Stanford University 
Pr ess, 1959), pp . 18 - 19 . 

l 9 s mith t o M o n c kto n, Nov ember 8 , l 765 ; Historical 
Memo irs Fro m 16 March l 763 to 25 July l 77 8 of William Smith; 
H isto rian of the Province of New York Member of Governors 
Counci l and Last Chief Justice of that Pro v ince Under the Crow n 
Ch ief Justice of Quebec, William H . W. Sabine (ed . ) (New York: 
W. H. W. Sabine , 1956 ), p . 3 0 . 
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since they had not assented to it s enactment. 20 The issue of no 

taxation without repres entat ion was not the only cause of the protest 

in New York; but it did serve as an effective statement to unite op-

position to Great Britain . The colonists had come to believe that 

since Parliament had not taxed them internally prior to l 764, the 

power to legislate internal taxes w as a privilege which had been 

relegated to the colonial assembly, and now Parliament was 

h . h. . · 1 2 1 t reatenmg t 1s priv1 ege . 

The individual s most burdened by the Stamp Act in New 

York w ere the merchants , lawyers, and printers 22 having greatest 

need of paper taxed under the provisions of the Stamp Act. These 

interest g roups, supported by the political leadership, began to 

mobilize the " meaner sort " as a force to demonstrate dissatisfaction, 

The rougher segment of the New York City population, molded by the 

propaganda of newspapers and pamphlets, be g an to organize into 

v arious g roups, later to be termed the Sons of Liberty, to prevent 

the enforcement of the Stamp Act . 23 What followed wa s a series 

20 
The New York Mercury, November 18, 1765 . 

21 
Miller, Origins of the Revolution, p . 31 . 

22 
Arthur M. Schlesinger, The Colonial Merchants and the 

American Revolution, 1763-17 76 (New York: Columbia University, 
1918), p . 66 . 

23 
Becker, Political Parties in New York , pp . 34-35 . 
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of protest demonstrations, s ome of which were vio lent, directed 

against the two symbols of imperial authority: Cadwallader Colden 

and the British regulars. 

In early December, 1 765, s oon after the peak of the Stamp 

Act disturbances, a requisition under the Mutiny Act was submitted 

to the assembly for action . 
24 

This step was initiated prima rily by 

General Gage, who wa s unable to obtain necessary quarters and 

provisions from New York magistrates . The magistrates were un-

willing to spend the necessary money when the assembly had not 

enacted legislation to reimburse them for any expenditures in com-

pliance with requisitions made under the authority of the Mutiny 

Act. The assembly, dominated by the Livingston faction, evaded 

the issue by maintaining that the colonial governme nt was only re-

quired by the provisions of the Act to provide funds for quartering 

troops in colonial barracks . Because all the barracks in New York 

were the King's barracks, either constructed by the Crown or lo-

cated within British forts, they should be maintained at the expense 

of the Crown and not at the expense of the colonial government . The 

assembly further announced that funds to provide necessities and 

quarters for troops on the march would only be forthcoming w hen 

the magistrates reported expenditures for quartering and providing 

24 varga, " The New York Restraining Act, 11 N . Y. H, 
XXVII, p . 236 . 



essentials. Since the magistrates refused to provide funds without 

assurances of repayment by the assembly, Gage could expect no 

execution of the Mutiny Act in New York . 25 

The failure of the assembly to comply with the terms of 

the Mutiny Act was, in part, related to the rejection of the Stamp 

Act by the colonists . By late 1765 , some of the co lonists believed 

that the Stamp Act w as merely a precedent for future e x pansion of 

32 

imperial rule, and, consequently, they considered it necessary to 

repudiate not only the Stamp Act but any tax enacted by Parliament. 26 

The argument that the Stamp Act and other taxation mea-

sures were steps toward arbitrary imperia l rule wa s reinforced by 

actions of the King ' s representative in the colony, Cadwallader 

Colden. Early in July, 1765, Colden requested General Gage to 

dis patch regular troops to Fort George, located in New York City, 

supposedly to protect the city from Negroes or a mob of undefined 

nature . 27 Gage quickly complied by ordering a company to garrison 

28 
the fort . Colden apparently made his request believing the mere 

25 
Gage to Conway, De cember 21, 1765; Carter, Gage Cor-

respondence, Vol. I, pp . 76- 77 . 

26 
The New York Mercury, September 16, 1765; see also 

Sentinel, July 18, 1765; cited in Klein, "Prelude to Revolution in 
New York, " W. M. Q., XVII, p . 459. 

27 
Colden to Gage, July 8, 1765; Colden Letter Books, 

Vo 1. II, p . 2 3 . 
28 

Gage to Colden, July 8, 1765; Collections of the New York 
Historical Society, Vo l. LVI, The Letters and Papers of Cadwallader 
Colden, 1765-1775 (New York: New York Historical Society, 1923 ), 
Vol. VII, p . 46 . 
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presence of regular troops would prevent any vio lence from occur ring 

in New York City as it had previously occurred in Boston. 2 9 In 

reality, the increa se of military strength had the opposite effect 

from that which Colden desired . The colonists, becoming alarmed 

and angered by this action of placing an armed contingent in their 

midst during a time when a war did not e xi st, reacted at first w ith 

30 
protest m arch e s ; later with vio lence . 

The use of British troops by Colden in this manner assisted 

in producing a negative attitude among th e colonists with respect to 

the army . Prior to 1765 mo st of the American coloni s ts had tended 

to view the regular army with gratitud e because of its serv ice during 

the French and Indian War and P ontiac' s Rebellion . 31 However, 

after the enactment of the Mutiny A c t the attitude of the colonists 

began to change . John Watts, a New York merchant and usually an 

advocate for the C rown , remarked: 

People say that they had rathe r part with their Money, tho ' 
rather unconstitutionally than to hav e a parcel of Military 
Masters put by Act of Parliament a bed to their Wifes and 
Daughters. 32 

2 9 cold en to Amhe rst, October 10, 1765; Colden Letter 
Books, Vo l. II, p . 44 . 

3o The New Yo r k Mercury, November 4, l 765, 

31 
John Shy, Toward Lexington; The Rol e of the British 

A rmy in the Coming of the A me r ican Revolution (Princeton : Prince
ton University Pr e ss, 1965), pp . 144-147 . 

32
watt s to J ame s Napier, J une 1, 1765; Collections of the 

New York Hi storical So ciety, Letter Book of John Watts; Merchant 
and Councillor of New York, 1762-1765 (New York: New York His
torical Society, 19 28), Vo l. LXI, p. 354. 
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The coloni sts had begun t o view the army as a threat to the 

chas tity of wives and daughters, 33 a motivati on for internal taxation 

by Parliament, 34 and a menace to the independence of civil gove rn-

35 ment . Thi s att itude, coupled with the actions of Co lden in 1765, 

possibly tended to reinforce the belief of many co lonists in New 

York that the Crown wa s not concerned with their interests but only 

interested in reducing autonomy and individual rights . The c olo-

nists had come , consequently, to associate the much disliked taxe s 

.th h 36 wt t e army and reasoned s ince all taxe s were invalid w ithout 

the approval of the assembly, no action should be taken t o demon-

t t t t 1. t t . 37 s ra e accep a nce o par tamen a ry a x atton, 

Other factors which prompted rejection of the Mutiny Act 

were of a local nature . The per s istent strugg le between gover nor 

and a ss embly over domination of the co lonial government may have 

induced the Livingston faction , which in the past had carri ed on an 

almo st constant battle with Colden for personal as we ll as po lit ical 

33 Mi11er, Origins of Revolution, p . 237 . 

34 
Colden to Amherst, January 13 , 1766; Colden Letter 

Books, Vo l. II, pp . 90 - 9 1. 

35 Shy , Toward Lexington, p . 149 . 

36 Ib · d 42 43 _t_ . , pp . 1 -1 . 

37The New York Mercury, Se ptember 2, 1765; s ee also 
Miller , Origins of the Revolution , p . 238. 
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reasons, 38 to refuse to comply with the Act. Also, it is a possi-

bil i ty the Liv ingston faction was attempting to take advantage of the 

situat ion to increase its popular support by refusing to assent to 

39 the Act. Colden viewed the opposition to taxation by Parliament 

as a plot by the Liv ing stons, lawyers, and newspapers to prevent 

40 suc c eed ing g ov ernors from opposing the assembly. 

Colden was correct in that the lawyers and printers m-

41 
st igated demonstrations against the Stamp Act . There is , how-

e v er, n o apparent e v idence to connect the lawyers directly with 

the refusal of the Assembly to comply with the Mutiny Act other 

than Cold e n ' s accusation. There are data to indicate that the news-

papers, and indirectly the lawyers through the newspapers, did 

encourag e disobedience to parliamentary taxation. Articles ap-

peared in the local press, some of which were written by lawyers, 

w h ich c alled upon the colonists to oppose any form of taxation 

38
KJ.ein, " Prelude to Revolution m New York, " W. M. Q , , 

X VII, pp. 444 - 445 . 

39 
Varga, " The New York Restraining Act, " N. Y. H . , 

XXVIII, p . 234 . 

40 
Colden to Conway, January 14, 176 6 ; Colden Letter 

Books, Vol. II, p. 86 ; see also Colden to Amherst, January 13, 
1766 ; Ibid., p. 9 1. 

41 hl . Sc estnger, Colonial Merchants and the American 
Rev olution, p. 73; see also Klein, "Prelude to Revolution in New 
Yor k , " W. M. Q . , XVII, p. 442. 
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without assent of the ass embly and maintained that such tax es were 

. 1·d 42 tnva L • 

In the Spr ing of 1 766, a time of annual troop movements 

to and from the frontier posts, Gage submitted a requi s ition under 

the Mutiny A ct t o Henry Moore, new ly appointed g overnor of New 

43 
York . Moore respo nded to Gage ' s requisition by dispatching an 

appropriation to the Assembly. At first the assembly e v aded the 

direction s of Moore, maintaining that action would be taken when 

troops arrived in New York C ity from the West . 44 In July the 

45 
assembly agreed to provide money in the form of a loan to Ga g e 

for bedding , fue l, and ki t chen utensils for two re giments and an 

artillery company . The assembly did not mention the Mutiny Act 

and omitted to supp ly certain items- -rum, beer, and cider- -which 

the Act required the co lon ie s to provide . 4 6 By partially c omplying, 

42 
The New Yo r k Mercury, Aug ust 2 6 , 1765; September 2, 

l 765, November 18, 1 765 , Decemb e r 2, l 765 . 

43 
Carter, Gage Correspondence, Vo l. I, p . 89 . 

44
Moore to Conway, J une 20, 1766; Documents Relative 

to the Colonial History of the State of New York, Edmund B . 
0 ' Callaghan (ed . ) (Albany: Weed, Par son and Company , 1 856) , 
Vo l. VII, p . 83 1. 

45 
Varga, " The New York Restraining Act, " N , Y. H., 

XXVIII, pp. 236-237 . 

46
Gage to Conw ay, J uly 15, 1766; Carter , Gage Cor 

respondence, Vo l. I, p . 99 . 
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the assembly had protected its right to control the colonial trea s ury 

against the power of the royal governor and Parliament while meeting , 

to s ome extent, the requisition made by Gage . 

The assembly had clearly altered its position from that ad

vocated and followed in lat e 1765 . No longer refusing to comp ly , the 

assembly assented to partial compliance due to parochial conditions . 

The primary event which led to revision in the attitude of the po 

litical leadership in New York wa s the Dutchess County Riots . 4 7 

The eruption of violence in April of 1 766 was the result of a long 

struggle between ew York aristocrats, would-be Massachusett s 

settlers, and unhappy tenants over various disputed land claims in 

the countie s of Dutchess, Albany, and Westchester . Initially s ome 

of the rioters were apprehended and transported to New York City 

for trial. This prompted the remaining rioters to march on the 

city to free their comrades . Moore immediately asked Gage for 

military assistance . Gage quickly dispatched troops to the troubled 

48 areas, and short ly the troops had restored order. The aristocrats, 

realizing that their property was in danger , were more than willing 

to sustain the Brit i sh re gulars while they were about the task of 

4 7 Varga, " The New York Restraining Act, " N. Y. H . , 
XXVIII, p . 23 7 . 

48shy, Toward Lexington, pp . 21 7- 221; see also Moore to 
C onway, July 14, 1766; O ' Callaghan, Documents Relative to Co lonia l 
New York, Vo l. VII, pp . 845- 846 . 



br in g ing to justice those individuals who threatened their property 

h o lding s . 4 9 As soon as the disturbances were brought to an end, 

Gage a g ain encountered d ifficulties in supplying and quartering the 

d . d . k 50 tr oops un er hts comman tn New Yor . 

The return to non- compl iance induced the Earl of She l-

bur ne , one of the Secretaries of State in the Chatham Mini st ry, to 

send a letter to Gov ernor Moore in which he s ternly informed the 

51 
ass embly that the Mutiny A c t had to be obeyed . The assembly 

d id n o t reply to Shelburne ' s letter, rather it dispatched a petition 

to Parl iament c oncerning the Currency Act of 1 76 4 and trad e re-

str icti o ns in the West Indies. The a sse mbly call ed for the repeal 

38 

of the Currency Act and the creation of more free-ports in the West 

Ind . 5 2 
tes . 

The petition wa s not received favorably by the Chatham 

M in istry. Chatham termed the petition as being, "highly improper : 

in p oint of time, most absurd ; in the extent of their pretens ions, 

4 9 
Becker, New York Political Parties, p . 31 . 

5 0 
Gag e to the Duke of Richmond, August 25 , 176 6; Carter, 

Gage Correspondence, Vol. I, p . 10 l ; s ee also Gage to Barringt on, 
October 2 9 , 1766 ; Ibid ., Vo l. II, pp . 3 87-388. 

51 R . A . Humphreys , " Lord She lbur ne and British Colonial 
Policy, 1766 -1768 , " The English Hi storical Review, L (April, 1935), 
p . 266 . 

52 
Var ga, " The New York Restraining Act , " N. Y. H., 

XXVIII, p . 2 39 . 



most exce ss ive; and in the reasoning, most grossly fallacious and 

offensi ve . 1153 Further, he believed that refusal to comply with the 

provisions of the Mutiny Act w as virtually an act of treason. 
54 

Shelburne wa s ang ered by what he believed to be the exhibition of 

ingratitude of New York when it refused to comply with the Mutiny 

55 
Act after the Stamp Act had been repealed . New York had by 

rejecting the validity of th e Mutiny Act and seeking to alter other 

parliamentary acts lost the support of Shelburne and Chatham, two 

outspoken friends of the colonies , 

Following the sugg estion of Chatham, 56 Shelburne sub -

39 

mitted the New York petiti on to the House of Commons in February 

of 1767 . In the House the memorial created anti-American feelings, 

espec ially among the merchants who supported the Rockingham 

f 
. 5 7 

act10n . Charle s Townshend, Chancellor of the Exchequer , was 

ab l e to obtain the as sent of the Chatham Cabinet, in the absence of 

53 
Chatham to Shelburne, February 3, l 76 7; Correspond-

ence of William Pitt, Earl of Chatham, William S . Taylor and 
John H. Pringle (ed s . ) (London : John Murray, 1939 ), Vol. III, 
pp. 188-189 . 

54 
Chatham to Shelburne, February 7 , 176 7; Ibid . , pp . 193-

1 94 . 

55 
Shelburne to Chatham, February 1, 1767; Ibid . , p . 187 . 

56 Chatham to Shelburne, February 7, 1767; Ibid . , p . 194. 

5 7 Varga, " The New York Restraining Act, " N . Y . H., 
XXVIII, p . 243 . 
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Chatham 's unifying leadership due to hi s illne s s, to int roduce a bi ll 

which called for the suspension of the New York Assembly unti l it 

58 
complied with the Mutiny Act . The bill was introduced by 

Townshend rather than Shelburne, who wa s more proper l y t he m-

di v idual responsible for the introduction of the propo s a l, becaus e 

the Secretary of State was reluctant to a s sume l eader s hip during 

Chatham ' s illness . The Restraining Act wa s quickly passed by the 

ang ered m e rcantilist supporters of George Grenville and the Marqu i s 

5 9 
of Rocki n gham in the House . 

Before news of the enactment of the Re s training Act 

reached New York, the a s sembly pas s ed the Three Thousand Pou nd s 

A c t . The Act furnished Gage with £ 3, 000 to meet the need s of troop s 

in transit . The Act did not mention the Mutiny Act, nor did it make 

any reference to any of the specific provisions of the Act. Moore, 

satisfied that the assembly had met its obligation under the terms of 

the Mutiny Act, and conv inced that thi s wa s probably the be s t the 

bl ld d . 1 . . d h 1 · 1 · 6 O assem y wou o Ln comp ymg, stgne t e egt s atLOn. 

5 8
Humphreys, " Shelburne and Briti s h Colonia l Pol icy," 

E . H. R . , L, p . 269 ; see also Char l e s R . Rit che s on , Briti s h Po l it ic s 
and the American Revolution (Norman : Univer s ity of Okl ahoma 
Press, 1954 ), p . 85 . 

5 9 Ritcheson, Briti s h Po l itics and the American Revo lution , 
p . 9 2 . 

60 
Becker, New York Political Partie s , p . 57 . 
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The decision to comply with the Mutiny Ac t resulted from 

se v eral factors . Rumors were circulating in the co l o ny that the 

home government wa s in th e proce ss of dispatching troops under 

the command of General Robert Monckton to force the assembly to 

accept the Mutiny Act . 6 1 Also, it wa s learned that the petition had 

pr evented the enactme nt of some favorable un identified l egi slation 

by Parliament. 6 2 Lastly, it wa s b e l ieved by some of the me rchants 

that compliance with the Mutiny Act might persuade Parl ia ment to 

re v ise, if not repeal, the Currency Act which w as c reat ing recog

ni z able currency shortag es in the co lony . 63 

New s of New York ' s action wa s received init ia lly with 

some apprehension by the Chatham Ministry. She lburne, co nc e rned 

about a poss ible war w ith France and Spa in, 64 conceded that New 

York did display the intent ion of conforming t o the provisions of 

the Mutiny Act by pass ing the Three Thousand Pounds A ct . 

6 1 New York Mercury, A pri l 13, 1767; s ee also Hugh 
Wallac e to Johnson, Sept ember 2 8, l 76 7; The Paper s of Sir William 
Johnson, Alexander C . Flick (ed) (Albany : The University of the 
State o f New York, 192 7 ), Vo l. V, p . 706 . 

62 
Var ga, " The New York Restraining Act, " N . Y . H . , 

XXVII, p . 251 . 

6 3 Virginia D. Harrington, The New York Merchants on the 
E v e of the Revolution (New York: Columbia University Press, 
193 5 ), pp . 332- 333 . 

6 4 s helbur ne to Chatham, February 16, l 76 7; Taylor and 
Pringle, Chatham Correspondence, Vol. III, p . 209. 



Consequently, Shelburne informed Moore , in July, 1765, that New 

65 
York had conformed to the requirements of the Restraining Act. 

In general, political activity in the colony of New York 

wa s determined by the structure of the social classes . The as-

sembly was controlled by the wealthy, not because of widespread 

disenfranchisement, but as a result of the apathy of the colonists 

and their willingness to defer the privilege of governing to those 

who had apparent capabilities . 

Political discontent did exi st in New York, but it w as not 

42 

a clash between the wealthy and the poor . Political dissatisfaction 

prior to the enactment of the Stamp Act and the Mutiny Act took the 

form of a strugg le between the legislative branch and the roya l gov-

ernor . The governor in the s e contests was usually portrayed as 

an obnoxious character who w as intent on reducing the jealously 

guarded le gi slative independence of the colony and the rights of the 

coloni sts . The product of these conflict s wa s an attitude of resent-

ment and distrust by most of the coloni sts toward the governor . 

Subsequently when the Parliament enacted legislation to finance the 

standing army in peacetime America the colonists viewed the action 

as anothe r attempt to subvert endemic privileges and prerogatives . 

65 shelburne to Moore, July 18, 1767; O'Callaghan, Docu
ments Re lat ive to Colonial New York, Vol. VII, p. 945 . 
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Past conflict s between assembly and governor d id not pro

v ide the sole motivation for oppo s ition to the Mutiny Act in New 

York. Another important e l ement wa s the a ggr essive steps taken 

by Colden to prev ent v iolent protest to th e Stamp A ct in New York 

City. Hi s precautions, however, served only to increase the sus

pic ions and apprehensions of the colonists with regard to an army 

whose nece ss ity wa s already subject to considerable doubt . The 

French havin g been driven from North Amer ic a and the hostile 

Ind ians of the We st s ubdued, the coloni sts could conceive of no 

val id j ustification for their continued presence . Seeming ly, the 

colonists saw no reason to compl y with an act to maintain a mili

tary contingent for which they visual ized no ne ce ssity, feared as 

a law less force beyond the contro l of the civi l government, served 

as vi sual evidence of the attempt of the home government to e n

croach upon their right s , and a motivation for increased tax ation 

during an economi c depress ion. 

As time pa ss ed, clear opposition and rejection we re re

placed by partial acceptance. The rev i s ion of attitude, at least 

by the a ss embly, wa s d u e in no small measure t o the fe ar of 

anarchy in the northern countie s and a loss of property by the 

ar isto c racy. As s oon as order wa s reestablished the ass embly 

r e turne d to a po s ition of non - compliance . 



44 

Ultimately, economic difficulties and apprehension over an 

increase in the numb er of troops in the colony produced partial com

pliance once again in 1767. Despite the fact that the assembly pro

vided money requested by Gage, the assemblymen demonstrated 

their l e gislative independence by conspicuously failing to mention 

the Mutiny Act or any of it s spec ific provisions in the supply bill 

of 176 7 . The Chatham Ministry, apparently unwi lling to initiate 

another conflict between the home government and the colonies or 

to expend the money necessary to increase the force in New York, 

reluctantly assented to this legislative subtleness . New York by 

refusing to comply completely with the terms of the Mutiny Act for 

America had rejected, at least partially, the idea that the Parlia

ment had superior authority over the colonial assemblies. 



CHAPTER III 

THE REACTIGN OF PENNSYLVANIA TO 

THE MUT INY ACT, l 765 - 1767 

The proprietary col ony of Pennsylv ania wa s as ensnared 

in the furor surrounding the issue of parliamentary tax ation as its 

neighbor s were in 1765 . Unlike s ome of the other colonies, how

ever, Pennsylvania did not asso ciate this question w ith the Mutiny 

Act. The Pennsylv ania Asse mbly complied totally with requisitions 

made by Gage under the provisions of the Act when requested . 

Violence in we stern Pennsylvania dur ing 1 765 alarmed the leader 

ship of the assembly and significantly c ontributed to its de ci sion to 

comply with requisitions und e r the Mutiny A c t . Also, a cceptanc e 

was influenced by the struggle between those wh o favored proprie

tary government and those who we re opposed . 

P olitical activity in Pennsylvania center e d around the c on 

tending prerogatives of the lawmaking body and the executive within 

the Pennsylv ania gove rnment . The le gi slative branch, at least in 

theory, represented t he interests of the colonists in ge neral; the 

governo r served in the capacity of the proprietor ' s spokesman. 

Around these t wo cent ers of power in the government cluste red the 

45 
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major political factions , Connected to this main issue were strug -

d l 
. l 

gles over religious, personal, an sectiona questtons . 

The assembly, having eroded the authority of the gove r nor 

and the proprietor, had become the strong est element of the Penn

sylvania gove rnment by 1750 . The assembly was in turn domina ted 

by the upper and upper middle social classes in the three eastern 

counties: Chester , Philade lphia, and Bucks . The other classe s 

had relatively little direct impact on the ope ration of the co l onia l 

asse mbly, and the we stern counties exercis ed little legislative 

2 power . 

Als o by l 750, Thomas Penn, who was not a Quaker, de-

cided that his influence as proprietor and that of his representat ive s 

had t o be reestablished . Penn did not have tyrann ical intentions; 

rather he merely intended to return the colonial government t o one 

in which b oth parts of the gove rnment would share power . 
3 

Penn 

believed that the strength of the assembly was the control o ve r fi-

nances it had usurped from the executive . Specifically , this meant 

1 William S. Hanna, Benjamin Franklin and Pennsylvania 
P o litics (Stanford : Stanford University Press, 1964), p . 4 . 

2
Ib id . , pp . 3 -4, 6; see also Charles H . Lincoln, The 

Revolutionary Movement in Pennsylvania, l 760 - 1776 (Connecticut : 
John E . Edw ards, 1968), p . 23 . 

3 Hanna, Franklin and Pennsylv ania Po l itics, pp . 17, 36 . 
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i ssu ing paper money and contro lling excise and property taxation. 

With this apparently in mind, Thomas Penn instructed his governors 

to veto all money bills until the assembly recogni zed the equal au

thority of the executive branch in financial matters . 4 The di s pute 

over paper money and taxation represented the central issue as to 

whether the asse mbly would continue to dominate the government 

or the proprietor would regain lost power . 
5 

The assembly retaliated by arguing that Penn ' s decision 

was a violation of the r ight of Englishmen to control the spending 

of their tax money. A basic factor w as that Penn would not allow 

the assembly to tax his property in the colony as it did the other 

property owners, while he controlled the government's £inane ia l 

operation through the veto . It wa s a case of money being regulated 

by a person who contributed nothing . 6 

After 1751 the assembly continued to strugg le with Penn 

over the issue of taxation. Sometimes Indian depredations would 

force the assembly to accept the restrictions demanded by Penn 

4
Ibid., pp . 42-43; see also James H . Hutson, Pennsyl

vania Politics, 1746-1770; The Movement for Royal Government 
and its Consequences (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
1972), p . 10 . 

5 Lincoln, Revolutionary Movement in Pennsylvania, p. 16 . 

6 Huts on, Pennsylvania Politics, p. 15 . 
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on military supply bills; on other occasions it was the governor who 

relented. 7 Ultimately, it wa s the popularity of Thomas Penn which 

suffered the most. He wa s charged with tax dodging, refusing to 

help defend the colony from invasion, and harboring dreams of be

coming a despot . 8 The conflict culminated in the organization of 

a campaign to replace the proprietor with a royal gove rnment, and, 

hence, the formation of the two political factions . 

The faction which controlled the assembly was the Anti

proprietary faction, the Quaker or Old Party. The ability of the 

Quaker Party to dominate the legislative branch originated in the 

system of representation which discriminated against the western 

counties by allowing the three eastern counties to elect twenty-four 

of the thirty-six assemblymen. 9 These three counties were com

posed mainly of Quakers or groups loyal to the Quaker faction for 

various reasons . 

The membership and support of the Old Party contained 

diverse occupational, religious, ethnic, and social groups . The 

party loyal included Quakers, Anglicans, and a fe w Presbyterians . 

Also incorporated within the Party were merchants, mechanics , 

7 
Ibid . , pp. 30-37 . 

8 Ibid . , pp . 19-20, 23 . 

9
Hanna , Franklin and Pennsylvania Politics, pp. 3, 8 . 



49 

and the poor . lO Usually, the Quake r Party ' s organization was, with-

out any assistance, able to deal with any political task. However, 

if needed, the support of the Germans in eastern Pennsylvania could 

11 
be depended upon. This alliance resulted from the desire of the 

Quakers to control this group because of the fear of the German's 

dormant political strength and because the indifferent attitude of 

those Germans who voted m ade domination relatively easy. 12 

In l 75 6 the unity of the Quaker Party was threatened by a 

significant alteration in its composition. The party split resulted 

from a dee is ion which concerned a confrontation between practi-

cality and religious piety. General Braddock's stinging defeat at 

the hands of the French and the Indians immediately threatened the 

physical security of the Pennsylv ania frontier region. The problem 

confronting the Quakers w as whether to compromise on their 

1 O Benjamin H . Newcomb, " Effe cts of the Stamp Act on 
Colonia l Pennsylvania Politics, " The William and Mary Quarterly, 
XXIII (Apr il, 1966 ), pp . 25 8-259; see also James H. Hutson, " An 
Investigation of the Inarticulate: Philadelphia White Oaks, " The 
William and Mary Quarterly, XXVIII (January, 1 9 71 ), p . 15 . 

11 Lincoln, Revolutionary Move ment in Pennsylvania, 
pp . 24, 27; see also Hanna, Franklin and Pennsylvania Politics, 
p . 13 . 

12 
Lincoln, Revolutionary Movement in Pennsylvania, 

p . 24; see also Glenn Weaver, " Benjamin Franklin and the Penn
sylvania Germans, " The William and Mary Quarterly, XIV (Octo
ber, 1957), p . 544 . 



reli gious principl e of p acifi s m and enact le gi slation to defend the 

frontier, or to reject compromise and defend their piety . This 

dilemma divided the Quaker Party and community . The pious 

faction , led by ls rael P emberto n, abdicated its political positions 

and responsibilities t o preserve its belief s . Those willing to com-

promise , l ed by Isaac Norris, continued in the gove rnment and 

suppor t ed necessary wa r mea sures. 13 After 1756, the Quaker 

Party was Quaker in name only . The leaders w ere often non-

Quakers or men w ho claimed nominal connection w ith the Society 

of Friend s . The Quaker faction did not alw ays reflect the opinions 

of the Society, although it did mirror the att itude of most o f the 

"o rthodox " in its anti - proprietary view s. 14 

The Proprietary Party, unlike the Old Party, did not 

possess an organized po l itical machine . Principally this w as due 

to the divergent interests of those in the party . One element of the 

Pr oprietary Party consi sted of those Presbyterians who disliked 

15 the control exercised by the Quakers over the assembly . The 

13 Hanna, Franklin and Pennsylvania Politi c s, pp . 10, 95, 
99; see also Daniel J . Boorstin, The A mericans : The Colonial 
Experience (New York : Random House, 1958), pp. 60-6 1. 

14 Theodore Thaye r, " The Quaker Party of P e nnsylvania, 
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1 755-1 765, " The Pennsylvania Maga z ine of History and Biography, 
LXXI (Janua ry, 194 7 ), p . 19; see also Boors tin, The Colonial Ex
perience, p . 61 . 

15 . l Ltnco n, Revolutionary Movement in Pennsylvania, 
p . l 00 . 
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Proprietary men also included those who had benefited from more 

than a fair share of executive patronage : judicial appointments, 

d . h . . l C ·1 16 A land warrants, an appointments tot e Prov1ncta ouncL . 

third group which sometimes provided support, but few vote s , for 

the Proprietary Party w as the discontented poor in Philadelphia . 

This dissident opinion wa s motivated by the Quaker Party ' s at

tempts to limit or regulate vend ues, which could lead to higher 

prices, and its efforts to regulate fishing in the Delaware River . 17 

Another possible source of streng th for the Proprietary 

Party was the frontier inhabitants . Like Philadelphia, the back-

country consisted of heterogeneous ethnic g roups: Scotch- Irish, 

Dutch, Swedes, Finns, and Engl ish. 18 The central unifying force 

was the need for protection from the neighboring Indians . 1 9 The 

indispensability of defense led to several clashes b etween the 

frontiersmen and the Quaker dominated assembly prior to 1756. 

16 G . B . Warden, " The Proprietary Group in Pennsyl
vania , 1754-1764, " The William and Mary Quarterly, XXI (July, 
1964), pp. 371, 383-384 . 

1 7 Lincoln, Revolutionary Movement in Pennsylvania, 
pp . 77, 83, 86-87 . 

18
David Hawke, In the Midst of a Revolution, (Phi lad e l 

phia : University of Pennsylv ania Press, 1961 ), p . 66 . 

l 9L. 1 tnco n, Revolutionary Movement in Pennsyl vania, 
pp . 2 6-27 . 



52 

These struggl es were utili zed by the Proprietary Party to d eve l op 

an alliance with the West . 

The peak of the Proprietary f a ction' s supp o rt from these 

va rious groups occu rred in l 764 . The frontiersmen, incensed over 

the seeming unwillingness of the assembly to provide for thei r de-

fense during Pontiac's Rebellion and aroused by rumors that lo ca l 

Indians were assisting the hosti l e Indians in the West sought re-

dress by attacking a g roup of pea ceful Conestoga Indians near Lan-

20 
caster . The Paxton Boys, as this group of frontiersmen became 

known, subsequently marched upon Philadelphia w ith the intention 

of finishing the job by murdering those who escaped the initial 

rampage by fleeing to the safety of the city. However, their efforts 

were thwarted by Briti sh regulars and a collection of Ph iladelphia 

. . 21 
cttlzens . 

This vio l ent out burst and the difficulties in raising mone y 

to comply with mi l itary r equisitions d u ring Pontiac ' s Rebellion due 

20 Gage to Halifax, August 10, 1764; The Corr es p ondence 
of General Thomas Gage with the Secretaries of State, and with 
the War Office and the Treasury, 1763-1775, Cl arenc e E . Carter 
(ed . ) (New Haven: Yale Univer s ity Press, 1931 ), Vol. I, p . 9 1. 

21 John Penn to Johnson, December 3 1, 1763, February 
l 7, l 764; The Papers of S ir Wi ll iam Johns on, Al exander C . Fli ck 
(ed . ) (Albany: The University of the State of New York, 1925), 
Vol. IV, pp . 284, 327; see also John Shy, T oward Lexington: The 
Role of the British Army in the Co ming of the A me rican Revo luti o n 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1965), pp . 205-206 , 



t o the refusal of Gove rnor John Penn, Thomas Penn ' s n e phew, to 

validate legislation allowing paper money to be is sued or tax ing 

proprietary property led to a s ignif icant decision by the Quaker 

Party . Guided by Benjamin Franklin and Joseph Galloway, the 

53 

Quaker Party began to seek a royal government to replace the Penn 

family . 22 A select committ ee drafted a resolution in March of 

17 64 which charged Thomas Penn wi th failure to supply troops m 

t ime of need, and with tyranny and land manipulation. These 

charg es were delivered to Eng land by Franklin w ho w as to present 

the case of t he Anti- proprieta r y faction . 

The annual elections, held during Franklin ' s absence, 

indicated that wide s p r ead support of the plan to s eek a royal 

charter did not exist and that the Proprietary Party had been able 

to unify its supporter s behind a common c ause . The Quaker Party 

lost sev eral seats in the assembly to the Proprietary Party, though 

23 
not enough to break the contro l of the Old Party. The loss of 

strength mainly resulted from the unification of the supp o rters of 

Penn and the Anti-proprietary faction ' s loss of some of the usual 

22 H. Van Schaack t o Johnson, April 7, 1764 : Flick, 
Johnson Papers, Vol. IV, p . 395; see als o David L . J a cobson, 
" John Dickinson ' s Fight A g a inst Royal Gove rnment, 1 764, " The 
William and Mary Quarterly, XIX (January, 1 96 2 ), p . 68 . 

23 
John Watts to Johnson, October 8 , 1764; Flick, Johnson 

Papers, Vo l. IV, p. 564 . 
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Quaker support because orthodox Quakers feared that a royal 

ld 1 d 1
. . . . 24 

charter wou ea to re tgtous restrtctlons. 

The event s of early 1765 did not portend an easier exist-

ence for the Ol d Party. First, the fro nt ie rsmen attacked the supply 

h d . 25 d train of Geor ge Crog an, Deputy In ian Supermt end ent an con-

tinued vio lent demons trations for a period of se v eral months . 

Sec ond , the arrival of news of the enact ment of the Stamp A c t c r e

ated another conflict between the advocates and opponents of the 

2 6 
exi s ting form of gove rnment. Both events, s eeming ly unrelated, 

played a role in the assembly ' s assent to the Mutiny Act. 

Pennsylvan ia had during the French and Indian War ques

tioned the le gality of the quartering procedures utilized by the 

27 army . Further, in May of 1764 John Di ckins on, a leader in the 

Proprietary Party, in a speech before the ass embly had denounced 

royal troop s as a means of tight ening the control of the Crown over 

24
Hanna, Franklin and Pennsylvania Politics, pp . 158-

159; see also Thayer, " The Quaker Party, " P . M . H. B . , LXXI, 
pp . 35-36 . 

25 Shy, Toward Lexington, p . 207 . 

2 6 Newcomb, " Effects of the Stamp A c t on Pennsylv ania, " 
W. M . Q . , XXIII, p . 260 . 

27 "A Letter to the People of Pennsylvania, " l 760; Pamph-
lets of the American Revolution, 1750-1776, Bernard Bailyn (ed . ) 
(Cambridge: The Belknap Press of Harvard Univers ity Press, 
1965), p . 269 . 
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28 the colony . Seemingly, Pennsylvania would l ikely rej e ct the 

Mutiny A ct in 1765; however, it did not . 

In December of l 76 5 General Thomas Gage reported to 

Henry Seymour Conway, one of the Secretari e s of Stat e , on the ex-

t ent to which t he co lonie s had met their oblig ations under the pro -

vi sions of the Mutiny A ct. Noti c e ably, the l e tter, w hile complaining 

about the failure of New York and other colonies to comply, does 

not mention Pe nns ylvania even thou gh Ga ge does report that troops 

we re being moved in the co lony29 wh i ch would have necessitated 

requisitions under the authority of the Act. 

Gage made two r equi s itions during l 765 to John Penn. 

The first was in A pril for " Carr ia ge s, Billets, etc ..•. "for six 

companies of the Roya l A merican Regiment enroute from the 

frontier, 
30 

and the local magi strates complied. 31 In September, 

28 
Jacobson , " D ickins on' s Fi ght A g ainst Royal Govern-

ment, " W. M. Q . , XIX, pp . 71- 72 . 

29 
Gage t o Conway , December 21 , 1765; Carter, Gage 

Correspondence, Vo l. I, pp . 76- 77 . 

30 . 
Gage to John Penn, April 23 , 1765; Pennsylv ania 

Ar chive s, Sa mue l Hazard (ed . ) (Philadelphia: The State of Penn
sylv a nia, 1853), Vo l. X, p . 217. 

31 
A report from the General Loan Office, September 24, 

1767; Pennsylvania Ar c hi ve s, No. 8, Votes and Proceedings of 
t he House of Representativ es of the Province of Pennsylvania , 
l 764-1 770 , Charl e s F. Hoban (ed. ) (Phi ladelphia: The State of 
Pennsylvania, 1935 ), Vo l. VII, p . 604 7 . 



56 

Penn, m c o mpl iance with a request made by Gage, asked the assem-

32 
bly t o appropriate .t 43 7 for troops stationed at Fort Augusta . After 

s ix days the assembly replied that the sum would be paid by the newly 

e le c ted assembly in October . 
3 3 

The response of the assembly during 

17 6 5 clearly had the appro val of the person most concerned, Genera l 

Ga g e: " I hav e sent Troops through .. . Pennsylvania, where they 

,.34 
hav e b e en quartered witho ut Difficulty . 

The reason the assembly readily complied with Gage ' s 

requisiti o ns, though without actually mentioning the Mutiny Act, 

w as due in part to the fronti e r disturbances of that year . In March, 

a con voy of trade g oods to be utili z ed by Croghan to pacify the 

w estern Indian tribes w as attacked by a group of Cumberland 

County farmers . Most of the goods, valued above £ 3,000, were 

35 
destroyed and the raiders escaped unharmed despite the pre-

senc e of tro o ps dispatched by Lieutenant Charles Grant, who com

m anded Fort Loudoun . 
3 6 

The actions of the frontiersmen were not 

3 2 Septe m ber 14 , 176 5; Hoban, Votes of the Assembly, 
Vol. VII, p . 5772. 

3 3 
September 20, l 765; Ibid . , p . 5 776. 

34 Gage to Conway, June 24, 1766; Carter, Gage Cor
respondence, Vol. I, p . 9 5 . 

35 Johnson to Gage, April 3, 1765; Collections of the 
Illino is State Historical Society, Vol. X, The Critical Period, 
1 76 3- 176 5, Clarence W. Alvord and Clarence E . Carter (eds . ) 
(Springfield : Illinois State Historical Library, 1915 ), p. 468 . 

36 shy, Toward Lexington, p. 207 . 
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merely prompted by news that gifts w ere being sent to their enemies, 

but that the trading company of Bayton, Wharton, and Morgan was 

als o atte m pting to transport unauthori z ed goods to the Indians. 
37 

The actions of Grant increased the discontent of the settlers 

and m ade the army a convenient tar g et for their dissatisfaction . In 

the fo llowing months Fort Loudoun w as besieg ed by the rioters . 38 

Grant himself w as captured and forced to sign a bond of 40 that 

he would return firear m s which he had earlier confiscated from 

d 
. 39 

suspecte ri ote rs. 

These activities and the danger of more Indian problems 
40 

inspired John Penn to issue a pr o clamation in June of 1765 ca lling 

for an end t o all hostilities t oward the Indians now that Pontiac ' s 

Rebellion had ended . He o rdered the frontiersmen to stop pre

venting trade goods from reaching the West which had legal authori -

zat ion of the governor and to halt the harassment of the British 

37 
Gage to Halifax, Apr ii 2 7, l 765 ; Carter, Gage Cor-

respondence, Vo l. I, pp . 57-58; see also Johnson to Gage, April 
3, 17 6 5; Alvord and Carter, The Critical Period, p . 4 68 . 

38 L ieutenant Colonel Reid to Gage, June 4, 1765; Minutes 
of the Provincial Council of Pennsylv ania, From the Organization 
to the Termination of the Proprietary Gov ernment (Harrisburg : 
The Stat e of Pennsylv ania, 185 2 ), Vol. IX, pp . 2 69- 2 70 . 

39 Reid to Gage , J une 1, 1765 ; Ibid ., p. 268. 

40 Gage to John Penn, June 2, 1765; Alvor d and Carter, 
The Critical Per iod, pp . 516-517 . 
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41 regulars stationed in frontier p o sts. Unrealistically, Governor 

Penn believed that this statement would end the violence in the West . 42 

Despite Penn ' s optimism, the Proclamation and a subsequent per-

s o nal inspection of Cumberland County had little materia l impact 

h . t ' 43 on t e s ttua ton . 

The willingness of the assembly, w hich at this time actually 

meant the Quaker Party, to comply with the Mutiny Act was par

tially due to the apprehension of the political leadership over the 

se c ur ity and peace of the colony . As early as 1764 Franklin, who 

al o ng w ith Galloway led the Quaker Party, contended that it was 

the duty o f the assembly t o defray the expense of maintaining the 

ar m y in the colony in order to secure the colony from Indian attacks 

and to maintain internal peace. 44 The assembly leadership be-

li eved that p o ssible Indian depredations and violence in the West 

w ere more v ital issues than the possibility that the Mutiny Act was 

41 June 4, 17 65; Minutes of the Provincial Council, Vo l. 
IX, pp. 26 5-266 . 

4 2 
John Penn to the Justices of Cumber land County, June 

2 7 , 176 5; Pennsylvania Ar c hives, No . 4, Papers of the Governors, 
175 9 - l 7 85, Geor g e E. R e ed (ed . ) (Harr is bur g : The State of Penn
sylvania, 19 00 ), Vol. III, p . 302 . 

4 3 
Shy, T oward Lexington, pp . 208-209 . 

44Franklin to Peter Collinson, Apri l 30, 1764; The Pap ers 
of Benjamin Franklin, Leonard Labaree (ed . ) (New Haven: Yale 
Uni v ersity Press, 19 6 8 ), Vol. XII, p . 181. 
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taxation without representation. Perhaps Galloway best described 

this attitude in a letter to Franklin in early 1 766 : " It was obviously 

our Duty to Contribute towards the Protection and Security of a 

Pro [v]ince which remain ' d so naked and Defe nce less as this does . 1145 

The second factor which motivated the Assembly to a ccept 

the Mutiny Act involved the entangled issue of parliamentary taxa-

tion and proprietary government. De spite the loss of some seats 

to the Proprietary faction in l 764, the Quaker Party remained in 

control of the assembly and, consequently , instructed Franklin to 

continue his efforts in Eng land to have the exi sting charter re

v oked . 4 6 This decision to persist in the fight for royal govern-

ment created a dangerous political situation for the Quaker Party . 

While in England, Franklin informed the leadership of the 

Old Party that Parliament intended to enact the Stamp A ct and, be

cause the Old Party was seeking the favor of the Crown, he advised 

47 
the a c ceptance of the Act as a price for royal government . While 

the Quaker Party acquiesced to the Sta mp Act, the supporters of 

the Penn family opposed the Act . The Proprietary Party maintained 

45 Galloway to Franklin, June 7, 1 766; Ibid . , Vo l. XIII, 
p . 2 9 3 . 

4 6 Galloway to Franklin, January 23, 1 765; Alvord and 
Carter, The Critical Period, p . 419 . 

47 Hanna, Franklin and Pennsylvania Politics, pp. 176-
177 . 



that the Act would reduce the liberties of the people and, conse

quently, the existing government should not be replaced by a roya l 
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government. The Stamp Act had become the tool of the leader ship 

of the Proprietary Party to acquire the support of the col on i sts and 

11 . h 1 . 1 4 8 eventua y more seats 1n t e eg1s ature . The Proprietary Party 

began t o promote vio lent actions to g enerate popular opposition to 

49 the Stamp Act and the Quake r Party . 

The assembly, dominated by the Old Party, proceeded 

t o take calm and conservative action to defuse the situation. In 

Septe mbe r , the assembly voted to send a w ritten protest t o the 

50 
Crown and t o dispatch a delegation to New York to consult with 

the other co l onies on the matter of taxation . 51 The product of thi s 

r estrained a ctivity was a sweeping victo ry for the Quaker Party in 

t he October elections . 52 

48 Newcomb, "Effects of the Stamp Act on Pennsylvania , " 
W. M . Q. , XXIII, pp . 260, 264 . 

4 9Galloway to Franklin, July 18, 1765, Samuel Wharton 
to Franklin, October 13, 1765; Labaree, Franklin Papers, Vo l. 
XII, pp . 217-218 , 315-316 . 

5 0The Pennsylvania Ga ze tte, September 10, 1765 
(Philade lph ia: Mic rosurance Incorporated, 1968 ). 

51 Septe mber 11, 1765; Hoban, Votes of the Assembly, 
Vo l. VII, p . 5 769 . 

52 Thoma s Wharton to Franklin, October 5, 1765; Labaree, 
Franklin Papers, Vol. XII, p . 290 . 
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At a time when demonstrations protesting parliamentary 

taxation were at their peak, the assembly passed a resolution which 

condemned taxation without representation and asserted the inherent 

rights of British subjects t o representative government. The state -

ment also contained a section which declared that the assembly 

would continue t o comply with requisitions made by the military . 
53 

From all indications this last statement was not as sailed by the 

Proprietary Party . Altho u gh letters of protest appeared in The 

Pennsylvania Ga zette on a regular basis concerning the Stamp Act 

and what constituted leg al taxation, the validity of the Mutiny Act 

was not questioned . 

The Mutiny A ct wa s accepted because t he l eadership of 

the Ol d Party believed the Act to be leg al and because it wa s a tax 

54 
with a specifi c purpose, to supply and shelter the troops . 

Ori g inally the colonists had b een dissatisfied with the provision 

which allowed billeting in private homes . 55 Once Franklin had 

assisted in removing this objectionable clause, major comp laints 

and protests about the Act ended . This is not to say that all the 

53 september 21, 1765 , Hoban, Votes of the Assembly, 
Vo 1. VII, p . 5 77 9 . 

54 Franklin ' s Examination before the Committee of the 
Whole of the House of Commons, February 11, 12, 13, 1766 ; 
Labaree, Franklin Papers, Vol. XIII, p . 153 . 

55 The Pennsylvania Ga zette , May 27, June 27, 1765 . 
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Pennsylvania colonists accepted the Act. There were those who 

became angered when officers were quartered in public inns when 

rooms were available in barracks, but these objections did not have 

56 
any great effect on the assembly. 

More impo rtantly , compliance was prompted by the desire 

to obtain a royal government. The leaders of the Quaker Party be-

lieved that in order to acquire a royal charter it was necessary to 

demonstrate that the colony was obeying policies adopted by White

hall and Parliament. 57 The leadership thought that Pennsylvania 

politics should be conducted so as to gain the good wi ll of Whitehall, 

58 and that disobedience would have the reverse effect. Hence, the 

mild protest of the Quaker Party to the Stamp Act and the total ac-

ceptance of the Mutiny Act were attempts to conduct the govern -

ment to please the British ministry and thereby enhance Franklin's 

chance of procuring a royal government . 

After 1765, the assembly continued under the control of 

the Quaker Party and complied with Gage ' s requisitions for quarters 

and provisions for troops in transit. 59 This consistency resulted 

56 september 1 1, 1766; Hoban, Votes of the Assembly, 
Vol. VII, p. 5 900 . 

57 Hutson, Pennsylvania Politics, pp. 192-193 . 

5 8 Franklin to Galloway, June 13, 176 7; Labaree, Franklin 
Papers, Vol. XIV, p. 182 . 

59 
Gage to Shelburne, October 10, 1766; Carter, Gage 

Correspondence, Vol. I, p . 110; see also Minutes of the Pro
vincial Council, Vol. IX, p . 327 . 
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from the fear the leadership of the Old Party and the Proprietary 

Party, which had sup ported the needs of the West earlier, had of the 

w esterners and the threat they represented to the stability of the 

colonial government . 
60 

In late 176 7 Gage w arned that the settlers 

moving o nto Indian lands in we stern Pennsylvania would provoke 

another Indian war reminiscent of Pontiac ' s Reb ellion , and he re-

que sted that the asse m bly enact legislation whic h would empower 

the army to inter v ene. The asse mbly promptly passed an act which 

ordered the remov al of those persons w ho had settled on Indian 

lands i lle gally . 
61 

Meanwhile the Pennsylv ania treasury continued 

to reimburse l ocal m a gi strates for c omplying w ith military re 

quisi t ions . 62 The assembly wi shed to m aintain the stability of the 

co l onial gover nment, and, consequently, Gage' s requests were met 

with little hesitatio n , 

After the enactment of the Mutiny Act, Gage had little 

difficulty in supplying a nd quartering troops in Pennsylv ania . The 

ease with which the army moved about the province resulted from 

complete compl iance by the assembly to the p rovisio ns of the 

6 0 Hanna, Frank l in and Pennsylvania Politics, p . 189 . 

61 December 7, 1767, January 22, 1768; Hoban, Votes 
of the Assembly, Vol. VII, pp . 6 076, 61 07 . 

62 s eptemb er 20, 1768; Ibid . , pp . 6253-6254 . 



64 

Mutiny Act , though not mentioning the Act by name in the various 

supply bills . Magistrates, knowing that they would be reimbursed 

by the assembly, carried out the army ' s requisitions . The com

pliant decision of the assembly, which was controlled in this period 

by the Quaker Party, developed from two factors . 

First, the struggle between the proprietor and the assem

bly had created a movement to pursue the nullification of the existing 

charter in favor of one that would create a royal government. In 

attempting t o a chieve this goal, the Quaker Party decided to operate 

the Pennsylvania government in a manner which would mo llify the 

home gover nment and prove the colony worthy of a royal government . 

Spe cifically this meant the acceptance of the policies and programs 

of Whitehall and Parliament. Consequently, while some of the 

co lonial governments protested the Mutiny Act as another example 

of taxation without representation, the Pennsylvania Assembly, 

controlled by the Quaker Party, complied totally. 

The s econd factor concerned the attitude of the Quaker 

Party toward the frontiersmen. The Party had always tended to 

view the we stern settlers with some apprehension because of the 

ethnic, religious, and cultural differences. Further, the Old Party 

viewed the frontiersmen as malevolent and incapable of governing . 

The eruption of turbulence in early 1765 w as c onsidered by the 

eastern oligarchy as a threat to the stability of the government 
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and the peaceful relationship established earlier by the Penn family 

with the Indians . The maintenance of troops in the West w as con

sidered es sential to the defense and stability of the co lony, and, 

therefore, the Quaker Party accepted the Mutiny Act to sustain the 

British regulars who were assigned the tas k of subduing the trouble

some frontiersmen and pacifying the Indians . 

The controversy surrounding the Stamp Act and the Mutiny 

Act had an effect upon the local political situation. Desp ite the 

fact that the Proprietary Party assumed the popular position on 

the issue of no taxation without representat ion, the Quaker Party 

continued to control the assembly . The decision to mildly protest 

the Sta mp Act and the Mutiny Act and to condemn violence by the 

colonists had the effect of making the Quaker Party appear to b e 

interested in the stability of the gove rnment and the protection of 

private property, while the Proprietary Party appeared to be pro

moting vio lence . The Proprietary Party, as a consequence, altered 

its position to one similar to that of the Quaker Party in order to 

prevent a furthe r decline in its popular support. 

After 1765 the assembly continued to meet the requisi

tions of Gage . The Quaker Party continued its efforts to have the 

existing charter revoked and remained apprehensive about another 

Indian war . The Proprietary Party wa s attempting to re gain the 

support it had lost from some of the middle and upper-middle 



class members by demonstrating that it wished to prevent popular 

displays of dissatisfaction . Consequently, Gage had no probl ems 

in supplying and quartering troops in transit in Pennsylvania for 

a number of years . 
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CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

At the termination of the French and Indian War the British 

colonial policy of benign neglect gave way to a policy which sought 

clarification and centralization of imperial authority . The initial 

step in the implementation of this policy was a slow development 

of a western policy which as sured the British government control 

over the American trans-Appalachian West . In order to imple

ment the emerging western policy whi le defending the American 

frontier from French, Spanish, and Indian hostilities, the army 

was dispatched to frontier posts. As General Thomas Gage learned, 

this proved to be a difficult assignment due to the obstacles en-

countered in quartering and provisioning troops moving to and 

from the West, a high rate of desertions, and problems of legal 

jurisdiction. In an effort to solve these problems, Gage recom

mended the application of the British Mutiny Act, with some modi

fications, to the American colonies in early 1765 . Prime Minister 

George Grenville willingly accepted Gage ' s proposal as an ex 

cellent way to defray the mounting costs of maintaining the army 

in the colonies and increasing imperial control. After early 

67 



objections of the colonial a g ents and some London me rchants over 

quartering in private dwelling s had been quieted by revising the 

initial bill, the Mutiny Act for America w as passed without oppo

sit ion as a compl ement to the Stamp Act. 

The news of the e nactment of the Mutiny Act was not re

ceived favorably by the New York colonist s or aristocratic assem

blymen . Central to the reasons for the re j ection of the A c t wa s 

the colony ' s history of continual struggles between the assembly 

and the royal gove rnor. The New York colonists viewed the Act 

68 

as anothe r att empt by the Cr own and the g overnor to wrench en

demic privileges from the colony by levying a tax upon the colonists 

for an army they cons idered to have no real va lue except to be us ed 

t o ti g hten imperial controls . Already discontented by the ena ct

ment and attempted enforcement of the Stamp Act by Lieutenant 

Governor Cadw allader Co lden, the colonist s considered the Mutiny 

A ct as vir tual taxation without representat ion , and, hence, con

stitutiona lly invalid . 

After an early period of total rejection the assembly of 

New York adopted a policy of partia l compliance in 1767 when vio

lence on the f rontier threatened property. The leadership of the 

assembly considered the army, at least temporarily, necessary, 

and, consequently, a g re ed to sustain the troops partially. How-

ever , once the r iote rs had been silenced, the assembly returned 
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to a posit ion of non-compliance . The home government, angered 

at the apparent ingratitude of New York after the repeal of the Stamp 

A c t, met this threat to imperial authority by enacting the first har s h 

repressiv e legislation, the New York Legislative Restraining Act of 

17 6 7. Finally, apprehension over the possibility of more troops 

being stationed in New York and economic difficulties which neces -

sitated fa v orable parliamentary legislation resulted in partial com

pliance, 

Unlike New York, the assembly of Pennsylvania complied 

completely w ith requisitions made by General Gage, though without 

a c tually mentioning the Mutiny Act by name . Compliance by Penn

sylvania was primarily the result of the conflict between those who 

fa v ored the proprietary g o v ernment and those who sought a royal 

g o v ernment as a replacement . The controlling Quaker Party com

plied w ith Gag e ' s reque sts because it was seeking the favor of 

Whitehall by demonstrating that the colony was worthy of a royal 

g o v ernment. Also, at this time the frontiersmen had erupted in 

another outburst of v iolence which threatened the peace with the 

w estern Indian tribes. The price for maintaining stability and 

peace w as compliance with the provisions of the Mutiny Act. 

Both the colonies of New York and Pennsylvania were cos

mopolitan, probably hav ing the most varied collection of ethnic 

g roups of any of the American colonies . Both colonies had a 
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history of conflicts between the assemblies and the governors . Fur

ther, both colonies rejected the legal validity of the Stamp Act of 

l 765 . However, of the t wo , o nly New York refused to comply with 

t he Mutiny A ct. The v aried resp onses of New York and Pennsyl

vania can be attributed essentially to different endemic factors . 

The New York assembly by not complying with the pro

visions of the Mutiny A c t wa s attempting to assert its legi s l ative 

independence. In the past, internal taxation had been the preroga

tive of the co l onial asse m bly. The Stamp Act and the Mutiny Act 

were believed t o be attempts to subve rt this constitutional power . 

Therefore, both acts had to be re j ected . If the assembly demon

strated a cceptanc e b y complying w ith either the Stamp Act or the 

Mutiny A c t it would be ad mitt ing th e constitutional v alidity of the 

right of Parliament to levy internal revenue taxe s . 

The Pennsylvania assembly, however, w as controlled by 

a faction which wished to see the end of the proprietary rule . To 

achieve this end the Quaker Party could not strong ly protest the 

Sta mp Act, and rather than reject the Mutiny Act, the assembly 

complied . To do otherwise , the l e adership of the Quaker Party 

believed, would have meant undermining the central ambition. The 

desire to have the exi sting charter revoked wa s d eemed more es-

sential than the question of the Mutiny Act being taxation without 

representation. 
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Also, the Mutiny Act was passed at a time when Pennsyl-

vania was experiencing frontier d isturbances and a threatening 

Indian war . Hence, the army w as viewed as a necessity, and a 

climate exi sted which made compliance easier . However, New 

York w as not threatened by Indian depredations or violent frontiers

men . Therefore, the ass embly could see l ittl e need for a standing 

military force in peacetime. The army wa s considered to be more 

of a th reat to female chast ity than a deterrent to local violence or 

armed inva sion. In 1767 New York suffered vio l ent outbursts on 

its frontier, and, as in the case of Pennsylvania, the assembly of 

New York deserted its position of non- complianc e . Just as in 

Pennsylvania, the desire to maintain the stability of the colonial 

government and protect private property outweighed the constitu

tional ar gument temporarily. 

Despite the d ifference s in the w ays New York and Penn 

sylva nia responded to the Mut iny Act, there is one sig nificant 

s imi larity . Both of the colonial ass embli e s, e ither in complying 

t otally or partially to requisitions made by Gage pursuant to the 

prov is ions of the Mutiny A ct, always failed t o mention the Act in 

their military supp ly bills . By conspicuously refusing to cite the 

A c t the asse m blies had rejected, at least to some extent, the idea 

that the Parliament had superior authority in matters of internal 

taxation. 
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The only colonies initially involved in the controversy sur

rounding the Mutiny Act we re those through which troops traditionally 

moved to frontier areas, or those in which British troops were 

quartered. Responses of these colonies varied: some firmly re

jected Ga ge ' s requisitions, some complied failing to mention the 

Mutiny Act by name in meeting the request, others omitted some 

specific item list ed in the Act, and some responded in all three 

ways at different times. The varied responses by the colonial 

assemblies suggests that their reactions were not primarily con

nected with the number of requisitions made by Gage . Both New 

York and Pennsylvania r eceived numerous requests from the com

mander - in-chief. While New York continued to either refuse to 

comply with the requisitions or limit its response considerably, 

Pennsylvania complied with Gage ' s applications . 

New York did not motivate the other colonies to refuse to 

as sent to the constitutional validity of the Mutiny Act . Whitehall, 

however, believed that New York was leading the colonial oppo

sition to the Act by its actions . Therefore, the Chatham Ministry 

decided to deal harshly with New York in an effort to demonstrate 

that refusal to accept the superiority of parliamentary legislation 

would not be tolerated by the home government . 

Prior to 176 7, the home government was seeming ly sat is -

fied with the degree of compliance by the colonies . This was due 



to the attention of Whitehall being directed to the m atter of the 

Stamp Act disturbances and the Act ' s subsequent repeal. Also, 

Gage ' s reports indicated that he wa s contented with the responses 
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of the colonies to his requisitions; except for New York. The att i

tude of the home gove rnment then changed . A new Ministry, sup

posedly friendly to the intere sts of the American colonies, enacted 

the repressive Restraining Act because of the anger of the ministers 

over the apparent ingratitude of the coloni sts afte r the repeal of the 

Stamp Act . The Chatham Ministry believed that once the Stamp 

Act w as repealed the col onists ' ob jections to parliamentary leg is 

lation would and should end. However, soon after the repeal, 

Whitehall and Parliament were petitioned for a revision of legi s 

lation whic h would threaten British mercantilist interests . The 

convenient ta rget for the dissati sfaction of some of the minister s 

and Parliament was New York. 

The fai lure to comply t o the Mutiny Act was, apparently, 

another element in the continuing deterioration of Ang lo -colonia l 

relations . The assemblies of those colonies involved in troop 

transit continued t o reject the legal v alidity o f the Mutiny Act by 

refusing to mention the Act by name in military supply bills or b y 

deleting different provisions . Viewed from Eng land, this w as 

another attempt to subvert the constitut ional authority of Parlia 

ment to enact colonial legis lation. The actions of N ew York, in 



particular, had a negative effect on the relationship between the 

colonies and the home government. For New York had alienated 

the two men who we re considered ''f riends II of the colonies: Lord 
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Shelburne and the Earl of Chatham. The response of New York and 

the unwillingness of the other col onie s to comply with the provisions 

of the Mutiny Act tended to strengthen the position of those in Parlia

ment who advocated strict enforcement of parliamentary legi slation, 

and weakened the c as e of those ever decreas ing few who atte m pted 

to speak for the interest of the Amer ican colonies, whether they 

were member s of Parliament, London merchants, or colonial 

a gents . 
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