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CITY UPON THE ATLANTIC TIDES: MERCHANTS, PIRATES, AND THE
SEAFARING COMMUNITY OF BOSTON, 1689 — 1748
Steven John James Pitt, PhD

University of Pittsburgh, 2015

This dissertation examines colonial America’s maritime history through the lens of its most
developed and powerful port city — Boston — and an Atlantic economic system reliant on ships
and sailors. The maritime perspective fills significant gaps in colonial Boston’s historiography,
ranging from transformative events such as the 1689 revolution and the town’s dramatic
economic rise and decline. The port city perspective, meanwhile, anchors the maritime history in
a fixed historical trajectory with familiar actors, vessels, and shipping routes, revealing the
centrality of maritime labor, impressment, piracy, and trade in the Atlantic from 1689 to 1748. In
pursuit of the elusive sailor and ship, this dissertation draws on merchant accounts and letters,
ships’ papers and logbooks, court records and sailor depositions, state papers, newspapers,
customs records, sermons, diaries, political and economic tracts, and travel literature. The results
of this investigation demonstrate that maritime labor created wealth, stability, and security in
colonial Boston, underscoring the profound symbiotic relationship between the port and the ships

and seafarers upon which it depended.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The great Atlantic tide “flowed over our Wharffs” and into the streets of Boston to “so surprising
a heighth, that we could sail in Boats in the Street from the South Battery to the Rise of the
Ground at King-Street.” Water rapidly filled the cellars of homes, warehouses, and shops along
the waterfront, destroying merchant goods, shipbuilding tools, supplies and foodstuffs meant to
last New England’s long, cold winters. Flood waters inundated “lower Rooms” everywhere and
many townsfolk “were oblig’d to run away with their Meat half dress’d upon their Spits and in
their Potts into their Neighbours, or into their upper Rooms, their Fire being all put out, and the
wood floating about the Rooms.” The deluge damaged thousands of pounds of property. Most
waterfront families were blissfully ignorant of the disaster befalling them on that fateful morning
of February 24, 1723, as most were attending services further inland at the North Church in

Clark’s Square.'

The Reverend Cotton Mather addressed his congregation with a newly prepared sermon
most appropriately entitled “The Voice of GOD in a Tempest.” The howling winds and gathering
storm of “Hail, Rain, and Snow” over the previous day and night had inspired Mather to address
his growing concerns that avarice, blasphemy, and irreligiousness ran rampant in God’s chosen
“Citty upon a Hill.” He condemned the growing materialistic desires and pursuit of profits that

the Atlantic economy had elicited among the wealthy elites of his congregation:

LET the Uncertain Riches, on which we see One Element this Day make such
Depredations, and, GOD knows how soon Another may do more! —have no more so large
a room in our Hearts, but let our Affections be more set upon the things that are Above;
where Tides can’t break thro” & Spoil; and where we have Better & a Lasting Substance.

! Boston News-letter 28 February 1723; “Natural History” Boston News-letter 28 March 1723; New England
Courant 4 March 1723.



When the church doors finally opened around noon, Mather’s flock “found that GOD had in an
uncommon and surprizing manner, poured the Waters of the Sea upon the Earth.” Many
parishioners had to be “carry’d to their Houses in Canooes.” As the tide slowly receded from the
streets of Boston, it carried the material wealth of merchants — the imported English goods, often

paid for with labor and blood of sailors and slaves — out into the wider Atlantic Ocean.’

The tides that submerged Boston’s waterfront in 1723 gave the merchant community a
feel of the watery world of the port’s seafaring population, which formed the cornerstone of
Boston’s economy. Without a poorly paid class of sailors to increase merchants’ profits, Boston
would have had no magnificent wharves, such as the famous Long Wharf built in 1710. Nor
would Boston merchants have enjoyed houses of “Brick, Stone, Lime,” which were “very
stately” and “handsomely contrived.” Although merchants regularly touted their own industry in
Boston’s rise, some contemporaries comprehended that the town’s prosperity rested on the backs
— sometimes literally — of seafaring men. For instance, Cotton Mather declared in 1699, “we are
beholden to them, for a very great part of those Enjoyments, whereby our Lives are sweetened.
The Invaluable Benefits, by means of our Seafaring Friends done unto us, obliged us to no little
Value and Friendship for them.” Yet Boston’s development, paradoxically, coincided with

merchants’ devaluing the labor and lives of sailors.

? For a good discussion of John Winthrop’s “Citty upon a Hill” argument see, Darrett Rutman, Winthrop's Boston: A
Portrait of a Puritan Town, 1630- 1649 (New York: Norton, 1965), chap. 1; For attack on wealth see, Cotton
Mather, The Voice of GOD in a Tempest (Boston, 1723), 8 and 17-19, quote at 19; New England Courant 4 March
1723.

3 For description of Boston’s wealth see, John Dunton, Letters from New England, 1686, (Boston: Prince Society,
1867), 67-68; Cotton Mather, The Religious Marriner (Boston, 1700), 9.
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In the late seventeenth-century Boston emerged as English America’s foremost colonial
hub of shipping, ship building and outfitting, and maritime labor. Every spring, typically in April
or May, Boston’s merchants anxiously waited on the incoming Atlantic tides to bring the first
ships from England. English ships and ship captains carried news of events in Europe, personal
correspondence, and European goods. Boston’s mercantile elite then decided where the outgoing
Atlantic tides should take their own ships, sailors, cargoes, and news. On some days, the peaceful
and rhythmic ebb and flow of the Atlantic tides mirrored the relationship of Boston elites to the
seafaring community. At other times, emulating the deluge of 1723, the Atlantic tides violently
swept ashore and sailors challenged elite prerogatives through riot, desertion, mutiny, and piracy,

disrupting the nascent capitalist system of commerce that generated merchant wealth.

Boston’s maritime focus was practically preordained with its founding. The Puritans,
under John Winthrop’s guidance, settled the “tadpole-shaped peninsula” called Shawmut by the
local Indian tribes in the summer of 1630. By September, enough settlers had arrived to warrant
a proper English name — Boston. Even so, the settlement had few appealing qualities. It had little
arable land for farming or grazing and little wood for firewood or construction of buildings. As
one contemporary, William Wood, described, “Their [Bostonians] greatest wants be Wood, and
Medow-ground, which never were in that place.” Boston’s hinterland was unable to support a
large population or produce tradable goods for an Atlantic market. On the positive side, the
peninsula lacked swarms of mosquitos, rattlesnakes, and wolves. Boston’s true saving grace,
however, was the excellent harbor that connected the town to wider Atlantic trade networks. In
1635, Wood foresaw Boston’s potential in this regard. He noted that Boston was “fittest for such

as can Trade into England, for such commodities as the Countrey wants, being the chiefe place

3



for shipping and Merchandize.” Boston’s geography ensured that the town’s inhabitants would
look seaward for their livelihood and “in the long run the influence of the Atlantic was to

predominate in the town.”

The persecution of Puritans in England and the subsequent emigration caused Boston to
grow steadily. Within twenty years the town consisted of 3,000 people. Immigrants to Boston
generally came from the ranks of merchants, skilled tradesmen, and mariners. Some immigrants
brought capital and connections to develop Boston’s shipbuilding and trade. In the 1640s, the
town established close trading ties with the West Indies and Iberian Peninsula, exchanging fish
and timber for silver, gold, and wine. By the 1650s, Captain Edward Johnson, a founder of
Woburn, Massachusetts, proclaimed it could not “be imagined, that this Wilderness should turn a
mart for Merchants in so short a space, Holland, France, Spain and Portugal coming hither for
trade. Shipping, he claimed, was “going on gallantly.” The North End of Boston matured into a
vibrant maritime community of sailors, shipbuilders, and merchants with a contrasting mix of
lavish houses and low taverns catering to the seafaring population. In 1686, a visitor remarked
that Boston appeared and felt like Bristol in England, which only London surpassed in terms of
its shipping and seafaring population. A little over a decade later, Cotton Mather, the minister of
North Church, affirmed that “Seafaring people” were “a very numerous People, in my
Congregation.” By 1723, when the great tide swallowed the waterfront community, Boston had

at least fifty-eight wharves and shipyards jutting out into the harbor, most of which were located

* Rutman, Winthrop's Boston, chap. 2, quote at 24; William Wood, New-England’s Prospect (Boston: Publications
of the Prince Society, 1858), 42; Rutman, Winthrop’s Boston, 254.
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in the North End. Meanwhile, the names of streets, Ship Street, Fish Street, and Fleet Street, told

the town’s history.’

Boston was colonial America’s leading port. By the 1680s, the population exceeded
6,000, the largest among the English American colonies with Port Royal, Jamaica second with
4,500 inhabitants. In 1735, Boston maintained a population twice the size of Philadelphia and
New York. Boston retained its frontrunner status until approximately 1760 when Philadelphia
surpassed the port with a population of over 17,000. In terms of shipping, Boston’s entrances and
clearances exceeded other North American ports until the eve of the American Revolution. In
1723, New York had roughly a third and Philadelphia roughly fifteen percent of Boston’s
arriving and departing vessels. In 1713, Boston had 139 ships (100-400 tons) enter or clear. After
that year, Boston newspapers no longer consistently identified vessel types in their “entrances
and clearances” section because there were too many to count. Thirty-two years later,
Philadelphia’s shipping had gained on Boston with entrances and clearances equaling a little

under two-thirds the number of Boston’s but only fifty-seven vessels identified as “ships.”®

Tables 1 and 2 in the appendix demonstrate Boston’s maritime supremacy during the first
half of the eighteenth century through statistics gathered from customs records in newspapers.

Previous attempts to represent Boston’s colonial shipping have relied on post-1750 data. For

5 Rutman, Winthrop’s Boston, 147, J. Franklin Jameson ed., Johnson’s Wonder-Working Providence (New Y ork:
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1910), 247; Dunton, Letters from New England, 1686, 67-68; Diary of Cotton Mather, vol.
1: 1681-1709; vol. 2: 1709-24, ed. Worthington Chauncey Ford (New York: Frederick Ungar Publishing Co.,
1957), 2:323; Carl Bridenbaugh, Cities in the Wilderness: The First Century of Urban Life in America, 1625-1742
(London, Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press, 1938), 172.

® For population figures of Boston, New York, and Philadelphia see, Gary B. Nash, The Urban Crucible: Social
Change, Political Consciousness, and the Origins of the American Revolution (Cambridge, Massachusetts; Harvard
University Press, 1979), appendix, table 13, 407-408; For shipping figures of Boston, New York, and Philadelphia
see, Boston: Tables 1 and 2; New York: “Entrances and Clearances,” American Weekly Mercury 1723 and New York
Weekly Journal 1734; Philadelphia: “Entrances and Clearances,” American Weekly Mercury 1723 and Pennsylvania
Gazette 1745; For 1730 results for all three ports see, Arthur L. Jensen, The Maritime Commerce of Colonial
Philadelphia (Madison, Wisconsin: The State Historical Society of Wisconsin, 1963), appendix, table 3, 292.
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example, economic historians James Shepherd and Gary Walton relied heavily on shipping and
tonnage data from 1768-72 to portray Boston’s and New England’s trade for the entire colonial
period.” These tables, based on new data, provide valuable insights into continuity and change in
Boston’s shipping for specific years and over multiple decades. The data highlights the
importance of trade with England, North Carolina (naval stores), and the Bays of Campeche and
Honduras (logwood). The data also allow us to trace the activities of specific Boston ship
captains and ships. The tables also reveal the importance of events such as Spanish capture of the
Bay of Campeche in late 1716 and the eruption of piracy on New England’s coast, which

impacted Boston’s merchants and trade.

How did Boston with its poor hinterland establish and maintain such a dominant
economic position and become, in the words of King Charles II’s customs agent, Edward
Randolph, “the Metropolis of ye American Plantacons” for the better part of a century?® The
answer rests in the labor of its seafaring and waterfront communities. Population statistics
support this conclusion. An analysis of Boston’s shipping suggests that in 1706 the town
required 1,100 to 1,600 officers and sailors to carry on its trade. By 1728, the vessels coming

into and out of Boston needed 2,200 to 3,300 seafarers.’ It is difficult to ascertain how many of

7 James F. Shepherd and Gary M. Walton, Shipping, Maritime Trade, and the Economic Development of Colonial
North America (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972); see also, Murray G. Lawson, “The Routes of
Boston’s Trade, 1752-1765,” in Colonial Society of Massachusetts, Transactions, 1947-1951 (Boston, 1959), 81-
120.

8 Edward Randolph to Coventry, June 17, 1676, in Robert Toppan, ed., Edward Randolph: Including His Letters and
Official Papers from the New England, Middle, and Southern Colonies in America, 7 vols. (Boston, 1898), 2: 203.
These approximations are derived from my work on entrances in Tables 1 and 2 and eighty-seven Boston-based

portledge bills collected from various archives for the colonial period. In 1706, the list of vessels entering Boston
was fifteen percent ships, eighteen percent brigs, sixty-two percent sloops, and five percent ketches. The customs
data for 1728 does not include vessel types so I extrapolated the 1706 percentages to 1728. This means the estimate
for that year is probably undervalued, as the number of ships entering Boston most likely increased. I also took into
consideration that coasters averaged four entries into Boston per year. I therefore divided the number of sailors
necessary to man the coasters by four. I arrived at the required number of seafarers based on the typical range of
tonnage for these vessel types and Ralph Davis’s figures for the per ton average worked by seafarers see, Ralph
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these men actually called Boston home but historians have estimated that around 1700 at least
1,000 sailors lived in Boston, which amounted to fifteen percent of the entire population. As
Boston’s shipping increased, this number likely followed suit. Meanwhile, the tradesmen who
outfitted and built ships constituted twenty-five to forty percent of Boston’s working population
during the colonial period. The labor of these seafarers and shipbuilders and outfitters supported
a relatively large merchant class that equaled another fifteen to twenty percent of the “working”
population. The maritime economy therefore employed close to seventy percent of the male
population. As suggested in Chapter 6, any Bostonian would have been hard-pressed to subsist

without financial connections to the waterfront. '°

This dissertation examines colonial America’s maritime history through the lens of its
most developed and powerful port city — Boston — and an Atlantic economic system reliant on
ships and sailors. The maritime perspective fills significant gaps in colonial Boston’s

historiography, ranging from transformative events such as the 1689 revolution and the town’s

Davis, The Rise of the English Shipping Industry in the 17" & 18" Centuries (London: Macmillan &CO LTD,
1962), 58-59.

' For sailor population see, Curtis P. Nettels, The Money Supply of the American Colonies before 1720 (Clifton:
AM. Kelley, 1934), 102; For population of tradesmen and merchants see, Jacob M. Price, “Economic Function and
Growth of American Port Towns in the Eighteenth Century,” Perspectives in American History 8 (1974): 123-86,
appendix C, 177-183 and Nash, The Urban Crucible, appendix, table 1, 387-391. For a good understanding of
Boston’s economy minus the emphasis on seafarers and logwood see, Nettels, The Money Supply; W.T. Baxter, The
House of Hancock: Business in Boston, 1724-1775 (New York: Russell & Russell, Inc, 1965 [1945]); James Lydon,
“Fish and Flour for Gold: Southern Europe and the Colonial American Balance of Payments,” The Business History
Review, 39 (Summer, 1965): 171-183; Price, “Economic Function,” 123-186; Bernard Bailyn, The New England
Merchants in the Seventeenth Century (Cambridge, Mass and London: Harvard University Press, 1979); James
Lydon, “Fish for Gold: The Massachusetts Fish Trade with Iberia, 1700-1773” The New England Quarterly 54
(December, 1981): 539-582; Stephen Innes, Creating the Commonwealth: The Economic Culture of Puritan New
England (New York and London: W.W. Norton & Company, 1995); David Hancock, “Markets, Merchants, and the
Wider World of Boston Wine, 1700-1775,” in Entrepreneurs: The Boston Business Community, 1750-1850 edited
by Conrad Wright and Katheryn Viens (Boston: The Massachusetts Historical Society, 1997): 63-95; Margaret
Newell, From Dependency to Independence: Economic Revolution in Colonial New England (Ithaca and London:
Cornell University Press, 1998); Margaret Ellen Newell, “The Birth of New England in the Atlantic Economy: From
its Beginning to 1770 in Engines of Enterprise: An Economic History of New England edited by Peter Temin
(Cambridge Mass., London: Harvard University Press, 2000), 75-92; Hunter, Purchasing identity in the Atlantic
world. Gary Nash’s excellent study, The Urban Crucible, has some material on sailors in Boston, especially in
regards to their wages, but he does not follow them out into the Atlantic nor does he effectively connect Boston to
the Atlantic economy.



dramatic economic rise and decline. The port city perspective, meanwhile, anchors the maritime
history in a fixed historical trajectory with familiar actors, vessels, and shipping routes, revealing
the centrality of maritime labor, impressment, piracy, and trade in the Atlantic from 1689 to
1748. By employing the metaphor of the Atlantic tides — linking the port to the sea and vice
versa — this study underscores the profound symbiotic relationship between Boston and the ships

and seafarers upon which it depended.

Many historians have treated ships and seafarers as peripheral to this Atlantic port city.
They have privileged merchants, politicians, commodities, trade routes, and economic
development while excluding the ships, ship captains, and seamen on which they depended. !
Historian Marcus Rediker has called this predisposition “terracentric” and argues that the
resulting histories have refused “to consider the ocean as a real, material place of work and
habitation, a place where identities have been formed, where history has been made.” Daniel
Vickers, focusing on port towns, has similarly argued that we need to understand seafarers as

human subjects that lived and worked within communities and not just stereotypical

' See note 10 above; Even a chapter on Boston’s maritime history neglects sailors, Alex Roland, W. Jeffrey Bolster,
and Alexander Keyssar, The Way of the Ship: America’s Maritime History Reenvisioned, 1600 — 2000 (Hoboken,
New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 2008), chap. 7. This bias is not unique to Boston but dominates port city
studies see, John G. Clark, New Orleans, 1718-1812: An Economic History (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State
University Press, 1970); Franklin Knight and Peggy Liss eds., Atlantic Port Cities: Economy, Culture, Society in the
Atlantic World, 1650-1850 (Knoxville, Tennessee: The University of Tennessee Press, 1991); David Harris Sacks,
The Widening Gate: Bristol and the Atlantic Economy, 1450-1700 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1991);
Kenneth Morgan, Bristol and the Atlantic Trade in the Eighteenth Century (Great Britain: Cambridge University
Press, 1993); Cathy Matson, Merchants and Empire: Trading in Colonial New York (Baltimore and London: The
John Hopkins University Press, 1998); Camilla Townsend, Tales of Two Cities: Race and Economic Culture in
Early Republican North and South America (Austin, Texas: Texas University Press, 2000); Gerrit Knaap and
Heather Sutherland, Monsoon Traders: Ships, Skippers and Commodities in Eighteenth-century Makassar (Leiden:
KITLV Press, 2004); Patrick O’Flanagan, Port Cities of Atlantic Iberia, 1500-1900 (Great Britain: Ashgate
Publishing Company, 2008); Alejandro De La Fuente with César Garcia Del Pino & Bernardo Iglesias Delgando,
Havana and the Atlantic in the Sixteenth Century (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2008); Nuala
Zahedieh, The Capital and the Colonies: London and the Atlantic Economy, 1660-1700 (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2010). For studies that give sailors a central role in their analysis of port cities, see, Peter
Linebaugh and Marcus Rediker, The Many-Headed Hydra; Daniel Vickers, Young Men and the Sea: Yankee
Seafarers in the Age of Sail (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2005); Craig Marin, “Coercion,
Cooperation, and Conflict along the Charleston Waterfront, 1739-1785: Navigating the Social Waters of an Atlantic
Port City” (Unpublished PhD Dissertation, University of Pittsburgh, 2007).
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troublemakers apt to be ignored and disparaged. This study heeds both calls to action by
populating ships, exploring transatlantic voyages, and demonstrating the seafaring community’s

impact on Boston.'?

Sailors, because of their mobility and poverty, are notoriously difficult to study. Yet
study them we must. In pursuit of the elusive sailor and ship, this dissertation employs and
integrates a wide range of primary and secondary sources. It draws on merchant accounts and
letters, ships’ papers and logbooks, court records and sailor depositions, state papers,
newspapers, customs records, sermons, diaries, political and economic tracts, and travel literature
to examine Boston’s seafaring community through both qualitative and quantitative methods. It
engages with the historiography of colonial Boston, maritime history, and Atlantic history. The
variety of primary and secondary sources allows the chapters of this dissertation to navigate
between Boston’s local social and economic conditions and critical events and experiences of

seafarers, ship captains, and merchants in the wider Atlantic world.

Historians of colonial Boston in particular have been reluctant to embrace the port’s
maritime past beyond the merchant perspective and abstracted trade routes. They have instead
tended to analyze Boston in the eighteenth century by looking forward to the Boston Tea Party,
Boston Massacre, and some of the city’s most famous revolutionaries. Many prominent
historians therefore present a teleological narrative in which Boston steadily marches towards the
American Revolution. Carl Bridenbaugh contends that the similar cosmopolitan and enlightened
experiences of the elites in Boston, Newport, New York, Philadelphia, and Charleston led to a

united front against the power of the British and “In so doing, ..., they transformed their

12 Marcus Rediker, Outlaws of the Atlantic: Sailors, Pirates, and Motley Crews in the Age of Sail (Boston: Beacon
Press, 2014), 2-3; Daniel Vickers, “Beyond Jack Tar” The William and Mary Quarterly 50(2) (April 1993): 418-424
and Vickers and Walsh, Young Men and the Sea.



communities from English colonial into American cities.” G.B. Warden argues that from 1689 to
1776, Boston went through successive revolutions in practice and thought, which subsequently
culminated in the American Revolution. Gary Nash, meanwhile, narrates the coming of the
American Revolution from the perspective of growing discontent among the lower and middling
classes as social stratification increased in Boston, New York, and Philadelphia: “Thus, the
history of the Revolution is in part the history of popular collective action and the puncturing of
the gentry’s claim that their rule was legitimized by custom, law, and divine will.” As this
dissertation will demonstrate, sailors had a much longer history of challenging elites’ privilege to

“I'UIG.”B

The chronology of this dissertation, 1689 to 1748, rejects the inevitability of the coming
of the American Revolution by braiding together the chronologies of the maritime Atlantic with
Boston’s rise and decline as an Atlantic port. The thread uniting these chronologies is the
changing relationship among elite merchants and politicians, the waterfront’s tradesmen and
laborers, and seafaring men as Boston became a central rather than peripheral node in the
Atlantic economy, England’s Empire, and London-based credit networks. Many historians have
argued that the Glorious Revolution of 1688 transformed Boston’s and New England’s
economic, political, and social systems through new imperial and mercantile policies but none
have considered the impact of these changes on the seafaring population, nor have they studied

how maritime affairs shaped the new policies.'* There is a clear downward trajectory in the

13 Carl Bridenbaugh, Cities In Revolt: Urban Life in America, 1743-1776, (London, Oxford, New York: Oxford
University Press, 1955), 419; G.B. Warden, Boston: 1689-1776 (Boston and Toronto: Little, Brown and Company,
1970); Nash, The Urban Crucible, 383-384.

" Ricahrd S. Dunn, Puritans and Yankee: The Winthrop Dynasty of New England, 1630-1717 (New York: W.W.
Norton & Company INC., 1962); Richard L. Bushman, From Puritan to Yankee: Character and the Social Order in
Connecticut, 1690-1765 (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1970); Phillip Haffenden, New England in the
English Nation, 1689-1713 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1974); Richard R. Johnson, Adjustment to Empire: The New
England Colonies, 1675-1715 (United States of America: Rutgers University Press, 1981); J.M. Sosin, English
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treatment of sailors after the town’s 1689 Revolution, an event triggered by a mutiny among the
crew of the Royal Navy frigate H.M.S. Rose, and adoption of maritime policies imported from
England. Prior to 1689, Boston merchants supported illicit trade, privateering, and cooperation
with pirates. Sailors received both wages and a privilege, which was space on board the vessel to
ship their own commodities. This effectively made them shareholders in the voyage. The joint
responsibilities and rewards increased cooperation while decreasing potential conflicts among all
parties. Indeed, Boston court records during the 1680s are remarkable for the lack of disputes
between ship captains and sailors or ship captains and merchants for that matter, which stands in

direct contrast to the succeeding sixty years."

Boston’s 1689 Revolution had a vital role in changing customary relations between
politicians, merchants, and the seafaring community. England’s new king, William III of Orange,
believed the revolution was an unwarranted power grab by Boston elites, although in reality their
reluctant participation in the event protected the overthrown English officials from a waterfront
mob. Boston elites sought to mollify King William by condemning previous irregularities in
trade — practices that made Boston attractive for seafarers — and actively supporting his war with
France. The war created many hardships for the maritime community. Politicians actively
supported Royal Navy impressment of transatlantic seafarers and the port became a favored
location for Royal Navy vessels. They also became executioners of pirates, who were previously
courted for the economic benefits they bestowed upon small frontier towns, to further

demonstrate their loyalty to England’s vision for the American colonies.

America and the Revolution of 1688: Royal Administration and the Structure of Provincial Government (Lincoln
and London: University of Nebraska Press, 1982).

'3 These assertions are based on a close analysis of Suffolk County Supreme Judicial Court Files (hereafter cited as
SCSJCF), Massachusetts State Archives (hereafter cited as MSA) and Suffolk County Court of Common Pleas
Record Books (hereafter cited as SCCCPRB), MSA for the period of 1680 to 1748.
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Merchants concurrently entered and embraced the credit and trade networks of their
English counterparts in pursuit of manufactured goods and shipbuilding materials. New
England’s trade deficit with England skyrocketed and Boston merchants’ account books
reflected this imbalance. In the first decade of the eighteenth century, the trade imbalance
averaged £51,489 per year. From 1730 to 1739, the deficit more than doubled, to an average of
£137,728 per year.'® This importation debt had an important function in Boston’s Atlantic
economy. It created social connections and financial arrangements with London merchants that
cemented Boston’s status as leading purveyor of English manufactured goods to the rest of the
North American colonies. This crucial position within England’s network of trade also enabled
the port to maintain its large merchant fleet and shipbuilding industry. The trade imbalance,
however, put pressure on Boston merchants to increase remittances to England. They turned to
logwood, a dyewood from the Bays of Campeche and Honduras used in the European textile and
furniture industries, as a partial solution. The logwood trade catered to Boston’s maritime
strengths. It required the strong backs of sailors to harvest the wood and ships for transport.
Conditions in the lagoons were harsh and the seafarers required close, sometimes abusive,
oversight by ship captains. Closer ties with England after 1689 also led to the adoption of
English mercantile practices that strove to abolish sailors’ privileges and increasingly
commodify and decrease the value of their labor. By the early 1700s, it appears the custom of
granting privileges extended only to ship captains and mates. Impressment, early persecution of
pirates, the harsh logwood trade, and adoption of English mercantile practices increasingly
internationalized, marginalized, and exploited seafarers while merchants and waterfront

tradesmen benefitted at their expense.

' For New England’s imports and exports to England see, Sir Charles Whitworth, State of the Trade of Great
Britain in its Imports and Exports, Progressively from the Year 1697 (London, 1776), 63-64.
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This ruthless pursuit of profits at the expense of workers inspired thunderous jeremiads
from ministers, which in modern times have in turn generated historiographical debates
regarding the decline of Puritanism. Today most historians contend that there was no significant
change in religious practice among the second and third generations of Puritans and that
“declension,” so important to an earlier generation of historians, is a myth.'” Although personal
religiosity may not have changed, it is clear in the study of the waterfront that earlier Puritan
ideas, which limited material acquisition and the exploitation of others, no longer held sway. As
historian Darrett Rutman aptly surmised, “In America, the acquisitive instincts of the
contemporary Englishman would rush to the surface, overwhelming [John] Winthrop’s
communal ideal.” Furthermore, in the pursuit of profits, Boston merchants had opened the gates
to a significant population of foreign maritime laborers, who altered the cultural and religious

make-up of the town during the early eighteenth century.'®

Sailors recognized their central importance to Boston’s rise and refused to submit to their
declining economic and social position in the town. They resisted impressment and work in the

logwood trade through desertion, mutiny, riots, and violence. From 1716 to 1728, pirates

' The historiographical debate over the decline of Puritanism is still alive and well despite attempts to bury the
debate with the argument that declension was a myth and only lived within the minds of second and third generation
New Englanders, see, Robert G. Pope, “New England versus the New England Mind: The Myth of Declension”
Journal of Social History Vol. 3, No. 2 (Winter, 1969-1970): 95 — 108. Pope argues against intellectual historians
such as Perry Miller, in particular his work The New England Mind: From Colony to Province (Cambridge, Mass.,
1953), who took at face value the jeremiads of ministers such as Increase and Cotton Mather. Meanwhile, Mark
Valeri has recently argued that merchants and ministers worked together in order to justify and incorporate new
commercial practices into Puritanism, see, Mark Valeri, Heavenly Merchandize. How Religion Shaped Commerce in
Puritan America (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2010). For more on the decline of Puritanism and the
reformation of manners, see, Richard Gildrie, The Profane, the Civil, and the Godly: The Reformation of Manners in
Orthodox New England, 1679-1749, (United States: Pennsylvania State University, 1994) and David Hall, Worlds of
Wonder, Days of Judgment: Popular Belief in Early New England, (United States: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1989).

18 Rutman, Winthrop's Boston, 22. For the influence of seamen on young men in Boston see, Steven J. J. Pitt,
“Cotton Mather and Boston’s ‘Seafaring Tribe’” The New England Quarterly 85.2 (June 2012): 222-252. 1 agree,
however, with Christine Leigh Heyrman that the experience of seafarers in Boston does not reflect the cultural and
religious experiences of other New England seafarers see, Christine Leigh Heyrman, Commerce and Culture: The
Maritime Communities of Colonial Massachusetts, 1690-1750 (New York, New York: W.W. Norton & Company,
1984).

13



challenged the entire Atlantic economic system with their brazen attacks on the shipping of all
nations. Boston’s merchant fleet earned special retribution for the town’s central role in
persecuting and hanging pirates. Sailors became adept at using the local legal system and vice-
admiralty courts to their advantage, causing merchants and ship captains consternation on a
regular basis. The difficulties stemming from controlling a defiant maritime population
decreased Boston merchants’ profits and undoubtedly contributed to their decision to seek wealth

outside of transatlantic shipping during the 1740s.

Boston elites undermined the town’s maritime economy by mistreating the seafaring
community through impressment and war profiteering at the expense of shipbuilding and
transatlantic trade. In 1744, Boston’s merchants, tired of what they considered meager profits or
“Cutting and Shuffling” as one put it a few years earlier, pulled their capital out of shipbuilding
industry, sold vessels engaged in the logwood and transatlantic trade, cut exports to England by
almost half from the previous decade, and accepted large government contracts that gave
immediate and large profits to wage war on France and supply English troops and vessels with
supplies. Many of their London counterparts followed a similar strategy, reaping the economic
benefits of war. War with France also initiated plans by Massachusetts Governor William Shirley
to seize Louisbourg. In his quest for glory, Shirley zealously catered to the Royal Navy’s heavy
impressment demands. Mobile sailors fled to friendlier ports and foreign vessels avoided Boston,
harming the ship outfitting industry. Philadelphia, New York, and Newport filled the void
Boston left in shipping and shipbuilding. The anger of the remaining maritime community

swelled and in November of 1747 erupted into a three day riot over impressment and injustice.
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By 1748, the town’s elites had thoroughly damaged the town’s previous maritime economy but

their own wealth had, at least in the short-term, increased."

To summarize, between 1689 and 1748 Boston grew to economic dominance among all
English American ports. Compared to its rivals, New York and Philadelphia, Boston had a poor
hinterland and initially relied on exports of fish and timber to support its economic growth. By
the 1710s, however, Salem, Marblehead, and Gloucester had taken control of the fish trade.
Boston merchants turned their attention to the wider Atlantic trade networks and the ships and
men who sailed them. They consequently built their empire on the labor of maritime workers,
harvesting logwood from Spanish America, building and outfitting ships, and controlling the
distribution of English manufactured goods to other North American colonies. These mutually
reinforcing economic strategies are unexplored or underexplored in the history of Boston’s rise
because historians have long marginalized the lives and labor of workers who got wet. They are

the key to the hidden history of colonial Boston.

1% peter Faneuil to Benjamin Faneuil, September 7, 1738, Volume F-4, Faneuil Letterbook, 1737-1739, Hancock
Family Papers, Baker Library, Harvard Business School (hereafter cited as HBS); Shirley had also recently lobbied
for and obtained a position for his son as a Royal Navy officer in 1742, which likely factored into his pro-
impressment policy. Governor William Shirley to the Duke of Newcastle, May 4, 1742 in Charles Henry Lincoln,
ed., Correspondence of William Shirley, Governor of Massachusetts and Military Commander of America, 1731 —
1760 (New York: Macmillan, 1912), 1: 86-87.
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2.0 THE ROYAL NAVY AND BOSTON’S 1689 REVOLUTION

In spring 1689 revolution came to the shores of America with the news of William and Mary’s
takeover in England’s “Glorious Revolution.” Bostonians seized the moment to revolt against the
“tyrannical” Governor Andros and his council. Most historians have seen Boston’s revolution as
fundamentally similar to England’s revolution. Boston elites plotted behind the scenes, organized
the lower classes, and brilliantly carried out a bloodless revolution — a “Protestant putsch” as
Stephen Saunders Webb has coined it.! This romantic vision of the revolution has persisted and
even dominated historical interpretation despite its weak evidential foundation. Boston elites did
not plan the revolution that occurred on April 18, 1689 nor did they gain control of the situation
until damage had already been done. Rather, the evidence overwhelmingly shows that Boston’s
Revolution of 1689 began in a mutiny aboard H.M.S. Rose Frigate, then stationed in Boston’s

harbor. Ferocious conflicts flowed off the ship and into Boston, igniting revolution.

This chapter traces how the Royal Navy’s introduction to the provincial town of Boston
impacted local politics, economics, and culture. It then segues into an analysis of the maritime
origins of Boston’s 1689 revolution, the revolution itself, and the aftermath. The results of this
investigation present a hitherto unknown history of the 1689 revolution. The mutiny on H.M.S.
Rose generated the necessary political and economic ties with England that were responsible for
Boston’s meteoric rise among English American ports. Boston’s seafaring community suffered
the consequences of closer connections to London as politicians and merchants adopted

metropolitan attitudes and maritime policies.

! Stephen Saunders Webb, Lord Churchill’s Coup: The Anglo-American Empire and the Glorious Revolution
Reconsidered (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1995), 182.
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In May 1686, the fifth-rate H.M.S. Rose, commanded by John George, arrived in Boston,
becoming the port’s first long-term station ship. The Rose immediately transformed Boston’s
politics, society, and economics. This floating icon of English power brought with it documents
that annulled the Massachusetts Bay Charter of 1629, the foundation of Puritan power in the
colony. The Massachusetts Bay Colony was forced to create a new interim government under
Joseph Dudley. Few in Boston agreed with the changes taking place. Dudley, however,
recognized the political pressure a Royal Navy frigate with twenty-eight cannons and more than
a hundred men could exert on a small community and strategically employed it to his benefit.
On May 21, he boarded the Rose with a few of his gentlemen friends, to a salute of twenty-one
guns. He then did a victory tour of the harbor and was saluted by the forts on Castle Island in
Boston Harbor and the South End of town. Samuel Sewall, a devout Puritan, merchant, and
judge, downplayed the boisterous display but could not hide his dismay that the marriage of
politics and religion in the Massachusetts Bay Colony had ended. The military had legitimized

Dudley’s rise and nullified the Massachusetts’ Charter.”

Unlike Dudley, Edward Randolph failed to grasp the political and economic significance
of introducing the Rose to Boston. For him the warship had one purpose — to serve his needs as
the customs agent. Randolph’s commission granted him the right to prosecute all vessels
engaged in illicit trade in Boston Harbor. He expected to profit handsomely from this
arrangement and Captain George and the Rose were to help him. Captain George had other plans

for his ship and crew. Like Randolph, George planned to seize smugglers in Boston Harbor but

2 Log of the H.M.S. Rose, May 22, 1686, ADM 51/3955, The National Archives (hereafter cited as TNA); M.
Halsey Thomas ed., The Diary of Samuel Sewall, 2 vols. (New York, New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1973),
1:115. Sewall notes that the Castle fired twenty-five guns and then the Rose responded but the Rose’s logbook has
the accurate account.
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he would bring them before the vice-admiral (Dudley), not Randolph. George would then receive
the full one third of the proceeds granted to Royal Navy officers for prizes. The legality of
George’s scheme had a weak foundation, as the harbor was Randolph’s jurisdiction while
George had full authority to halt smuggling and piracy on the high seas. Nevertheless, the

audacious captain moved forward with his plot.’

The two men had many potential targets. Boston authorities had long skirted the
Navigation Acts and nominally supported smuggling, considering it crucial to the town’s
economic well-being. The most egregious trade violation committed by Boston merchants was
direct trade with other European countries. In the early 1670s, the problem became so dire that
Parliament even toyed with the idea of blockading Boston’s harbor. The third Anglo-Dutch War
(1672-74) permanently shelved that proposal. Yet the annulment of Massachusetts’ Charter and
the Rose’s presence in Boston were, in part, a long overdue response to Boston’s trade
irregularities. Captain George’s and Randolph’s plans to seize ships violating the Navigation
Acts in Boston’s harbor had the potential to damage the profits of local merchants and the

functioning of the entire economy.”

Captain George struck first in June 1686 and successfully brought smugglers before the
vice-admiral. Randolph adamantly objected to George’s encroachment into revenue streams he
considered his own. He employed but a handful of deputies with authority to search incoming
ships for illicit goods. He could not compete with the numerous boats and entire crew of the

Rose. Soon a “warm dispute” developed between the two men. Randolph complained bitterly to

3 J.R. Tanner ed., Pepy’s Memoirs of the Royal Navy, 1679-1688 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1906), 55-58. For more
on ship captain’s behavior during this time period, see, N. A. M. Rodger, The Command of the Ocean: A Naval
History of Britain, 1649-1815 (New York and London: W.W. Norton & Company Inc, 2004), 122-124.

* Richard R. Johnson, Adjustment to Empire: The New England Colonies, 1675-1715 (United States of America:
Rutgers University Press, 1981), 25-27.
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President Dudley. Dudley initially ignored the customs agent, allowing George to continue to
seize ships in Boston Harbor. Randolph suspected collusion between Dudley, his council, and
George in depriving him of his rightful money, which by early July he estimated to be above
£500. Randolph, always suspicious, assumed that Dudley and the council manipulated George
for nefarious reasons, but the evidence strongly suggests that George bullied Dudley and the
council. Randolph found it difficult to believe that George, an Englishman and Anglican, would
collaborate with backward, Puritan Bostonians. George, however, acted alone and shared the
profits of seizing vessels in Boston Harbor among his officers and crew, cementing their loyalty
and minimizing discontent. Like so many historians past and present, Randolph failed to
consider George, his crew, and the Rose as a political, economic, and cultural force in their own

right.

The conflict escalated in early July 1686 when the Rose’s coxswain refused to let
Randolph speak to one of his customs deputies after searching a recently arrived vessel. George
had undoubtedly ordered him to keep the information from Randolph while he sent sailors to
search the ship and claim informer status. Randolph taunted the coxswain, calling him “a sawcy
fellow” and declaring he “deserved to be laid by the heels.” Soon George arrived at Randolph’s
house and verbally “abused” him “beyond expression.” George did not take lightly threats to his
loyal men and of course a seafarer was expert in the art of insults. Randolph became the target of
an entire crew’s wrath and they did not spare those close to him. Perhaps at George’s behest,

Unton Deering,’ a third son of an affluent nobleman, had the crew spread rumors that

> Edward Randolph to John Sansom, June 30, 1689, in Robert Toppan, ed., Edward Randolph: Including His Letters
and Official Papers from the New England, Middle, and Southern Colonies in America, 7 vols. (Boston, 1898), 6:
183-184.

6 Unton Deering was a volunteer officer on board and came from a fairly affluent family in England. His name is
often spelled Deering or Dearing but I have also seen it as Derring and Dering. I have chosen for the purpose of
consistency to use “Deering” except when used in quotations.
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Randolph’s wife had been a prostitute on the Nottingham Estate back in England. Randolph
angrily wrote Deering’s powerful relative by marriage, Sir Robert Southwell, in the hopes of
quelling the sailor’s scandalous accusations. He failed, and instead these rumors eventually drove
Mrs. Randolph to flee back to England, leaving behind a sad and embittered husband. Captain
George likely hoped Randolph would join his partner, leaving him as the sole authority to

condemn vessels involved in illicit trade.”

George kept the Rose stationed “within 2 cables length of Boston” for most the summer
and fall to continue his lucrative undertaking. By mid-July, George lost his competition, as
Randolph reluctantly departed Boston for Rhode Island and Connecticut to obtain their
cooperation in annulling their charters and joining the Dominion of New England. During
Randolph’s sixteen day absence, George cunningly shirked his real duties by ordering Lieutenant
Condon to fit out a brigantine to search the coast for reported pirates. His search and seize
operation flourished and he obtained over £200 before Randolph’s return.® By the end of the
month, even Dudley desperately wished to detach the parasitic Captain George and the costly
H.M.S. Rose from Boston. In a pointed letter to William Blathwayt, Secretary of Trade and
Foreign Plantations, he remarked, “I should be very Glad of particular Orders for her [the
Rose’s] Disposall or returne if her service here be not judged worth the Expence.” If Dudley

greatly profited from his relationship with George, as Randolph alleged, the president would not

7 Edward Randolph to Sir Robert Southwell, 10 July 1686, Randolph Letters, 4: 92-93. For Deering-Southwell
connection see, Francis Haslewood, Genealogical Memoranda Relating to the Family of Dering of Surrenden-
Dering, in the Parish of Pluckley, Kent (London, 1876), pp. 17-18; Randolph’s wife returned to London in August
of 1687 see, Edward Randolph to William Blathwayt, 5 August 1687, Randolph Letters, 6: 225.

¥ Randolph returned to Boston in a foul mood and he sent three letters to prominent officials regarding George’s
conduct. In one letter, he informed the future governor, Edmund Andros, that Connecticut and Rhode Island cared
little about the dissolution of their charters. Rather, the two colonies complained heartily over Captain George’s
harassment of their shipping in Boston, see, Edward Randolph to Sir Edmund Andros, 28 July 1686, Randolph
Letters, 6: 190-93; Edward Randolph to William Blathwayt, July 28, 1686, and Edward Randolph to Dr. William
Sancroft, Archbishop of Canterbury, August 2, 1686, Edward Randolph, 4: 97-100 and 103-110.

? Joseph Dudley to William Blathwayt, July 31, 1686, Edward Randolph, 4: 195-196.
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have been so anxious to see the Rose sail away. The arrival of the H.M.S. Dartmouth,
commanded by the belligerent Captain George St. Loe, from the West Indies in late August only

furthered Dudley’s desire to get rid of George.'’

Authorities feared the Royal Navy crews now loitering about Boston. English sailors had
a reputation for frolicking, blasphemous, and riotous behavior that did not sit well with Puritan
ministers. For instance, in September 1686, Captain St. Loe petitioned the council to allow him
and his crew to have a bonfire in Boston to celebrate the Queen’s birthday. They denied his
request, expressing concern that the fire would incite a riot and possibly burn down the town.
Sailors from the Dartmouth and Rose, however, refused to forgo a chance to celebrate and held
their bonfire on Noddles Island,'' now East Boston. To the chagrin of the council and town
ministers, a number of revelers from Boston attended the party as well. The firing of guns and
loud “hussas” went well past midnight and into the early morning of Sunday. Religious leaders
trumpeted their displeasure at the profanation of the Sabbath. After Boston’s 1689 revolution,
one minister reminisced, “her [the Rose’s] men playing Reakes on shoar to the Great offence and

disturbance of the inhabitants.”'?

The influx of English outsiders only increased when Governor Edmund Andros arrived

on December 20, 1686 with two regiments of English soldiers and roughly 200 more Royal Navy

' On 5 August, George did finally depart Boston in the Rose to search for the pirates infesting the coast. For 15 days
the Rose meandered along the coast never going far from Boston harbor. On 20 August, he returned to Nantasket
Road in Boston Harbor. Undoubtedly he had learned of the Dartmouth frigate’s approach to Boston. He once again
decided to fit out a different ship, place Lieutenant Condon in charge, and have him search for the pirates. George
stayed in Boston to attend to his affairs and maintain the power he had established since his arrival in May, see, Log
of the H.M.S. Rose, August 1686, ADM 51/3955, TNA and Edward Randolph to William Blathwayt, August 23
1686, Edward Randolph, 6: 198-99.

' Today referred to as Noodles Island.

12 Another bonfire party was held by the seafarers on 14 October 1686 for the King’s birthday. Robert N. Toppan,
ed., “Records of the Council of Massachusetts under Joseph Dudley,” Massachusetts Historical Society,
Proceedings, 2d Ser., XIII (1899- 1900), 270-71; Sewall, Diary, 1:122-124; Log of the H.M.S. Rose, September 25
and October 14, 1686, ADM 51/3955, TNA; Increase Mather, A Vindication of New England from the vile
aspersions cast upon that country in The Andros Tracts, ed. W. H. Whitmore, 3 vols. (Boston, 1868-74), 2: 54.
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sailors on board the fourth-rate H.M.S. Kingfisher. The profound multiplication of Anglicans and
seafarers led to more “profane” change in Boston. Under Dudley, Anglicans had received little
relief from a hostile populace. Puritan ministers attacked their practices and beliefs. They
hindered Boston’s Anglican minister, Robert Ratcliff, from forming a church, compelling him to
preach in the cramped town-house. Upon arrival, Andros asked Increase Mather and Samuel
Willard if they might allow Ratcliff the use of their churches but they adamantly refused. Andros
initially accepted their response; however, after attending one of Ratcliff’s sermons in the town-
house, he forced Willard to open the doors of South Church to the Anglicans.'” Puritan
churchgoers also found the redcoats’ noisy musket volleys during their sermons offensive.
Andros further angered Massachusetts Bay colonists by vacating the lands granted to them under
the old company charter, initiating a process whereby the colonists had to pay a fee to reapply for
their lands. For Bostonians, these acts constituted the most blatant attack yet on their economic

and religious rights."*

On April 30, 1687 the Kingfisher docked in Charlestown for repairs. Soon after the town
became a hotbed of what Puritans denounced as Anglican, “papist,” and pagan vices. In May,
townsfolk, perhaps with the help of the Kingfisher’s sailors, erected a maypole to play music and
dance around. The maypole shocked stalwart Puritans. As Increase Mather exclaimed of
maypoles in 1686, “It is an abominable shame, that any Persons in a Land of such Light and
Purity as New England has been, should have to Face to speak to think of practising so vile a

piece of Heathenism.” Many in Charlestown agreed with Mather and the town constables

'3 This uncomfortable situation lasted until Spring 1688 when King’s Chapel opened its door as the first Anglican
Church in Boston see, Viola Barnes, The Dominion of New England: A Study in British Colonial Policy (1923:
reprint, New York: Frederick Ungar Publishing Co., 1960), 127-130.

' For general disturbances caused by the increased Anglican presence, see, Sewall, Diary, 1: 133-138 and Increase
Mather, Testimony Against Several Prophane and Superstitious Customs (London, 1687). For taxation and land
grants, see, Johnson, Adjustment to Empire, pp. 74-83.
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chopped the maypole down after Samuel Phips, a selectman, recommended the action. Within
the week, however, a few mischief-makers challenged Puritan orthodoxy and patience by raising
a larger maypole with a “Garland upon it.” Andros used his authority to silence the Puritan
ministers who attempted to critique the culture emanating from the sea, his soldiers, and
Anglican beliefs.'” The maritime and Anglican presence in Charlestown instigated another clash
of cultures that May. Joseph Phips, the brother of Samuel Phips and a Puritan, attended an
Anglican funeral and kept his hat on during the parson’s sermon. This common practice among
Puritans greatly offended the new captain of the Kingfisher, John Grimsditch, and a fistfight
broke out. Governor Andros blamed Phips for the disorderly conduct and ordered a court date for
the proud Puritan. Royal Navy seafarers, as we will see shortly, did not believe Phips or the

Puritan community had been punished sufficiently.'®

The Rose’s arrival in Boston brought change in its wake. Captain George became an
immediate and powerful political and economic figure. He provoked all other authorities with his
aggressive money-making schemes, verbal abuse, and veiled threats of violence. Meanwhile, the
crews of Rose and other naval vessels left a lasting cultural impression, as they forcefully
subjected the predominantly Puritan community to maritime, Anglican, and plebeian traditions.

Governor Andros supported their efforts, using his authority to help break down religious and

"> Some historians have asserted that sailors from the Kingfisher were responsible for the maypole, see, Thomas
Jefferson Wertenbaker, The Puritan Oligarchy: The Founding of American Civilization (New York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons, 1947), 163 and Philip Ranet, Enemies of the Bay Colony: Puritan Massachusetts and its Foes (New
York: Peter Lang, 1995), 120. This, however, appears to be a misreading of Samuel Sewall’s diary entry of 26 May
1687, which joins the issue of the maypole with the fistfight between Joseph Phips and Captain John Grimsditch,
see, Sewall, Diary, 1:140-141. The seafarers undoubtedly participated in the jovialities surrounding the maypole,
especially with their ship under repair and little else to do. Increase Mather noted that “Vain Persons” intended to
raise a maypole “when the time shall come” in October of 1686, see, Mather, Testimony Against Several Prophane
and Superstitious Customs, A4-AS. This sermon was censored in Boston by the Andros administration, which
explains its London publication in 1687.

'® Samuel Sewall notes from rumor that Phips attended a soldier’s sermon on Wednesday May 18, 1687. I suspect
Phips attended Captain Thomas Hamilton’s (the Kingfisher’s previous captain) funeral on Tuesday May 17, 1687.
This would better explain Grimsditch’s extreme actions, Sewall, Diary, 1:140.
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cultural boundaries. His encouragement, however, may have served to embolden typically

marginalized men.

The tumultuous political circumstances in Boston between 1686 and 1689 generated
sharp disputes between colonists and the Royal Navy. Royal Navy officers, colonial bureaucrats
and ministers, and royal appointees struggled for power. These contests ensnared working-class
sailors, customs deputies, and town constables in an increasingly violent environment that tended
to undermine the authority of local elites. Royal Navy ship captains encouraged conflict with the
locals to consolidate their authority and inspire loyalty among their crews. For George, the
intense squabbles had practical applications. They distracted an unpaid crew stationed in a port
far from family and friends and with little to keep them busy. George created an “us versus
them” mentality that he successfully transferred to other Royal Navy crews passing through
Boston. Violent interactions between George’s crew and townsfolk occurred only when other

Royal Navy vessels were in port.

George first employed the aid of another Royal Navy ship captain in his feud with locals
in late August 1686. Local authorities had stalled George’s lucrative operations in Boston Harbor
by favoring Randolph’s claims for the search and seizure of illicit goods.'” George refused to
step aside quietly, and when threatened, he enlisted the aid of Captain George St. Loe of the
H.M.S. Dartmouth. On October 20, Lieutenant Condon sent a sailor named David Simpson to
seize the ketch Providence from Newfoundland with explicit orders not to allow Randolph’s
deputies on board. Simpson fulfilled his duty admirably. When Randolph’s deputy, John Luggar,

arrived to seize the vessel, Simpson picked up an ax and “swore to cut the said Luggar in pieces”

' In September 1686, George tried to condemn smuggled goods in Boston and then New York but Randolph
thwarted him on both occasions. Randolph, however, still believed the government allied with George against him,
see Edward Randolph to Governor of New York Boston, September 20, 1684 [1686], Edward Randolph, 4: 125-
126.
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if he came on board. Another customs deputy, William Hill, made the attempt and received a
slash to his face for his efforts. In response to the violence, Randolph solicited the aid of
Constable Isaiah Toy in bringing Simpson to prison. The constable and customs deputies
managed to apprehend Simpson after a scuffle and more verbal threats. They marched Simpson

toward the courthouse, joined along the way by Judge and Councilman Richard Wharton.'®

Naval officers liked to maintain control of disciplining their seamen, and sailors, navy or
otherwise, frequently acted to protect fellow crewmates from prison. George also believed he
had the King’s authority to seize vessels in Boston Harbor and that Simpson had acted in a legal
manner. Therefore, when George heard of Simpson’s arrest, he enlisted Captain St. Loe’s help to
free the captured seaman. A gang of naval officers and sailors confronted Randolph, Toy,
Wharton, and Simpson on Broad Street. George and St. Loe “without any provocation in a
Violent Scurrilous manner,” questioned the constable and elites holding Simpson “but had not
patience to hear, or receive any Answers but run furiously upon the Constable ... with their
staves.” In the ensuing scuffle with the constable, two of George’s sailors rushed up behind Toy
to liberate Simpson. One of the seafarers cried out “my Capt. is my life,” illustrating the loyalty
of George’s crew. As the fray took a violent turn, Judge Wharton threatened to “raise the
Towne” against George and his allies. St. Loe retorted, “You show what You will be at, You will
be ready to raise the Towne against his Majesties Authority.” Both sides claimed the King’s

authority with valid reasons. George and St. Loe halted their attacks, however, as a growing

'® Depositions of Edward Randolph, John Luggar, Erasmus Stephens, and Isaiah Toy, October 21 and 22, 1686,
Massachusetts Archives Collection, 328 vols. (hereafter cited as Mass. Arch.), 127: 120-123 and 127. Randolph’s
deposition is also published in Edward Randolph, 4: 126-128.
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crowd of townspeople assembled. Neither captain, however, desired to look weak in front of

crewmates and kept up a verbal tirade against the local authorities."’

The fight to liberate Simpson illuminated power relations between the Royal Navy and
local authorities. St. Loe declared to Judge Wharton that “the worst man he had on board, was a
good a man as himself [Wharton],” quite the insult for a man who regularly passed judgment on
lowly seafaring men. Captain George, stung by months of disagreement, similarly told Randolph
that the lowliest of his seamen had more power than Randolph to seize ships in Boston Harbor.
He also mocked the interim government calling the council “a Company of pittyfull little
fellows.” Both men threatened Randolph, his deputies, and Wharton with violence should they
be caught in the harbor or at sea, suggesting that the captains understood that in town their
powers were limited but they had full control of the harbor. After Wharton penned a court order
for Simpson, St. Loe derisively expressed to the Councilmen that they would be better off
delivering Simpson to their own homes and beds “then to Send him to Prison.” This was not an
idle threat. Together, the two Royal Navy vessels had close to two hundred men who could
create headaches for authorities. This is exactly what St. Loe had in mind. As he departed, St.

Loe called for his crew to come ashore.”’

The drama between the two ship captains and Boston authorities continued for weeks.
The day after the incident, magistrates summoned George and St. Loe to answer for their actions.
The captains firmly refused, insisting that the council and therefore the court had no authority
over them. If President Dudley, however, had orders for their ships then they would be followed.

The court sent four more summons as the day progressed, the last of which included the

19 Depositions of Richard Wharton and Joseph Webb, October 21 and 22, 1686, Mass. Arch., 127: 124-125 and
126a. Wharton’s deposition is also published in Edward Randolph, 6: 202-204.

2% Depositions of Edward Randolph, Michael Perry, Richard Wharton, John Luggar, Erasmus Stephens, Isaiah Toy,
Joseph Webb, James Coffin, and Francis Cooke, October 21 and 22 1686, Mass. Arch., 127: 120-130.
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president’s seal. George and St. Loe ignored them. In a final communication with the captains
that day, the court ordered them to keep their sailors on board their vessels past “Candle light.” A
number of Boston’s inhabitants had complained to the court of “severall miscarriages &
misdemeanours committed by the said Captaines Men” after the quarrel in the streets. With

Simpson in prison, St. Loe had his men keep his promise to Wharton.*'

Captains George and St. Loe knew that local authorities could not touch them on board
their ships at sea. They resisted all court summons except one, to which St. Loe excused himself
for his absences and mockingly challenged the court’s prerogative. The magistrates were not
amused. They sent a letter “to acquaint the said Captaine Saintloe” that his nonattendance broke
the law and “therefore that this Court hath not been so wanting to themselves or the due formes
of proceedince as he may suddainly imagine.” The magistrates adjourned for the day, expecting
St. Loe to attend court in five days. On October 23, the Rose frigate let loose its cannons in an
apparent effort at intimidation. Judge Samuel Sewall recorded the event in his diary: “about
7aclock the Frigot fires many Guns, Drums and Trumpets going. I heard the Guns.” George
meant to show the magistrates and Boston’s inhabitants his potential for mayhem.22 St. Loe,
meanwhile, failed to keep his appointment with the magistrates on October 27. But that same
day, one of his sailors, Giles Smith, made a grand entrance to court after abusing and swearing
“wicked oaths” at another Boston constable, Jabez Neigus. The court fined Smith twenty

shillings and returned him to St. Loe for corporal punishment. St. Loe probably “punished”

2 «“Records of the Council of Massachusetts under Joseph Dudley,” 272-274.

22 There does not appear to be a reason for the Rose frigates display other than George’s conflict with Boston
authorities. No ships were entering port and there was no reason for celebration. Condon suspiciously neglected to
mention the “salute” in the ship’s log as he regularly did on other occasions, see, Log of the H.M.S. Rose, October
23, 1686, ADM 51/3955, TNA. Sewall, Diary, 1:124.
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Smith with an extra ration of rum. The tone of the magistrates’ decree to Smith expressed

exasperation with Captains George and St. Loe.”

The two Royal Navy commanders considered their power and authority equal to or
greater than colonial authorities. In this instance, they had physically attacked a town constable,
derided Dudley’s councilmen, threatened retribution, and allowed their sailors to harass locals.
They refused to attend court summons or respect Boston’s laws and alleged their authority came
directly from the king. George and St. Loe won this first violent power struggle, which set the

stage for further riotous and aggressive actions by Royal Navy crews.

In his Letters Written from New England (1686), John Dunton described Boston’s
sanctimonious attitude towards non-Puritans and foreigners. Dunton wrote to his brother, “I had
not given you the Trouble of so large an account of the manners of the Bostonians, nor rak’d in
such a Dunghil of Filth, but that this sort of People are so apt to say, Stand off, for I am holier
than Thou.” ** Sailors, meanwhile, took offense to the superiority of local authorities and at times
responded aggressively. This volatile combination reached a boiling point in May 1687 when
Samuel Phips offended the Kingfisher’s new captain and the two Royal Navy crews by wearing
his hat during their deceased captain’s funeral. Andros’s modest punishment of Phips apparently
did not satisfy the seafaring men’s thirst for revenge, and Captain Grimsditch led “fivetie or
sixtie” seafarers from the Kingfisher and Rose on a rampage through the town. Upon hearing the
commotion, Timothy Phillips, a town constable, ran home to obtain his staff to thwart the riot.
He met Grimsditch and his crew just outside his house, whereupon he ordered them to disperse.

In response, a few sailors disarmed Phillips and then Grimsditch took a swipe at him with a

3 «Records of the Council of Massachusetts under Joseph Dudley,” 275.

2% John Dunton, Letters from New England, 1686, (Boston: Prince Society, 1867), 69-74, quote at 74. Ned Ward
held similarly unsavory views of Bostonians, see Edward Ward, A4 Trip to New England (1699) in A Collection of
the Writings of Mr. Edward Ward, 11, (London, 1717), 171-178.
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drawn rapier. Outmatched, the constable fled into his home but the seafarers followed. They
broke down the door, stole several items, and “ransacked” the dwelling, forcing Phillips to
abandon his own home. A minor cultural slight had detonated a longer, larger struggle between

the Royal Navy and Boston authorities.

Governor Andros called Grimsditch before him on the night of the riot to answer for his
actions. Afterwards, the boatswain of the Kingfisher told the constable, Timothy Phillips, that
“all was well on the Capt. Side.” Phillips and his fellow constables John Chamberlain and
Nathaniel Adams, not content with Andros’s leniency, confronted the governor to seek redress
for the riot and Grimsditch’s violence. The boatswain had not lied; Grimsditch had turned
Andros against the town constables. The governor upbraided the constables and went so far as to
threaten them with imprisonment. As the constables left, the governor warned them “look to your
Self and have a care for you are marked.” > Seafarers had little respect for local authority and
readily resorted to intimidation and violent behavior. With over 300 seafarers on the Kingfisher
and Rose combined, Andros had no intention of exerting his authority and limited resources for
the safety of a few town constables. In fact, he offered a glowing, albeit inaccurate,
recommendation of Grimsditch to the Secretary of the Admiralty that led to a promotion: “the
captain demeaned himself well and kept the ships company in very good order.” Andros’s
complacency, even nominal support, ensured that the Royal Navy seafarers had would take

further revenge on the local community.

Two months later, four of Captain George’s most stalwart friends and colleagues from

the Rose joined with three fairly prominent Bostonians for a night of drinking, troublemaking,

2 Depositions of Timothy Phillips and John Chamberlin, January 24, 1690 and February 4, 1690, Mass. Arch., 35:
119a and 217.

¢ Edmund Andros to Secretary of the Admiralty, September 5, 1687, in Andros Tracts, 3: 74-75; Grimsditch was
promoted to captain of the Larke based on Andros’s recommendation, see, Tanner ed., Pepys Memoirs, 92.
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and eventually bloodshed. The Kingfisher still lay at dock under repair, Andros had effectively
undermined local constables, and the Rose’s men believed themselves impervious to any
repercussions. The night began with drinking. Unton Deering, George’s confidant who began the
malicious rumors about Randolph’s wife, invited the youthful Thomas Richards®’ and John
Bonamy*® of Boston to share a bottle of punch on board the Rose. A little before 8:00, Andrew
Belcher (Boston ship captain/merchant),”” John Wiggoner (first mate), Edward Briggs (ship
surgeon), and Thomas Cutler (common seaman) joined them. As historian Viola Barnes
discovered, Captain George “connived at a certain amount of illicit trade, for which reason the
merchants preferred to have him examine their cargoes.” With Wiggoner and Captain Belcher, a
known smuggler, both in attendance the likely topic of conversation was how to get illicit goods
into or out of Boston. The bottle of punch soon expired and the crew relocated to the Three
Cranes tavern for more drinking. The night’s entertainment turned dangerous when the merry
gang left the tavern and Wiggoner, a figure of authority, returned to the Rose. After this point,
the sequence of events varies depending on the witness. Belcher contends that the seafarers went
ahead of the three Bostonians and out of sight. Shortly thereafter they “heard a woman cry out
that her child was killed.” Belcher, Richards, and Bonamy apparently fled to Belcher’s mother’s

house and innocently fell asleep without reporting the incident. Belcher’s deposition is either a

* Richards was born in 1670 and came from a renowned New England family. His uncle, Major John Richards,
owned a large swath of the North End with numerous shops for shipbuilding. He served as Massachusetts agent in
London from 1682-1684 and in 1692 participated in the Salem witch trials as a judge. John Richards had no children
and therefore passed on all of his Boston waterfront property to Thomas Richards when he died in 1694, see, John
Richards Last Will and Testimony, 1 April 1694, in Abner Morse, A Genealogical Register of the Descendants of
Several Ancient Puritans, Volume 3 (Boston, 1861), 9-13.

2% John Bonamy worked for and lived with John West, arguably the most powerful man on Andros’s council.

 In 1687, Andrew Belcher was a wealthy ship captain but he would soon be one of the wealthiest merchants in
Boston. He gained much of his wealth from smuggling and trade with pirates. He was the father of Jonathan Belcher
who served as Massachusetts’s governor from 1730 to 1741. Richards sent a message to Belcher to have him join
them on the Rose, see, Depositions of Andrew Belcher and John Bonamy, July 20, 1687, MSS. Middlesex County
Court, 1684-1693, Folio 126.
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damning self-indictment of his illegal dealings with the men of the Rose frigate that he did not

want authorities to discover or a testament to his immoral character.*°

Belcher lied to frame the seafarers and exonerate Thomas Richards. According to Cutler,
the young, inebriated Richards wished to impress his seafaring friends and “made an offer to
break the window of any house” along their path. Richards, or likely the seafarers for him,
targeted the house of Nathaniel Adams, one of the constables who went before Andros to
complain about the riot in May. As Andros had warned, the seafarers had “marked” the town
constables for abuse. Richards’s rock smashed through the window, landing in the cradle of
Adams’s baby. Nathaniel’s wife, Hannah, ran outside screaming “some rogue had killed her
child.” She witnessed three men running away, including Cutler, who swiftly returned to his
ship. Deering, however, drew his rapier and approached Adams. Her husband ran out of the
house towards Deering, who stabbed the defenseless constable. In a rather cowardly action,
Nathaniel Adams fled, leaving his wife and child behind. Hannah bravely grabbed a piece of

wood and knocked Deering to the ground before running back inside.’’

The commotion dangerously drew more people into the streets to face the enraged
Deering and the remaining gang. Luke Perkins, a concerned citizen, arrived at the request of the
wounded Adams to find a small group of men milling about Adams’s wharf. Perkins questioned
the crew’s intent calling to them, “what do you mean to kill all you meet?”” One of the men

taunted Perkins, threatening to do just that. Perkins wisely departed to seek out Constable John

3% Barnes, The Dominion of New England, 66. Belcher’s deposition is the most unreliable, as no one corroborates his
story. Bonamy even admits Richards was not with them when they arrived at Belcher’s mother’s house; rather “he
came immediately” after them. Both Bonamy and Belcher seem to be covering for their young friend, see,
Depositions of Andrew Belcher and John Bonamy, July 20, 1687, MSS. Middlesex County Court, 1684-1693, Folio
126.

31 Depositions of James Cutler, Hannah Adams, and John Wilmont, July 20, 1687, MSS. Middlesex County Court,
1684-1693, Folio 126; Sewall, Diary, 1:144.
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Chamberlain and additional aid. Cordwainer Samuel Hunting, meanwhile, had been awakened
by the cries and ran down the waterfront to Adams’s wharf where he found “a parcel of men at
the ferryway.” He tried to engage the men in conversation but they attacked. George Exter, a
ferryman, “saw Mr. Deering and Doctor Briggs run at Capt. Hunting with drawn swords” intent
on harming the cordwainer. He also observed that “Thomas Richards was there” but the
ferryman “did not see him strike.” Hunting’s neighbor, William Jamison, arrived to witness the
end of the violent scene. Doctor Briggs, perhaps finally realizing the seriousness of his situation,
ceased his attack and offered to heal Hunting’s wounds. Briggs and Jamison aided Hunting to his
home where Briggs dressed his wounds; however, Hunting had Jamison fetch Justice Greaves to

arrest the ship’s surgeon.*

The night’s drama ended when Luke Perkins returned to the ferry with Constable John
Chamberlain and reinforcements. Chamberlain declared the King’s Peace “whereupon one called
Mr. Deering Swore God Damn” and attacked yet again, wounding Perkins. Chamberlain also
received thrusts from Deering’s rapier but blocked them with his staff and knocked Deering to
the ground. He apprehended Deering and brought him before Justice Greaves. The seafarer railed
against his incarceration; he cursed the judge and declared he “would have killed two or three.”
Briggs also had hard feelings regarding his imprisonment and swore to a fellow prisoner,
Thomas Clarke, that if “he saw Mr. John Cutler®® of Charlestown he would Run him through
with his sword.” When charged with the crime, Briggs desperately claimed Richards was the

culprit who attacked Hunting. But all other testimonies, including Hunting’s, accuse Deering and

32 Depositions of Luke Perkins, Samuel Hunting, George Exter, William Jamison, and Edward Briggs, July 20,
1687, MSS. Middlesex County Court, 1684-1693, Folio 126. Briggs stated in his deposition that he arrived at the
scene to find Thomas Richards striking Samuel Hunting with his cane. I am inclined to believe the account of the
ferryman since he was not involved in the affray nor charged with a crime.

33 It seems likely that Cutler, a Charlestown anchorsmith, had some role in ensuring Briggs made it to prison the
night of 19 July. Briggs’s statement underscores the personal connections and animosities that developed between
seafarers on the Rose and townsfolk in Boston and Charlestown.
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Briggs for the violent attacks. The two men spent fifty-three days in prison awaiting a court date.
It came on September 6, 1687, four days before the Rose set sail to cruise the coast. The jury
released Deering and Briggs to the frigate after obtaining the costs of their confinement and court
fees. The two officers would not forget their imprisonment by the people of the Massachusetts

Bay colony.*

The confluence of seafaring culture, retribution, alcohol, and youth produced the night of
July 19, 1687. Seafarers learned from their officers to challenge local and Puritan authority,
disrespect constables, and claim the King’s Peace as their own prerogative. They saw Boston and
Charlestown as lawless playgrounds where riots and violence could be committed without
repercussions. Alcohol made them brave, stupid, and dangerous. The seventeen-year-old
Richards became a pawn in the battle between the Royal Navy and the town constables when he
threw the rock into Constable Adams’s house. Deering purposefully escalated the night’s
entertainment into a riot by attacking Nathaniel Adams, his wife, and everyone else who crossed
his path. The masculine maritime world Deering lived and worked in emphasized strength,
daring, and showmanship. Deering’s night of foolish bravery, bloodshed, and imprisonment
added to his fearsome reputation among the crew and even elevated his already high status in the

33 inflicted upon the inhabitants of

eyes of Captain George. The “terror and affrightment
Charlestown and Boston by the officers and seamen of the H.M.S. Rose, Dartmouth, and

Kingfisher, represented the conscious breakdown of local authority by Captain George, who

wished to profit from the chaos. For Bostonians, witnessing young men like Richards imitate

3 For details of Chamberlain’s engagement with Deering, see, Depositions of John Chamberlain, Luke Perkins, and
Nicholas Lobdin, July 20, 1687, MSS. Middlesex County Court, 1684-1693, Folio 126 and Deposition of John
Chamberlain, February 4, 1690, Mass. Arch., 35: 217. For Deering’s release, see, MSS. Middlesex County General
Sessions, 1686-1698, 21. The charges against Edwards are in MSS. Middlesex County Court, 1684-1693, Folio 126
but no verdict was given. I assume he was released with Deering, as he served aboard the Rose before the
Revolution of 1689; Log of the H.M.S. Rose, September 10, 1687, ADM 51/3955, TNA.

3 MSS. Middlesex County Court, 1684-1693, Folio 126.
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seafarers and seek their approval through mischief intensified the “terror” felt by the religious
community.*® Furthermore, the lack of punishment for the crimes committed was a constant
reminder to the people of Massachusetts that the Charter laws of their forefathers could no longer
be enforced. The growing discontent among the populace towards the Andros administration and
Captain John George had important ramifications when William of Orange seized the throne of

England in December of 1688.

Historians have long debated the origins of the revolution that occurred in Boston on 18
April 1689. Some have considered it a spontaneous uprising of the masses. Others have claimed
Boston elites plotted the revolution in advance. The latter historians have also falsely
sensationalized the character of Robert Small, the Rose’s carpenter, who seized Captain George
and thereby incited Boston’s revolution.’” They have called him “the notorious carpenter” and
“the fanatical Protestant petty officer.” In truth, we do not know Small’s religious affiliation and
it seems highly unlikely he, like most seafaring men, was “fanatical.” His compatriot and the
overall leader of the mutiny, Jarvis Coppindale, the Rose’s navigator and mathematician,

however, expressed strong support for the Protestant King William III. Historians have utterly

36 The riot of July 19 resonated with Samuel Sewall who noted five months later, “This day, or Monday, was buried
one Mr. Lock [Ben Lock of the Rose] in Capt. Hamilton’s Tomb. It’s thought he kill’d himself with Drink. Was in
the Riot that Capt. Hunting was wounded in at Charlestown, as is said.” Ben Lock had nothing to do with the riot in
Charlestown but Sewall tied the Rose frigate and all its men to that event. For the record of Lock’s death in the
Rose’s ship log, see, Log of the H.M.S. Rose, December 19 and 21, 1687, ADM 51/3955, TNA.

7 My account of the revolution closely follows that told by Richard Johnson in Adjustment to Empire, 88-96.
Unfortunately, few historians have adopted the inconvenient truth that Boston elites had little to do with planning
the uprising. For instance, Owen Stanwood creates an inaccurate chronology for events so as to ignore the seafarers’
role. He places George’s capture at ten o’ clock, after a crowd and militia had formed. Even John Riggs, Stanwood’s
“most reliable first-person account” does not support his chronology of events. In fact, no first-person account
supports his chronology see, Owen Stanwood, The Empire Reformed: English America in the Age of the Glorious
Revolution (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2011), 102 and 240-241n35. The vast majority of
historians, at least, place George’s capture prior to the formation of a mob and the militia’s call, see, Barnes, The
Dominion of New England, 242; David S. Lovejoy, The Glorious Revolution in America (New York: Harper and
Row, 1972), 240; Johnson, Adjustment to Empire, 90; .M. Sosin, English America and the Revolution of 1688
Royal Administration and the Structure of Provincial Government (Lincoln and London: University of Nebraska
Press, 1982), 92; Ricahrd S. Dunn, Puritans and Yankees: The Winthrop Dynasty of New England, 1630-1717 (New
York: W.W. Norton & Company INC., 1962), 254; Kenneth Silverman, The Life and Times of Cotton Mather (New
York: Harper & Row Publishers, 1984), 69-70.
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neglected Coppindale, leading to significant errors in interpretation of events on board the Rose
and Boston’s 1689 revolution. They have instead relied solely on the word of that beacon of
good manners and credibility, Captain John George and his gang of criminal compatriots like
Unton Deering and Edward Briggs, all the while ignoring the overwhelming evidence from the

rest of the crew and the Council of Safety.*®

After the release of Deering and Briggs from prison, the number of Royal Navy seafarers
in Boston radically declined when the Kingfisher departed for London on 8 September 1687 and
the Rose sailed for Cape Sables on 10 September 1687. Boston, however, remained the Rose’s
primary station even though the vessel had been slated to return to England in May of 1687. The
ship required major repairs during the spring and summer of 1687. When it was finally ready to
sail for England, news arrived that the French had seized two Massachusetts fishing vessels
returning from Newfoundland, prompting Andros to retain the ship. As a result, the Rose’s

“disgruntled” crew had to persist indefinitely in a wretched colonial setting without pay.*

In 1688, Andros finally put Captain George and the Rose frigate to work. For 186 days
the Rose either cruised the coast or monitored shipping in Nantasket Road just outside Boston

Harbor.”’ The crew finally experienced some excitement beyond drinking, rioting, and

** For Small quotes see, Guy Howard Miller, “Rebellion in Zion: The Overthrow of the Dominion of New England,”
Historian 30 (1968): 439-459, quote at 451 and Webb, Lord Churchill’s Coup, p. 188. For like-minded studies see,
John Gorham Palfrey, History of New England During the Stuart Dynasty, Volume 3 (Boston: Little, Brown, and
Company, 1870); Barnes, The Dominion of New England; Theodore Lewis, "Massachusetts and the Glorious
Revolution" (Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1967); G.B. Warden, Boston: 1689-1776 (Boston and
Toronto: Little, Brown and Company, 1970); Lovejoy, The Glorious Revolution in America; lan K. Steele, “Origins
of Boston’s Revolutionary Declaration of 18 April 1689 The New England Quarterly 62:1 (March, 1989): 75-81,
quote at 8; Sosin, English America and the Revolution of 1688; 1an K. Steele, The English Atlantic 1675-1740
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986); Stanwood, The Empire Reformed.

3 Edward Randolph to William Blathwayt, August 5, 1687, Edward Randolph, 4: 226; Edmund Andros to Secretary
of the Admiralty, September 5, 1687, in Andros Tracts, 3: 74-75.

0 After arriving in Boston in 1686 the Rose spent only 15 days at sea. In 1687 the Rose spent 68 days at sea. 1688
was the only year the seafarers on the Rose spent more time at sea than in port, see, Log of the H.M.S. Rose, ADM
51/3955, TNA.
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tormenting local authorities in Boston and Charlestown. On May 14 the seafarers of the Rose
ransacked a trading post of the Frenchman Jean-Vincent D’ Abbadie de Saint-Castin at
Penobscot Bay with Governor Andros’s permission. Saint-Castin, who had a number of Abenaki
wives, responded by encouraging his Indian allies to attack English frontier settlements in
Maine. George and his seafarers had precipitated a war.*' By the time the Rose returned to
Boston in October, the conflict with the Abenaki Indians in Maine had intensified and spread.
Press gangs prowled the streets, seizing men to serve on the frontier to the great displeasure of
the inhabitants. As Owen Stanwood has argued, Bostonians saw the conflict with the Abenaki as
part of a papist plot to destroy them — a plot that Andros appeared to be supporting by first
ignoring the problem and then impressing their men and thereby weakening the city’s defenses.

Puritan ministers supported this view and lent trustworthy voices to the rising fear.*

As New England grappled with the Abenaki and imagined papist threats, Whig elites in
England worked to rid themselves of a very real papist king by inviting William of Orange to
invade England. On November 1, 1688, William’s fleet, commanded by the defector Admiral
Arthur Herbert, set sail for England. The English Navy, commanded by Lord Dartmouth,
attempted to intercept the prince but easterly winds kept it from proceeding from the Gunfleet
near Medway. No evidence exists to suggest widespread disloyalty to James II in the English

navy during this early stage. William successfully landed his army at Torbay and ordered the

*! According to Randolph, George “roade with his frigott before Casteen’s door” and sent Lieutenant Condon to
speak with the man. Soon after, Saint-Castin fled from the trading post, leaving George and his men free to loot the
place when Governor Andros arrived. If Saint-Castin did not claim the goods in Pemaquid, George could condemn
them. Randolph does not seem to agree with the decision, noting that St. Castin “does not well like to be under the
French Government, [he] desires to live indifferent.” In October 1688, Randolph expressed his belief that Saint-
Castin was behind the Abenaki aggressions and supported them with guns, powder, and shot. Edward Randolph to
John Povey, June 21, 1688, Edward Randolph, 4: 224-225; Edward Randolph to William Blathwayt, October 16,
1688, Edward Randolph, 4: 272-273; Log of the H.M.S. Rose, May 15, 1688, ADM 51/3955, TNA; Johnson,
Adjustment to Empire, 85-86; Barnes, The Dominion of New England, 222-223.

“1n September of 1688 alone, 54 men were taken from Boston and Charlestown see, Sewall, Diary, 1:176-178;
Stanwood, The Empire Reformed, 74-81.
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march for London. After a few small defeats, James II lost his nerve on December 10 and fled to

France with his wife. He briefly returned a week later but William bullied him into flight again.43

Loyalty to James remained strong among some naval officers and seamen, who
facilitated his escape to France. Captain Trevanion of the Harwich and Captain Macdonnel of the
Assurance manned the small fishing vessel that brought James across the English Channel. They
continued to serve James and commanded French ships in the invasion of Ireland in 1689.
Captain Wilford of the small fireship Eagle allowed James to hide on board his ship before
proceeding on to France. He could do so because Wilford was “an honest and loyal Officer, and
could govern his men who had been so many years with him.” The same could not be said of
Travanion’s large crew. The king had first requested to board the Harwich but the captain replied
“he (could) answer for the fidelity of his Officers” but “he was not able to do it for the common
Seamen.” Trevanion and Wilford had tested the waters among their officers and seamen to judge
whether James could safely board their ships. The same process of testing the crew’s loyalty
undoubtedly occurred on all Royal Navy vessels, as officers evaluated the impact of William’s

ascension.**

Rumors of William’s landing at Torbay began arriving in Boston by February of 1689
just as the Rose initiated preparations for the sailing season. When the tide allowed, the ship
hauled off the dock on March 10, 1689. By then, concrete, if not reliable, knowledge of events in
England had arrived in Boston. Jarvis Coppindale noted, “Thomas Curtis came to my cabin
before we haul’d out of the Dock and Told me that the Prince of Orange was Landid and that the

King was fled into France.” Shortly thereafter, the Rose frigate became a veritable hotbed of

* Rodger, The Command of the Ocean, 136-140.

" J.S. Clarke, The Life of James the Second: King of England, 2 vols. (London, 1816) 2:276-277; Rodger, The
Command of the Ocean, 143. There was a great deal of worry after the Glorious Revolution that seafarers would
desert the Royal Navy and join “Foreign Princes and States,” see, London Gazette, 6 May 1689.
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rumors, plots, and actions. The rumors emanating down from the captain’s cabin to the rank and

file suggested Captain George intended for the Rose to join King James II in France. +°

The officers and crew reacted with excitement, anxiety, and fear. Like Travanion and
Wilford in England, George knew he needed the crew’s support to sail for France. Samuel
Orders, his loyal barber, set out to discuss the option with the crew. George found mostly
resistance to the scheme as had naval officers in England. When Orders approached Jarvis
Coppindale with this plot, the officer told him, “The Capt. was but one man, and that he should
first know the shipes companies minds for he could not goe alone.” When Orders questioned
Coppindale’s reasons for not supporting George, he replied, “I did not speak for myself, but the
Shipes company, I told him if we went for France we should be Proclaimed Rebells to our
Country, and loose oure wages.” The crew would collect three years of outstanding wages when
they returned in London. Seamen had mutinied for far less. Orders tried to allay their fears by
claiming George intended to offset their wages by capturing English and Dutch ships prior to
leaving for France. Always the opportunist, George knew from experience the wealth from prize
ships far exceeded his and the crew’s wages. He underestimated, however, the crew’s, and

especially Coppindale’s, unwillingness to take the risk or abandon their homeland.*

A cadre of officers and seamen aboard the Rose supported George’s plan, especially if it
allowed them to ransack Boston. Besides Samuel Orders, some of the most vocal advocates for
George’s scheme were none other than Unton Deering, Edward Briggs, John Wiggoner, and

James Cutler. Wiggoner expressed his approval of going to France to Thomas Pope. Isaiah

* Historians have long wondered when verifiable news of the Glorious Revolution arrived in Boston. Coppindale’s
deposition suggests that even lower officers on the Rose knew fairly early. Log of the H.M.S. Rose frigate, March
10, 1689, ADM 51/3955, TNA; Deposition of Jarvis Coppindale, May 1, 1689, Mass. Arch., 107: 11. Note: The few
historians who have used the seafarers’ depositions have opted not to give their names and therefore they remained
anonymous. Given the nature of this study, I feel it is appropriate to allow the seafarers to speak for themselves.

46 Deposition of Jarvis Coppindale and William Dickey, May 1, 1689, Mass. Arch., 107: 11.
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Shorting, meanwhile, overheard the purser “say to Unton Dearing, Jack (a by word much used
amongst that gang’) I hope to have one engagement with these dogs before we goe by God we
will make the slats fly bravely from that Meeting House, Dearing replyed that he hoped to have a
whole string full of silver tankards.” Doctor Briggs remembering his time in prison, chimed in
“that by his maker he would plague some of them Rogues and Whores for their old Kindnesses
towards him.” Deering and Briggs did Captain George a great disservice by bringing their own
personal grudges to the table. Samuel Orders never suggested the Rose intended an attack on the
port. Deering and Brigg’s rants, however, created a hothouse for rumors on board the Rose —

rumors that if spread to Boston could incite a riot.*®

As stories circulated among the tightly packed crew, the Rose continued to prepare for its
forthcoming, mysterious voyage. Every winter the Rose unloaded ballast, rigging, ship stores,
cannons, and sails in order to dock in Boston or Charlestown. Come spring, the crew had to
reload all those items. After hauling off the dock, the process of reloading, repairing, tarring, and
provisioning the ship generally took a month. The clock was ticking for the seafarers against a
voyage to France: on March 16, the crew loaded the ballast; on March 19, the rigging came
aboard; on March 20, the seafarers positioned the ship’s guns. For Robert Small, a ship
carpenter, and four others, the tension became overwhelming when they discovered on March 28
that “Capt. George had a Grant for his sails” from the governor. The five men quietly deserted
the ship and joined Boston’s waterfront community. Jarvis Coppindale, meanwhile, remained on

board the ship to enlist the aid of the remainder of the crew. On the morning of March 29, the

“7 Shorting’s inclusion of this aside suggests deep fractures among Rose frigate’s crew with Deering’s “gang”
favoring George and the rest of the crew supportive of a return to England and their wages.
48 Deposition of Isaiah Shorting, May 1, 1689, Mass. Arch., 107: 12.
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captain received his sails and bent them — the ship could now sail. It still required, however,

further gunpowder, wood, food, beer, and water before it could safely depart.*

On April 4, 1689, John Winslow brought reliable evidence of William’s ascension by
way of Nevis. Andros unwisely attempted to suppress the news by tossing Winslow in jail for
sedition. Unfortunately for him, the man had already given Boston’s printers the necessary
documents to stimulate the robust spread of information.”® The news did not alter plans on board
the Rose. If anything, Andros’s actions may have given George further confidence in his
decision. Small and his compatriots may have actively worked against him by spreading the
rumors they had heard on board the Rose. Besides the previously mentioned rumors, the
seafarers accused Lieutenant Condon of being Catholic and part of a Papist plot to bring Boston
down.”" Further uncertainty spread among Boston’s inhabitants when they learned that impressed
soldiers, desiring their unpaid wages, had deserted the frontier and marched on Boston. The
soldiers’ mutiny prompted Boston’s elites, including Cotton Mather, to take precautions. Samuel

Mather wrote after his father’s death,

* Because historians have overlooked the role of the seafarers in precipitating the revolution, they failed to
recognize the straightforward chronology leading to Small’s desertion and eventual instigation of the revolution.
Log of the H.M.S. Rose frigate, March 10, 1689, ADM 51/3955; Deposition of Robert Small, William Rouse,
William Mims, John Sholls, and John Wister, April 29, 1689, Mass. Arch., 107: 4.

50 Deposition of John Winslow, February 9, 1689, Mass. Arch., 35: 216; Steele, The English Atlantic, 104-105.
Official notice could have arrived earlier but Increase Mather, who had been in London since 1687 petitioning for
the removal of Andros and a renewal of Massachusetts’s Charter, convinced William not to send Andros instructions
to rule in his name. Mather undoubtedly waited on his son, Cotton Mather, to gather evidences of Andros’s
mismanagement of the Dominion of New England to force William’s hand in removing the governor from power,
see, Michael G. Hall, The Last American Puritan The Life of Increase Mather, 1639-1723 (Middletown: Wesleyan
University Press, 1988), chap. 7 and Sosin, English America and the Revolution of 1688, 83.

>! Lieutenant Condon was almost certainly Catholic but, like Captain George, it is unlikely he had any designs on
Boston. For the seafarers of the Rose, the threat of losing wages and access to home probably far outweighed the
threat of a papist plot; however, if they desired to rile up Bostonians they picked a very believable threat, see,
Deposition of John Sladd, William Ford, and Samuel Mixture, May 1, 1689, Mass. Arch., 107: 12 and Letter of
Captain George to Samuel Pepys, June 12, 1689, in Charles M. Andrews ed., Narratives of the Insurrections, 1675-
1690 (Charles Scribner’s sons, 1915), 216; For more details on the influence of the Papists plots on Boston’s
revolution, see, Stanwood, The Empire Reformed, chap. 3 and Sosin, English America and the Revolution of 1688,
89-91.
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the principal Gentlemen in Boston met with Mr. Mather to consult what was best to be
done, and they all agreed, if possible, that they would extinguish all Essays in our people
to an Insurrection; but if the Country People to the Northward by any violent Motions
push’d on the Matter so far as to make a Revolution unavoidable, Then to prevent the
Shedding of Blood by an ungoverned Multitude.

Boston elites thus met on Aprill7, 1689 not to plan a revolution but rather to discuss the

. . . . 52
suppression of mutineers in order to protect Andros and his council.

Events on the Rose outpaced the mutineers and caught Boston’s elites by surprise. On
April 12, the seafarers loaded a last barrel of beef and eight barrels of pork onto the Rose. Fully
provisioned, the ship only “waited on Sr. Edmund Andros.”*® Then on the morning of April 18
between eight or nine o’clock, Captain George with John Wiggoner set out from the Rose for
Boston’s North End to meet with the governor and inform him that the ship was ready to sail.
Jarvis Coppindale likely sent advanced word to Robert Small of George’s intent to go ashore on
the eighteenth because Small and his fellow deserters awaited the captain and Wiggoner as soon

as they stepped ashore.”* Small’s intent was to keep the Rose from departing for its unknown

32 Samuel Mather, The life of the very Reverend and learned Cotton Mather (Boston, 1729); Cotton Mather made
similar claims in Cotton Mather, Pietas in Patriam: The Life of His Excellency Sir William Phips (London, 1697),
52; Barnes, The Dominion of New England, 241-242. Finally, an account much closer to the revolution states the
“Gentlemen in Boston” would “endeavor to prevent what ill effects an Unform 'd Tumult might produce,” see, An
Account of the Late Revolutions in New-England: In a Letter, June 6, 1689, Andros Tracts 2: 195.

53 Log of the H.M.S. Rose, April 13, 1689, ADM 51/3955, TNA; Extract of a Letter from Bristoll in New England
unto Mr. Mather and Others, April 29, 1689, CO 5/855/2, TNA. This assertion raises some interesting questions
regarding Andros’s intentions. He had tried to keep news of the revolution hidden and now it appears he intended to
sail with the Rose. Where he intended to sail is, of course, a mystery; however, one little used anonymous account
recounted, “the Rose Frigat now in our Harbour was intended to carry off our Late Governour for France, & to take
any of our English Vessels that might be coming in unto us,” see, An Account of the Late Revolutions in New-
England: In a Letter, June 6, 1689, Andros Tracts 2: 194-195. This account was written over a month after the
seafarers gave their depositions and the author may have been privy to them. He accurately notes George’s plan to
seize ships to pay the crews’ wages.

34 Jarvis Coppindale, the ship’s navigator, would have been privy to George’s sailing plans and probably sent word
to Small. After George reclaimed the ship with the council’s consent, he immediately imprisoned Coppindale “as
one who chiefly opposed his designs.” I shall return to Coppindale further in the text, see, Petition of Jarvis
Coppindale, CO 5/855/66, TNA. Besides Captain George’s self-serving letter to Samuel Pepys, the wording of
which seeks to deflect blame for the insurrection onto the people of Boston and not solely onto his own shoulders,
there is no evidence that any person from Boston was involved at this early stage. If Bostonians had truly intended
the overthrow of Andros government on April 18, 1689, seizing the captain of the Rose, while important, would not
have been first on their to-do list. Now, seafarers, who faced the loss of three years’ worth of wages and the
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destination. The act, however, created pandemonium in a town already on edge. Soon thereafter
a riot erupted among the residents of North End. Samuel Prince, a New England ship captain

then in Boston, recounted at length,

I knew not any thing of what was intended, till it was begun; yet being at the north end of

town, where I saw boys run along the street with clubs in their hands, encouraging one

another to fight, I began to mistrust what was intended; and, hasting towards the town-

dock, I soon saw men running for their arms: but, ere I got to the Red Lion, I was told

that Captain George and the master of the frigate was seized.>

With the Boston-based waterfront mob escalating, attentions turned to hated and
threatening government officials. Edward Randolph, “was seized upon and hurried to the
common Goale by a Company of Ship Carpenters, Ship Chandlers and others whose Livelyhood
depended upon the Sea,” whereupon the mob freed Robert Glanville and seven other
pirates/privateers from jail.’® Even as the mob seized important Andros officials, Boston elites
met to implement their plan to provide leadership and protect the lives of their fellow elites. By
noon, and probably earlier, leadership of the mob had transferred to officers of the Boston

militia, which met at the Town-House to hear a declaration’’ produced and agreed upon by

Boston elites like Cotton Mather, Simon Bradstreet, William Stoughton, Thomas Danforth, and

abandonment of their native country, had an excellent motive for seizing George to keep him from sailing, see,
Letter of Captain George to Samuel Pepys, June 12, 1689, in Andrews, Narratives of the Insurrections, 216.

33 Letter of Samuel Prince, April 22, 1689 in Andrews, Narratives of the Insurrections, 186.

36 Randolph had hoped to receive a big payoff from seizing these privateers and their goods. He was quite upset at
their release, see, Mr. Randolph's Account of irregular Trade in New England since the Revolution, Edward
Randolph, 5: 36-37.

*7 There is much historical conjecture regarding the creation of the Declaration of April 18, 1689. Ian Steele and
J.M. Sosin argue that the Declaration of April 18, 1689, which detailed the grievances of the Massachusetts Bay
Colony against Andros and his government, is proof that Boston’s elites plotted and enacted the revolution because
it could not have been written immediately. It is likely that the majority of the document was not written on 18 April
1689, however, as Johnson argues, it could easily have been created to support Increase Mather’s efforts in London
to remove Andros. Despite the lack of evidence, Steele contends, “Boston’s declaration was a carefully crafted,
deliberately derivative, instrument in a well-prepared coup that toppled the Dominion of New England.” Steele