Val, thought you might be interested in reading more on the subject.  Mr. (or Dr.?) Thuersam's SHNV post is at the bottom, my e-mail to him is directly above that, and his reply to my e-mail is directly below.


----- Original Message ----- 
From: Bernhard Thuersam <mailto:Bernhard1848@att.net>  
To: rodbren <mailto:rodbren@sbcglobal.net>  
Sent: Thursday, January 29, 2009 7:16 PM
Subject: Re: SHNV

Rodney,
Thanks for the email of interest and kind sentiments. 
Your question touches on a complex issue which the revolution (or more properly "civil war) was. My point in the commentary was that the Navigation Acts were aimed at a renegade New England which was ignoring the mother country's desires to trade only with Britain as they were expecting duties. In an earlier post I pointed to the fact that Liverpool shipbuilders were complaining that New England was luring shipwrights from England with higher pay and more work, and Providence, Rhode Island by 1750 had surpassed Liverpool as the slave-trading capital. A lynchpin of the New England economy was rum which was traded to African kings for slaves, and they desperately needed West Indies molasses with which to make it---hence the "rum triangle." As New England was trading with the French West Indies (cheaper molasses and no British duty) and in violation of earlier Navigation Acts, the British got stern and the New Englanders' turned to smuggling their molasses in. As the British were losing revenue on molasses, they made up for it with other taxes and we then get into widespread colonist resistance and war against England. I would then conclude that a slave-trading New England had much to do with fomenting the conflict.

If you look at David Hackett Fischer's "Albion's Seed," he explains that the American revolution was not just one war, the New England phase was distinct from the Southern campaigns---different sections of the colonies had different grievances, and the South generally went along with the non-importation and such of the North in order to get Britain's attention for reforming taxation. Remember too that the initial phase of the revolution was one of loyal British subjects remonstrating with the King and asking for understanding, then it morphed into a full revolt.

I wouldnt lump the Southern leaders you cite into league with the slave-trading New Englanders and the South regularly tried to stop or limit imported Africans into their colony's---they were very concerned about the high number of strange aliens in their midst and the spectre of slave revolt. They were always rebuffed by the King who instructed his Royal Governors to ignore colonial protests about slave importations The New Englanders were motivated by profit and had a great merchant fleet they intended to make money with whether with slaves or opium, but the Southern patriots lived by an honorable code and certainly tried to provide for the multitude of slaves in their midst thanks to the avarice of England and New England. There was much Southern interest in voluntary emancipation after the revolution but Eli Whitney's (Northerner) invention turbocharged cotton production and New England's textile industry shifted into high gear. Many New Englander's invested in plantations in the South and helped push cotton production, and the need for more slaves. This is why New England slavers were still getting caught well into the 1850's. 

I always keep in mind a quote from a Southern writer of the past who called the South the "slave States," and the North the "slave-trading States." It is improper to call the North the "free" States. Good reading on the North's rather successful attempt to whitewash their history and blame all of slavery on the South is Leon Litwack's "North of Slavery," and Charles Rappleye's "Sons of Providence." Also read "Adventures of a Slave Trader" by Captain Theodore Canot; "Rum, Slaves and Molasses," by Clifford Alderman; and "Africa Squadron" by Donald Canney. All are available from Amazon. 

Hope this clarifies my views on this topic.
All the best,
Bernhard

 
 
