
*Allowances will be made for students who do not have reliable internet access for the majority of 
the summer. 

   
SUMMER ASSIGNMENT, CLASS OF 2017 

 
Dear Class of 2017,	  
 
Welcome to the IB Diploma Program and your Junior year!  In order to be prepared for work in both 
subject-area courses and the Extended Essay when you return for Fall 2015, you will need to complete 
some tasks over the summer.  This work is mandatory and feeds directly into work you will be doing 
during your first week of the Diploma Program.   
 
Below is a list of subjects, a brief description of the summer assignment and a rough estimate of how 
much time the instructors think the assignment should take.  Relevant handouts and details will be both 
posted at www.bsge.org as well as emailed to your bsge.org email account as a PDF.  Samples of 
exemplary work for some of the assignments will also be provided.   
 
Subject Assignment Estimated time required 
Visual Arts HL Visual journal pages ~5 hours, spread across several 

days 
History of the Americas HL Reading and written task ~3 hours 

Math SL Problem sets ~4.5 hours, best completed by 
doing one problem per day 

Extended Essay/Advisory 11 Reading in preparation for EE Time it takes to read 2 books + 
~4-6 hours for responses.  It is 
recommended that you write 
responses as you read. 

Biology SL or Chemistry SL Laboratory design  ~5 hours; please observe 
deadlines throughout the 
summer* 

 
Summer is also the perfect time to start practicing time management skills.  Try not to leave this work to 
the last minute—working consistently over the course of the summer (perhaps devoting a morning or 
afternoon 2 days a week to the above assignments) helps make the work less onerous and also keeps your 
brain in touch with all things academic throughout the summer. Please read directions carefully and if any 
problems or questions arise, contact the 11th grade team coordinator, Ms. You, at cyou@bsge.org. 
 
Finally, success in the Diploma Program can hinge on your use of a planner.  The 11th grade team 
recommends securing a 2015-2016 Academic Year planner well before September arrives and office 
supply stores are cleaned out.  In our experience, students have found that DayMinder and At-A-Glance 
Weekly/Monthly planners fit the needs of Diploma Program students quite well. 
 
The 11th grade team very much looks forward to working with the Class of 2017.  Have a lovely summer 
and see you in September! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
The 11th Grade Team 

The Baccalaureate School For Global Education
34-12 36th Avenue • Astoria, New York 11106

Phone: 718-361-5275 • Fax: 718-361-5395 • Website: www.bsge.org

Kelly J. Johnson, Principal



Welcome to the 11th Grade  
IB Art Summer Assignment! 

 

 
Greetings incoming juniors! The goals of this assignment are for you to 
spend some time researching artworks and artists you find interesting, and 
developing some initial ideas for possible directions you may want to 
explore during your first semester of IB Art.  
 
For the summer assignment, you will be asked to complete six pages in 
your visual journal. 
 

(2) Art Inspiration Pages 
 
Find out what you like - Using two pages of your visual journal, create a 
collage of photos of artworks by artists that excite or interest you. Your images 
can come from anywhere but try using the IB Art Research Links page at 
(http://art.bsge.org) for a great list of links to art resources online. Get 
creative and turn this collection of artworks and related images into a collage 
that fills two facing pages in your visual journal. Make sure to include important 
information about the artists and artworks you choose. 
 

(2) Art Research Pages 
 

Investigate further - Choose an artist and an artwork included in your Art 
Inspiration Page collage to research further. Please develop one Artist Research 
page and one IB Critical Art Analysis page. Research pages such as these are 
essential aspects of IB Art, so becoming familiar with them is really important! (If 
you need a reminder, specific instructions for how to write both these pages can 
be found at (http://art.bsge.org) under the menu heading IB Resouces. 
 

(2) Art Process Pages 
 
Begin to plan - Generate and develop some initial ideas for your Fall 
semester art projects. For the summer, please develop one Idea Generation 
page that includes a detailed mind map and another one that shows your 
best visual brainstorming. (Some examples of what these pages could look 
like can can be found at (http://art.bsge.org) as well. 
       
               
          Have fun and do your best! 



 
11th Grade History of the Americas Summer Assignment 
 
 
 
Essential Question: Was the American War for Independence a “Revolution”? 
 
 
The first year of Diploma-Level History demands the abilities to both acquire deep content 
knowledge and to critically analyze, evaluate, compare and develop historical arguments. On the 
first day of class, you will engage in an academic controversy addressing the Essential Question 
above that will require you to demonstrate all of those skills. The content for that class session will 
serve as a foundation for the first unit of the course.  
 
The following assignment will serve as preparation for our first activity. If you have not completed 
the assignment, you will not receive credit for it and will be unable to participate in the first class 
session. 
 
Direc t ions :  

• Go to MrStoneHOA.wordpress.com and look for the post labeled “Summer Assignment”.  
• Download and print all of the documents that you are required to read and bring them to 

the first class along with your completed work.  
• Complete all of the writing tasks detailed below (in Parts One and Two).  
• You should allot at least three hours to complete the entire assignment. 

 
 
 
Part One, Historical Context: 
 

• Read and carefully annotate the background essay, “The American Revolution, 1763–1783” 
by Pauline Maier. You will be expected to know the content of this essay on the first day of 
class.  

• When you have finished reading, briefly answer the following questions (a short paragraph 
for each, responses may be typed or hand-written): 
 

1. How do you define the word “revolution”? Explain your thinking. 
 

2. Based on Maier’s essay, should we call the American War for Independence a 
“Revolution”? Why or why not? Use specific evidence from the text to advance 
your argument. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Turn Over> 



 
 
 
 
 
Part Two, Argumentative Interpretation: 
 

• If your last name starts with a letter from A-M, read and carefully annotate the text by 
Historian Howard Zinn. Use the space in right margin to take notes as you read.  
 

• If your last name starts with a letter from N-Z, read and carefully annotate the text by 
Historian Gordon Wood. Use the space in right margin to take notes as you read. 

 
• Note: You should be conversant enough with your assigned historian’s ideas to argue their position on the 

American Revolution in an academic debate. These texts are brief but challenging.  
 

• When you have completed your assigned text, respond briefly to the prompts below 
(responses may be typed or hand-written). 

 
1. Summarize the author’s argument in four sentences or less. 

 
2. Identify the three most important claims that the author makes and the specific 

evidence used to support those claims. 
 

3. What is the strongest component of the author’s argument? 
 

4. What is the weakest component of the author’s argument? 
 

5. What are one value and one limitation of this text for historians studying the 
American Revolution? 
 

6. Do you personally agree with the author’s interpretation of the American 
Revolution? Explain your thinking. 
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The War for Independence was a Social Revolution 
(Selections from The Radicalism of the American Revolution. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 

1992) 

By Gordon S. Wood 

We Americans like to think of our Revolution as not being radical; indeed, most 
of the time we consider it downright conservative. It certainly does not appear to 
resemble the revolutions of other nations in which people were killed, property 
was destroyed, and everything was turned upside-down. The American 
revolutionary leaders do not fit our conventional image of revolutionaries – angry, 
passionate, reckless, maybe even bloodthirsty for the sake of a cause. We can 
think of Robespierre, Lenin, and Mao Zedong as revolutionaries, but not George 
Washington, Thomas Jefferson, and John Adams. They seem too stuffy, too 
solemn, too cautious, too much the gentlemen. We cannot quite conceive of 
revolutionaries in powdered hair and knee breeches. The American 
revolutionaries seem to belong in drawing rooms or legislative halls, not in cellars 
or in the streets. They made speeches, not bombs; they wrote learned pamphlets, 
not manifestos. They were not abstract theorists and they were not social levelers. 
They did not kill one another; they did not devour themselves. There was no reign 
of terror in the American Revolution and no resultant dictator – no Cromwell, no 
Bonaparte. The American Revolution does not seem to have the same kinds of 
causes – the social wrongs, the class conflict, the impoverishment, the grossly 
inequitable distributions of wealth – that presumably lie behind other revolutions. 
There were no peasant uprisings, no jacqueries, no burning of chateaux, no 
storming of prisons.  
 
Of course, there have been many historians – Progressive and neo-Progressive 
historians, as they have been called – who have sought, as Hannah Arendt put it, 
“to interpret the American Revolution in the light of the French Revolution,” and 
to look for the same kinds of internal violence, class conflict, and social 
deprivation that presumably lay behind the French Revolution and other modern 
revolutions. Since the beginning of the twentieth century these Progressive 
historians have formulated various social interpretations of the American 
Revolution essentially designed to show that the Revolution, in Carl Becker's 
famous words, was not only about “home rule” but also about “who was to rule 
at home.” They have tried to describe the Revolution essentially as a social 
struggle by deprived and underprivileged groups against entrenched elites. But 
despite an extraordinary amount of research and writing during a good part of this 
century that has been done to buffer their arguments, the Progressive and neo-
Progressive historians seem unable to bridge their theses to their facts. It has been 
correctly pointed out that the purposes of these historians – “to portray the 
origins and goals of the Revolution as, in some significant measure, expressions 
either of a peculiar economic malaise or of the social protests and aspirations of 
an impoverished or threatened mass population” – have not been fulfilled. They 
have not been fulfilled because the social conditions that generically are supposed 
to lie behind all revolutions – poverty and economic deprivation – were not 
present in colonial America. There should no longer be any doubt about it: the 
white American colonists were not an oppressed people; they had no crushing 
imperial chains to throw off. In fact, the colonists knew they were freer, more 
equal, more prosperous, and less burdened with cumbersome feudal and 
monarchical restraints than any other part of mankind in the eighteenth century. 

Notes 
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Such a situation, however, does not mean that colonial society was not susceptible 
to revolution.  
 
Precisely because the impulses to revolution in eighteenth-century America bear 
little or no resemblance to the impulses that presumably account for modern 
social protests and revolutions, we have tended to think of the American 
Revolution as having no social character, as having virtually nothing to do with 
the society, as having no social causes and no social consequences. It has 
therefore often been considered to be essentially an intellectual event, a 
constitutional defense of American rights against British encroachments (“no 
taxation without representation”), undertaken not to change the existing structure 
of society but to preserve it. For some historians the Revolution seems to be little 
more than a colonial rebellion or a war for independence. Even when we have 
recognized the radicalism of the Revolution, we admit only a political – and not a 
social – radicalism. The revolutionary leaders, it is said, were peculiar “eighteenth-
century radicals who were concerned, as were the eighteenth-century British 
radicals, not with the need to recast the social order nor with the problems of 
economic inequality and the injustices of stratified societies, but with the need to 
purify a corrupt constitution and fight off the apparent growth of prerogative 
power.” Consequently, we have generally described the Revolution as an 
unusually conservative affair, concerned almost exclusively with politics and 
constitutional rights; in comparison with the social radicalism of the other great 
revolutions of history, it would seem hardly a revolution at all.  

A Radical Revolution 

If we measure the radicalism of revolutions by the degree of social misery or 
economic deprivation suffered, or by the number of people killed or manor 
houses burned, then this conventional emphasis on the conservatism of the 
American Revolution becomes true enough. But if we measure the radicalism by 
the amount of social change that actually took place – by transformations in the 
relationships that bound people to each other – then the American Revolution 
was not conservative at all: on the contrary, it was as radical and as revolutionary 
as any in history. Of course, the American Revolution was very different from 
other revolutions. But it was no less radical and no less social for being different. 
In fact, it was one of the greatest revolutions the world has known, a momentous 
upheaval that not only fundamentally altered the character of American society 
but decisively affected the course of subsequent history.  
 
It was as radical and social as any revolution in history, but it was radical and 
social in a very special eighteenth-century sense. No doubt many of the concerns 
and much of the language of that pre-modern, pre-Marxian eighteenth century 
were almost entirely political. That was because most people in that very different, 
distant world could not as yet conceive of society apart from government. The 
social distinctions and economic deprivations that we today think of as the 
consequence of class divisions, business exploitation, or various “isms” – 
capitalism, racism, etc. – were in the eighteenth century usually thought to be 
caused by the abuses of government. Social honors, social distinctions, perquisites 
of office, business contracts, privileges and monopolies, even excessive property 
and wealth of various sorts – all social evils and social deprivations – in fact 
seemed to flow from connections to government and, ultimately, from 

Notes 
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connections to monarchical authority. So that when Anglo-American radicals 
talked in what were seemingly political terms – purifying a corrupt constitution, 
eliminating courtiers, fighting off crown power, and, most important, becoming 
republicans-they nevertheless had a decidedly social message. In our eyes, the 
American revolutionaries appear to be absorbed in changing only their 
governments, not their society. But in destroying monarchy and establishing 
republics they were changing both their society and their governments, and they 
knew it. Only they did not know – they could scarcely have imagined – how much 
of their society they would change. J. F. Jameson, who more than two generations 
ago described the Revolution as a social movement only to be roundly criticized 
by the succeeding generation of historians, was most certainly right about one 
thing when he wrote: “The stream of revolution, once started, could not be 
confined within narrow banks, and so spread abroad upon the land.” 
 
By the time the Revolution had run its course in the early nineteenth century, 
American society had been radically and thoroughly transformed. One class did 
not overthrow another; the poor did not supplant the rich. But social 
relationships – the ways people were connected to one another – were changed, 
and decisively so. By the early years of the nineteenth century the Revolution had 
created a society fundamentally different from the colonial society of the 
eighteenth century. It was in fact a new society unlike any that had ever existed 
anywhere in the world.  
 
That Revolution did more than legally create the United States – it transformed 
American society. Because the story of America has turned out the way it has, and 
because the United States in the twentieth century has become the great power 
that it is, it is difficult – if not impossible – to appreciate fully and correctly the 
insignificant and puny origins of the country. Pre-Revolution America was only a 
collection of disparate colonies huddled along a narrow strip of the Atlantic coast 
– economically-underdeveloped outposts existing on the very edges of the 
civilized world. The nearly two million monarchical subjects who lived in these 
colonies still took for granted that society was and ought to be a hierarchy of 
ranks and degrees of dependency and that most people were bound together by 
personal ties of one sort or another. Yet scarcely fifty years later, these 
insignificant borderland provinces had become a giant, almost continent-wide 
republic of nearly ten million egalitarian-minded, bustling citizens who not only 
had thrust themselves into the vanguard of history but had fundamentally altered 
their society and their social relationships. Far from remaining monarchical, 
hierarchy-ridden subjects on the margin of civilization, Americans had become – 
almost overnight – the most liberal, the most democratic, the most commercially-
minded, and the most modern people in the world.  
 
And this astonishing transformation took place without industrialization, without 
urbanization, without railroads, without the aid of any of the great forces we 
usually cite to explain "modernization." It was the Revolution that was crucial to 
this transformation. It was the Revolution, more than any other single event, that 
made America into the most liberal, democratic, and modern nation in the world.  
 
These changes were radical, and they were extensive. To focus, as we are today 
apt to do, on what the Revolution did not accomplish – by highlighting and 
lamenting its failure to abolish slavery and its impassiveness towards changing 
fundamentally the lot of women – is to miss the great significance of what it did 

Notes 
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accomplish both immediately and in the long run. Indeed, the Revolution made 
possible the anti-slavery, the women's rights movements of the nineteenth 
century, and even all our current egalitarian thinking. The Revolution not only 
radically changed the personal and social relationships of people – including the 
position of women – but also destroyed aristocracy as it had been understood in 
the Western world for at least two millennia. The Revolution brought 
respectability and even dominance to an ordinary people long held in contempt. It 
gave dignity to their menial labor in a manner unprecedented in history and to a 
degree not equaled elsewhere in the world. The Revolution did not just eliminate 
monarchy and create republics; it actually reconstituted what Americans meant by 
public or state power, and brought about an entirely new kind of popular politics, 
with a new breed of democratic officeholder. The Revolution not only changed 
the culture of Americans – making over their art, architecture, and iconography – 
but even altered their understanding of history, knowledge, and truth. Most 
important, it made the interests and prosperity of ordinary people – their pursuits 
of happiness – the goal of society and of government. The Revolution did not 
merely create a political and legal environment conducive to economic expansion; 
it also released powerful popular entrepreneurial and commercial energies that 
few realized existed, and it transformed the economic landscape of the country. 
In short, the Revolution was the most radical and the most far-reaching event in 
American history. 

Conditions for Revolution 

By the late 1760s and early 1770s a potentially revolutionary situation existed in 
many of the colonies. There was little evidence of those social conditions which 
we often associate with revolution and which some historians have desperately 
sought to find: no mass poverty, no seething social discontent, no grinding 
oppression. For most white Americans there was greater prosperity than 
anywhere else in the world; in fact, the experience of that growing prosperity 
contributed to the unprecedented eighteenth-century sense that people were 
capable of ordering their own reality. Consequently, there was a great deal of 
jealousy and touchiness everywhere, for what could be made could be unmade. 
The people were acutely nervous about their prosperity and about the liberty that 
seemed to make it possible. With the erosion of much of what remained of 
traditional social relationships, more and more individuals had broken away from 
their families, communities, and patrons, and were experiencing the anxieties of 
freedom and independence. Social changes, particularly those beginning around 
the 1740s, multiplied rapidly, and many Americans struggled to make sense of 
what was happening. These social changes were complicated, and they are still 
today easily misinterpreted. Consumption of luxury goods and of sizeable 
quantities by very ordinary people was increasing. So, too, was religious dissent of 
all sorts. The rich became richer, and aristocratic gentry everywhere became more 
conspicuous and self-conscious; the numbers of poor in some cities and the 
numbers of landless in some areas increased. But social classes based on 
occupation or wealth did not set themselves against one another, for no classes in 
this modern sense yet existed. The society was becoming more unequal, but its 
inequalities were not the source of the instability and anxiety. Indeed, it was the 
pervasive equality of American society that was causing the problems.  
 
This extraordinary touchiness, this tendency of the colonists in their political 

Notes 
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disputes to argue “with such vehemence as if all had been at stake,” flowed from 
the precariousness of American society, from its incomplete and relatively 
flattened character, and from the often “rapid ascendancy” of its aristocracy, 
particularly in the Deep South, where families “in less than ten years had risen 
from the lowest rank, had acquired upward of £100,000, and had moreover 
gained this wealth in a simple and easy manner.” Men who had quickly risen to 
the top were confident and aggressive but were also vulnerable to challenge, 
sensitive over their liberty and independence, and unwilling to brook any 
interference with their status or their prospects.  
 
For other, more ordinary colonists the promises and uncertainties of American 
life were equally strong. Take, for example, the lifelong struggle of farmer and 
sawmill owner Moses Cooper of Glocester, Rhode Island, to rise from virtual 
insignificance to become the richest man in the town. In 1767, at the age of sixty, 
Cooper was finally able to hire sufficient slaves and workers to do all his manual 
labor; he became a gentleman and justice of the peace and appended “Esq.” to his 
name. Certainly by this date he could respond to the rhetoric of his fellow Rhode 
Islanders talking about their colony as “the promised land... a land of milk and 
honey wherein we eat bread to the full; a land whose stones are iron and other 
choice mines and minerals; and a land whose rivers and adjacent seas are stored 
with the best of fish.” And Cooper might well have added, “a land whose forests 
were rich with timber,” for he had made his money from lumber. Yet at the same 
time Cooper knew only too well the precariousness of his wealth and position and 
naturally feared what Britain's mercantile restrictions might mean for his lumber 
sales to the West Indies. What had risen so high could as readily fall. Not 
surprisingly, he became an enthusiastic patriot leader of his tiny town of 
Glocester. Multiply Cooper's experience of uneasy prosperity many thousand-fold 
and we have the stuff of a popular revolutionary movement. 

Patriots vs. Courtiers 

The great battle of social antagonists of the American Revolution was not poor 
vs. rich, workers vs. employers, or even democrats vs. aristocrats. It was patriots 
vs. courtiers – categories appropriate to the monarchical world in which the 
colonists had been reared. Courtiers were persons whose position or rank came 
artificially from above – from hereditary or personal connections that ultimately 
flowed from the crown or court. Courtiers, according to John Adams, were those 
who applied themselves “to the passions and prejudices, the follies and vices of 
great men, in order to obtain their smiles, esteem, and patronage – and, 
consequently, their favors and preferences.” Patriots, on the other hand, were 
those who not only loved their country but were free of dependent connections 
and influence; their position or rank came naturally from their talent and from 
below, from recognition by the people. “A real patriot,” declared one American in 
1776, was “the most illustrious character in human life. Is not the interest and 
happiness of his fellow creatures his care?”  
 
It is in this context that we can best understand the revolutionaries' appeal to 
independence, not just the independence of the country from Great Britain, but, 
more important, the independence of individuals from personal influence and 
“warm and private friendship.” The purpose of the Virginia constitution of 1776, 
one Virginian recalled, was “to prevent the undue and overwhelming influence of 

Notes 
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great landholders in elections.” This was to be done by disfranchising the landless 
“tenants and retainers” who depended “on the breath and varying will” of these 
great men, and by ensuring that only men who owned their own land could vote. 
Otherwise the singular vote of a powerful landowner would be multiplied in the 
form of the votes of the servants and dependent individuals under him, who may 
otherwise be of different viewpoints. 
 
A republic presumed, as the Virginia declaration of rights put it, that men in the 
new republic would be “equally free and independent,” and property would make 
them so. In terms of ownership and wealth, property in a republic was still 
conceived of traditionally; it was not a means of personal profit or 
aggrandizement but rather was a source of personal authority and independence. 
It was regarded not merely as a material possession but also as an attribute of a 
man's personality that defined him and protected him from outside pressure. A 
carpenter's skill, for example, was his property. Jefferson feared the rabble of the 
cities precisely because it was without property and was therefore dependent.  
 
In a monarchical world of numerous patron-to-client relations and multiple 
degrees of dependency, nothing could be more radical than this attempt to make 
every man independent. What had been an ideal in the English-speaking world 
became for Americans an ideological imperative. Suddenly, in the eyes of the 
revolutionaries, all the fine calibrations of rank and degrees of non-freedom of 
the traditional monarchical society became absurd and degrading. The Revolution 
became a full-scale assault on dependency.  

Dependency 

At the beginning of the eighteenth century the English radical Whig and Deist 
John Toland had divided all society into those who were free and those who were 
dependent. “By freeman,” wrote Toland, “I understand to be a man of property, or 
a person able to live of himself; and those who cannot subsist in this 
independence, I call servants.” In such a simple division everyone who was not 
free was presumed to be a servant. Anyone tied to someone else, who was 
someone's client or dependent, was servile. The American revolutionary 
movement now brought to the surface this latent logic in eighteenth-century 
radical Whig thinking.  
 
Dependency was now equated with slavery, and slavery in the American world 
had a conspicuous significance. “What is a slave,” asked a New Jersey writer in 
1765, “but one who depends upon the will of another for the enjoyment of his 
life and property?” “Liberty,” said Stephen Hopkins of Rhode Island, quoting 
Algernon Sidney, “solely consists of an independency upon the will of another; 
and by the name of slave we understand a man who can neither dispose of his 
person nor his goods, and who must enjoy all at the will of his master.” It was left 
to John Adams in 1775 to draw the ultimate conclusion and to destroy in a single 
sentence the entire conception of society as a hierarchy of graded ranks and 
degrees. “There are,” said Adams simply, “but two sorts of men in the world: 
freemen and slaves.” Such a stark dichotomy collapsed all the delicate distinctions 
and dependencies of a monarchical society and created radical and momentous 
implications for Americans.  
 

Notes 
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Independence, declared David Ramsay in a memorable Fourth of July oration in 
1778, would free Americans from that monarchical world where “favor is the 
source of preferment,” and where “he who can best please his superiors, by the 
low arts of fawning and adulation, is most likely to obtain favor.” The 
revolutionaries wanted to create a new republican world in which “all offices lie 
open to men of merit, of whatever rank or condition.” They believed that the 
reins of state may be held by “the sons of the poorest men, if possessed of 
abilities equal to the important station.” They needed “no longer look up for the 
blessings of government to hungry courtiers, or to the needy dependents of 
British nobility”; they had now simply to educate their “own children for these 
exalted purposes.” Like Stephen Burroughs, the author of an extraordinary 
memoir of these years, the revolutionaries believed they were “so far republican” 
that they considered “a man's merit to rest entirely with himself, without any 
regard to family, blood, or connection.” We can never fully appreciate the 
emotional meaning these commonplace statements had for the revolutionaries 
until we take seriously their passionate antagonism to the prevalence of patronage 
and of family influence in the ancient regime.  
 
Of course, the leaders of the Revolution did not expect poor, humble men – 
farmers, artisans, or tradesmen – themselves to gain high political office. Rather, 
they expected that the sons of such humble or “ungenteel” men, if they had 
abilities, would acquire liberal and “genteel” republican attributes, perhaps by 
attending Harvard or New Jersey’s Princeton, thereby rising into the ranks of 
gentlemen and becoming eligible for high political office. And this expected 
outcome was realized time and time again. The sparks of genius that the 
revolutionaries hoped republicanism would fan and kindle into flame belonged to 
men like themselves – men “drawn from obscurity” by the new opportunities of 
republican competition and emulation into becoming “illustrious characters, who 
will dazzle the world with the splendor of their names.” Honor, interest, and 
patriotism together called them to qualify themselves and posterity “for the 
bench, the army, the navy, the learned professions, and all the departments of 
civil government.” They would become what Jefferson called the “natural 
aristocracy” – liberally-educated, enlightened gentlemen of high character. For 
many of the revolutionary leaders this was the emotional significance of 
republicanism: a vindication of frustrated talent at the expense of birth and blood. 
For too long, they felt, merit had been denied. In a monarchical world, only the 
arts and sciences had recognized talent as the sole criterion of leadership, which is 
why even the eighteenth-century ancient regime called the world of the arts and 
sciences “the republic of letters.” Who, it was asked, remembered the fathers or 
sons of Homer and Euclid? Such a question was a republican dagger driven into 
the heart of the old hereditary order. “Virtue,” said Thomas Paine simply, “is not 
hereditary.”  

Laws of Inheritance 

In their revolutionary state constitutions and laws, the revolutionaries struck out 
at the power of family and hereditary privilege. In the decades following the 
Revolution all the new states abolished the legal devices of primogeniture and 
preordained offices where they existed, either by statute or by writing the 
abolition into their constitutions. These legal devices, as the North Carolina 
statute of 1784 stated, had tended “only to raise the wealth and importance of 
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particular families and individuals, giving them an unequal and undue influence in 
a republic, and can be proved in manifold instances to be the source of great 
contention and injustice.” Their abolition would therefore “tend to promote that 
equality of property which is of the spirit and principle of a genuine republic.”  
 
Women and children no doubt remained largely dependent on their husbands and 
fathers, but the revolutionary attack on patriarchal monarchy made all other 
dependencies in the society suspect. Indeed, once the revolutionaries collapsed all 
the different distinctions and dependencies of a monarchical society into terms of 
being either freeman or slave, white males found it increasingly impossible to 
accept any dependent status whatsoever. Servitude of any sort suddenly became 
anomalous and anachronistic. Around 1784 in New York, a group that believed 
indentured servitude to be “contrary to the idea of liberty which this country has 
so happily established” released a shipload of immigrant servants and arranged for 
public subscriptions to pay for their passage. As early as 1775 in Philadelphia, the 
proportion of the work force that was not free – composed of servants and slaves 
– had already declined to 13 percent from the 40 to 50 percent that it had been at 
midcentury. By 1800, less than 2 percent of the city's labor force remained not 
free. Before long, indentured servitude virtually disappeared.  
 
One obvious dependency the revolutionaries did not completely abolish was that 
of nearly a half million Afro-American slaves, and their failure to do so, amidst all 
their high-blown talk of liberty, makes them today seem inconsistent and 
hypocritical to our eyes. Yet it is important to realize that the Revolution suddenly 
and effectively ended the cultural climate that had allowed black slavery, as well as 
other forms of bondage and non-freedom, to exist throughout the colonial period 
without serious challenge. With the revolutionary movement, black slavery 
became excruciatingly conspicuous in a way that it had not been in the older 
monarchical society with its many calibrations and degrees of non-freedom; and 
Americans in 1775 and 1776 began attacking it with a vehemence that was 
inconceivable earlier.  

Slavery 

For a century or more the colonists had taken slavery more or less for granted as 
the most base and dependent status in a hierarchy of dependencies and in a world 
of laborers. Rarely had they felt the need either to criticize black slavery or to 
defend it. As the revolutionary fervor began, however, the republican attack on 
dependency compelled Americans to see the deviant character of slavery and to 
confront the institution as they never had before. It was no accident that it was 
during the year 1775 that Americans in Philadelphia formed the first anti-slavery 
society in the world. As long as most people in a community have to work merely 
out of poverty and out of the need to provide for a living, slavery and other forms 
of enforced labor will seem all that different from free labor. But by the time of 
the Revolution there was a growing understanding that labor was not simply a 
common necessity of the poor but was in fact a source of increased wealth and 
prosperity for ordinary workers, which made slavery seem more and more 
anomalous. Americans now recognized that slavery in a republic of workers was 
an aberration, “a peculiar institution,” and that if any Americans were to retain it 
– as southern Americans eventually did – they would have to explain and justify it 
in new racial and anthropological ways that their former monarchical society had 
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never considered necessary. The Revolution in effect set into motion ideological 
and social forces that doomed the institution of slavery in the North and led 
inexorably to the Civil War.  
 
With all men now considered to be equally-free citizens, the way was prepared as 
well for a radical change in the conception of state power. Almost by a single 
stroke the Revolution destroyed all the earlier talk of paternal and maternal 
government, filial allegiance, and mutual contractual obligations between the 
rulers and the ruled. The familial image of government lost all its previous 
relevance, and the state in America emerged as something very different from 
what it had been.  
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The War for Independence was not a Social Revolution 

(Selections from Zinn, Howard. A People's History of the United States. New York: Harper Perennial, 2003.) 

By Howard Zinn 

Around 1776, certain important people in the English colonies made a discovery 
that would prove enormously useful for the next two hundred years: they found 
that by creating a nation, a symbol, a legal unity called the United States, they 
could take over land, profits, and political power from favorites of the British 
Empire. In the process, they could hold back a number of potential rebellions 
and create a consensus of popular support for the rule of a new, privileged 
leadership.  
 
When we look at the American Revolution this way, it was a work of genius, and 
the Founding Fathers deserve the awed tribute they have received over the 
centuries. They created the most effective system of national control devised in 
modern times, and showed future generations of leaders the advantages of 
combining paternalism with command.  
 
Starting with Bacon's Rebellion in Virginia, by 1760, there had been eighteen 
uprisings aimed at overthrowing colonial governments. There had also been six 
black rebellions, from South Carolina to New York, and forty riots of various 
origins. By this time also, according to Jack Greene, there had emerged "stable, 
coherent, effective and renowned local political and social elites." And by the 
1760s, this local leadership saw the possibility of directing much of the rebellious 
energy against England and her local officials. It was not a conscious conspiracy, 
but rather was an accumulation of tactical responses.  
 
After 1763, with England victorious over France in the Seven Years' War – 
American’s French and Indian War – and with their consequent expulsion from 
North America, the French no longer threatened ambitious colonial leaders. 
These leaders now had only two rivals left: the English and the Indians. The 
British, wooing the Indians, had declared Indian lands beyond the Appalachians 
out of bounds to whites with the Proclamation of 1763. Perhaps once the British 
were out of the way of the colonists, the Indians could be dealt with. Again, this 
was not a conscious forethought strategy by the colonial elite, but rather was a 
growing awareness as events developed.  
 
With the French defeated, the British government could turn its attention to 
tightening control over the colonies. It needed revenue to pay for the war, and 
looked to the colonies for that. Also, the colonial trade had become more and 
more important to the British economy, and more profitable: it had amounted to 
about 500,000 pounds in 1700 but by 1770 was worth 2,800,000 pounds. So, the 
American leadership was less in need of English rule, and the English more in 
need of the colonists' wealth. The elements were there for conflict.  
 
The war had brought glory for the generals, death to the privates, wealth for the 
merchants, unemployment for the poor. There were 25,000 people living in New 
York – there had been 7,000 in 1720 – by the time the French and Indian War 
ended. A newspaper editor wrote about the growing "number of beggars and 
wandering poor" in the streets of the city. Letters in the papers questioned the 
distribution of wealth: "How often have our streets been covered with thousands 
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of barrels of flour for trade, while our near neighbors can hardly procure enough 
to make a dumpling to satisfy hunger?"  
 
Gary Nash's study of city tax lists shows that by the early 1770s, the top 5 
percent of Boston's taxpayers controlled 49 percent of the city's taxable assets. In 
Philadelphia and in New York, wealth was more and more concentrated: court-
recorded wills showed that by 1750 the wealthiest people in these two cities were 
leaving to their descendents 20,000 pounds, equivalent to about $2.5 million 
today.  
 
In Boston, the lower classes began to use the town meeting to vent their 
grievances. The governor of Massachusetts wrote that in these town meetings 
"the meanest, lowliest inhabitants by their constant attendance would generally 
be the majority, and would far outvote the gentlemen, merchants, substantial 
traders and all the better part of the inhabitants."  
 
What seems to have happened in Boston is that certain lawyers, editors, and 
merchants of the upper classes who were outside the ruling circles close to 
England – men like James Otis and Samuel Adams – organized a "Boston 
Caucus" and through their oratory and their writing "molded laboring-class 
opinion, called the 'mob' into action, and shaped its behavior." This is Gary 
Nash's description of Otis, who, he says, was "keenly aware of the declining 
fortunes and the resentment of ordinary townspeople, and so mirrored – and 
molded – popular opinion."  

Using the Lower Classes 

We find in this early period a forecast of the long history of American politics to 
come as upper-class politicians mobilized lower-class energy for their own 
purposes. This was not purely deception; it involved, in part, a genuine 
recognition of lower-class grievances, which helps to account for its effectiveness 
as a tactic over the centuries. As Nash puts it:  
 

James Otis, Samuel Adams, Royal Tyler, Oxenbridge Thacher, and a host of other 
Bostonians, linked to the artisans and laborers through a network of neighborhood 
taverns, fire companies, and the Boston Caucus, espoused a vision of politics that gave 
credence to laboring-class views, and also believed the participation of artisans and even 
laborers in the political process to be entirely legitimate.  
 

This accumulated sense of grievances against the rich in Boston may account for 
the explosiveness of mob action after the Stamp Act of 1765. Through this Act, 
the British were taxing the colonial population to pay for the war with the 
French, in which colonists had suffered for the purpose of expanding the British 
Empire. That summer, a shoemaker named Ebenezer MacIntosh led a mob in 
destroying the house of a rich Boston merchant named Andrew Oliver. Two 
weeks later, the crowd turned to the home of Thomas Hutchinson, a symbol of 
the rich elite who ruled the colonies in the name of England. They smashed up 
his house with axes, drank the wine in his wine cellar, and looted the house of its 
furniture and other objects. A report by colony officials to England said that this 
was part of a larger scheme in which the houses of fifteen rich people were to be 
destroyed, as part of "a war of plunder, of general leveling and taking away the 
distinction of rich and poor."  
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It was one of those moments in which fury against the rich went further than 
leaders like Otis wanted. Could class hatred be focused against the pro-British 
elite, and deflected from the nationalist elite? In New York, that same year of the 
Boston house attacks, someone wrote to the New York Gazette: "Is it equitable 
that ninety-nine – or, rather, nine hundred and ninety-nine should suffer for the 
extravagance and grandeur of one, especially when it is considered that men 
frequently owe their wealth to the impoverishment of their neighbors?" The 
leaders of the Revolution would worry about keeping such sentiments within 
limits.  
 
In the countryside, where most people lived, there was a similar conflict of poor 
against rich, one which political leaders would use to mobilize the population 
against England, granting some benefits for the rebellious poor, and many more 
for themselves in the process. The tenant riots in New Jersey in the 1740s, the 
New York tenant uprisings of the 1750s and 1760s in the Hudson Valley, and the 
rebellion in northeastern New York that led to the carving of Vermont out of 
New York State were all more than sporadic rioting. They were long-lasting 
social movements, highly organized, involving the creation of counter-
governments. They were aimed at a handful of rich landlords, but with the 
landlords far away, they often had to direct their anger against other, closer 
farmers who had leased the disputed land from the owners.  
 
In North Carolina, a powerful movement of white farmers was organized against 
wealthy and corrupt officials in the period from 1766 to 1771, exactly those years 
when, in the cities of the Northeast, agitation was growing against the British, 
which crowded out any attention paid to class issues. The movement in North 
Carolina was called the Regulator Movement, and it consisted, says Marvin L. 
Michael Kay, a specialist in the history of that movement, of "class-conscious 
white farmers in the west who attempted to democratize local government in 
their respective counties." The Regulators referred to themselves as "poor 
industrious peasants," "laborers," "the wretched poor," and as being "oppressed" 
by "rich and powerful scheming monsters." 
 
A contemporary account of the Regulator Movement in Orange County 
describes the situation:  
 

Thus were the people of Orange insulted by the sheriff, robbed and plundered, neglected 
and condemned by the representatives and abused by the magistracy; obliged to pay fees 
regulated only by the avarice of the officer; obliged to pay a tax which they believed 
went to enrich and aggrandize a few, who lorded it over them continually; and from all 
these evils they saw no way to escape, for the men in power and in legislation were the 
men whose interest it was to oppress, and make gain of the laborer.  
 

In that county in the 1760s, the Regulators organized to prevent the collection of 
taxes as well as the confiscation of the property of tax delinquents. Officials said 
that "an absolute insurrection of a dangerous tendency had broke out in Orange 
County," and made military plans to suppress it. At one point seven hundred 
armed farmers forced the release of two arrested Regulator leaders. The 
Regulators petitioned the government on their grievances in 1768, citing "the 
unequal chances the poor and the weak have in contentions with the rich and 
powerful."  
 
The result of all this was that the assembly passed some mild reform legislation. 
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In light of that, however, came an act "to prevent riots and tumults," and the 
governor prepared to crush them militarily. In May of 1771, there was a decisive 
battle in which several thousand Regulators were defeated by a disciplined army 
using cannon. Six Regulators were hanged. Kay says that in the three western 
counties of Orange, Anson, and Rowan, where the Regulator movement was 
concentrated, it had the support of six thousand to seven thousand men out of a 
total white taxable population of about eight thousand.  
 
One consequence of this bitter conflict is that only a minority of the people in 
the Regulator counties seem to have participated as patriots in the Revolutionary 
War. Most of them probably remained neutral. Fortunately for the revolutionary 
movement, the key battles were being fought in the North, and here, in the cities, 
the colonial leaders had a divided white population; they could win over the 
mechanics, who were a kind of middle class, who had a stake in the fight against 
England, who faced competition from English manufacturers. The biggest 
problem was to keep the property-less people, who were unemployed and 
hungry in the crisis following the French war, under control. 
 
In Virginia, it seemed clear to the educated gentry that something needed to be 
done to persuade the lower orders to join the revolutionary cause, to deflect their 
anger against England. One Virginian wrote in his diary in the spring of 1774: 
"The lower class of people here are in tumult on account of reports from 
Boston, and many of them expect to be pressed & compelled to go and fight the 
British!" Around the time of the Stamp Act, a Virginia orator addressed the poor: 
"Are not the gentlemen made of the same materials as the lowest and poorest 
among you? Listen to no doctrines which may tend to divide us, but let us go 
hand in hand, as brothers." 
 
It was a problem for which the rhetorical talents of Patrick Henry were superbly 
fitted. He was, as Rhys Isaac puts it, "firmly attached to the world of the gentry," 
but he spoke in words that the poorer whites of Virginia could understand. 
Henry's fellow Virginian Edmund Randolph recalled his style as having 
"simplicity and even carelessness… his pauses, which for their length might 
sometimes be feared to dispel his listeners’ attention, were all the more riveting 
as he raised the expectation." 
 
Patrick Henry's oratory in Virginia pointed to a way to relieve class tension 
between upper and lower classes and form a bond against the British. This was 
to find language inspiring to all classes, specific enough in its listing of grievances 
to charge people with anger against the British, vague enough to avoid class 
conflict among the rebels, and stirring enough to build patriotic feeling for the 
resistance movement.  

Common Sense 

Tom Paine's Common Sense, which appeared in early 1776 and became the most 
popular pamphlet in the American colonies, did this. It made the first bold 
argument for independence, in words that any fairly literate person could 
understand: "Society in every state is a blessing, but government even in its best 
state is but a necessary evil." 
 
Common Sense went through twenty-five editions in 1776 and sold hundreds of 
thousands of copies. It is probable that almost every literate colonist either read 

Notes 



5"

it or knew about its contents. Pamphleteering had become by this period the 
chief theater of debate about relations with England. From 1750 to 1776 four 
hundred pamphlets had appeared arguing one or another side of the Stamp Act, 
or the Boston Massacre, or the Tea Party, or even general questions of 
disobedience to law, loyalty to government, rights, and obligations.  
 
Paine's pamphlet appealed to a wide range of colonial opinion angered by 
England. But it caused some tremors in aristocrats like John Adams, who were 
with the patriot cause but wanted to make sure it didn't go too far in the 
direction of democracy. Paine had denounced the so-called balanced government 
of having two houses – those of Lords and of Commons – as a deception, and 
called for single-chamber representative bodies where the people could be 
represented. Adams denounced Paine's plan as "so democratic, without any 
restraint or even an attempt at any equilibrium or counter-poise, that it must 
produce confusion and every evil work." Popular assemblies needed to be 
checked, Adams thought, because they were "productive of hasty results and 
absurd judgments."  
 
Paine himself came out of "the lower orders" of England – a stay-maker, tax 
official, teacher, poor emigrant to America. He arrived in Philadelphia in 1774, 
when agitation against England was already strong in the colonies. The artisan 
mechanics of Philadelphia, along with journeymen, apprentices, and ordinary 
laborers, were forming into a politically-conscious militia "in general damned riff-
raff – dirty, mutinous, and disaffected," as local aristocrats described them. By 
speaking plainly and strongly, Paine could represent those politically-conscious 
lower-class people as he opposed property qualifications for voting in 
Pennsylvania – but his great concern seems to have been to speak for a middle 
group. "There is an extent of riches, as well as an extreme of poverty, which, by 
harrowing the circles of a man's acquaintance, lessens his opportunities of 
general knowledge."  
 
Once the Revolution was under way, Paine more and more often made it clear 
that he was not for the crowd action of lower-class people – like those 
militiamen who in 1779 attacked the house of James Wilson. Wilson was a 
Revolutionary leader who opposed price controls and wanted a more 
conservative government than was given by the Pennsylvania Constitution of 
1776. Paine became an associate of one of the wealthiest men in Pennsylvania, 
Robert Morris, and a supporter of Morris's creation: the Bank of North America.  
 
Later, during the controversy over adopting the Constitution, Paine would once 
again represent urban artisans, who favored a strong central government. He 
seemed to believe that such a government could represent some great common 
interest. In this sense, he lent himself perfectly to one myth of the Revolution – 
that it was on behalf of a united people.  

The Declaration of Independence 

The Declaration of Independence brought that myth to its peak of eloquence. 
Each harsher measure of British control – the Proclamation of 1763 not allowing 
colonists to settle beyond the Appalachians, the Stamp Tax, the Townshend 
taxes, including the one on tea, the stationing of troops and the Boston 
Massacre, the closing of the port of Boston and the dissolution of the 
Massachusetts legislature – escalated colonial rebellion to the point of revolution. 
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The colonists had responded with the Stamp Act Congress, the Sons of Liberty, 
the Committees of Correspondence, the Boston Tea Party, and finally, in 1774, 
the setting up of a Continental Congress – an illegal body, forerunner of a future 
independent government. It was after the military clash at Lexington and 
Concord in April 1775, between colonial Minutemen and British troops, that the 
Continental Congress decided on separation. They organized a small committee 
to draw up the Declaration of Independence, which Thomas Jefferson wrote. It 
was adopted by the Congress on July 2, and officially proclaimed July 4, 1776.  
 
By this time there was already a powerful sentiment for independence. 
Resolutions adopted in North Carolina in May of 1776, and sent to the 
Continental Congress, declared independence of England, asserted that all 
British law was null and void, and urged military preparations. About the same 
time, the Massachusetts town of Malden, responding to a request from the 
Massachusetts House of Representatives for all towns in the state to declare their 
views on independence, had met in town meeting and unanimously called for 
independence: "We therefore renounce with disdain our connection with a 
kingdom of slaves; we bid a final adieu to Britain."  
 
"When in the course of human events, it becomes necessary for one people to 
dissolve the political bands they should declare the causes…." This was the 
opening of the Declaration of Independence. Then, in its second paragraph, 
came the powerful philosophical statement:  
 

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are 
endowed by their creator with certain unalienable rights, that among these are life, 
liberty and the pursuit of happiness. That to secure these rights, governments are 
instituted among men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed, that 
whenever any form of government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the right of the 
people to alter or to abolish it, and to institute new government. 
 

It then went on to list grievances against the king – "a history of repeated injuries 
and usurpations, all having in direct object the establishment of an absolute 
tyranny over these states." The list accused the king of dissolving colonial 
governments, controlling judges, sending "swarms of officers to harass our 
people," sending in armies of occupation, cutting off colonial trade with other 
parts of the world, taxing the colonists without their consent, and waging war 
against them, "transporting large armies of foreign mercenaries to complete the 
works of death, desolation and tyranny."  
 
All this, the language of popular control over governments, the right of rebellion 
and revolution, indignation at political tyranny, economic burdens, and military 
attacks, was language well-suited to unite large numbers of colonists, and 
persuade even those who had grievances against one another to turn against 
England.  
 
Some Americans were clearly omitted from this circle of united interest drawn by 
the Declaration of Independence: Indians, black slaves, women…. 
 
To say, however, that the Declaration of Independence by its own language 
limited life, liberty, and happiness to white males is not to denounce the makers 
and signers of the Declaration for holding the ideas expected of privileged males 
of the eighteenth century. Reformers and radicals, looking discontentedly at 
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history, are often accused of expecting too much from a past political epoch – 
and sometimes they do. But the point of noting those outside the arc of human 
rights in the Declaration is not, centuries late and pointlessly, to lay impossible 
moral burdens on that time. It is to try to understand the way in which the 
Declaration functioned to mobilize certain groups of Americans, ignoring others. 
Inspirational language to create a secure consensus is surely still used in our time 
to cover up serious conflicts of interest within that consensus, and to cover up, 
also, the omission of large parts of the human race. 
 
When the Declaration of Independence was read, with all its flaming radical 
language, from the town hall balcony in Boston, it was read by Thomas Crafts, a 
member of the Loyal Nine group, conservatives who had opposed militant 
action against the British. Surprisingly enough, four days after the reading, the 
Boston Committee of Correspondence ordered the townsmen to show up on the 
Common for a military draft. The rich, it turned out, could avoid the draft by 
paying for substitutes; the poor had to serve. This led to rioting, and shouting: 
"Tyranny is tyranny let it come from whom it may!"  

Victory over Britain 

The American victory over the British army was made possible by the existence 
of an already-armed people. Just about every white male had a gun, and could 
shoot. The Revolutionary leadership distrusted the mobs of poor. But they knew 
the Revolution had no appeal to slaves and Indians. They would have to woo the 
armed white population.  
 
This was not easy. Yes, mechanics and sailors, some others, were incensed 
against the British. But general enthusiasm for the war was not strong. While 
much of the white male population went into military service at one time or 
another during the war, only a small fraction stayed. John Shy, in his study of the 
Revolutionary Army, says the army officers "grew weary of being bullied by local 
committees of safety, by corrupt deputy assistant commissaries of supply, and by 
bands of ragged strangers with guns in their hands calling themselves soldiers of 
the Revolution." Shy estimates that perhaps a fifth of the population was actively 
treasonous. Adams had estimated a third opposed, a third in support, a third 
neutral.  
 
The Americans lost the first battles of the war – Bunker Hill, Brooklyn Heights, 
Harlem Heights, the Deep South – but they won small battles at Trenton and 
Princeton. Then came the turning point, a victory in the big battle at Saratoga, 
New York, in 1777. Washington's frozen army hung on at Valley Forge, 
Pennsylvania, while Benjamin Franklin negotiated an alliance with the French 
monarchy, which was anxious for revenge on England. The war turned to the 
South, where the British won victory after victory, until the Americans, aided by 
a large French army, with the French navy blocking off the British from supplies 
and reinforcements, won the final victory of the war at Yorktown, Virginia, in 
1781.  
 
Through all this, the suppressed conflicts between rich and poor among the 
Americans kept reappearing. In the midst of the war, in Philadelphia, which Eric 
Foner describes as "a time of immense profits for some colonists and terrible 
hardships for others," the inflation – prices rose in one month that year by 45 
percent – led to agitation and calls for action. One Philadelphia newspaper 
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carried a reminder that in Europe "the people have always done themselves 
justice when the scarcity of bread has arisen from the avarice of forestallers. They 
have broken open magazines – appropriated stores to their own use without 
paying for them – and in some instances have hung up the culprits who created 
their distress." 
 
In May of 1779, the First Company of Philadelphia Artillery petitioned the 
Assembly about the troubles of "the middling and the poor," and threatened 
violence against "those who are avariciously intent upon amassing wealth by the 
destruction of the more virtuous part of the community." That same month, 
there was a mass meeting, an extralegal gathering, which called for price 
reductions and initiated an investigation of Robert Morris, a rich Philadelphian 
who was accused of holding food from the market. In October came the "Fort 
Wilson riot," in which a militia group marched into the city and to the house of 
James Wilson, a wealthy lawyer and Revolutionary official who had opposed 
price controls and the democratic constitution adopted in Pennsylvania in 1776. 
The militia was driven away by a "silk stocking brigade" of well-off Philadelphia 
citizens.  
 
It seemed that the majority of white colonists – who had a bit of land, or no 
property at all – were still better off than slaves or indentured servants or 
Indians, and could be wooed into the coalition of the Revolution. But when the 
sacrifices of war became bitterer, the privileges and safety of the rich became 
harder to accept. About 10 percent of the white population – large landholders 
and merchants – held individually 1,000 pounds or more in personal property 
and 1,000 pounds in land at the least. These men owned nearly half the wealth of 
the country and held as slaves one-seventh of the country's people. 
 
The Continental Congress, which governed the colonies through the war, was 
dominated by rich men, linked together in factions and compacts by business 
and family connections. As Ronald Hoffman says: "The Revolution plunged the 
states of Delaware, Maryland, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and, to a 
much lesser degree, Virginia into divisive civil conflicts that persisted during the 
entire period of struggle." The southern lower classes resisted being mobilized 
for the Revolution. They saw themselves under the rule of a political elite, win or 
lose against Britain. 

Social Control 

In Maryland, for instance, by the new state constitution of 1776, to run for 
governor one had to own 5,000 pounds of property; to run for state senator, 
1,000 pounds. Thus, 90 percent of the population was excluded from holding 
office. And so, as Hoffman says, "small slave holders, non-slaveholding planters, 
tenants, renters and casual day laborers posed a serious problem of social control 
for the Whig elite."  
 
With black slaves constituting 25 percent of the population – and in some 
counties 50 percent – fear of slave revolts grew. George Washington had turned 
down the requests of blacks, seeking freedom, to fight in the Revolutionary 
Army. So when the British military commander in Virginia, Lord Dunmore, 
promised freedom to Virginia slaves who joined his forces, this created 
consternation. A report from one Maryland county worried about poor whites 
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encouraging slave runaways:  
 

The insolence of the Negroes in this county has come to such a height, that we are 
under a necessity of disarming them, which we affected on Saturday last. We took 
about eighty guns, some bayonets, swords, etc. The malicious and imprudent speeches of 
some among the lower classes of whites have induced them to believe that their freedom 
depended on the success of the King's troops. We can therefore be neither too vigilant 
nor too rigorous with those who promote and encourage this disposition in our slaves. 

 
Even more unsettling was white rioting in Maryland against leading families who 
supported the Revolution but who were suspected of hoarding needed 
commodities. The class hatred of some of these disloyal people was expressed by 
one man who said "it was better for the people to lay down their arms and pay 
the duties and taxes laid upon them by the King and Parliament than to be 
brought into slavery and to be commanded and ordered about as they were." A 
wealthy Maryland landowner, Charles Carroll, took note of the surly mood all 
around him: "There is a mean, low, dirty envy which creeps through all ranks and 
cannot suffer a man the superiority of fortune, of merit, or of understanding in 
fellow citizens. Any of these is sure to engender a general ill will and dislike upon 
the owners." Despite this, Maryland authorities retained control. They made 
concessions, taxing land and slaves more heavily, letting debtors pay in paper 
money. It was a sacrifice by the upper class to maintain power, and it worked.  
 
In general, throughout the states, concessions were kept to a minimum. The new 
constitutions that were drawn up in all states from 1776 to 1780 were not much 
different from the old ones. Although property qualifications for voting and 
holding office were lowered in some instances, in Massachusetts they were 
increased. Only Pennsylvania abolished them totally. The new bills of rights had 
modifying provisions. North Carolina, providing for religious freedom, added 
that "nothing herein contained shall be construed to exempt preachers of 
treasonable or seditious discourses, from legal trial and punishment." Maryland, 
New York, Georgia, and Massachusetts took similar cautions.  
 
The American Revolution is sometimes said to have brought about the 
separation of church and state. The northern states made such declarations, but 
after 1776 they adopted taxes that forced everyone to support Christian 
teachings. William G. McLoughlin, quoting Supreme Court Justice David Brewer 
– who said in 1892 that "this is a Christian nation" – says of the separation of 
church and state in the Revolution that it "was neither conceived of nor carried 
out. Far from being left to itself, religion was embedded into every aspect and 
institution of American life."  
 
One may look, in examining the Revolution's effect on class relations, at what 
happened to land confiscated from fleeing Loyalists. It was distributed in such a 
way as to give a double opportunity to the Revolutionary leaders: to enrich 
themselves and their friends, and to parcel out some land to small farmers to 
create a broad base of support for the new government. Indeed, this became 
characteristic of the new nation; finding itself possessed of enormous wealth, it 
could create the richest ruling class in history, and still have enough for the 
middle classes to act as a buffer between the rich and the dispossessed. 
 
Edmund Morgan sums up the class nature of the Revolution this way: "The fact 
that the lower ranks were involved in the contest should not obscure the fact that 
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the contest itself was generally a struggle for office and power between members 
of an upper class – the new against the established." Looking at the situation 
after the Revolution, Richard Morris comments: "Everywhere one finds 
inequality." He finds that "the people" of that most praised phrase "We the 
people of the United States" did not at its conception include Indians or blacks 
or women or white servants. In fact, there were more indentured servants than 
ever, and the Revolution "did nothing to end and little to ameliorate white 
bondage."  
 
Carl Degler says: "No new social class came to power through the door of the 
American Revolution. The men who engineered the revolt were largely members 
of the colonial ruling class." George Washington was the richest man in America. 
John Hancock was a prosperous Boston merchant. Benjamin Franklin was a 
wealthy printer. And so on. On the other hand, town mechanics, laborers, and 
seamen, as well as small farmers, were swept into "the people" by the rhetoric of 
the Revolution, by the camaraderie of military service, by the distribution of 
some land. Thus was created a substantial body of support, a national consensus, 
something that, even with the exclusion of ignored and oppressed people, could 
be called "America." It seems that the rebellion against British rule allowed a 
certain group of the colonial elite to replace those loyal to England, give some 
benefits to small landholders, and leave poor white working people and tenant 
farmers in very much their old situation.  
 
 
Howard Zinn was a historian, author, professor, playwright, and activist. His life’s work 
focused on a wide range of issues including race, class, war, and history with a focus on Civil 
Rights and Social Justice. Zinn was the author of dozens of books, including A People’s 
History of the United States, the play “Marx in Soho”, Vietnam: The Logic of Withdrawal, 
and SNCC: The New Abolitionists. He received numerous awards including the Lannan 
Foundation Literary Award for Nonfiction, the Eugene V. Debs Century award for his 
writing and political activism Debs was the founder of the Industrial Workers of the World, 
one of the largest labor unions of the early 20th and the five-time Presidential candidate of the 
Socialist Party of America for President of the United States) and Upton Sinclair Award for 
social activism. He was a professor history at Spelman College from 1956 to 1963 and a 
professor of Political Science at Boston University from 1964 to 1988. 
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“The Bloody Massacre”: Paul Revere’s engraving of the Boston Massacre on March 5, 1770. (Gilder Lehrman 
Collection) 

The American Revolution, 1763–1783 

by Pauline Maier 

 

The British colonists of mainland North America had great hopes for the future in 1763, 
when the Peace of Paris formally ended the Seven Years’ War. Since the late seventeenth 
century, their lives had been disrupted by a series of wars between Britain and the “Catholic 
Powers,” France and Spain. Now, however, a triumphant Britain took title to Spanish 
Florida, French Canada, and all of Louisiana east of the Mississippi. With the British flag 
flying over so much of the North American continent, the colonists looked forward to a 
time of uninterrupted peace, expansion, and prosperity. Deeply proud of the British victory 
and their own identity as “free Britons,” they neither wanted nor foresaw what the next two 
decades would bring—independence, revolution, and yet another war. 

INDEPENDENCE 

The Seven Years’ War had left Great Britain with a huge debt by the standards of the day. 
Moreover, thanks in part to Pontiac’s Rebellion, a massive American Indian uprising in the 
territories won from France, the British decided to keep an army in postwar North America. 
Surely the colonists could help pay for that army and a few other expenses of administering 
Britain’s much enlarged American empire. Rather than request help from provincial 
legislatures, however, Britain decided to raise the necessary money by acts of Parliament. 

Two laws, the Sugar Act (1764) and the Stamp Act (1765), began the conflict between 
London and America. The Sugar Act imposed duties on certain imports not, as in the past, 
to affect the course of trade—for example, by making it more expensive for colonists to 
import molasses from the non-British than from the British West Indies—but to raise a 
revenue in America “for defraying the expense of defending, protecting, and securing the 
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same.” The Stamp Act levied entirely new excise taxes (like sales taxes) in America on 
pamphlets, almanacs, newspapers and newspaper advertisements, playing cards, dice, and a 
wide range of legal and commercial documents. Those accused of violating the Stamp Act 
would be tried in Admiralty Courts, which had no juries and whose jurisdiction normally 
pertained to maritime affairs. The colonists protested that provision because it violated their 
right to trial by jury. Above all, however, they insisted that both acts levied taxes on them 
and that, under the old English principle of “no taxation without representation,” Parliament 
had no right to tax the colonists because they had no representatives in the House of 
Commons. 

British spokesmen did not question the principle but argued that the colonists, like many 
Englishmen in places that could not send delegates to Parliament, were “virtually” 
represented in Parliament because its members sought the good of the British people 
everywhere, not just of those who chose them. That made no sense to the Americans, who 
lived in a young society where representation was generally tied to population and voters 
expected their representatives to know and defend their interests. A legislator could not 
represent people who did not choose him, they argued. It was as simple as that. 

Several colonies unsuccessfully petitioned Parliament against the Sugar and Stamp Acts. A 
Stamp Act Congress of delegates from nine colonies met in New York in October 1765, 
passed resolutions asserting their rights, and petitioned the king, the Lords, and the 
Commons for redress of their grievances. What else could the colonists do? Allowing the 
Stamp Act to go into effect would create a precedent for new taxes, which Parliament would 
surely approve again and again because every tax on the Americans relieved them and their 
constituents of that financial burden. 

Boston led the way. On August 14 and 15, 1765, a popular uprising there forced the 
Massachusetts stamp collector, Andrew Oliver, to resign his office. That meant there was 
nobody in the colony to distribute stamps or collect the taxes. With a minimum of force, the 
Stamp Act had been effectively nullified in Massachusetts. Soon other colonies’ stampmen 
resigned to avoid Oliver’s fate. In the end, the Stamp Act went into effect only in remote 
Georgia for a brief time. In the spring of 1766, Parliament repealed the Stamp Act, but it 
also passed a Declaratory Act that said Parliament had the right to bind the colonies “in all 
cases whatsoever.” 

As if to affirm that right, in 1767 the new chancellor of the exchequer, Charles Townshend, 
persuaded Parliament to pass an act levying new duties on glass, lead, paint, paper, and tea 
imported into the American colonies to help pay for the colonies’ defense and also to pay 
royal officials who had previously been dependent on provincial assemblies for their salaries. 
Those “Townshend duties” sparked a second wave of opposition. In an effort to avoid 
further violence within America, the colonists organized non-importation associations to 
build pressure for repeal of the duties among those manufacturers and merchants in Britain 
who suffered from the decline in exports to America. Only men signed the associations, but 
women often supported the effort by making homespun cloth to replace British textiles and 
seeking alternatives to imported tea. Exports to America declined enough that in 1770 
Parliament repealed most of the Townshend duties, retaining only the one on tea. 
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That led to a third crisis in 1773, when Parliament passed a Tea Act to help the financially 
strapped East India Company (EIC) sell its surplus tea in America. The Tea Act did not 
impose a new tax. It refunded to the EIC duties collected in Britain and allowed the 
company to sell tea in America through its own agents (or “consignees”) rather than through 
independent merchants. The king’s minister, Lord North, who proposed the act, thought 
that the Tea Act would allow the EIC to price its tea low enough to compete with smugglers 
of cheap Dutch tea. The act also gave the EIC a monopoly of the American market, which 
caused discontent among colonial merchants cut out of the tea trade and others who feared 
that more monopolies would follow if this one became established. More important, Lord 
North insisted on retaining the old Townshend duty on tea. He did not anticipate how much 
opposition that would provoke from colonists determined to resist all taxes imposed upon 
them by Parliament. 

The first tea ship, the Dartmouth, arrived in Boston on November 28, 1773. For several 
weeks thereafter, a mass meeting of “the Body of the People,” whose members came from 
Boston and several nearby towns, tried unsuccessfully to get the consignees to resign and to 
secure permission from customs officials and the royal governor for the ships to leave the 
harbor and take their tea back to England. (In Philadelphia and New York, the consignees 
resigned and the tea ships were successfully sent back to England with the tea chests still on 
board.) Finally, on December 16, the night before the tea became subject to seizure by 
customsmen, to whom the consignees would surely pay the duty, a group of men disguised 
as Indians threw 342 chests of tea into the harbor. 

An angry Parliament responded to the “Boston Tea Party” in 1774 by passing a series of 
Coercive Acts that the colonists soon called the “Intolerable Acts.” They closed Boston 
Harbor (the Port Act); nullified the Massachusetts Charter of 1691 and instituted a new 
government with greater royal control (the Massachusetts Government Act); and allowed 
royal officials accused of committing felonies while executing their offices in Massachusetts 
to be tried in England (the Administration of Justice Act). The fourth Coercive Act, a new 
Quartering Act, facilitated housing troops where they could be used against colonial civilians. 
Soon the king appointed General Thomas Gage, head of the British army in North America, 
as governor of Massachusetts, and essentially put the province under military rule. 

If the Coercive Acts were meant to isolate Massachusetts, they failed; the other colonies 
rallied to its defense. A Continental Congress met in Philadelphia (September 5–October 26, 
1774), adopted a statement of rights, demanded the repeal of several acts of Parliament 
including the “unconstitutional” Coercive Acts, advised the people of Massachusetts to act 
in self defense, and approved a comprehensive program of economic sanctions against 
Britain (the “Continental Association”) that would be enforced by elected local committees. 
It also called a second Continental Congress to meet on May 10, 1775, if the Americans’ 
grievances had not yet been redressed. By then, however, war between provincial and regular 
soldiers had begun at Lexington and Concord in Massachusetts (April 19, 1775). 

The Second Continental Congress again petitioned the king for redress of grievances and 
assured him of the colonists’ loyalty. Nonetheless, in a proclamation in August and again in a 
speech to Parliament in October 1775, King George III said that the Americans were 
seeking independence. Their professions of loyalty, he claimed, were “meant only to amuse,” 
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that is, to mislead. He had already decided that only force could end the conflict. In 
November, Lord Dunmore, the royal governor of Virginia, offered freedom to slaves who 
fled to the British lines. That further alienated white planters. And in December, the king 
signed a Prohibitory Act that put American shipping on the same status as that of enemy 
nations, effectively putting the American colonists outside his protection. Soon he began 
negotiating with German princes to hire soldiers to help put down the American “rebellion.” 
Those actions drove more and more Americans toward the independence that the king 
sought to prevent. 

Some colonists—roughly 20 percent of the population—remained loyal to the Crown. 
Those “loyalists” included farmers and artisans of modest means as well as wealthy 
merchants and planters. One group, however, was represented among loyalists out of 
proportion to its incidence in the population as a whole: British officeholders, from sheriffs 
to royal governors. Other loyalists lived in areas cut off from the flow of information, and so 
were not driven by events to reconsider their allegiance, or they had reason to think their 
liberty and interests would be better served under the Crown than in a government 
controlled by the majority of their white male neighbors. Many members of the Church of 
England who lived in Congregationalist Connecticut drew that conclusion. So did the 
unassimilated members of several ethnic minorities and those slaves who flocked into British 
lines. 

By the spring of 1776, however, even many reluctant colonists thought they had no choice. 
They could declare their independence and secure foreign help, probably from France, 
Britain’s old enemy, or they would be crushed. On July 2, Congress, confident that it had the 
support of the people, approved a resolution that “these united colonies are, and of right 
ought to be, free and independent States,” then spent much of the next two days editing a 
draft declaration of independence. On July 4, it approved the text by which the United States 
claimed a “separate and equal station” among “the powers of the earth,” free of that 
allegiance to the Crown and state of Great Britain that had for so long been a cause of 
profound pride among the British colonists of North America. 

REVOLUTION 

The Declaration of Independence asserted the right of the people to “alter or to abolish” a 
government that failed to secure their rights and to adopt another in a form they thought 
most likely “to effect their safety and happiness.” For that purpose, the Americans rejected 
not only British rule but also monarchy. The governments they founded would be 
republics—that is, governments without any hereditary rulers, in which all power came 
directly or indirectly from the people. In the eighteenth century, that was revolutionary. 

It might also have been foolhardy: all the republics of past times had failed. But with a 
resolution and radical preface approved on May 10 and 15, 1776, well before declaring 
independence, Congress had called on the states to establish new governments in which 
“every kind of authority” under the British Crown was “totally suppressed” and all authority 
was exerted “under the authority of the people.” In 1776, ten states wrote new constitutions 
(the world’s first written constitutions) or, in the case of Connecticut and Rhode Island, 
made appropriate changes in their colonial charters. New York and Georgia followed in 
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1777, along with Vermont, which was trying to win its independence from New York. 
Finally, in 1780, Massachusetts wrote the last of the first state constitutions. Soon states 
began to replace their first constitutions, building on their experience and the example of 
constitutions created in other states. 

The state-based institutional experiments between 1776 and 1780 shaped the future of 
American government. At first, the states placed most power in their legislatures, which in 
most colonial governments had been the only institution elected by the people. Gradually, 
however, the states moved toward dividing power, first among the executive and two houses 
of the legislature (like the king, Lords, and Commons of Britain’s unwritten constitution), 
and then among the legislative, executive, and judiciary branches of government (separation 
of function). As a result, the Articles of Confederation (which Congress sent to the states for 
ratification on November 15, 1777) seemed old-fashioned by the time the document was 
were ratified in March 1781. The Articles made a worthy effort at dividing power between 
the states and the nation but put all of the central government’s power in one institution, 
Congress. In 1787, the Federal Convention in Philadelphia decided that the Confederation 
could not safely be given more power unless that power was divided among different 
branches of government. In that regard, as in others, the federal Constitution grew out of 
the earlier development of constitutions within the states. 

The state constitution-writers also realized that constitutional or fundamental laws had to be 
distinguished from ordinary laws, which could be enacted and then easily revised by state 
legislatures. Massachusetts solved that problem in 1780 when it adopted a state constitution 
that had been—by popular demand—drafted by a specially elected state convention, then 
ratified directly by the sovereign people in the towns. Henceforth constitutions, including 
the federal Constitution, would be a direct act of legislation by “We the people,” a phrase 
that, in 1787, the Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia took directly from the 1780 
Massachusetts constitution and inserted into the federal Constitution. Ordinary laws 
remained the work of legislatures. That distinction remains fundamental to the American 
legal system. 

These critical institutional advances were achieved relatively quickly and remain part of the 
Revolution’s legacy. Other changes took more time. The ideals of the Revolution, especially 
the notion that “all men are created equal” and have God-given rights, and that all legitimate 
authority comes from consent, were incompatible with the institution of slavery. Some states 
understood that and passed gradual emancipation laws or laws that facilitated private 
manumissions. Often, slaves freed themselves by running away—repeatedly if necessary. 
Women, too, began to ask why the laws treated them differently than men. In truth, even the 
idea of equality among white men faced resistance in a society where educated and 
propertied white men saw themselves as the country’s natural rulers. But just raising the 
issue of what equality implied made clear that colonial America was gone forever, and that 
the Revolution would, in time, bring changes far beyond what its most prominent advocates 
anticipated. 
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WAR 

The war was not the Revolution, but without military victory the Revolution—that is, the 
fundamental changes that revolution brought—would have failed. Even a negotiated 
settlement with Britain would have brought the Americans back under the British Crown, 
ending the republic, the constitutional experimentation, and the social transformations 
begun in 1776. 

At first, the Americans did remarkably well against the king’s troops. General Gage arrived 
in Boston expecting, as did the king and ministers in Britain, that a modest number of 
regular soldiers could arrest local troublemakers and restore royal authority in Massachusetts. 
That expectation proved to be wrong. Insurgent colonists throughout the colony forced men 
appointed to the new provincial Council under the Massachusetts Government Act to resign 
or flee to the protection of the royal army in Boston. Then the provincials imposed heavy 
casualties on the regular soldiers retreating toward Boston after the battles at Lexington and 
Concord, and again two months later, on June 17, 1775, at the Battle of Bunker (or, more 
exactly, Breed’s) Hill. Soon after, General George Washington took charge of the 
Massachusetts Provincial Army, which became the Continental Army, camped in 
Cambridge. The king’s soldiers remained under siege across the Charles River in Boston, 
then a peninsula connected to the mainland by a narrow causeway. After the Americans 
fortified Dorchester Heights, threatening British control of the harbor, General William 
Howe, Gage’s successor, decided to evacuate, which he and his army did on March 17, 1776. 

If the king’s troops were conducting not a local police action but a war, the place to be was 
in or near New York City, an island at the base of the great Hudson River. And there, in late 
June and early July, as the Continental Congress in Philadelphia bravely declared 
independence, the British assembled more than 30,000 experienced soldiers and sailors, the 
greatest military force ever seen in North America. At the end of June, Washington had only 
19,000 troops, most of whom had been in active duty only a few months. By contrast, 
privates in the British infantry units averaged nine years of service. Similarly, the king’s 
generals averaged thirty years of military experience, while their American counterparts had 
only two. It took no genius to see that the provincials were not only outnumbered but also 
seriously outclassed. 

Washington lost the Battle of Brooklyn Heights on nearby Long Island (August 27, 1776), 
but managed to transfer his remaining men to Manhattan that night. He retreated up the 
island and crossed onto the mainland, fought a battle at White Plains in Westchester County, 
New York, on October 28, then slipped down through New Jersey, where the people were 
busy trying to save their necks by signing loyalty oaths to the king. Even Washington feared 
the war was lost. But he crossed the Delaware River into Pennsylvania on December 11, 
then re-crossed it and stopped the downward spiral by winning critical battles at Trenton 
and Princeton, New Jersey, on December 26, 1776, and January 3, 1777. Then he took his 
army into winter quarters as irregular troops in New Jersey, angered by British soldiers’ 
abuses of civilians, put the king’s forces on the defensive. 

The year 1777 was a turning point in the war. General John Burgoyne led a major campaign 
from Canada down the Richelieu and Hudson Rivers, but the Continental Army, reinforced 
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with New England militiamen, forced him to surrender at Saratoga, New York (October 17). 
After hearing the news, the French opened negotiations for an alliance. On February 6, 
1778, the French and American negotiators signed a treaty of military alliance and another of 
amity and commerce, which Congress ratified the following September. Once France 
entered the war, Britain had to defend its homeland and its possessions in the West Indies, 
not just fight the Americans. Moreover, it had to face a powerful French navy on the world’s 
waterways. That made the war much harder for Britain to win. 

As a consequence, the British evacuated Philadelphia in 1778, which General Howe had 
taken the year before (when he might better have relieved Burgoyne). Leaving a base on 
Manhattan, they concentrated their attention on the southern colonies, as if to save a part of 
their American empire, while waging secondary battles on the western frontier and making 
scattershot attacks on New England ports. The British took Savannah in December 1778, 
then Charleston, where the American General Benjamin Lincoln surrendered his army in 
May 1780. A second American army under General Horatio Gates fell to the British at 
Camden, North Carolina, in August. 

Even without an American army in the field, the fighting continued. The British organized 
loyalist militias to maintain control over conquered territory, but once the British army left, 
guerrilla bands emerged from hiding and the war in the South became a nasty civil war, 
neighbor against neighbor. Meanwhile, a third southern army, under General Nathanael 
Greene, nibbled away at the British army until its commander, Lord Charles Cornwallis, 
retreated northward into Virginia. Finally Cornwallis settled in at Yorktown on the 
Chesapeake Bay waiting for reinforcements from New York. That was a big mistake: the 
French fleet under Comte François de Grasse sealed the bay off to British ships while 
Washington and the French General Rochambeau marched south and mounted a siege that 
forced Cornwallis to open negotiations for a surrender (October 17, 1781). The British still 
held New York City and Charleston, but Lord North understood that the war was over 
when he heard the news. Parliament would not replace Cornwallis’s army. It had thrown 
enough good money after bad. 

Thanks in part to the skill of the American negotiators, the Peace of Paris (1783) was very 
favorable to the United States. Great Britain recognized American independence, as France 
had done in 1778, and the United States gained all the land east of the Mississippi between 
Canada, which Britain retained, and Florida, which returned to Spain. The future of the 
American republic remained uncertain, but it would at least be in the hands of its people, a 
people who had, with considerable help from the French, won their independence from the 
most powerful nation in the world. 

Pauline Maier was the William R. Kenan, Jr., Professor of American History at MIT. Her publications 
include From Resistance to Revolution: Colonial Radicals and the Development of American 
Opposition to Britain, 1765–1776 (1972), American Scripture: Making the Declaration of 
Independence (1997), and Ratification: The People Debate the Constitution, 1787–
1788 (2010), which received the George Washington Book Prize. 
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Math%SL%Summer%Assignments

Assignment Task Purpose

Math SL Junior Summer Homework 
(On Class Website 
http://bsgemathsl.wikifoundry.com 

in 11th Grade Handouts or go to 
http://bsgemathsl.wikifoundry.com/p
age/11th+Grade+Math+SL).  Note: 
51 problems or fewer than one per 
day.

CD Background Knowledge 16: Please 
do the first and every following third 
problem for each section (thus # 1, 3, 6, 
9, etc.) to the extent for the section.  On 
multi-part REPETITIVE problems, pick 
any 3 parts.

(1) Prepare for Math SL by working 
problems based on assumed knowledge as 
course pre-requisite.  (2) Keep background 
knwoledge skills sharp over summer.

Math SL Senior Summer Homework  
(64 problems or about one per day)

Ch25A p652#1-11, 34-36, 39, 40, 42, 44, 
52, 59-64, 68, 71, 76, 78, 79, 81, 83, 85-
87l; 25B p665 1-10, 12, 22, 31. 33, 39, 
42, 54, 57-60, 62, 63, 66, 67, 69, 73, 76

(1)  Keep skills learned in junior year sharp 
over summer.  

Summer before 
Junior Year

Summer Break 
between 

Junior/Senior 
Years

Timeframe



 
SUMMER READING ASSIGNMENT FOR THE CLASS OF 2017 

Much research indicates that if you read during the summer, you are more likely to do better academically 
during the school year. We want you to read a great deal. We also want you to read a few books more 
carefully, using the strategies you have been practicing in your classes all year long. 

The following assignment is mandatory; your new advisor will collect it in September. The assignment 
will count [heavily] toward your advisory grade in the fall term. Make sure you follow the below 
instructions carefully when completing the assignment. 

Read at least one novel from the list of “Classics” or “Contemporary Fiction” and one book of poetry or 
a graphic novel from the lists “Poetry” or “Graphic Novels.”  This is a total of two books. We strongly 
recommend that for the “Classics” list you talk to people around you to get recommendations. 

Additional stipulations: 

1. You may not choose a book that has been assigned to you during your time at BSGE. 

2. Off-list choices must be cleared with Ms. You via email at connie.you@att.net.  Failure to clear a 
text with Ms. You may result in your receiving a zero for the assignment. 

For each book: 

1.  Identify the 5 moments that struck you the most.  They should be evenly distributed throughout the text.  Copy 
them out FULLY, by hand (1-5 sentences) and for each, respond: 
 

• What is being said?  
• What struck you?   
• What is the effect?   
• What multiple literary features are used to create this effect?   
• Analyze literary features in depth 
• What might be the author’s purpose?   
• What ideas, concepts or themes are being addressed by implication (not explicitly)?  Substantiate. 

 
2.  Do a creative response to a moment for the assigned reading (samples are at bsge.org): 
 
Cartoons  
Analogies  
Graphics  
Sketches  
Mind maps /thinking maps /illustrated concepts  
Paraphrases  
Annotated illustrations/sketches/clip art  
T-chart  
Venn diagrams or other graphic organizers  
Metaphorical representations of ideas, symbols, concepts  
Mosaics of visuals and words to represent similarities, 
differences, and important concepts  

Postcards—create them to summarize information with 
visuals to activate visual learning  
Journals from character or narrator perspectives  
Brainstorming  
Concept maps/flow charts  
Analyze motif, symbol, strand of imagery in the chapter and 
the role it plays in developing meaning in the chapter 
Compare books to movies, books, etc. 
Character profiles 
Draw the character 
Identify patterns and illustrate 

The Baccalaureate School For Global Education
34-12 36th Avenue • Astoria, New York 11106

Phone: 718-361-5275 • Fax: 718-361-5395 • Website: www.bsge.org

Kelly J. Johnson, Principal



Classics List 

DUBLINERS by James Joyce  

A PORTRAIT OF THE ARTIST AS A 
YOUNG MAN by James Joyce  

LOLITA by Vladimir Nabokov  

THE SOUND AND THE FURY by William 
Faulkner  

CATCH-22 by Joseph Heller  

SONS AND LOVERS by D.H. Lawrence  

UNDER THE VOLCANO by Malcolm Lowry  

THE WAY OF ALL FLESH by Samuel Butler  

I, CLAUDIUS by Robert Graves  

TO THE LIGHTHOUSE by Virginia Woolf  

AN AMERICAN TRAGEDY by Theodore 
Dreiser  

THE HEART IS A LONELY HUNTER by 
Carson McCullers  

SLAUGHTERHOUSE-FIVE by Kurt Vonnegut  

INVISIBLE MAN by Ralph Ellison  

APPOINTMENT IN SAMARRA by John 
O’Hara  

U.S.A.(trilogy) by John Dos Passos  

WINESBURG, OHIO by Sherwood Anderson  

A PASSAGE TO INDIA by E.M. Forster  

THE WINGS OF THE DOVE by Henry James  

THE GOOD SOLDIER by Ford Madox Ford  

SISTER CARRIE by Theodore Dreiser  

A HANDFUL OF DUST by Evelyn Waugh  

AS I LAY DYING by William Faulkner  

ALL THE KING’S MEN by Robert Penn 
Warren  

GO TELL IT ON THE MOUNTAIN by James 
Baldwin  

THE SECRET AGENT by Joseph Conrad  

NOSTROMO by Joseph Conrad  

TROPIC OF CANCER by Henry Miller  

THE NAKED AND THE DEAD by Norman 
Mailer  

PORTNOY’S COMPLAINT by Philip Roth  

PALE FIRE by Vladimir Nabokov  

LIGHT IN AUGUST by William Faulkner  

ON THE ROAD by Jack Kerouac  

PARADE’S END by Ford Madox Ford  

THE AGE OF INNOCENCE by Edith Wharton  

ZULEIKA DOBSON by Max Beerbohm  

THE MOVIEGOER by Walker Percy  

DEATH COMES FOR THE ARCHBISHOP by 
Willa Cather  

MAIN STREET by Sinclair Lewis  

THE HOUSE OF MIRTH by Edith Wharton  

A HOUSE FOR MR BISWAS by V.S. Naipaul  

THE DAY OF THE LOCUST by Nathanael 
West  

A FAREWELL TO ARMS by Ernest 
Hemingway  

THE PRIME OF MISS JEAN BRODIE by 
Muriel Spark  

A ROOM WITH A VIEW by E.M. Forster  

THE ADVENTURES OF AUGIE MARCH by 
Saul Bellow  

ANGLE OF REPOSE by Wallace Stegner  

A BEND IN THE RIVER by V.S. Naipaul  

THE DEATH OF THE HEART by Elizabeth 
Bowen  

LORD JIM by Joseph Conrad  

RAGTIME by E.L. Doctorow  



MIDNIGHT’S CHILDREN by Salman Rushdie  

IRONWEED by William Kennedy  

THE MAGUS by John Fowles  

WIDE SARGASSO SEA by Jean Rhys  

UNDER THE NET by Iris Murdoch  

SOPHIE’S CHOICE by William Styron  

THE SHELTERING SKY by Paul Bowles  

THE POSTMAN ALWAYS RINGS TWICE by 
James M. Cain  

Middlemarch by George Eliot  

To the Lighthouse by Virginia Woolf  

Moby Dick by Herman Melville  

Beloved by Toni Morrison  

The Portrait of a Lady by Henry James  

Absalom, Absalom! by William Faulkner  

A Passage to India by E.M. Forster  

Mrs. Dalloway by Virginia Woolf  

Pride and Prejudice by Jane Austen  

Emma by Jane Austen  

Things Fall Apart by Chinua Achebe  

Anthills of the Savannah by Chinua Achebe 

Jane Eyre by Charlotte Brontë  

Wuthering Heights by Emily Brontë  

The Age of Innocence by Edith Wharton  

Tom Jones by Henry Fielding  

Frankenstein by Mary Shelley  

Tristram Shandy by Laurence Sterne  

An American Tragedy by Theodore Dreiser  

Their Eyes Were Watching God by Zora Neale 
Hurston  

The Woman in White by Wilkie Collins  

The Scarlet Letter by Nathaniel Hawthorne  

The Golden Notebook by Doris Lessing  

Light in August by William Faulkner  

The Awakening by Kate Chopin  

Great Expectations by Charles Dickens  

Midnight's Children by Salman Rushdie  

The Heart Is A Lonely Hunter by Carson 
McCullers  

The Moviegoer by Walker Percy  

The Big Sleep by Raymond Chandler  

Tess of the d'Urbervilles by Thomas Hardy  

Lucky Jim by Kingsley Amis  

Gravity's Rainbow by Thomas Pynchon  

Wings of the Dove by Henry James  

The Complete Stories of Flannery O'Connor by 
Flannery O'Connor  

American Pastoral by Philip Roth  

Money by Martin Amis  

The Jungle by Upton Sinclair  

The Complete Tales of Edgar Allan Poe by 
Edgar Allan Poe  

White Noise by Don DeLillo  

Call It Sleep by Henry Roth  

A House for Mr. Biswas by V.S. Naipaul  

Lady Chatterley's Lover by D. H. Lawrence  

Winesburg, Ohio by Sherwood Anderson  

The Quiet American by Graham Greene  

Atonement by Ian McEwan  

The Confessions of Nat Turner by William 
Styron  



Housekeeping by Marilynne Robinson  

Naked Lunch by William Burroughs  

Ragtime by E.L. Doctorow  

Pale Fire by Vladimir Nabokov  

Washington Square by Henry James 

Giovanni’s Room by James Baldwin 

 

Contemporary Fiction List 

White Teeth By Zadie Smith  

On Beauty By Zadie Smith  

The Corrections By Jonathan Franzen  

Freedom By Jonathan Frazen  

Absurdistan Gary Shteyngart  

Super Sad True Love Story by Gary Shteyngart  

The Glass Castle by Jeanette Walls  

A Good Man Is Hard to Find by Flannery 
O'Connor  

A Confederacy of Dunces by John Kennedy 
Toole  

The Day of the Locust by Nathanael West  

The French Lieutenant's Woman by John Fowles  

Revolutionary Road by Richard Yates  

Under the Net by Iris Murdoch  

Benito Cereno by Herman Melville  

The Stories of John Cheever by John Cheever  

Swamplandia by Karen Russell  

The Secret History by Donna Tartt  

Middlesex by Jeffrey Eugenides  

The Fortress of Solitude by Jonathan Lethem  

Gilead  by Marilynne Robinson  

The Amazing Adventures of Kavalier and Clay  
by Michael Chabon  

Life of Pi by Yann Martel  

The Brief and Wondrous Life of Oscar Wao by 
Junot Diaz  

Drown by Junot Diaz  

This is How You Lose Her by Junot Diaz  

The Road  by Cormac McCarthy  

Blood Meridian by Cormac McCarthy 

No Country for Old Men by Cormac McCarthy 

All the Pretty Horses by Cormac McCarthy 

Lullaby  by Chuck Palahniuk  

World’s End by T. C. Boyle  

Pastoralia by George Saunders  

Tenth of December by George Saunders  

Civilwarland in Bad Decline by George 
Saunders  

The Left Hand of Darkness by Ursula LeGuin  

The Tiger’s Wife by Tea Obrecht  

Sag Harbor by Colson Whitehead  

Birds of America by Lorrie Moore  

Drinking Coffee Elsewhere by ZZ Packer  

Brick Lane by Monica Ali  

Possession by A. S. Byatt  

Foe  by J. M. Coetzee  

Disgrace  by J. M. Coetzee  

The Known World by Edward P Jones  

Let the Great World Spin by Colum McCann  

Dangerous Laughter by Steven Millhauser  

Where I’m Calling From by Raymond Carver  

Music for Torching by A. M. Homes  



Tree of Smoke by Denis Johnson  

Wolf Hall by Hilary Mantel  

How Should a Person Be? by Sheila Heti  

The Art of Fielding by Chad Harbach  

Fight Club by Chuck Palahniuk  

Americanah by Chimamanda Ngozi Adichie 

The Remains of the Day by Kazuo Ishiguro 

The Goldfinch by Donna Tartt 

Behind the Beautiful Forevers by Katherine Boo 

Open City by Teju Cole 

The Interpreter of Maladies by Jhumpa Lahiri 

On Such a Full Sea by Chang-Rae Lee 

Ceremony by Leslie Marmon Silko 

 

Poetry ! List* 

*you must read a whole book of poetry by one 
of the poets below 

Walt Whitman  

Emily Dickinson  

Paul Laurence Dunbar  

Robert Frost  

William Carlos Williams  

T. S. Eliot  

ee cummings  

Theodore Roethke  

Elizabeth Bishop  

Randall Jarrell  

Denise Levertov  

Donald Justice  

Robert Bly  

Robert Creeley  

Allen Ginsberg  

Frank O’Hara  

Donald Hall  

Anne Sexton  

Adrienne Rich  

Gary Snyder  

Sylvia Plath  

Mark Strand  

Michael S. Harper  

Yusef Komunyakaa  

Rita Dove  

Seamus Heaney  

Langston Hughes  

Derek Walcott  

Sharon Olds  

Mark Doty  

Robert Lowell  

Louise Bogan  

Louise Gluck  

Paul Muldoon  

Frank Bidart  

Maya Angelou  

Marianne Moore  

Stanley Kunitz  

John Berryman  

Audre Lorde 

 

 



Graphic Novel List 

Tank Girl by Alan C Martin and Jamie Hewlett 

Epileptic by David B. 

Jimmy Corrigan:  The Smartest Kid on Earth by 
Chris Ware 

Building Stories by Chris Ware 

Black Hole by Charles Burns 

Watchmen by Alan Moore 

Ghost World by Daniel Clowes 

Blankets by Craig Thompson 

Persepolis by Marjane Satrapi 

Palestine by Joe Sacco 

Safe Area Gorazde: The War in Eastern Bosnia 
1992-1995 by Joe Sacco  

Summer Blonde by Adrian Tomine 

Fun Home by Alison Bechdel 

V for Vendetta by Alan Moore 

Asterios Polyp by David Mazzucchelli 

Maus by Art Spiegelman 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 



Rubric for 11th Grade Summer Reading Assignment, Literature         2015-2016 
 
Choice from “Classics List” or “Contemporary Fiction List” (full title and author):______________________________________________________ 
 
Choice from “Poetry List” or “Graphic Novel List” (full title and author) ________________________________________ 
 

Criteria 0 1 3 5 Grade 

Completion ! Student has not 
completed the 
assignment or 
quotations choices 
and some content of 
the responses appears 
not to be original 

! Student completed the assignment for 
one of the texts or partially completed 
the assignment for two appropriately 
chosen texts and/or at least one text is 
not appropriately chosen 

! Response includes chosen passages  
! Fewer than 1/2 of the questions appear 

to be addressed for each chosen passage 
! Quotation choices appear to be  original 

! Student has chosen texts appropriately 
(one from each list) 

! Response includes chosen passages 
copied out, in full  

! Most questions appear to be addressed 
for each chosen passage 

! Quotation choices appear to be  
original 

! Student has chosen texts 
appropriately (one from each 
list) 

! Chosen passages are 
handwritten, as are responses  

! All questions appear to be 
addressed for each chosen 
passage 

! Quotation choices appear to 
be  original 

 

Effort:  choose one 
quotation and 
response at random 
and assess it 
according to the 
criteria 

! Assignment has not 
been completed or 
quotations choices 
and some content of 
the responses appears 
not to be original 

! Quotation is not 
appropriately cited 
(page number) 

! Response is not 
legible 

! Quote chosen with little thought 
! Response is cursory and minimal. 
! Quotation is appropriately cited (page 

number) 
! Response is legible, but read with 

difficulty 

! Quote choice is reasonable 
! Responses are adequate, consisting of 

multiple complete sentences. 
! Quotation is appropriately cited (page 

number) 
! Response is legible 

! Quote choice is thoughtful 
and considered 

! Responses are thorough and 
demonstrate a serious attempt 
to engage with both ideas and 
style 

! Quotation is appropriately 
cited (page number) 

! Response is clearly legible 

 

Creativity and 
engagement:  
choose one of the 
two creative 
responses at random 
or assess both 

! Assignment has not 
been completed or 
some content of the 
responses appears not 
to be original 

! Creative response is cursory, 
demonstrating little creativity or 
engagement.  Creative response repeats 
the text but provides no insight or 
analysis. 

! Creative response is adequate, 
demonstrating an attempt to engage 
with material through a creative 
approach.  Response is not always 
focused on the text itself or merely 
uses the texts as a springboard for 
unrelated creative work. 

! Creative response 
demonstrates deep 
engagement and application 
of creativity in a way that 
yields analysis and insight. 

 

Comments (optional) Total=__
__x2/30 
 

 
 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
0-3 4-8 9-12 13-15 16-20 21-24 25-27 28-30 

 
 
Name:  _______________________________________         Advisor:  ________________________ 
 
Due on:  September 9 and turned in on ________ (subtract 2 points for each day late, including weekend days). 
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