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Why this reading is in your path:  The playlist leaps from the Seven Years’ War to the Declaration — skipping the decade that turned loyal British subjects into revolutionaries, one tax and one crackdown at a time. Without it, “no taxation without representation” is a slogan with no spine. (Khan’s site covers this in articles; here it is, in order.)
The Debt Comes Due
After 1763 Britain is the greatest empire on earth and deeply in debt. Parliament decides the colonies should pay for their own defense and administration — reasonable on its face, but it collides with a century of salutary neglect during which the colonies had taxed themselves through their own elected assemblies. The fight that follows is not really about money. It is about a principle: who has the right to tax you. To the colonists, being taxed by a Parliament they sent no members to was a violation of their rights as Englishmen.
Escalation, One Step at a Time
Watch the rhythm — every British attempt at control produces a more unified colonial resistance. The Sugar Act (1764); the Stamp Act (1765), a tax on every printed document, answered by the Stamp Act Congress and the cry “no taxation without representation,” and repealed after colonial boycotts bit; the Townshend Acts (1767) taxing imports; the Boston Massacre (1770), five colonists killed by British soldiers and instantly turned into propaganda by Paul Revere’s engraving; the Boston Tea Party (1773), 300-plus chests of tea dumped into the harbor; and the Coercive (Intolerable) Acts (1774), which closed Boston’s port and punished all of Massachusetts. The reaction: the First Continental Congress, 1774.
Virtual vs. Actual Representation
Britain’s answer to the slogan was “virtual representation”: every member of Parliament supposedly represents the whole empire, so the colonists were represented whether they voted for anyone or not. The colonists rejected this completely — representation meant actually electing the people who tax and govern you. Hold this fault line: it runs straight into the Constitution’s obsession with real, apportioned representation, and into the ugly fight over who counts toward it (the Three-Fifths Compromise, a few steps ahead).
From Subjects to Citizens
By the time the first shots fired at Lexington and Concord in April 1775, most colonists still wanted their rights as Englishmen restored — not independence. The radicalization was gradual and reactive, a year of shooting war before anyone dared write a Declaration. Remember that as you watch the next video: independence was the destination they backed into, not the one they set out for.

Questions to Sit With
1. The fight was over who has the right to tax you, not the amount. Why is the principle so often more explosive than the money?
1. “Virtual representation” claimed you’re represented even if you can’t vote. Where do you hear arguments like that today about who counts as represented?
1. The colonists backed into revolution reactively. How does that complicate the heroic “they wanted freedom” story?
Where This Connects
1. Back to Track A:  these are the grievances behind Movement Two’s Declaration; the representation fight shapes the Constitution’s compromises.
1. Next:  the Declaration of Independence — the explanation aimed at France.
↩  Return to the Hub
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