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Previous writers on the Quaker dilemma have focused primarily on the
Massachusetts Bay Colony and it‘persecution of this sect with little work
having been done on Plymouth Colony’s reaction. One town in particular in
Plymouth Colony seems to have been a haven for the Quakers, this was
Sandwich. Those Quakers of this town were not the religious inndgrénts who
caused trouble in Boston, they seem to have besn represented more by
citizens and members of the church in the town who dissented and were
enticed by the OQuaker philoscphies. Represented in the new converts were
many who had been involved in a struggle with the town's former minister,
William Leveridge in the 1640s.

As a way of understanding the situation in Sandwich, the struggle
with Leveridge and the Quakers will be looked at against a background of
the actual people who were involved, who they were, where they lived, and
their participation in the town and colonial govermments. It will be seen
that the residents who were enticed by the Quaker doctrine were not viewed
as madmen or cutcasts, but were continually seen as friends and neighbors
in this small town. Commumity solidarity appears to have been so strong in
this town that even individuals who were in positions of authority and
leadership in Sandwich sided with their neighbors and family members who
were threatened. Tec the community of Sandwich, it was the Plymouth
government which threatened their freedom as a camunity not Quakerism.

Previous studies of the gquaker dilemma in Massachusetts Bay and to a
lesser extent din Plymouth Ceolony have focused mainly on the spiritual
problems which Quakerism presented to the other colonists {Jones 1962} or
on the disturbance of the state of peace in the colony {(Chu 1985). Most
sources agrea that the way for the Quaker invasion was paved by dissenters

such as Williams and Hutchinson. By the time of the arrival of the first
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Quaker missionaries in 1656 in Boston, the state and the general populace

were familiar with religious views which differed from the dominant ones.

The Quakers who arrived from England viewed themselves as missionaries
from God to inform the people of the power of their beliefs. The New World
became a ,.."providential field to be won for their Truth."! and they were
to be the "..bearers of the new and mighty word of life which was to
remake the world." . There were many charges against these missionaries
and their followers. They were cited as people who attacked the sanctity
of the family and marriage, they rejected parental order as they did
magisterial order, and wanted to tear the existing churches from their
very foundations 3., The truth of the matter is that they felt that by
exposing pecople to their powerful dogma, they would naturally see the
logic of their cause and would not be forced to do so, and they aécepted
that there would be those who did not.

Many of the people who began following the Quaker teachings in towns
such as Sandwich or Salem, seem to have done so without the missionary
mindset. They, especially Sandwich's, appear to have wanted only the
freedom to practice the religion of their choice and from the records they
did not seem to want to forcefully convert anyone. It seems that they (the
Quaker dissenters and the community) sought what the Plymouth government
seems to have sought, a restoration of peace or at least a return to the
status quo which had operated before the intervention of the state. This
of course is not to say that there were never cases in the Plymouth courts
relating to the usual issues of cattle trespass and illegal timber cutting
from Sandwich, there were and it wasz part of the status quo. Plymouth
government seems to have responded to the problem in much the same way the

Massachusetts Bay had in the early stages, with numerous fines being
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imposed on the wmembers who were brought to court. This in itself implies

that "... local GQuakers were less dangerous (in the government mind) to
the public peace...'"t than the foreigners were. The local factions is what
Piymouth seems to have had to deal with more than Boston did. The local
people responded to the Plymouth colonies involvement with limited
indifference wuntil the appointed a special marshal to actually reside in
the town to deal with the problem. Then they, and other non-Quaker
residents, seem to have no longer cared about the local peace and sought

to rid themselves of the colonial invelvement.

Founding of Sandwich: 1637-1650

The growth of Plymouth Colony in the first two decades after its
initial settlement in Plymouth naturally fostered a desire by HEDY_Of its
inhabitants to move outside of the confines of the town of Plymouth to
establish seperate towns. This movement often entailed relocating a good
distance form Plymouth, such was the case of the settlers who established
Sandwich in 1637. The initial petition for relocating was presented by ten
men of the town of Saugus in the Massachusetts Bay Colony and was
reinforced by inhabitants of the towns of Plymouth and Duxbury in Plymouth
Colony. The original settlers were the following persons: William Almy,
John Carman, Richard ¢Chadwell, Thomas Dexter, Edward Dillingham, Henery
Feake, Edmund Freeman, George Knott, Thomas Tupper, and William Wood made
up the ten men and along with Widow Deborah Bachiler Wing and her 4 sons
they all came from Saugus®. Reverand William Leveridge possibly came to
Plymouth together with Edmind Freeman or Freeman may have met him there,
there they got 13 others who would move to Sandwich: James Skiff, Richard

Bourne, Thomas Armitage, George Slawson, John Dingley, John Fish, William
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Harlow, Henery Sanders, Joseph Winsor, all were from the Massachusetts Bay

Colony or possibly Plymouth. Finally, William Bassett Jr., John Vincent,
Thoras Burgess, Thomas Butler were all from Duxbury €.

Soon after the initial settlement problems arose between the Saugus
settlers and the settlers whom Leveridge brought. This dispute first
appears in the court records at the June 1638 meeting of the court. At
this session six points were decided upon by the court concerning the
nature of the land in Sandwich and its control. One of the points was that
power was given to Leveridge to approved those who wished to do so as long
ag they were fit for church?. It would have to be assumed then that
Leveridge at this time felt that all those who had initially settled in
the town were fit for service othetrwise they probably would not have been
allowed to be part of the venture from the start.

The problems which were hinted at in 1638 became more clearly defined
in September of 1639 at that meeting of the court:
" Whereas, by complaint, it is very probable that divers of the
committees
of Sandwich have not faythfully discharged that trust reposed in them,
by receiving intc the said town divers persons unfitt for church
societie, which should have been their chiefe care in the first place,
and have disposed the greatest part of the land there already, and to
very few that are in church sccietie or fitt for the same...” 8.
As a way of solving the unfair first division of the lands a ten man
committee was formed in 1640 to divide the meadow lands?,

The individuals on this comittee were Edward Freeman, Henery Feake,

Edward Dillingham, Richard ¢hadwell, John Carman, John Vincent, Richard

Bourne, George Allen, Robert Boatfish, Joseph Hollyway. This commitiee
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was evenly divided between those who came from Saugus and those who did

not. In this simple action can be seen the town's early attempt at equal
representation of the different backgrounds of the town members and a
desire to maintain some semblance of cohesion. (Appendix one shows the
divisions of the land as to how many acres each person received.) All of
the individuals who were on the committee ended up with anywhere from 5-42
acres of meadowland in total these ten men controlled 15.6% of the total
acreage with the other 48 people in the town owning anywhere from 1-26
acres.

The years following the 1640s meadow land division were relatively
quiet ones for Sandwich. The towns appears a few times in court for people
who are defective in arms following the Pequot War and others who have not
ringed their swine yet®, But the only incident of note was the case of
John Ellis and his future wife who in 1644 were brought before the court
for having relations before marriagetl .They were found guilty by the court
on June 4, 1645 and ordered to be publicly whipped at the post and
finedl?. This was the type of behavior which colonial officials would
associate with the Quakers, but obviously it was occurring before they had
arrived. It 1is also significant that Ellis never was known to follow the

Zuakers, but did support them.

Prelude to Sandwich's Quaker Dilemma 1651-1657

Sandwich's Quaker dilemma may have bequn as a reaction against the
Reverend Leveridge in 1651. Leveridge presented on October 7, 1651,
thirteen of his supposed parishioners for not frequenting public worship.
The individuals were Ralph Allen Sr., and his wife, George Allen and his

wife, William Allen and Richard Kerby, Peter Caunt and his wife, Rose

Hiin
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Newland, FEdmond Freeman Sr., and his wife, Goodwife Turner, and widow

Enottl?. WNone of them appears on the roles as being from Saugus and they
came from wvarious socio-econcmic standings. Freeman, was recorded as
having 42 acres in the meadow division. The Allens' would have shared
their father's 6.5 acres upon his death in 1648, at which time his estate
was valued at 44 pounds 16 shillings which was the second lowest for the
period of 1637-1670 (20). When George Knott, Widow Knott's husband, died
in 1649, his estate was valued at 69 pounds 10 shillings, the fourth
lowest out of 11 recorded between 1641 and 1670 (17). Both of these men
had Leveridge as a witness to their wills, this may have been out of
necessity rather than because they were close friends to him, although
this is not kunown. All of the others noted were probably in a similar
socioeconomic standing in the commmity as the two we have probatéé for,
since their share in the meadowland division were all between three and
Si¥ acres, except Freeman, as already noted.

Two other individuals were also presented at this court for religious
problems in Sandwich: " Ralph Allen Sr. and Richard Kerby were sumnoned to
answare for theire deriding, wild speeches of and conserning Gods word and
ordinances: they are bound over unto the next Generall Court to make
theire appearence, and in the mean time to be of good behavior towards all
manor  of psons.. "4 Thomas Dexter, William Bassett, and Ralph Allen were
required to put up a 40 pound bond for Ralph BAllen to return to the court.
Richard Kerby, Thomas Landers, and Ralph Allen Sr. put up the 40 pound
bond for Richard Kerby.

The state of Leveridge's preaching to the inhabitants and of his
general opinions of them can be examined in a letter that he wrote in July

of 1651. This document mainly deals with his missionary work with Richard
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Bourne among the natives in the 8Sandwich area, but it begins with a

discourse on how bad the colonists in the town are. He begins by stating
that the problems he is having with his own countrymen was assuradly
previously heard of by those to whom he is writing the letter, Sandwich
was already infamous for its religicus problems. He states:

..."divers of them transported with their {though not singular)

Fancies, to the rejecting of all churches and Ordinances by a

new cunning, and I perswade my self one of the last but most

pernicious plot of the Devill to undermine all religion,

and introduce all Atheisme and profanenesse, if it were

possible, together with which I have observed a spirtit of Phar-

isaisme and formality too, too evidently creeping upon and

possessing others generally....which considered divers of our

bretheren, together with myself...were resolved Lo move

together elsewhere, but were disuaded...'l?

Leveridge couches the problem in terms which would become very familiar to
Plymouth colony government officials ™ most pernicious plot of the Devill
to undermine all religion', when compared to Plymouth Colonies view that
the Quakers were ready to tear down all the churches. He almost gives away
the fact that the problem iz Quaker related when he says that it is a "
new cunning” that is exsctly what Quakerism was, a new way of thinking
about religion. As for Leveridge's proposal to move away with the few left
who were supporting him, he didn't leave at this time or by 1656 when he
was  brought before the court for giving a gun to a native man, but by June
13, 1660, the meadow land which was his was now called "formerly called
Mr. Leveriches meddow” was cold to Thomas Burgis Sr. ¢  Since meadow land
was a valued resource, it can be assumed that it would be sold as soon as

it was vacant, so he prohably moved ocut in 1659 or 1660. But
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between 1651 and 1660, wmany changes and difficulties would present

themselves, so that by the time he left he probably relieved to leave.
Since Quakerism began in England in 1650, it may be that their
message of immer light and their strong sense of commnity and contempt
for authority reached the town as early as 1651. News of Quakerism
probably reached the town by way of ships sailing from Rhode Island and
travelling up the Manamet River as people had been doing for centuries
before. This comnection with Rhode Island also could have laid the basis
for religious dissent in the town since townsmen would have been receiving
ideas on religion from that colony and this would have made the time right
for a "New" Religion in 1651. When Anne Hutchinson was banished from the
Bay colony and settled in what is now Newport, Rhode Island, she had among
her group people who had contentions with her philosophy. ~These
differences created, 1in 1641, two seperate religious sects in the new
colony. There were those who followed Hutchinson and those who followed
Coddington, Coggeshall, and Nicholas FEaston. The later formed a group
whose views were "... extrodinarinaly akin to those later {(views} held by
the Society Friends...(there) plainly appears thus differentiated here in
Newport, a group of persons who were Quakers in everything but name.'7.
This connection was also to continue during the ensuring Quaker years when
people  wers panished from the colony they always seemed to go fto Rhode
and then wind up back in Sandwich.
The vyears following Leverich's 1651 disappointment with his flock in
Sandwich show the growing Quaker problem. The antithesism against the
Sandwich church became more scolidified in 1652 when Ralph Allen Sr. and
Richard Kerby returned to the Plymouth court on March &, 1652 to answer

the charges brought the previous year that they were speaking wild and
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deriding speeches against God's words and ordinancesl®, They were found

guilty and were fined five pounds and if they did not pay they fine then
they were ordered to be whipped. It is not stated in which town they were
to be whipped, but later, in 1655 it is ordered by the General court that
Sandwich bhe brought to court to answer for not having a whipping post or
stocks in their town'?. Any whippings which were supposed to occur during
the years from 1652-1656 probably were not carried out. This was also the
first instance of a more serious punishment than merely fining the
individuals. The following year passed without any instances in the Court
of trouble in Sandwich. The only mention is that William Newland was
called to train the militia2o,

Willizm Newland was back into court in 1653 and was fined for not
appearing at his militia meeting?l, It would seem that Newland may have
been wavering in his commitment to the Quaker religion at this time
because later he does seem to have become fully involved in the guaker
cause. By not appearing for his militia meeting, although he was the
organizer in  the town, he may have been dissenting against his
responsibilities to the colony in favor of his Quaker beliefs. In the same
vear, Dani=! Wing who would later be cne of the towns leading Quakers, was
on  the grand Jjury in Plymouth, and Edward Perry, ancther future Quaker,
was  on the Trand Inguest, sc it would appear that they were not Quakers at
thiz fime??.

The major dizputs of 1854 involved one of the towns wealthiest members,
Edward Perry. This event may signify his turning to the Quaker religion.
On March 7, 1454 he was brought before the court and fined five pounds for

the order of the court, about his

(&)

Uoounerderly  proceeding, contrary ot

bh

The contrary nature of his action would be in light of the
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1646 law stating that all marriages be published and given to the court so

that they would be aware of them?4, Thomnas Tupper, one of the missionaries
to the natives in the area of what would later be Mashpee, was alsc
incriminated in Perry's problem. The Court had appointed him to marry
people and to keep the record of who was married, and when the Perry
marriage occurred outside of the court, was relieved of this duty?®. The
only other place that a marriage may have occurred in the town would have
been in a Quaker ceremony. Perry's marriage problems continued into the
next court session of 1654 when he was fined another five pounds for
refusing to have his marriage ratified before Governor Prence, at which
time it was decided that he would be fined five pounds for every court
session at which it was not ratified?$¢.

Edward Perry was not a poor person in Sandwich. When he died in 1689
his estate was valued at over 762 pounds which was the second highest in
the period of 1637to 1690, he was only surpassed by Richard Bourne??. It
would seem at this early date that the Quakers were attracting pecple of
the higher classes. It also seems that others in the town were backing
their Quaker neighbors in their decisions about their lives, in this case,
Thamas Tupper, who was 1n charge of conducting marriages in the town,
chose to ignore the fact that Pervy got married without his approval, for

own Clerk. It would seem that

}_.3

which Tupper lost hizs position as possikly
thig wculd have been an action which would have had negative repercussions
on Tupper's image in the town becauses he neglected his duties as Clerk and
lest his  job. But this 1s not what Thappened, as far as is known he

continued in town affalrs szerving as an assessor of estates for probates

7]

35 well zs other jobs.

i

The iszue of the lack of attendance 2t the church services was again
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brought before the general court in 1655 when George Allen, Peter Gaunt,

and Ralph Allen Sr. were brought in in March28. all three had been brought
in in 1651 on the same charges. It is interesting to note that none of the
others who were previously called, were called back this time. This may
mean that they were back attending the church services, at least in action
if not in spirit. At the session Gaunt answered to the charges by stating
"...hee knew noe publicke vizable worship now in the world, where to Ralph
assented, but George decented,..™?, Peter Gaunt appeared to be the most
outspoken member of the Sandwich faction but, as can be seen by George's
answer, scme people were still not totally committed to the Quaker cause.
1t was also at the March 1655 session of the court that the daughter
of Richard Kerby was brought in to answer charges of suspicious speeches
against Richard Bourne and Edmund Freeman Jr.. She was found guilty and
was "...sentanced to bee punished severly by whipping, onley the execution
therof 1is respited, that incase shee bee warned by the present centance
and admonission to offend noe more in this kind, then the said punishment
not to bee inflicted, otherwise to bee executed.'0. Kerby's daughter was
the first woman to be indicted alone in the unrest of Sandwich and it can
be seen by the court's decision that they would punish her just the same

as  they would a man. It c<an also be seen that they were still handling the

&3]

ituation gently, as they said they would not inflict the punishment if he
promised not to do it again.

Two years of major incidents in the town wers followed by a year of
ralative calm in 1656 with the only incident being William Allen being

fined 20 shillings for twice not serving as a grand juror as he was

elected to be?l. He was not only merely absent from the session because of

=1
=X

garly 16505 of two vears of incidents  followed

disease or other cause, but flatly rsfused to cerve. This pattern in the

by a year of cal
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m may have been a sign of the hesitation felt by the Sandwich Quakers in

the early years. They may have felt that they did not want to push the
courts too much, but could not remain gquiet in what they felt.

The vyear 1657 marks an increase in the amount and intensity of
incidents relating to the Quakers in Sandwich. The most important event of
this year was when a nunber of Sandwich residents were brought before the
Plymouth <court to answer charges of attending a Quaker meesting at William
Allen's house. This case was brought to court in February of 1657 so it
happened sometime between late October 1656 and February of 1657. fhis is
the first evidence available that Quakers were having meetings in
Sandwich.

Nicholas Upsall and Richard Kerbey, William Allen, the wife of John
Newland and others were summoned to court to answer the charges of being
at the meetings on the Sabbath and other times3?. These meetings violated
the laws of not having meetings which were not authorized by the colony .
The fact that they were having these meetings was not the greatest concern
by the colonial authorities, what was at issue was what the government

"

felt was being said at them: "...they used to invey against ministers and
majestrates, to the dishonor of God and contempt of government...'®3. This
waz  just what the govemment felt was going to happen with these Quakers,
thsy would ftear down the churches and causa chaos. Allen, for allowing the
meetings, was fined 20 pounds??. This exemplifies the extent to which the

colony was beginning ta pursue the problem they saw developing, because

aAllen, who was probably in the the middle range of inhabitants, those with

14

eztates of below 100 pounds, would have seen this as possibly more sever

than a whipping.
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This was not the last time individuals from the town were brought to

the court in 1657 for having meetings in their houses. William and John
Newland were in court for having meetings in March35. John Newland's
situation may have been that while he himself may not have been a Quaker,
his wife appeared in court for Quaker like activities, and the charge
against him this time was for meetings being held in a house in which he
had an interest. The case may have been that his wife was heolding the
meetings and he may have gone along, but not participated. The Newlands
were not fined, but merely told to hold no more meetings.

All of the people mentioned in the case were of Sandwich, except
Nicholas Upsall, who was a Dorchester Innkeeper who supplied food te
Quaker prisoners in Boston®$. He apparently heard enough from the pecple
he served to Jjoin their cause. He then left the Massachusetts Bay Colony
and went to Plymouth, where he was allowed to stay in Sandwich for the
winter, but after this episode was ordered out to be carried out of the
colony by Tristram Bull who brought him ind7. This appears to be the first
foreign Quaker which visited the town, but it would not be the last. It
would  seem that the town now had gained even greater notoriety than it had
in 1651 when Leveridge complained of its inhabitants.

Ralph 2llen, gr., whe in June of 1657 was fined along with Henery
Howland, Johnn  Thowpson, Morise Truant, William Allen, and Thomas
Creenfield for refusing to serve on grand Inquest, was before the court
again in October for harboring foreign Quakers in his house?® . These men
wera probably Johin Copeland and Christopher Holder who had been sent out
of the Bav Colony to Rhode Island and eventually made their way to
Sandwich?®. They both had arrived from England in 1656 and are the first

Quaker 'missionaries" to visit the town. Their visit was mentioned in the
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records because they had been banished and also because William Newland

had encouraged Thomas Burgis to show them the copy of the warrant he had
for their arrest, which he did, for which he and Newland were finedt?., The
final foreign Quaker who visited the town was Hurphrey Nortonrwho was
brought to the Plymouth court and ordered out, but he returned in 1658%%,

The various Quakers who visited the town in 1657 probabkly contributed
to the dissension in the town for this is the first year when people were
fined for failing to aid the constable, William Black, in deoing his duty,
or verbally abusing him. Ralph Allen Sr. was guilty of Munworthy
speeches" to Black, Fdward Dillingham, one of the town's leading people,
spoke "admonishingly" to him, Henery Saunders failed to aid him inn the
Norton affair, and of course Burgis gave a copy of the warrant to two
foreign Quakersz4?,

The £inal major event of the year was when presumably Reverend
Leveridge wade a cowplaint against Jane, wife of William Launder of
Sandwich and Sarah the Daughter of Richard Kerbey, "..for a disturbance by
them wmade at public worship of God on the Lord's day at Sandwich by
opposing and abusing the speaker amongst them..™3 . Sarah Kerby was found
guilty and though she had escaped a whipping the last time she was brought
before the court, she did not fare as well this timett.

Th=a reason for the years of gquiet may also have been because of the
reople who served as constable of the town during the early years. The
vears 2L 1651 and 1552 saw Nathaniel and Jonathan Fish respectively,
zerving a3 constablestS | Both had modest estates of 1 1/2 acres for each
one, this would have placed them in the lower portion of the scciceconomic
gcale  in town. Both would later become involved in the Quaker problem to a2

greater or lesser degres, but cannot really be zald to be Quaker
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sympathizers, especially at this early date, so it is not surprising that

they would have assisted others in prosecuting people who were disordexly
in the community. They were also members of some of the first families
which settled Sandwich.

The year 1653 saw Richard Chadwell as constablet®. He was one of the
wealthier land owners after the 1640 meadow land division with 15 acres.
He was never mentioned as anyone who helped the Quakers, and after the
controversy died down he was  in court for having a dispute with George
"Allen, a noted Quaker even in 165647 . Chadwell also was one of the first,
and wealthiest families to settle in Sandwich. The gquiet of this year was
probably due ’to either the lack of quaker activity in the year or their
concealment of 1it. Thomas Burgis was constable in 1654 and this may
explain the lack of trouble at this time. He became an active sympathizer
with the quakers in the later yearé and eveﬂ had a son who left Plymouth
and went to Rhode Island to live as a quaker. He had 7 1/2 acres in 1640
and was noted as purchasing legally or illegally, wmore lands over the
years. He also came with the earliest families.

Stephen Wing was .constable in 185548  and he would later become a
member  of the Quakers to the point that he was disfranchised by the cclony
becaugze of hiz belisfs. The incidents which occurred this year were cnes
which would have besn brought to the Court by individual people. In the
zaze of the neglect of worship, Leveridge would have brought the psople to
court and in the Kerby slander case, Freeman and/ or Bourne would have
brought Kerby into court. Wing was one of the four sons of Deborah Winge
who came from Saugus with the 10 men who received the grant.

The individusls who served as constable in the final two years of the

early controvarsy period had both moved inta the town some time after
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1640, because they do not appear on the meadowland distribution. In 1656

Miles Blacke was constable. Not much is recorded about him except that in
the 1660s he and Thomas Burgis were prosecuted for land fraudt?®. It is not
known 1if he sympathized with the Quakers. Finally in 1657, William Bassett
served as constable, he probably came form Duxbury at some time after
164050, It seems that during his period he probably did not support his
neighbors and Quakers because it appears that none of his fellow townsmen
wanted to assist him and they even verbally abused him. But, a year later
he was brought to court for not assisting the special marshal sent to
Sandwich to suppress the Quakers. He also was cne of the people who put up
the bail for Richard Kerby in 1651 and so seemed to have some ties to the
Quakers.

What we are left with by 1658 is a beginning of an understanding of
the cuaker problem in the town, who was involved, who supported them and
who appeared to be on the side of the colony. The most blatant offenders
were Ralph Allen Sr.. who appeared five times in court for guaker related
matters; Richard Xerby, William Newland, and William Allen three times
each; George Allen, Sarah Kerby, Thomas Burgess, and Rose Newland each
twice; Ralph 2llen's wife, Peter Gaunt and his wife, Edmond Freeman Sr.
and his wifs, Coodwifz Tuwmner, Widow Martha Knott, Edward Perry, Thomas
Tupper, Hensvy Howland,  John Thorpson. Morise Truant, Thomas COreenfield,
;ife of William, each appearsd once. Five of these
individualz were among the 13 breought to court in 1651 for not attending
church. The individuals in the town who appeared to have opposed them
were  Reverend William Leveridge, Richard Bourne, Edmond Freeman Jr., and
the constable Thomas Black. The vear 1658 was also the beginning of the

t portion of the <uaksr problem Zn the town of Sandwich and the one
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which truly exemplifies how the town banded together against outside

intervention.

Plymouth Colonies reaction to Quakers

The colony of New Plymouth was quick in their attempts to stifle the
Quaker troubles starting in 1657. Before this time there were already laws
in the Plymouth courts which dealt with the early stages of the quaker
problem. No public meetings or churches were allowed to be established
without the consent of the government and anyone who was found not going
to church would have received a fine at least as early as 165151, Laws

such as these were because . there are risen amongst us many scandelous
practices which are likely to prove destructive to our churches and cowmon
peace, .and any that shall continew as foresaid shalbe suspende& from
having any voyce in towne meetings..."$2. Laws such as these surely were a
reaction against the problems in the 1630s and later of the Bay colony
with people like Roger Williams and Amne Hutchinson. It would appear that
the colony was ready for any who may appear to threaten the peace.

The conflict with the quakers began in 1657 when the court stated that
it knew of several persons who have come into the colony, probably from
the Massachusetts Bay CQ}ODY or ERhode Izland, whose doctrines tend to

subvert the tensts of Christizn religion and threaten the civil peacebs .

3 an  attempt Lo stop the Quakers, it was demandad by the courts that any

e

perzon wha knew of quakers being present in their town was to notify the
eongtable and  that the person or persons was  definitely not 9 be

entertained at ones house’4. The penalty for not do sc was a charge of 2

pounds or a public whipping {(Repealad £/13/82) Laws such a5 this tanded to

1

encourage and work off 2z conmmitiss sense of communalism and wnity by

{
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stressing the need for evervone to work together against this common

threat tec the community peace. By observing what the courts stressed as
their reasons for controlling the quakers, what other deviant groups they
lumped punishments for Quakerism with and what the punishment was, one can
get a look at the presuned value system and ideals which were held as
important by the courts and society.

Freemanship was considered by most at this time to be the ideal place
to ke in colonial society. As a freeman a person would be allowed to own
land, vote in town politics, hold office, and generally have a say over
what would happen in a town. Early on, one of the punishments for holding
Quaker beliefs and alsc for not serving the government when asked to do so
was disfranchisement an fhe loss of freeman status®5. This punishment also
was enforced for individuals found to be drunkards and liars. The Plymouth
courts held the OQuakers to be on the same level as drunks and liars,
people who were contributors to disorderly behavior, breaking of the peace
and generally not holding the common commmity ideals of others in the
town. These ideals would include moderation and truthfulness. Quakers were
also dealt with the szame way hoveless pecple, beggars and orphans were
dealt with, they were attempted to bs rounded up and put into a workhouse
or 2 "house of correction”. This practice was begun in 1658 "Wheras
sundry persons both quakers and others wander uwp and down in this
Jurisdiction and follow no lawful calling to earn their own bread and also
use all indeavors to subvert civill state and to pull down all churches
and  ordinaries of God.. they shall be sent to a workhouse. 6. The fact
that this was done highlights a few points about the attitude towards the
quakers. They encouraged idleness and slothfulness since their only

occupation was  to  wander almlessly with ne "lawful™ calling. They may be
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ontly misdirected in their religious zeal so possibly, by sending them to a

house of correction they can be made to see the errors of their ways.
Finally it shows the great paranoia of the Plymouth church and court that
these people were going to pull down the churches and cause civil unrest,
This final point prechably arises out of the older segments of the
popﬁlations feeling s that the religious state of affairs in the colony
was in a tenacious position and didn't have too far to fall.

The Plymeouth government opted for a policy of "gentle persuasion” in
the early phases of the crisis. This persuasion included giving people
incentives to move out of the colony and instead of breaking up Quaker
meetings, they sent "missionaries" "...to frequent the quakers meetingé to
endeavor to reduce them from the error of their ways, John Smith of
Barnstable, Isacke Rckinson , John Chipman, John Cocke of Plymouth.™ were
the men chosen to do z20%7. This was done as early as 1659, sspecially to
such places as were believed to be almost hotbeds of the Quaker activity.
This may have included Sandwich, although Duxbury is the only town
specifically mentioned’% . The success of the idea may be gauged in the

fact that at least one of the men later, in 1660, was fined for

3]
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antartaining Quakers at his home’?. The incentives offered to people to
leave the colony included waiving fines if a perscn promised to remove
selves within six months and they would be assisted out of the
colenial  treasury 3if they were too impoverished to do sof9, This is

sly similar to they ways they may have dealt with the problem of

<

ragrancy before the Quaker problem.
% way of filtering out the Quakers within towns such as Sandwich and
uxbury was  through the use of the oath of fidelity. This was a practice

which wasz kegun in  the early years of the colony probably in the 1620s.
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This oath was originally called the "Oath of any residing within the

Covernment™ was wused in 1637 when there was a problem of towns being
established from people outside of the colonys!. It was also used in 1644
when it appears that the colony had a problem with people refusing to
serve on the OCrand Jury$? at this time it was stated that if a man would
not sit on the Jjury and he had not taken the oath he was to be fined 20
shillings. The oath was again used in June of 1657 when it is stated that
all adult males had to take the oath. A reading of it clearly shows why it

was used regularly during the quaker crisis:

"You shall be truly loyall to our Sover. Lord the King his heires

and successors. And whereas you make choice at print to reside

within the Covernment of new Plvmouth, You shall not doe or cause

to be done any Act or Acts directly or indirectly by land or

water that shall or may tend to the destruction or overthrow of

the whole, or any the severall Colonies within the said govermment

that are or shall be erected and established but shall contrariwise

hinder, oppose and discover such Intents and purposes as tend
thersunto

te the Governor for the time being or some one of the Assistants with

3l convenient speede. You shall also submit unto and obey such good

and wholsome lawes Ordinznce and Officers as are or shall be

established within the severall limits thereof. So helpe you God who

£ 1
1 o e i

ot the God of truth and punisher of falsehood.” (italics mine)é3

The italicized sections emphasize what the Plymouth government was

stressing wag the purpogse of the Quakers and what should be the
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appropriate response to the problem. They felt as was seen earlier, that

the Quakers were here to tear down the churches and that the average
citizen was responsible to turn in the people who were practicing this
religion. As will be seen was not what happened in Sandwich. The Plymouth
government, in 1658 alsc stated that a book of the laws of the colony was
ta be sent to each of the towns and was to be read once a yeartt. This
probably helped the Quakers and their sympathizers to use the laws to
their own advantages to strike back at the government. This would become
more necessary 1in the early 1660s when the colony switch tactics from
gentle persuasion to stronger methods, at least as recorded in the laws.
The June meeting of the colonial court reemphasized the laws which had
bee made 1in previous years concerning the Quakers. No Quaker shall be
entertained, the constable shall be notified if anyone knows of Quakers in
the town, any man refusing to assist the constable was fined 4 pounds, and
that no wmeetings shall be kept except those authorized by the
government®®. The change in policy had to do with the punishments on the
people found guilty. BAny that were found guilty shall be put in stocks or
a cage by the constable but not above 2 hours in winter or 4 in summer in
the stocks and not longer than next worning in sunrer if in a cage.

‘repsaled 6/8/61). Cages werse ordered to be erected in Sandwich and

Duxbury in 16608%  Jrepealed 5/4/67 205). It was also decided that horses
zllowed the Quakers 1o escape capture and to spread their ‘''cursed
Tennets”’' Lo tos wide of an audience, so no one was allowed to lend or

Enotker of the ways in which the Plymouth govermment attempted to
prosecute Quakers waz te assign special Marshals to certain towns where

the problem sesmed eszpecially prevalent. The only town that it was found
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that this situation occurred at was Sandwich. This may have besen because

the town constable was not fulfilling his Jjob because of community
attachments. It is interesting to note that the Plymouth government paid
part of the marshals s=alary on almost a piecemeal basis with him making
more depending on how many people he brought iné?. He essentially was paid
for keeping prisoners, so the more he kept the more he was paid. (repealed
6/12/60). At an earlier time, the marshal was paid for any sentences and
censures that fall out such as whipping or stockings, this was repealed in
1658 just as the Quaker problem was reaching a head. Ideally the marshal
was supposed to be a impartial instrument to carry out the court's orders,
but with incentives to prosecute as many as possible, he may have had his
own motives.

What was hoped to be shown in the above review of the Flymouth
Zolonies reply to the Quaker threat is that they reacted with traditional
laws and fines. Fining for not taking the oath, for not serving on the
jury or for not keeping the public peace were all incidences which were
done long before the Quakers came to New England. The colonial government
stressed the community nature of its parts and the need for all people to
join  together to defend the government. By associating quakers with liars
and drunks, the courts may have been attempting to appesal te the pecple's
zenme ot propriety  and zhow that Quakers were part of this. Also, by
threatening people's freemanship, their very liberty, they may have hoped
to cause people to reétrain,fram joining the growing problem. As will be
segn in what follows, this did not always step people from standing up for

what they felt wyag right and what they believed in.
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Sandwich 1658-1661

A major change in the Plymouth Colony's attitude towards Quakers began
in 1658 with the appointing of special marshals to towns where the quaker
problem was particularly bad. “In regard of the more than ordinary
oceation that frequently falls out in the towne of Sandwich, soe as theire
cunstable is not alone to discharge and perform all such things...It is
enacted by this cour% that there shallbee a marshall chosen ....in the
towns of Sandwich, Barnstable, and Yarmouth...®. George Barlow was
appointed to the position. Barlow appears to have not been from the town
when he was appointed but did continue to live in the town after the
Quaker affairs were over. But while he was there he was to have the
constable and any townsmen assist him discharging his duties. But the town
appears to have begun resisting the intervention of the c<dlonial
government 1in their affairs, for example, it is stated that William
Bassett, 1in 1657 had a hard time collecting the taxes he was to collect as
constable’®, This problem reflects two issues in the town. The first was
that people, presumably Quakers, were refusing to pay their taxes to the
government which they did not support., The second is that possibly Bassett

was not too sirict in his collection of the taxes, and did not pressure
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Zuaker meetings continued in the town and the same individuals who
had been brought in in 1657 were again brought in for these meetings, but
two events too preeminence in the affairs of the Quakers in the town. The
first was the osth of fidelity and the second was the Jdisfrsnchisement of
some of the muitiple offenders. The ocath of fidelity as stated earlier in
this work, had been in use since at least 1637, and in 1658 it was

7 m

required that 21! reeiding within the colony had to taske it. This was a
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way to filter out the Quakers, since they did not believe in taking oaths.

The first time the oath was used for this purpose in Sandwich appears
to have been on June 1 1658, when George Allen, Robert Harper, Ralph
Bllen, John Allen, Thomas Greenfield, Edward perry, Richard Rerby Jr.,
William Allen, Thomas Vre, William Gifford, Matthew Allen, Daniel Wing,
John Jenkens and George Webb all said that it was unlawful for them to
take the cath’!. Most of these men had been into the courts before to face
charges of Quakerism or Quaker-like behavior, except Thomas Ewer, Robert
Harper, and John Jenkins, these were new names to the situation, all of
which appear to have moved out of the town after 1662. The same
individuals were back in court in October and this time were each fined 5
pounds apiece?’?. Later, in December, James Skiff, one of the town's
leading wmen, was in court on the same charges’?. Skiffe was not a‘Quaker
and never became one afterwards, he may have been one of the people who
possibly  felt that the oath and the persecution of the Quakers were
umnjust .

The most powerful statement of the colony's resolution to drive out
the Quakers was the October 2, 1658 decision to disfranchise Matthew
Allen, Ralph Allen Sr., Thomas Ewer, Thomas Grsenfield, Richard Rerby Jr.,
Henery Saunders, John Jenkins, Daniel Wing, Stephen Wing from
participating from the town affairs. This basically took away their
freemanship and made them subject to the wills of others. This action is
probably the one which made many of the cthers in the town side with them.

It was also decide in December of 1658 that since it had been
cbeerved that many of the Quakerz who were banished out of sither

Massachusetts Bay and Plymouth Colony wers returning up the Manomet Fiver
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and into Sandwich, Barlow would arrest the boats and take their sails.

”w

This was done because the court felt that ...which practices, if
continued, the Court conceiveth may prove of a dangerous consequence..'74.
This is again harkening back to the idea of the government being in
shambles and the churches being torn down by the Quakers. This way into
the colony was probably the one which first introduced Quakerism into
Sandwich.

The years proceeding 1659 were tGtimes when Quakers were being
threatened and punished and they did not fight back in any clearly visible
way. They did do things like continue to practice their faith, refused to
take the oath, refused to remove their hats when in court, but their
active resistance probably was not needed so much at the time. This began
to change in 1659. In this year, when threatened by a visible presence in
their town, Marshal Barlow, they were forced to actively refuse to help
him and physically and verbally assaulted him and the government through
him. People were still brought before the court for failure to take the
oath (Edward Perry, John Newland, Ralph Allen, Matthew Allen, George
Ellen, Joseph Allen; Daniell Wing, Thomas Ewer, Richard Rerby Jr., Robert
Harper) and William Newland and Henery Howland were disfranchised?’, but
things were changing. Increasingly did people who had been to court for
Quaker beliefs or were accused of attending Quaker msetings, refuse to aid
him such as Thomas Butler, Stephen Wing, and William Newland?®. But there
were also people who should have besn expected te aid him who did not do
=0, such as Thomég Burgis Jr. and Edmond Freeman Jr., who aven though his
father was caught wp in Quakerism, had married one of the daughters of
Governor Prence and does not seem to have besn a2 good candidate for

Quakerism’/?’. It was also in this year that the first person who was o
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serve as constable of the town, Henery Dillingham, refused to do seo, and

he seems to have never become a Quaker.

Along with open refusals to assist the marshall, came verbal
assaults, gossip,_ impeding the process of the law, and lawsuits by Barlow
for slander and against Barlow. The verbal assaults appeared the previous
year when William Newland's daughters were ordered to be brought into
court for verbally abusing Barlew?®, and continued with Edward Perry’?.
William Bassett also began circulating reports which were later deemed
untrue by the courts, sometime in 1659, Bassett was the constable in the
previous year. William Gifford brought Barlow into court, probably using
the fact that the colony's were to be read to the people every year, to
sue him for doing a great deal of damage to his house when Barlow broke in
to search for Quaker material®®. Barlow considered this slander and sued
Gifford on the same day8). Gifford was later brought to court for blocking
Bariow's way on the road when Barlow was driving cattle he had taken from
people in payment of debts. William Gifford responded to the charge by
stating that he was minding his own business in his own byway®?.

At the same court session William Newland, who was disfranchised from
the town on the same day, tock Barlow to court for taking a horse from him
without giving him proper notice, as it was stated in the laws®3 . Finally
azldz  from local gossip and legal means, the psople of Sandwich wers
beginning  to  take matters into their own hands, for example when Edward
killad a steer that was to be taken from him for not paying his
finegtt, Henery Saunders actually killed the steer and as part of the deal
of deipng this for Perry he was to receive a cow, he did not so he brought
Perry to court and won85. This shows the extent to which pecple were

willing to go. It alsec shows that people were still willing to sue cne
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another even when struggling against an outside force. Sometimes the court

supported the people, as would be expected. Barlow was ordered by the
court to restore the cattle he toock unjustly from Francis Allen, and take
Richard Kerby Jr.'s instead®6, The trends which appeared to begin in 1659
continued in the next decade.

The Plymouth courts and Barlow though were getting tougher as well.
Thomas Ewer in October of 1659, "... for tumultuous and seditious
carriages and speeches was entanced to lye neck and heels...”7?. Ewer said
he was sick and could not make it to court that day so his sentence was
stayed, and as far as is known was not carried out.

Quakerism continued to be a problem in 166C¢ throughout the coleony, but
especially in Sandwich. A list of people, composed by the Plymouth courts
of individuals in October of the year who were fined for being at Quaker
Meetings, is in BAppendix 2. OQut of the twenty-five persons listed, all
except five are from Sandwich8®. In the town itself, Nathaniel Fish and
Peter Gaunt were fined for entertaining foreign gquakers, who assuradly
encouraged the strife with Barlow®?®. Joseph Allen was fined for being at a
Cuaker meeting and making a disturbance at Sunday meeting, which means
that by late 165% or early 1660 Reverand Leveridgs may have been still
holding services in the town, but was gone by June. BAside from the now
ammual  refusal of the the individuals told to take the oath of fidelity
{Edward Perry, John Newland, Ralph Allin, William Gifford, William Allin,
Mathew Allin, Gecrge Allin, Joseph Allin, Daniell Wing, Thomas Ewer,
Richard ERerbey Junior, and Robert Harper} which was done twice this
year,??, all other issues involving the Sandwich Quakers revolved around
lawsuitz against and by Barlow, and refusals to assist him.

Henry Dillingham, and Thomas Burgls Jr. were beoth fined for refuszing





































