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Summary

This dissertation examines the development of daspler and the Quaker peace
testimony within the political and cultural miliefi Pennsylvania during the late seventeenth and
early eighteenth centuries. My project uses Qupkace discourse as a lens to explore the
negotiation of colonial violence in early Ameri¢@ather than viewing Quaker peace discourse
in isolation, | contend that it cannot be underdtapart from the violence that underpinned the
European settlement of Pennsylvania. Provincialk@isawere heavily implicated in slavery and
the Atlantic slave trade, and their refusal to leigth a militia and promptly remit war taxes to
the Crown galvanized non-Quaker opposition in thlerry and attracted the opprobrium of
royalist officials. The cultural construction ofifesylvania on Native lands also set off a contest
for power in which neither Indians nor Friends ebdbminate the other.

“Gospel Order among Friends” argues that the Quialtienacy with colonial violence
touched off a serious debate among Friends abewgdtial, cultural, and religious meanings of
peace. Provincial Quakers struggled to limit theneeny of violence operating within their
households, and by extension, for the colony gelaruse the term “gospel order” to describe
the moral language provincial Friends employedegatiate their collective relationship to
violence. Quaker debates over gospel order culedhiat the Keithian schism, one of the most
serious religious and political controversies tg@hearly Pennsylvania. My project treats
slavery, settler-Indian conflict, and imperial waad as interrelated forms of colonial violence
and challenges the historical tendency to view @ehetoric in isolation from the broader

Anglo-American discourse on violence and sociakord



Introduction

Pennsylvania was founded on high expectations.iailPenn, the colony’s original proprietor,
called the Quaker experiment in peaceful governraéhbly experiment,” an expression later
generations of Friends and historians made fanfersn wrote the phrase only once, but in another
letter addressed to his “dearly beloved Friendsp@ated on his hopes for the colony. The lettas w
written in London sometime after he published v fpromotional tragtSome Account of the
Province of Pennsylvani@ 681)! At that point, “Pennsylvania” was more of an aaf@m on a map
than reality, with barely over a thousand settlierag in the Delaware River Valley. The region’s
Native inhabitants, the Lenni Lenape, watched waad their new Quaker neighbors built a small town
called Philadelphia along the west bank of the idala River in an area known to the Lenape as
Coaquannock. To get Philadelphia off the groundak@u settlers imported several hundred African
slaves in chains from the West Indies. In his tetteFriends, Penn, a slave owner, did not trouble
himself with the morality of slavery. Instead, ledayed his desire to “establish a just & righteous”
colony, one that “others may take Example by” amere “Vice & corrupt manners be impartially
rebuked & punished” and “Virtue & Sobriety be clsbed.” Framing his call for a moral government
in eschatological terms, Penn reminded Friends‘thatWrath of God will hang over Nations” until
good order was established in Pennsylvania.

Friends shared in Penn’s excitement at the prospédbunding a colony that was destined to
be a peaceable kingdom, a light unto the natiomsilé&8 to Winthrop’s “city on a hill” metaphor for
Puritans in New England, Friends believed the “efasany” were on Pennsylvania, which they
believed God had granted to them as their New Gama@&merica. Over time, the founding of

Pennsylvania came to be enshrined in myth, celethiatBenjamin West paintings and by

! william Penn,Some Account of the Province of Pennsilvania inrfomgelately Granted under the Great Seal of Englan
to William Penn.. (London, 1681).

2 [william Penn to Friends in Pennsylvania], [n.qh],3, “Memorandum & Copies of Original Letters &m William

Penn and Others,” Box 4, Parrish Collection, HSP.



Enlightenment figures like Voltaire, who lauded Re&s a virtuous counterpoint to despotic European
monarchs, bloodthirsty conquistadors, and intolecs@rgymen. To Friends and many non-Friends
alike, the myth of Pennsylvania symbolized a manedvolent, peaceful form of European colonialism
in America.

At the time of Pennsylvania’s founding, Friends teahto build a provincial society governed
by the moral discourse of “gospel order,” a metaghat English and American Quakers used at the
time to refer to their system of religious disangj but which also connoted a peaceful form of
governance that “rightly” ordered Friends and tiiuseholds without resort to coercion or the threa
of violence. As a language of peace, gospel or@arintimately connected to the Quaker peace
testimony. In the seventeenth-century, Friendsnéefthemselves through a series of “testimonies”
that were not so much confessions of faith as disss meant to guide moral behavior in a manner
that would mark them off distinctly from outsidérQuaker testimonies were not timeless or universal
— Friends at different times and places interprétedh variously. This was especially true of the
Quaker peace testimony, which rejected warfareaamid conflict as sinful and contrary to divine law
and the example of Jesus in the New Testament.gédx, the acknowledged founder and leader of
the Society of Friends, gave definitive expressmthe peace testimony in 1660 when he proclaimed
to Charles Il that Quakers had always rejectedhkiland the “carnal” weapons of warfare.

In reality, the response of Friends to the probtémiolence was far more complex. This
dissertation examines Quaker gospel order andgheegptestimony in Pennsylvania during the late
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries. Myaesiaim is that Quaker peace discourse cannot be
understood apart from the violence that turned fPewoods” into a colonial reality. My project view
the concepts of “peace” and “violence” in a diat@jirelationship. Quaker peace discourse in early

Pennsylvania was fundamentally concerned with ¢lgelation of violence, both at the level of the

% For an overview of Quaker testimonies, see Hugtb®a and J. William Frost, edShe Quakerg§New York:
Greenwood Press, 1988).



household and in the colony at large. Quakers,diker early Americans, sought to channel and thus
limit their relationship to violence according t@articular set of moral parameters. Peace diseours
was the primary means by which Quakers legitim#ted authority in early Pennsylvania. This
dissertation therefore connects peace to the probfegovernment and encourages scholars to view
early modern peace discourse in relationship temae and the struggle over sovereignty and
authority in early America.

Peace and violence have been long-running thentég ischolarly literature on colonial
Pennsylvania. Usually one or the other theme ishaesiged. Traditional historical accounts, often
written by Quakers themselves, praise the colonyt$supposedly exceptionally pacific character,
which allowed settlers to prospein the words of James T. Lemon, provincial Penrayia was the
“Best Poor Man’s Country” in AmericaModern accounts sympathetic to William Penn emigedsis
avocation of religious toleration and protectiorpofitical liberties® A recent biographer argues for
Penn’s inclusion as a Founding Fath&Yith an eye toward the American Revolution, sctofortray
colonial Pennsylvania as the cradle of Americanamacy and religious freedom and credit Quakers
with forging a distinctive brand of liberal constibnalism® Colonial-era Quaker families in the
Delaware Valley, according to Barry Levy, pioneetieel American domestic ideal of loving parenting
and relative equality between spou3es.

Scholarship focusing on Quaker abolition modifigs telatively sanguine picture by

* Robert ProudThe History of Pennsylvania, in North Ameri@hiladelphia, 1797-98); Isaac SharplésQuaker
Experiment in Government; History of Quaker Govegnhin Pennsylvania, 1682-178®hiladelphia: Ferris & Leach,
1902); Rufus Jone3he Quakers in the American Colon{®&gew York: Russell & Russell, 1911); William Brawaite,
The Second Period of Quakerighondon: Macmillan and Co., 1921); Edwin BronnéfiJliam Penn's “Holy Experiment”:;
The Founding of Pennsylvania, 1681-1{BEew York: Columbia University Press, 1962).

® James T. LemorT,he Best Poor Man’s Country: A Geographical Stutlgarly Southeastern Pennsylvargidew York:
W.W. Norton & Co., 1976).

®J. William Frost, “Pennsylvania Institutes ReligéoLiberty, 1682-1860PMHB (July 1998): 323-47.

 John Morettawilliam Penn and the Quaker Lega@yew York: Pearson Longman, 2007).

8 Alan Tully, Forming American Politics: Ideals, Interests, amstitutions in Colonial New York and Pennsylvania
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1994)Villiam FrostA Perfect Freedom: Religious Liberty in Pennsylaani
(University Park: Pennsylvania State Universityg3rel 993); Jane Calve@Quaker Constitutionalism and the Political
Thought of John Dickinsof€Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009).

° Barry Levy,Quakers and the American Family: British Settlenierihe Delaware ValleyNew York: Oxford University
Press, 1988).



emphasizing the violence of slavery that undergirdenn’s “Holy Experiment” in America. Jean
Soderlund and Gary Nash argue that Quakers and setteers were so dependent on slavery for their
economic prosperity that freedom for African Amaris in Pennsylvania only came “by degre8so
better understand Quaker slavery and abolitioremnBylvania, scholars look to the Caribbean context
particularly Barbados, where many Friends settieithé seventeenth century and from where many
ultimately left for Pennsylvania with their slavestow. Kristen Block’s recent work underscores the
depth of violence that pervaded plantation slawemtpe Caribbean, enabling slaveowning Quaker
planters to grow wealthy but in the process compsom their ability to follow the more radical méra
implications of their faith* The Barbadian Quaker planters and merchants whmated to
Pennsylvania took their knowledge and experienqdasftation slavery with them. Yet, as the work of
Brycchan Carey and J. William Frost suggest, Faxi'ssionary trip to Barbados and the experience of
Caribbean Friends more broadly were crucial todéneelopment of Quaker antislavery in
Pennsylvanid?

Among the best work on colonial Pennsylvania irerég/ears focuses on the region’s Native
inhabitants. Pennsylvania features prominentlyramEis Jennings’ groundbreaking work on the
Iroquois and the Covenant Chailames Merrell’$nto the American Woodmd Peter Silver'©ur
Savage Neighborgoth Bancroft Prize-winning books, focus on thensiegly inexorable conflict and
mistrust that led to the Seven Year's War and w@tety the full dispersal of Natives out of

Pennsylvanid? For Merrell, intercultural “go-betweens” on boilles were unable to overcome

19 Gary Nash and Jean SoderluRteedom by Degrees: Emancipation in PennsylvanihlsAftermath{New York:
Oxford University Press, 1991); see also Jean SautiQuakers and Slavery: A Divided SpifRRrinceton: Princeton
University Press, 1985); and Gary NaBbrging Freedom: The Formation of Philadelphi@8kck Community, 1720-1840
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1988).

! Kristen Block,Ordinary Lives in the early Caribbean: Religion, I6aial Competition, and the Politics of Profithens:
University of Georgia Press, 2012).

12 3. william Frost,The Quaker Origins of Antislavefi}orwood: Norwood Editions, 1980); Brycchan Car&¥he Power
that Giveth Liberty and Freedom’: The Barbadiangis of Quaker Antislavery Rhetoric, 1657-78RIEL, 38(1), 27-48.
13 Francis Jenningdhe Ambiguous Iroquois Empire: The Covenant Chainf€eration of Indian Tribes with English
Colonies from Its Beginnings to the Lancaster TyexHt1744(New York: Norton, 1984).

14 James H. Merrellnto the American Woods: Negotiators on the Pemasyh Frontier(New York: WW Norton, 1999):
Peter SilverQur Savage Neighbors: How Indian War TransformedyeAmerica(New York: WW Norton, 2008).



mutual misunderstanding or prevent European sgflem displacing Native Americans off their
lands. Silver argues that Euroamerican ethnic ehgious toleration in Pennsylvania was achieved
through warfare with their Indian neighbors. With&Pencak and Daniel Richter’s edited collection of
essays on the racial construction of Pennsylvafaigier offers a more ambiguous picture; peaceful
coexistence intermingled with violent encounters.Rencak and Richter point out in the introduction,
“the eras of peace and war shared much in comriton.”

This dissertation explores more deeply the intemegtions between peace and violence in early
Pennsylvania. Several works are especially impbttamy project. Gary Nash, and more recently,
John Smolenski, wrote compelling narratives offttet four decades of Pennsylvania’s history, with
differing emphase¥ Nash’s work focuses on class conflict and the semss politics of the period,
arguing that the relative absence of landed aratycin early Pennsylvania made room for an
unusually populist brand of political culture domied by mostly Quaker merchants, small landowners,
and, to a lesser extent, artisans. Smolenski, gakimnanthropological-cultural approach, uses the
founding generation of Pennsylvania Quakers axamplar of how colonial European “charter
groups” creolized in a manner analogous to what&idMintz and Richard Price described for
enslaved African-Americar€.Both works provide my project with much of theifioal and cultural
background of the period.

My project frames gospel order and the Quaker pesstanony as methods of government that
structured the interactions of early Pennsylvamiariéls in relationship to each other and to the
region’s African, Native, and non-Quaker settldrahitants. While my dissertation uncovers the depth

of violence that made Pennsylvania’s existenceibplasst also takes Quaker peace discourse seyipusl

15 william Pencak and Daniel Richter, “Introductioi’Friends and Enemies in Penn's Woods: Indians, Gsierand the
Racial Construction of Pennsylvaniads. William Pencak and Daniel Richter (Univergtark: Pennsylvania State
University Press, 2004), x.

16 Gary NashQuakers and Politics: Pennsylvania, 1681-17P6inceton: Princeton University Press, 1968)nJoh
SmolenskiFriends and Strangers: The Making of Creole Cultur€olonial PennsylvanigPhiladelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 2010).

7 Sidney W. Mintz and Richard PricEhe Birth of African-American Culture: An Anthropglcal PerspectivéBoston:
Beacon Press, 1992).



emphasizing its role in the creation of a provihiggal and religious culture that attempted toitlim
violence. Paradoxically, it was Quaker complicitycblonial violence in Pennsylvania that generated
wide-ranging debate about the meaning and contdfiypsace. In the first three decades alone,
provincial Friends (and their detractors) debatedrorality of war taxes, the death penalty, tcaffi
human slavery, and the sale of alcohol to Indianmsyng other issues. Despite taking measures to
preserve their own wealth and power, early Frigetmned deep anxieties about their relationship to
violence. In the eighteenth century, those anxsatieuld eventually lead Friends to abolition and
advocacy on behalf of Native Americans.

Gospel order is the central organizing concept ppnoject. As | argue throughout my
dissertation, gospel order was at once a Quakeoulise on peace and a method of noncoercive
government. It began as a response to a need wsarpder and coherence in the Quaker movetfient.
Quakerism began as a charismatic and radical s¢lcei1640s. Led by Fox, an itinerant lay minister
from the north of England, Friends preached thatitward light” of salvation was available to
anyone, male or female, without the need for a pkadyy or any other “outward” form of religious
authority. Fox’s message appealed to the lowerrsroiethe English laity at a time of deep political
anxieties and religious experimentation. Assisted betwork of male and female itinerant preachers,
the movement soon gained adherents around the A&tlfatic. There were around 60,000 Quaker
converts by the Restoration of the Stuart monatély.the face of this spectacular growth, Fox,
Margaret Fell (a wealthy early convert who suppbfex financially and later became his wife), and
other leading ministers, known as “public Friendsgganized a hierarchy of meetings for business and
worship and developed a method of religious digogolo arbitrate internal disputes. Their goal Wwas

preserve the unity of Friends in the face of stateetioned persecution, especially in England #fier

8 My summary of early English Quakerism and its gtoas an Atlantic movement follows Rosemary Modtee Light in
Their Consciences: Early Quakers in Britain, 16484 (University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State Univgrfitess, 2000);
Rebecca Larsomaughters of Light: Quaker Women Preaching and Regying in the Colonies and Abroad, 1700-1775
(New York: Knopf, 1999); and Carla Pestamhge English Atlantic in an Age of Revolution, 184®1 (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 2007), 130-1.

19 Estimate from Barry Reafhe Quakers and the English Revolutitondon: Temple Smith, 1985), 27.



Restoration, and to stamp out internal dissentphip&iom ministerial rivals who challenged Fox’s
authority for the leadership of the movem&hGospel order gave the Society of Friends a more
formalized and hierarchical church order, yet eopetl it within a discourse of love and mutuality.
At the heart of Quaker gospel order was a gendsodn of peaceable government, rooted in
family and household harmony. Regulating sexualitgt Quaker marriage practices, as well as
structuring male and female religious authoritygqacupied Friends on both sides of the Atlantic.
Friends did not seek to overturn contemporary gathial assumptions about family order, but, to a
greater degree than other religious groups, theghassized loving relations and mutual respect
between parents and children, masters and senaamtdellow members of the meeting. Fox likened
Friends to an extended household, often exhortiamtin his epistles to become “as one family,
building up one another, and helping one anotheE&pecially after the Restoration, male ministers
dominated the meetings for business, approvingtidication of tracts and administrating policy on
behalf of all Friends. But Fox also organized safawomen’s meetings in the 1670s, giving them
authority to discipline Quaker females, care fgghmns, manage poor relief, apprentice children, and
approve Quaker couples for marriage. As Phyllis Wargues, Fox preserved male control of the
movement but at the same institutionalized femalak@r religious authority, despite opposition from
some male ministefé.Men’s monthly meetings disciplined errant maleeRds for household-related
offenses such as bad debts, fornication, marryingraQuaker, or suing another Friend in court. As
religious dissenters in England, Friends distrustzllar courts. In their place, monthly meetings
established arbitration proceedings to resolveuespamong Friends, away from public view. If a
wayward Friend committed an offense, the monthlgting applied “noncoercive” pressure (usually

through shame) to secure his or her admission itif@uo obtain any redress of grievances. Friends

? gee H. Larry Inglefirst Among Friends: George Fox and the CreatioQofakerism(Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1994).

2L George Fox, “To Friends, to take care of such, siiféer for owning truth,” [1656] itA Collection of Many Select and
Christian Epistlesvol. 1 (Philadelphia and New York. 1831), 117.

22 phyllis Mack,Visionary Women: Ecstatic Prophecy in Seventeerthi@y EnglandBerkeley: University of California
Press, 1992), 265-304.



who failed to cooperate with the arbitration fatdisownment,” or expulsion from the meetifiy.
Gospel order discipline helped Friends maintairiyuand a collective sense of identity as they rigpid
settled the Anglo-Atlantic.

My dissertation is divided into five chapters tlraice how gospel order provided a framework
for facing the various forms of violence that eagin the colony. Chapter One explores the
development of gospel order as a discourse on pblcgovernment in late seventeenth-century
Pennsylvania. The term “gospel order” does not appeearly Pennsylvania’s promotional literature
or provincial law codes, but it underpinned therentivic and religious culture of the colony. No
militia or armed force was established in Pennsykvaa virtually unprecedented move for any
government, then or now. Provincial courts, packéd Quaker magistrates, remanded litigants to
appointed “peacemakers” for legally-binding arlit/a or imposed “peace bonds” on defendants to
ensure their future good behavior. Up until thetof the eighteenth century, the criminal code was
extraordinarily lenient by English common law staras of that time. The death penalty was restricted
to homicide (and treason, by default) and was almeger implemented. Physical mutilation, such as
ear cropping, was rejected in favor of “lighterrporal punishments, like whipping, or shaming
rituals, like forcing the accused to stand in publnd display a written placard or some other sign
self-condemnatiof’

While Penn famously guaranteed religious toleraiiotine colony, ruling Friends used the legal
system and the power of the courts to promote &€riaflected moral order among a diverse settler

population. The provincial courts became the primanue by which Friends hoped the non-Quaker

% My understanding of the disciplinary practicesran’s monthly meetings draws from Jack MarigRaformation of
American Quakerism, 1748-1783hiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pre€84), which is the best treatment of the
subject.

2 My summary of the Quaker imprint of the early Pgyivania criminal code follows Jack Marietta andSGRowe,
Troubled Experiment: Crime and Justice in Penngyilval682—-180@Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
2006), especially chapters 1-2.



population would internalize Quaker norms of goaee and thereby become peaceable sulfjects.
The first chapter examines quarter sessions cagekaster, Bucks, and Philadelphia Counties for the
pre-1700 period, when the Quaker presence in thedales was greateStThe provincial courts were
dominated by Quaker magistrates who adjudicateglscasa manner analogous to the way overseers in
monthly meetings arbitrated disputes. Morals ofésnsuch as public drunkenness and Sabbath-
breaking, were punished, though relatively lighdgpecially if defendants admitted guilt and pltee
mercy of the court. Even in cases of assault atteértyaQuaker magistrates were more interested in
securing defendants’ future peaceable conductithareting out punishment. The use of corporal
punishments in early Pennsylvania reflected thekénsagendered assumptions about family order and
sexuality. Female defendants accused of fornicatr@hbastardy were more likely to be whipped than
male defendants. While this trend was not uniqueatty Pennsylvania, Quaker courts were also more
willing to subject female defendants accused ofiaegrimes to public shaming rituals as a
“nonviolent” alternative to corporal punishmentsiaRer magistrates were also lenient with non-
married couples, even in fornication cases, ifdbkendants agreed to marry and form a household.
Chapter One concludes by surveying gospel ordardisciplinary mechanism in Quaker
meetings. Just as Friends did elsewhere, monthétings in Pennsylvania resorted to what they
termed “gospel order discipline” to enforce Quakerms in marriage, sexuality, and other household-
related affairs, as well as arbitrate disputes agmoembers. These disciplinary practices take on a
particular importance because they served as afficiabcourt of arbitration for Friends, serving a
complimentary role to the colony’s provincial caurTheoretically, monthly meetings disciplined
Friends, while the provincial law courts, packednwQuaker justices and juries, handled non-Quaker

litigants and defendants. But the lines betweeritloerealms blurred considerably. Arbitrators in

% |In addition to Marietta and RoweTsoubled Experimenmy argument draws from the work of William Offu@f ‘Good
Laws' and 'Good Men': Law and Society in the Del@ndalley, 1680-171QUrbana: University of lllinois Press, 1995).
% After 1700, the provincial government's adoptidrskave codes, along with other judicial and comrtam reforms,
gradually eroded the Quaker character of Pennsidisaaivic culture.
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monthly meetings served as justices in provinaairts, while meetings occasionally handled criminal
cases of assault and sexual violence. Despiteltkstrefforts, however, overseers in monthly mestin
were unable to prevent members of meetings fromgseach other in court. And provincial Friends
accused of sexual assault or other forms of domewtience were still subject to provincial law and
could appear as defendants in criminal courts.clse of William Boulding, which serves as the coda
to Chapter One, examines how the Philadelphia Mgpieeting intervened in a case of domestic
violence and used shame as a disciplinary techriaa®p the abuse.

Chapter Two examines the Keithian schism, one@®ftlost serious religious and political
crises in Pennsylvania’s early history. My projeataks new ground by examining the schism as a
watershed moment in the Quaker debate over peacei@ence in early Pennsylvarfialt shattered
the Quakers’ public image of unity, pitting Frieratginst each other and eventually drawing in
Quakers from other colonies and across the Atlahtaiso nearly brought down the provincial
government. The Keithian schism began in 1692ratigious debate over the nature of Christ’s
resurrection and atonement. George Keith, a Shd@iisaker and university-trained theologian who
was a leading minister of the Society of FriendBiitain, antagonized his Philadelphia ministerial
colleagues by accusing them of holding doctrinedrsrand displaying a shocking ignorance of the
Bible. Keith also circulated a manuscript, “Gos@etler and Discipline Improved,” which challenged
the right of wealthy Philadelphia Quaker ministerslominate meetings for worship at the expense of
rank and file members. Keith argued that all cosifesmembers, regardless of gender or social status

ought to share in the governance of the church.

27 Scholars have interpreted the Keithian schism fneany vantage points. J. William Frost, éthe Keithian Controversy
in Early Pennsylvanigargues the schism centered on the atonementaahig besurrection of Christ. Jon Butler, “Gospel
Order Improved’: The Keithian Schism and the Exaraf Quaker Ministerial Order in Pennsylvani/MQ 31 (1974):
431-452, maintains that it was a conflict over mii@iial authority. NasiQuakers and Politicscontends the Keithian
schism was a class conflict pitting early Penngyiwa ruling oligarchy of wealthy Quaker politiceagainst the middling
sort of shopkeepers and artisans who compriseduteof Keith’'s supporters. Barry LevQQuakers and the American
Family, focused on the Keithians’ attitudes toward fanaihd child-rearing. More recently, John SmolenBkignds and
Strangers contends that Keith viewed Pennsylvania Friersd$astard Quakers” who had culturally degenerftat
British Quakerism, and Andrew Murph@€onscience and Community: Revisiting Toleratiod Religious Dissent in Early
Modern England and Ameriq@niversity Park: Pennsylvania State Universitydre2001), examines the controversy from
the vantage point of religious toleration.
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Keith’s arguments about voluntary church disciplee him to directly confront the rationale
of “noncoercive” Quaker government in PennsylvaKigith and his supporters attacked Quaker
magistrates in print, questioning their moral righhtarm Indian allies, sanction the death penaityl
use armed force to suppress piracy. Because titegloAnd religious invocations of gospel orderave
intertwined, the Keithians compared the oligarauthority of Quaker ministers in the monthly
meetings to the Quaker magistrates in the colony rgkorted to armed force and physical
punishments to maintain civil order. In supporth@ir arguments, the Keithians appealed to thegeac
testimony, arguing that true Christians should gheirtical office since governments by their very
nature used violence to maintain order. State-gavexd violence, they reasoned, was inherently
corrupting to a religious people who ought to govlemselves in loving mutuality, thus rendering th
need for “carnal” weapons unnecessary.

The Keithian schism attracted the attention of mhoosanmentators and royalist officials across
the Atlantic. Quaker magistrates, desperate toatonihe damage, unsuccessfully tried to prosecute
Keith and four of his allies for sedition. The trmackfired. Out of sympathy for the defendants, th
mostly Quaker jury refused to convict the Keithigmst the greater injury to the reputation of
provincial Friends had been already done. The katechism occurred just as Anglo-French imperial
warfare and Indian raids and captive taking eruptethe New England and New York frontier. Word
of the disorder in Pennsylvania reached Londomaleith the Keithians’ print tracts. The Crown
government responded by dissolving Penn’s propyietiaarter and royalizing the colony from 1692 to
1694. Despite Keith’s expulsion from the Society-aends, the schism refused to die. From 1702-4,
Keith crisscrossed the Atlantic as the first misany of the SPG, haranguing Friends wherever he
went. Well into the eighteenth century, Quaker rnl@ennsylvania was the target of hostility from
Anglicans and royalist officials who used Keith\wmarguments to portray Friends as dangerous
pacifists and traitorous subjects who coddled Hrearad Native American interests in their colony.

The next two chapters consider the racial limitadgiof gospel order in early Pennsylvania.
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Chapter Three covers the Quakers’ complicatedioglstiip to slavery. The narrative of Quaker
abolition is well known. Most of the scholarly enggiis has focused on the later eighteenth century, i
an era Jack Marietta has termed the “Quaker refiom#® In the later eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, Quakers were among the leading ababkt®m the Atlantic world. British Friends playad
prominent role in the campaign to abolish the staade, and Philadelphia was home to Anthony
Benezet, the French-born Quaker of Huguenot omgiom one scholar has dubbed “the father of
Atlantic abolitionism” for pioneering the transattec campaign to abolish slavery and the slaveetrad
in the eighteenth centufy.Benezet was not alone, however. Beginning in 04, Quaker reformers
like John Woolman, among many others, began pudfriiegds in the Delaware Valley toward
divesting from slavery and slave traffickifiy.Although it would take them the rest of the centio

do so, the reformers eventually succeeded in yaselzing control of the Philadelphia Yearly Meegtin
and making slavery a disownable offense.

While scholars have paid significant attention teakers’ turn toward abolition, less studied
(though certainly not ignored) is the earlier higtof Quaker antislavery in Pennsylvania. My
dissertation follows the scholarly convention dtitiguishing “antislavery” from “abolition®*
Historians conventionally reserve the terms “abwiit and “abolitionism” for the later eighteenthdan
nineteenth-century efforts to eradicate slaverytaedslave trade through legal, military, and [pcdit
action. By contrast, antislavery advocates criéidithe violence of slavery and the cruelty of nraste
without necessarily calling for an end to the ingion itself. While the distinction between atdigery

and abolition is important, the concerns and caintteons that animated antislavery in the severiteen

% Marietta, The Reformation of American Quakerjgmxi, xiii-xiv, describes the Quaker reformatias a “transformation
[that] occurred in the Society of Friends ... bedwéd 748 and the end of the American Revolutiorgtlieg to “the
withdrawal of American Friends from the mainstreafi\merican society and government,” but also ®‘tjrowth of
Quaker philanthropy and, most conspicuously, tinh lnf Quaker abolition.”

% Maurice Jacksori,et This Voice Be Heard: Anthony Benezet, Fathéxtlaintic Abolitionism(Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 2008).

%0 Geoffrey PlankJohn Woolman'’s Path to the Peaceable Kingdaruaker in the British EmpirgPhiladelphia:
University of Pennsylvania Press, 2012), offerskibst and most recent account of Woolman withircthrext of the
commercial integration of the British Empire and thansatlantic network of Quaker reformers in \wtie circulated.

31 On the contested historical distinction betweertidavery” and “abolition,” see David Brion DaviBhe Problem of
Slavery in the Age of Revolution, 1770-1823ford, 1999), 21-2.
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century set important moral precedents that abaisis later appropriated The narrative of Quaker
abolitionism, my dissertation argues, makes lhiktorical sense without uncovering early Friends’
deep ties to slavery in the Caribbean and withetnaicing their ambivalence towards the violence of
slavery and racial mixing in their households irnyeRennsylvania.

Chapter Three highlights the significance of gogpder in the development of antislavery in
early Pennsylvania. George Fox established thelmparameters of the debate when he visited
Barbados in 1671. The trip was Fox’s first realengnce with the horrors of plantation slavery, and
after he returned to London, he wr@espel Family Orde(1676) to implore Quaker masters to treat
their slaves as well as they would their own whiteistian servant¥’ Wealthy slaveowning Friends in
the colony pointed to Fox’s injunctions@ospel Family Ordeto argue that they could legitimately
own slaves and be good Christian masters. A disggfaction of Friends, however, argued that
slavery was not compatible with the Quaker idealroerly and peaceable households. They deployed
a range of arguments with gospel order rhetorih@sinderlying theme: slavery encouraged violence
in the household, turning Quaker masters into dyrahts; the introduction of African slaves into
Quaker households threatened the sexual purityhdgbwgervants; and the Atlantic slave trade vidjent
tore apart African families. Early Pennsylvaniagifds were also fearful of slave revolt taking pliace
Pennsylvania, a troubling scenario in a colony withorganized militia and a high concentration of
pacifists. Those fears were amplified after Newkvexperienced a minor slave revolt in 1712.

As Chapter Three argues, there were long-term cuesees of these early antislavery debates.
The Keithian dissidents lent antislavery an evememadical tinge after publishing tlhortation &

Caution to Friendsn 1693, a tract that condemned Quaker slaveholdingequivocal, piercing

32 This argument follows John Donoghue, “Out of tlemdl of Bondage: The English Revolution and themitaOrigins of
Revolution,”AHR 115 (2010): 943-974. Donoghue locates the origfraolition in the network of radical republicanism
in the mid-seventeenth century English Atlantic.

¥ George FoxGospel Family Order: Being a Short Discourse Conaey the Ordering of Families, Both of Whites,
Blacks, and IndianéLondon, 1676).
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language’* As a consequence, later would-be Quaker abolisrin monthly meetings were
marginalized, threatened with disownment, or otheewgilenced. Yet while wealthy slaveowning
Friends engineered their post-Keithtiiermidor, they shared with their antislavery counterpaffisaa
of slave revolts and importing too many African®ithe region. To wit, the Quaker Assembly’s
enactment of slave codes, modeled on the Caribd&eample, included measures to limit slave
importation into the colony. The legal institutidization of slavery by the turn of the eighteenth
century also marked the beginning of the end opgbsrder as a legal discourse in Pennsylvania. Yet
unlike their rationalization that slaveowning wasnpatible with gospel order, Quaker masters were
unwilling to justify their involvement in the slateade on moral grounds. Over time, the trope ef th
Atlantic slave trade violently tearing apart Afnicéamilies gained ground in Quaker antislavery
rhetoric, setting an important moral precedentdter eighteenth-century Quaker abolitionism, &s th
slave trade, then slavery itself became a targetfofm and eventually a matter of religious diog

in monthly and yearly meetings.

Chapter Four explores the undercurrent of forcedtractured Quaker-Indian alliances in early
Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania was touted — then daad-aas a model of peaceful relations between
settlers and Natives. In his promotional matekilliam Penn cultivated the image of the Lenni
Lenape as peaceable and amendable to Quaker autRamn wanted to reassure potential settlers and
investors that Pennsylvania would be free fromstder-Indian violence that plagued other colonies
but he and other Friends genuinely believed thagape culture was fully compatible with Quaker
notions of gospel order. The Lenape proved to bingiallies, but for reasons that had nothing ¢o d
with Penn’s magnanimity. Knowing the Susquehanns available for hunting and resettlement,
Lenape sachems gave Penn what he so badly neede&th lands on which to establish a foothold for

his new colony. In return, the Lenape asked fotiooed access to the manufactured goods they had

3 [George Keith and the Keithian Monthly Meetingh Exhortation and Caution to Friends concerning/idg or
Keeping of Negroes. [New York, 1693].
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long exchanged peltry for with European traderhaDelaware Valle§® Among the many European-
manufactured items the Lenape desired, alcoholi¢péarly rum) and firearms, along with powder and
shot, were especially significant. The Quaker-Lenaltiance, which allowed Friends to settle
Pennsylvania without resort to armed conquestyvéndh laid the foundation for the myth of Penn as
the founder of a colony that enjoyed unparalleledoeful relations with Native Americans, was
nourished by a lively trade in arms and ligddr.

But it was alcohol, and not the arms trade, thatatl®lized Pennsylvania’s frontier during the
1690s and early 1700s. This dissertation singléslcohol as a major force for violence and
destabilization in the Quaker-Indian alliariéén focusing on the alcohol trade as an importaator
for colonial violence, my dissertationnst disregarding the power struggle over land as thegry
locus of conflict between European settlers andvwdatin Pennsylvania, a province that, like every
other Anglo-American colony, was created from Imdt@untry — sometimes by force, sometimes
through negotiation. That the Lenape and othenfdaroups in the region willingly traded land use
rights to the provincial government for alcohol atder European goods demonstrates how
inextricably linked issues of land and trade werearly Pennsylvania.

My comparative analysis of the Indian trade in gand alcohol challenges the notion of a
seemingly inexorable Indian declension in the faicEuropean colonial expansion. Throughout the
early history of Pennsylvania, Natives retainett@ang presence in the region and were a force that
could neither be dominated, nor easily ignoredditless. For the Lenape and other Native groups tha

began to settle in the Susquehanna Valley in t994,6defeat at the hands of European colonizers was

% The best recent account the Lenape for this pgfiioch which my summary is drawn, is Amy Schiiteople of the River
Valleys: The Odyssey of the Delaware IndiéPisiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pre§)2).

% Fred Anderson and Andrew Caytdthe Dominion of War: Empire and Liberty in North éiina, 1500—200@New

York: Penguin Books, 2005), argues for the sigaifice of the arms trade for Quaker Pennsylvaniaisti&r security. My
work adds to this insight by placing it within thentext of the settler-Indian trade in alcohol, ethhighlights the extent of
the latter’s destabilizing effect.

3" peter Mancallpeadly Medicine: Indians and Alcohol in Early Aner{Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1995), remains
the definitive work. Mancall's book, however, i®@ad-ranging survey of the topic in colonial Nofimerica. My project
adds to this work by examining the operation obhtil on Pennsylvania’s frontier in significantlyegter detail for the

early period.
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not inevitable. With a government dominated by fistsi and no militia, Pennsylvania was militarily
weak and dependent on its Native allies for itatier security. This situation lasted well into the
eighteenth century, even though by then, Jamesr_bgd begun to steer Pennsylvania toward an
alliance with the Iroquois, who still claimed thesguehanna Valley and its Native inhabitants bigtrig
of conquest.

Alcohol, though, had a different dynamic than weap For Natives, it was a European-
manufactured trade good of special significanceyoay cultural and spiritual properties that maide
unique in comparison to other items, including gufisearms were a practical necessity. Indian
consumers used firearms not only for warfare baa &r hunting, which brought in food for Indian
communities and peltry to trade with settlers. Alolp by contrast, had no such practical valuelier t
Lenape and other Native groups in the region. imgl@drank for the same reasons Quakers and other
European settlers did — to get intoxicated. Ind@ss drank because they believed alcohol gave them
medicinal and religious power. But alcohol alsosslimajor problems for both Indians and Quakers.
Quakers struggled against immoderate drinking,Naiitve leaders from the Delaware and
Susquehanna Valleys consistently complained toipcat government officials that European traders
used alcohol to cheat Indian customers and thgpaatrindian intoxication was weakening their
communities. Indian complaints about the traddaoteol dominated treaty sessions, at times
outweighing other diplomatic concerns. Quaker mafens agreed with Native leaders that the trade
promoted excessive drunkenness, and the Philadel@arly Meeting made the selling of rum and
other strong drinks to Indians a disciplinary ofenPerhaps more troubling from the provincial
government’s point of view, alcohol also facilitdtérunken trading sessions between Indian and
European settlers that frequently led to violerdoemters, and occasionally even murder.

As Chapter Four suggests, Indian complaints adoahal underscore the limitations of gospel
order as a Quaker discourse on noncoercive governimneians continued to demand it, and European

traders were all too happy to meet that demanachange for furs. The lucrative fur trade guaraditee
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that alcohol would continue to flow into Pennsyliaas frontier, regardless of the protests of Native
leaders and Quaker reformers. While monthly andly@aeetings pressured Quaker merchants to
refrain from selling Indians alcohol, they were @oless to stop non-Quaker traders from doing so.
Neither, seemingly, could the provincial governmeiespite the many promises to Native leaders that
the trade would be curbed. Ironically, the one aagely responsible for expanding the supply of
alcohol into Pennsylvania’s frontier was James Inoga Quaker. Using his position as provincial
secretary land agent for the provincial governmeogian made a fortune supplying traders with
alcohol and other goods on credit to obtain pelts\aery favorable price. Besides indebting traders
himself, Logan used his supply of alcohol to Indias a weapon to obtain lands he coveted in the
Susquehanna Valley, lands he parceled out to secsitfor personal profit. Logan was never
disciplined by Friends for his actions, even thotlgghPhiladelphia Yearly Meeting repeatedly
sanctioned the sale of liquor to Natives. Many ofjan’s colleagues from the yearly meeting were also
complicit in displacing their Native allies throufgnd speculation, buying up tracts in the
Susquehanna Valley. While Friends recognized IndrahQuaker intoxication as a moral problem,
they were unable or unwilling to see alcohol agral®lically violent weapon advancing the European
colonization of Pennsylvania’s frontier. And evéthey had, they were even less willing to
acknowledge their own role in it.

The final chapter, Chapter Five, situates the Qupkace testimony within the broader
framework of British imperial authority in AmericBy the time of Pennsylvania’s founding, Friends
on both sides of the Atlantic had achieved a rozgyisensus on the peace testimony. Many Friends,
perhaps most, eschewed killing and direct parttmpan warfare as sinful and were willing to suffe
fines, distraint of property, and imprisonmentigulof military service. Yet Friends at this time
generally did not object timdirect complicity in armed conflict, such as paying tarasmarked for
military purposes by a government in wartime. Beseakiriends affirmed the right of government as an

institution to use force to keep civil order, thaigl not expect magistrates, even Quaker ones|ltimfo
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a strict pacifist ethic. In contrast to modern a&tians of pacifism, early modern Friends seemezhte
more about their own salvation and less about li@wiolent actions of others caused human
suffering. Before the mid-eighteenth century, Fdegenerally refused to make the peace testimony a
matter of discipline. If a Quaker bore arms andipi@ated in some military action (as some did in
colonial America), the monthly meeting to whichtbedonged generally refused to intervene, reserving
judgment for God alone. Not all Friends were patsfiand even those who did take the peace
testimony seriously interpreted its meaning varipds

The peace testimony in Pennsylvania should haveechlittle problem in the late seventeenth
and early eighteenth centuries. Quakers were firmbontrol of the government, there was no
compulsory militia, and for the period of this syuthe colony suffered no enemy incursions, Native
French Canadian. When the royalist Governor of Néovk or the Crown government demanded war
taxes from Pennsylvania, as they did during Kingjig¥n’'s War (1689-1698) and Queen Anne’s War
(1702-1713), Quaker magistrates collected and th&dmposts with little fuss. The Assembly even
came up with its own rationale, designating the taaes for the “King’s use” or the “Queen’s use,”
implying that whatever the monarchy or the Govewfdlew York did with the money was on their
souls. And that was that.

Except that was not quite the end of the storynBEwith the general consensus on the peace
testimony along the lines described above, it séillsed Friends in early Pennsylvania considerable
grief and anxiety. George Fox and other early Fisegiave the peace testimony a dualist framework
that relativized the authority of “carnal” tempbgavernments in favor of Friends’ spiritual autityr
Such rhetoric made sense in Restoration EnglaBidrados, where political authorities viewed
Quakers with suspicion or hostility. In Pennsyhariiowever, Friendserethe government and

Quaker civic and religious authority were hopelgssiertwined. Thus, the meaning and context of the

% This is a summation of interpretations forwardgdHermann Wellenreuther, "The Political Dilemmatioé Quakers in
Pennsylvania, 1681-1748MHB 94 (April 1970): 135-72; and Meredith WeddWalking in the Way of Peace: Quaker
Pacifism in the Seventeenth Cent(iew York: Oxford University Press, 2001).
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peace testimony changed, by necessity, as Friessdsreed the mantle of state power. Not surprisingly,
Keithians and other disaffected Quakers in thergptarned the carnal/spirit dualism of the peace
testimony against Friends in government, arguirey thad betrayed Quaker peace principles by
inflicting corporal and capital punishments, segdinmed men to capture pirates, and raising taxes i
support of the imperial war effort.

Accused by the Keithians of betraying their patifisnciples, provincial Friends were
maligned by their other enemies as too pacifiserfels may have wanted Pennsylvania to be free from
the entanglements of organized warfare, but this imgossible. The Protestant coup d’état that put
William 1l and Mary on the English throne in 16&8celerated the Crown'’s efforts to centralize the
commercial and military administration of the engpand to reign in the independence of proprietary
and charter colonial governments in North AmefitAnglicans and royalist officials used the peace
testimony and the absence of a formal militia ind&ylvania as a wedge issue to undermine Quaker
authority. Indian raids along the New York and Nemgland frontier, and the perception that French
Canada was behind them, also motivated metropaitaincolonial administrators to organize a
coordinated military response from all the Anglo-@mgan colonies north of the Chesapeake.
Pennsylvania’s distinctive legal culture, which thditia issue both epitomized and symbolized, was
in tension with the expansion of British imperiatlaority.

Provincial Friends, beset by challenges to thetin@nity from all sides, stubbornly clung to a
rather narrow interpretation of the peace testimengs to war taxes, no to the militia — but that
position had to be cultivated and maintained; is wat preordained. By the early eighteenth century,
they had succeeded, but at a price. While therestilaso militia in the colony, most of the Quaker
inflected laws that gave Pennsylvania its distirectegal culture were gradually replaced by a commo

law system more in line with British imperial stands. The institutionalization of slavery, the grald

% See lan K. Steele, “The Anointed, the Appointet the Elected: Governance of the British Empif8%1784,” in in
Oxford History of the British Empirerol. 2 The Eighteenth Centured. P.J. Marshall (Oxford, 1998), 105-127.
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withdrawal of the Lenape and other Native groupsifthe Susquehanna Valley, and the silencing of
reformers and dissenters within Quaker meetingddvallicome back to haunt later generations of
Friends, especially at the outset of the Sevenst'&dar, when global imperial conflict finally came
crashing down on Pennsylvania.

My work routinely employs the term “discourse” t@am a rationale or logic that shapes
institutions, human thinking, and behavior. Gospeler, as the “logic” of noncoercive Quaker
government, encompassed how Friends attemptedlén titremselves and others in a manner
conducive to their peace principles. It was mangesn their political and religious texts, in thei
speech, in their manner of worship, and in theapmn of the provincial government. My dissertatio
also employs the term “noncoercive,” but it is maénded to connote “without force.” Instead, the
term is intended to convey the Quakers’ belief thay could ultimately govern themselves and others
without resort to killing and physical violence.

In using the term “noncoercive,” this dissertatdwes not ignore the fact that early
Pennsylvania courts imposed the death penalty gthextremely rarely), and inflicted corporal
punishments on those convicted of breaching thengtd legal-moral code. While it could be argued
that ruling Friends were simply acting from consadins ofrealpolitik, my dissertation views the
entire spectrum of force that defined Quaker goaece in early Pennsylvania, with all its limitatson
and contradictions, as part of their discourse amcoercion. Context is important. From the early
modern Quaker standpoint, whipping was more “noreee” as a punishment than physical
mutilation. And while early Pennsylvania had thattiepenalty, the infrequency of its application
became another facet of this logic. The racial genadered dimensions of Quaker noncoercion are
crucial. For early modern Friends, “noncoerciveVgmance did not preclude whipping women for
sexual offenses, or enslaving Africans in the cglahough it did come to mean limiting the growth o
slavery in Pennsylvania by restricting slave imatons.

As a critical model, my dissertation makes usEafcault’s theory on governmentality.
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According to Foucault, governmentality is the “afgoverning men” that gradually displaced
monarchical forms of power and authority beginnimghe eighteenth century. Unlike monarchical
forms of authority, in which kings or queens imptseir will on subjects from “above,”
governmentality, as Foucault describes it, culgsatubjects frorwithin a population, deploying a
plurality of disciplinary techniques in multiplestitutions, such as prisons, hospitals, and schools
Because its operation of power is diffuse, govemtadéy renders centralized forms of authority,
particularly the monarchy, obsolete. Crucially, Eault argues that governmentality renders brute
force unnecessary because the subjects withiarigljction will ultimately internalize its discuve
logic through self-discipline and self-scrutiffy.

Foucault’'s theory on governmentality is relevanatstudy of early modern Quaker governance
and its relationship to sovereignty. Through hoos#ldiscipline, monthly meetings attempted to
cultivate peaceable Quaker subjects, while rulingriéls, mostly through the provincial courts,
encouraged Pennsylvania’s non-Quaker subjectdemilize gospel order discourse. Gospel order,
supported by a rhetoric of peace, formed the E<@uaker sovereignty in early Pennsylvania.
Foucault conceived governmentality as separate fovereignty, which he associated with the
monarchy. Recently, however, Andrew Neal arguesRbacault’s theory of governmentality offers a
more complex way of viewing the problem of sovengyg challenging the traditional “Hobbesian”
model that posits a totalizing “system of powerhndtsingle center’* This dissertation lends support
to that contention. Sovereignty — understood heraean that which ultimately held sway in the
hearts, minds, bodies, and souls of early Pennsidna — was at stake in the moral debates over the
militia, the peace testimony, the death penalgyely, and the Indian alcohol trade. As Friends

grappled with their relationship to peace and vioks they gradually staked out the parameters of

“0 Foucault’s theories on governmentality are exmldneThe Foucault Effect: Studies in Governmentalityth/Mliwo
Lectures by and an Interview with Michel Foucaell. Graham Burchell, Colin Gordon, Peter Millehi{cago: University
of Chicago Press, 1991), 87-104.

“1 Foucault explored the concept of sovereignt@aeiety Must Be Defended: Lectures at the Colleg&Rnce, 1975-
1976(Picador, 2003); Andrew Neal, “Cutting Off the I§ia Head: Foucault's 'Society Must Be Defended' #hedProblem
of Sovereignty,”Alternatives29 (2004): 373-98; quotation on p. 375.
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Pennsylvania’s sovereignty, setting the colony fpam other colonies, and even the British Empire
itself. Although seemingly ethereal, the strugglerogospel order, and thus sovereignty, had real-
world consequences for how Friends governed thengokheir relations with each other, and with
their African, Native, and European settler neigisfid

Beyond critical theory, this dissertation engagéh weveral historiographical fields. This
project would not have been possible without tlemeering field of Atlantic history, and particubarl
the scholarship on slavery and the slave tradesiwimiade much of Atlantic history possiifavly
work is also equally indebted to New Indian histecholarship, which established the centrality of
Native perspectives to North American histdhBusan Amussen’s work on early modern English
households is especially influential. Amussen usclened the prevalence of household and familial
metaphors in early modern discussions of politeal social order, and her work highlights the
importance of violence regulation in maintaining tegitimacy of patriarchal authority in early
modern English househol&Kathleen Brown'sGood Wives, Nasty Wenches, Anxious Patriarchs
guides my understanding of the relationship betwgsrder and race in early Amerit&Even more
influential for this dissertation is Philippe Robeng’s October 2004 article, “Thomas Tryon and the
Seventeenth-Century Dimensions of Antislavery’haWilliam and Mary QuarterlyDrawing on

Amussen, Rosenberg argues that pre-Enlightenmdgtreaderns were capable of identifying and

2 My framing of sovereignty as a set of discursivagtices differs from Lauren Benton’s recent coticepof colonial
sovereignty following geographic conduits to traitsEuropean law to extra-European spaces ; seeehd@@entonA
Search for Sovereignty: Law and Geography in Euaopgémpires, 1400-1900New York: Cambridge University Press,
2010).

3 The literature on slavery and the creation ofAHantic World is too massive to rehearse here sewveral key works
include Sidney W. MintzSweetness and Power: The Place of Sugar in Modestoy (New York: Penguin, 1985); Philip
Curtin, The Rise and Fall of the Plantation Comp{dlew York: Cambridge University Press, 1990); Johornton,Africa
and Africans in the Making of the Atlantic World,0D— 18002nd ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Pre888); see
also Peter Linebaugh and Marcus Rediliéie Many-Headed Hydra: Sailors, Slaves, Commoneasiae Hidden History
of the Revolutionary AtlantiBoston: Beacon, 2000); and Alison Games, “Atlahtistory: Definitions, Challenges, and
Opportunities,”AHR 111(2006): 741-757.

“ For an assessment of the field of New Indian Hstsee Daniel Richter, "Whose Indian History¥MQ50 (1993), 379-
93.

> Susan Amussen Ordered Society: Gender and Class in Early Madengland(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1988).

¢ Kathleen BrownGood Wives, Nasty Wenches, and Anxious Patria@ksder, Race, and Power in Colonial Virginia
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pres99b6).
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condemning cruelty on their own terms and that s@enth-century moral commentators fused their
patriarchal concerns about orderly householdsarmtoherent and wide-ranging critique of plantation
slavery in the America¥.

On the relationship between violence and governahtedissertation takes seriously the
interpretive framework of John Smolenski and Thotamphrey’s edited anthologiew World
Orders: Violence, Sanction, and Authority in thdddial AmericagUniversity of Pennsylvania Press,
2005). In the introduction, “The Ordering of Autltgrin the Colonial Americas,” Smolenski usefully
defines the problem of violence regulation as “@ptions of which forms of violence were
appropriate (and when) and of who were appropahjects of violence® This dissertation follows
their contention that the regulation of violenceswantral to the production of colonial authorayd
by implication, sovereignty) in America.

My work engages centrally with Meredith Weddle’'sidéive work on the Quaker peace
testimony. Focusing on the experience of Rhodadskriends during King Philip’s War (1675-6),
Weddle concludes that Quakers interpreted the mgafitheir peace testimony in the seventeenth
century variously. Quaker responses to the prolafewolence, according to Weddle, fell along a
spectrum of belief and behavior, ranging from pagifto more direct complicity in warfare. Her work
also demonstrates that Quaker pacifism was indalistic, as each Friend had to work out the meaning
of the peace testimony for themselves. Early mo@araker pacifists, she contends, were not
humanitarians. Instead, they looked to their owmaten and did not worry about how the actions of
others, or even their own indirect actions, contiglol to violence. Weddle’'s work is revisionist,itek
issue with what she calls the traditional “pietsinterpretation of Quaker scholars who assume tha

Friends had always embraced pacifism and that #ening of that pacifism was always universally

" Philippe Rosenberg, “Thomas Tryon and the Sevattie@entury Dimensions of AntislaverZy\MQ 61 (October 2004),
609-42,

8 John Smolenski and Thomas J. Humphrey, Besv World Orders:Violence, Sanction and Authdiritshe Early Modern
Americas, 1500-182fhiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pressjiofenski, “Introduction: The Ordering of in the
Colonial Americas,” 14.
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understood and practicéd.

This dissertation accepts these claims but seek®t@ scholarly discussions about the peace
testimony in Pennsylvania beyond the issue of wdreth not Friends were consistently pacifist (they
were not) or whether their pacifism was “modern’hamanitarian (it was not). Quaker peace discourse
was crucial to early Pennsylvania governance,gasheir complicity in colonial violence was. The
two were deeply interconnected, and as this desentargues, uncovering the operation of peace and
violence in early Pennsylvania is critical for thv@ader historical understanding of colonialism in
America and for understanding the relevance of @upkcifism to the themes of race, gender, and

empire in early American history.

9 See Weddleywalking in the Way of Peac®-11; quotation on p. 8.



Chapter One
‘The Eyes of Many Are On Us’: The Struggle for Gospl Order in Quaker
Pennsylvania

On March 4, 1681, Charles Il granted William PebBr0D80 square miles of strategic North
American territory situated between New York anel @hesapeake. It was one of the largest land
grants ever awarded by an English monarch to arogai-subject. The grant was all the more striking
because the proprietor was a Quaker, a memberepiudedly heretical pacifist sect that refused to
swear oaths or take up arms in wartime. Charle&d indebted to Penn’s father, William Penn, Sr., a
Royal Navy admiral who once served under Olivem@&ell, a fact the Stuart monarch conveniently
overlooked. Admiral Penn had served Charles duhegAnglo-Dutch wars of the 1660s, spending
£11,000 of his own money to keep the Royal Navyigioned. When the elder Penn died in 1670, the
younger Penn inherited the king’'s debt. But Pens &lso seriously indebted. Despite his affirmation
of simplicity as a Quaker, Penn lived like an agsatic, and his lavish spending outstripped the
income he earned from his father’s estates in Exigéand Ireland. Penn likely used the king’s debt as
leverage to obtain PennsylvanfsBut Charles also gained in the bargain. Not ofdyh& conveniently
eliminate a debt without spending hard currencyar@s included sufficient provisions in the charter
that guaranteed Penn would be beholden to higgtcainterests in America at little cost to his own
purse>!

Whatever his promises to Charles, William Penndthér interests in Pennsylvania. Although
he advertised widely for settlers, Penn envisidAednsylvania as a Quaker colony, one that would be

governed according to Quaker notions of “gospeéntfdsospel order was a language of peace and a

*¥Richard S. Dunn, “William Penn and the SellingPennsylvania, 1681-1685Proceedings of the American
PhilosophicalSociety 127 (October 1983): 322-9; Mary Maples Dufiime Personality of William Penn,” ifhe World of
William Penn eds. Richard S. Dunn and Mary Maples Dunn (Phlfada: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1986)43-
For Admiral Penn’s naval career, see Granville Pbtemorials of the Professional Life and Times of\8illiam Penn 2
vols. (London, 1833).

°1 Stephen Saunders Webb, “The Peaceable Kingdomakér Pennsylvania in the Stuart Empire,¥orld Of William
Penn eds. Dunn and Dunn, 173-194.
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discourse on family and household government. énstbventeenth century, Friends valued patriarchy
and deference, but they tempered this with the ictiom that husbands and wives, parents and
children, and masters and servants should condeittrelations with each other in spirit of lovaf
peaceful relations governed the household, Frieeasoned, gospel order would radiate outward and
by degrees redeem the larger world, thus eventuatigiering violence and coercion in all its forms
superfluous. To achieve gospel order in their femmiand households, Friends instituted disciplinary
practices in their religious meetings based ont@aton. Friends who resisted the interventionhefiit
peers and elders in the meeting faced “noncoer@aattions, including “disownment,” or expulsion
from the meeting. The resolution of conflict to este collective harmony was the quintessential
expression of Quaker gospel order.

In early Pennsylvania, gospel order was a disconmsgoverning peaceable subjects, and it was
inflected throughout Pennsylvania’s legal cultuféhe Quaker meeting was the primary site for
regulating Friends’ households, provincial law &mel court system became the primary means for
Friends to inculcate gospel order in the colonyisTas especially critical since non-Quaker sedtler
would eventually outnumber Friends by the turnhaf ¢ighteenth century. By then, Pennsylvania’s
laws more closely conformed to British imperialrgtards, especially the provincial criminal codet Bu
for as long as Friends retained their dominanttfmrsin government, gospel order discourse remained
thede factomoral law in the colony. By fashioning Pennsyhzas a gospel order colony, Friends
cultivated a form of Quaker sovereignty in the ls@genteenth century that stood at the margins of
English imperial forms of authority in early Ameaic

Pennsylvania Quakers, like other settler groupseweeply complicit in colonial violence, and

they struggled to define their relationship to thiatence. As a discourse on peaceable government,

*2Barry Levy,Quakers and the American Family: British Settlenierihe Delaware ValleyOxford: Oxford University
Press, 1988).

%3 John SmolenskFriends and Strangers: The Making of Creole Cultiwr€olonial Pennsylvani@Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania Press, 2010), 29-30ingsfgospel order as “a process clarifying pardicpbints of Quaker
theology and establishing a set of practices thnomigich local meetings could promote piety and igigte wayward
Friends.”



27

Quaker gospel order was above all else an attesnmpgulate violence, at the level of the household
and for the colony at large. The first half of thigapter explores the ways in which gospel order
discourse underpinned the early promotional liteabf Pennsylvania and the founding constitutional
texts of the colony in the late seventeenth centarthe second half, this chapter will examinepgs
order as a disciplinary practice that Friends vwadlth their meetings and in the provincial county
courts. In both their meeting and in provincial @euFriends dealt with the problems of intimate an
domestic violence, particularly sexual violence apdusal abuse. Understanding how Friends dealt
with the problem of intimate violence is crucialuonderstanding how they negotiated their relatignsh
to other forms of colonial violence.

The origins of gospel order lay not in Pennsylvahia rather in the English Quaker
movement's transformation from a loose sect tormé& denomination* When George Fox began his
public ministry in the late 1640s, the charismé&tiender of the Society of Friends attracted hunsired
of religious separatists in the northern regiors lidlands of England who shared his vision for
spiritual egalitarianism. Early Quaker preacherthalate 1640s and early 1650s preached a form of
universalism, arguing that all humans, regardléggender or social distinctions, could experieree t
saving inward light of Christ without recourse toriture, paid ministers, and church sacraments suc
as baptism and communion. The belief in spiritupladity led early Friends to embrace lay female
preachers and reject paying deference to establlgbigical and religious leaders. This meant Fien
refused to pay church tithes, support an ordaitergg, swear oaths before magistrates, or partieipa
in any established or liturgical forms of worshipiends also wore unadorned “plain style” clothing
and refused to doff their hats before magistrdtespeech, Quakers spoke to each other simply and

directly and addressed their social betters usiegamiliar “thee” and “thou” instead of the more

** The following summary is taken from Rosemary Moditee Light in Their Consciences: Early Quakers iitdn, 1646-
1666 (Pennsylvania State University Press, 2000). Tagsic account of Quakerism’s origins is WilliamBEaithwaite,
The Beginnings of Quakerisfbondon: MacMillan and Co., 1912).
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deferential “you.” By openly rejecting worldly awttity and fashions, early Friends cultivated a
socially-leveling and spiritually-egalitarian rebgs society’”

The spiritual egalitarianism of Friends won thenngnaonverts throughout England (over
35,000 by the time of the Restoration) as welhaSgotland and Ireland, but the movement’s dramatic
growth — and persecution — prompted the Quakeeksaip to structure individual meetings into a
more tightly controlled, hierarchical netwotkSeventeenth-century English Friends straddled the
tension between their affirmation of individual edation and their need to retain a collective idgnt
That tension was worsened by external pressure fnagistrates and religious authorities who loathed
Quakers and their refusal to show them proper dater. The problem of persecution escalated
dramatically after the Restoration of the Stuarharchy in 1660. Seeking to distance itself from the
radical republicanism of the English Commonweaith &e royalist-dominated Parliament enacted a
series of statutes against religious separatistsyk as the Clarendon Code, which aimed to reassert
the episcopal authority of the Church of Englande ©f the statutes -- the Quaker Act of 1662 --
directly targeted Friends by outlawing their radigs gatherings and penalizing those who scrupled
against swearing oaths in cotfffThe Clarendon Code spurred an episodic but inteessecution of
Friends during the Restoration. Thousands of Qusadifered jail, fines, and the distraint of their
property for refusing to pay tithes and for failitwgdisperse their public religious gatherings.
Magistrates often employed brutal tactics to brgalQuaker meetings. Quakers responded to the
persecution by denouncing their religious enemmgsophetic fashion, such as going naked as a sign

and interrupting church services, public rituabsttbften invited further persecutich.

*5 |n addition to Moore, my summary of early Quakelifs draws from Smolenshkiriends and Strangersnd Hugh
Barbour and J. William Frosthe QuakergNew York: Greenwood Press, 1988).

* The figure is taken from Smolenskiiends and Stranger£0.

> Newton Key, “Clarendon Code,” iistorical Dictionary of Stuart England 1603-1688d. RH Fritze and WB Robison
(Westport CT, Greenwood, 1996), 98-9; Tim HarRsstoration: Charles Il and His Kingdoms, 1660-1§B8&ndon:
Penguin Books, 2006), 52-55.

%8 On the persecution of English Quakers, see JolierViiA Suffering People’: English Quakers anathNeighbours,
1650-1700"Past and Preserit88 (August 2005): 71-103.
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Almost inevitably, internal cleavages fractured thevement’s spectacular growth and
hampered the ability of Friends to combat theispeution. Early Quakers elevated the authority of
inward revelation, but individual religious expere had to be tested against the collective “sehse
the meeting.” Without their organized hierarchyntdetings, the Society of Friends would have likely
dissipated or disappeared altogether, much likédmgers and many other Interregnum-era religious
sects did after the Restoration. Although earlgrits acknowledged Fox as their leader, his authori
and that of his “First Publishers of Truth,” theérant preachers who supported him, did not go
unchallenged? James Nayler, a former Parliamentarian soldierciradismatic lay Quaker preacher,
garnered a large following that almost overshadoleds leadership until Parliament ordered him
whipped, branded, and imprisoned in 1656 for ridirig Bristol on a donkey in imitation of Christ’s
entry into Jerusalef?.In the 1670s, a faction led by John Wilkinson dotin Story, in defiance of
Fox’s authority, held meetings in private and refliso form separate women’s meetings. A decade
earlier, John Perrot, another itinerant Quakergreg objected to Friends taking their hats ofireyr
prayer and decried the practice of Friends medtngorship at preordained times on Sundays,
arguing that they should hold services whenevey tere led. Both the Wilkinson-Story and Perrot
factions were roundly condemned by Fox and otleatitey ministers, resulting in their acrimonious
split from the main body of Friends, but the schigfused to go away as both sides continued the
debate in print’

In order to mitigate persecution and to preventSbeiety from disintegrating, Fox organized
meetings for worship and business into a more aknéd hierarchy of monthly and quarterly meetings

(so named for the number of times they met), vathltondon Yearly Meeting serving as the

%9 0On the “First Publishers of Truth,” see Richardv&nn, The Social Development of English Quakeri$6§5-1755
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1955), 58.

0 For Nayler’s importance as a rival to Fox’s leathn, see Moord,ight in Their Conscience85-48; Leo Damrosci;he
Sorrows of the Quaker Jesus: James Nayler and thitgald Crackdown on the Free Spi(itambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1996).

1 My summary of the Perrot and Wilkinson-Story comgrsies is from Smolenskriends and Stranger87-8.
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overarching executive bod§.Fox characterized the centralization of Quakertings as “gospel
order.”™ The centralization of Quaker meetings began dyg aarthe 1650s, when Fox’s companion
and wealthy patron Margaret Fell, whom he laterriedr supervised and funded the publication of
Quaker tracts and arbitrated disputes from heteestasSwarthmore in Lancashire. On the eve of the
Restoration, the administrative center of Quakeshifted to London, where a new generation of
influential ministers and elders would emerge todwte the life of subordinate meetings throughout
Britain. The London Yearly Meeting, vested with extve authority over all other meetings, began
meeting annually in 1668. The Second Day (Mondagjrivhg Meeting, established around 1673,
oversaw the editing and publication of Quaker gaatnot insignificant power to shape the public
image of Friends. The Meeting for Sufferings, whitdgan two years later, convened to address the
persecution of Friends, especially those langugsrprison, and lobbied the Crown government for
relief from the legal mandate to pay tithes andasveaths:*

The organization of Quaker meetings furthered #heetbpment of an internal system of
governance that profoundly shaped the collectieatity of the Society of Friends. By systematizing
meetings, Fox and the London Quaker elite attemjatatimp out internal challenges to their
authority, as well as rein in on extravagant digplaf piety, such as Naylor’'s march to Bristol, efhi
threatened to unravel the movement. The orderirigiehds into a hierarchy of monthly, quarterly,
and yearly meetings did more than mitigate persecpit also played a major role in defining whoswva
a “Friend” and what set of practices constitutesifimate,” or orthodox, Quakerisfnln 1672, the
London Yearly Meeting, speaking on behalf of Fod #me Quaker ministerial elite, warned Friends

everywhere not to engage in “imagined, unseasonabteuntimely prophesyings [sic]; which tend not

%2 0n the organization of Quaker meetings, see Hyllagle, First Among Friends: George Fox and the Creation of
Quakerism(New York: Oxford University Press, 1994).

8 Moore,Light in their Conscienced.29.

% william C. Braithwaite Second Period of Quakeristhondon: MacMillan and Co., 1919), 253-81; Indkrst Among
Friends 256; Bonnelyn Kunzeyiargaret Fell and the Rise of QuakerigBtanford: Stanford University Press, 1994).
% SmolenskiFriends and Stranger88-43.
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only to stir up persecution, but also to the béggtiof] airy and uncertain expectatiorfS.t.ondon
Friends also issued a “Testimony of the Brethréat proclaimed their authority in the “public
business” of Friends and restricted the right #aph and print tracts on behalf of the Societhtsé
who remained in unity with thef{.

Internal Quaker governance extended to househtatimes and the resolution of disputes,
refining disciplinary procedures that had evolveahgside the organization of Friends’ meetings.
Quaker meetings regulated members’ speech and dressanctioned errant Friends for behavioral
infractions that ranged from public drunkennesmenirring bad debt® Despite the Quakers'’
affirmation of patriarchy, Fox insisted on the umibn of separate women’s meetings, giving them
authority over the care of orphans, poor relief] #re oversight of female Friends. Women’s meetings
also played a prominent role in regulating Quakarriage practices. Quaker couples engaged to be
married had to be “cleared” by their respective tings, but Fox insisted that the male suitor had to
seek further approval from his partner’s local warseneeting as wefl® Friends also developed a
system of arbitration in their meetings designethke the place of the secular and ecclesiastical
English courts, where they were unlikely to gedia hearing. In lieu of a magistrate, Monthly mags
appointed elders, or “overseers,” to ensure confgrwith Quaker discipline and arbitrate disputes
that arose between and among members. StubbomdBneho resisted the advice and discernment of
their elders risked censure by their meeting, arskivere cases, disownméhthe threat of

banishment from the Society of Friends was thenate sanction overseers and meetings wielded to

% Quotation in Rebecca Larsdbaughters of Light: Quaker Women Preaching and Besying in the Colonies and
Abroad, 1700-177%UNC Press Books, 2000), 36.

" Moore, Light in Their Conscience224-5.

® For gospel order as a disciplinary practice, se& MariettaReformationof American Quakerism,1748-2783
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pres84)94-31; Frederick Tolledleeting House and Counting House: The
Quaker Merchants of Colonial Philadelphia, 1682-37&hapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pred948), 75, 251-2.
% Larson,Daughters of Light31.

My argument that gospel order arbitration waslgermative to the legal system follows Offufif ‘Good Laws' and
'Good Men/ 146-152. For the English Quaker hostility to ¢eusee Craig Horl&he Quakers and the English Legal
System, 1660-166®hiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pre€84).
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compel recalcitrant members into reconciliationhvtitose whom they had aggrieved. Over time,
Friends would use the term “gospel order” mostroitereference to this system of dispute resolution

Penn was an aristocratic convert to Quakerismaanshe of the leading figures among the
second generation of Friends, he played a cemti@im shaping gospel order discouf5@enn joined
the Society of Friends in 1667 while he was indnel managing his father’s estates. He had already
experimented with nonconformity earlier that decathen he was expelled from Oxford for refusing
to attend Church of England services. His convartaoQuakerism enraged his father, but it proved to
be a boon to Friends. Penn was wealthy, literatgiously devout, and possessed a good legal
education. A gifted political thinker and theologid&enn ably defended Quaker principles in numerous
books, pamphlets, and treatises. He argued faigheof religious dissenters to worship openly in
court and preached before large crowds in Londod hés personal connections to the Stuart
monarchy secured the release of many Friends fadnPienn was active in both the Second Day
Morning Meeting and the Meeting for Sufferings, amd.677 he accompanied Fox on his missionary
trip to Holland and Germarfy.While at the Friends’ general meeting in Amsterdamcarefully
transcribed their deliberations “concerning Gospeler,” which outlined procedures for “honest
friends” to arbitrate and resolve disput€dJpon his return to England, Penn continued workeimalf
of Friends, arbitrating disputes, serving as anseer, and at the personal request of Fox, autiparin
printed rebuttal to the Wilkinson-Story facti6h.

As proprietor, Penn believed he was fulfilling &ide purpose in colonizing Pennsylvania.
Only months after receiving his charter in 1681niParote to James Harrison, an English Quaker

shoemaker from Lancashire who would himself emegtatPennsylvania only a few years later, and

"My summary of Penn’s biography draws from Mary MapDunnWilliam Penn, Politics and Conscien(Rrinceton:
Princeton University Press, 1967); Melvin Enwyilliam Penn and Early Quakeris(®rinceton: Princeton University
Press, 1973).

"william Penn,An Account of W. Penn’s Travails in Holland and @any(London, 1694); See William Hulyilliam
Penn and the Dutch Quaker Migration to PennsylvdRiailadelphia: Patterson & White Co., 1935), 1-52.

3 william Penn, “An Account of My Journey into Hofld and Germany,” Penn Manuscripts 1680-1715, pirbF&nn
Family Papers, Collection 485A, Historical SociefyPennsylvania (hereafter HSP).

" william Penn A Brief Examination and State of Liberty Spiritual(London, 1681).
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gushed over the prospect that his colony would imectan example ... Sett up to the nations. [That]
there may be room there, tho not here [in Englafod]such an holy experiment>Penn’s remark that
Pennsylvania would become an example to the nateoalsim he repeated in another letter, referenced
the “root of Jesse” prophecy in Isaiah 11:10 (“lsihall the nations seek, and his dwellings shall be
glorious”), which many Christians at the time reeda foretelling of the Gospel narrative of Chsist’
incarnation and salvation of humanffyin making these references, Penn was literallgriirsg
Pennsylvania’s founding into the larger biblicatnasive of salvation.

The language Penn used to convey his religiousvifsir Pennsylvania often carried millennial
overtones. In another 1681 letter addressed to @&kalanney, for example, Penn wrote, “God will
plan[t] Americha & it shall have its day: the 5Stimgdom or Gloryous day of Christ in us Reserved to
the last dayes’™ Penn’s “5th kingdom” was an allusion to a biblipabphecy in Daniel, in which the
author described a vision of four great empirgstagented metaphorically as four beasts terrorizing
the earth. Medieval and early modern Christian cemtators have traditionally interpreted Daniel’s
four beasts to represent the Babylonian, PersiagelGand Roman empires. The “fifth” empire was
understood to be the final kingdom, or dominiongwlthe saints would rule for a millennium with
Christ, an event associated with the apocalyp&enn’s allusion to Pennsylvania as the “5th kimgto
was a not-so-subtle reference to his convictiot thizh the Society of Friends at the helm, hisoogi
would play a pivotal role in the cosmic salvatidrhamanity. Even the name Penn gave his chief port

city, Philadelphia, aside from the Greek meanintpobtherly love,” alluded to the church of

5 Penn to James Harrison, “Extracts of Letters, Meamdums Relative to PennsylvafiiAugust 25, 1681, Parrish Family
Papers, 1614-18780x 4, p.13, (Phi) 1653, HSP. Also quotedrimePapers of William PenthereaftePWP), vol. 2, eds.
Mary Dunn and Richard Dunn (University Park, P@82), 108.

0 J. William Frost, “William Penn’s Experiment ingWilderness: Promise and Legen@énnsylvania Magazine of
History and BiographyhereaftePMHB) (October 1983): 584.

" Frost, “William Penn’s Experiment,” 580.

8 Leo F. Solt, “The Fifth Monarchy Men: Politics atfe Millennium,”Church History30 (September 1961): 314-321;
Bernard Cappkifth Monarchy Men: A Study in Seventeenth-Cenfinglish Millenarianism(London: Faber, 1972).
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Philadelphia, one of the seven churches in Rewsiats:8, “the city of my God, the New Jerusalem
which comes down from my God out of heavéh.”

Penn was hardly alone in seeing Pennsylvanid'aslyaexperiment,” and his colony generated
excitement among Quakers in Europe and Americanbourage settlement and attract investors,
Penn published promotional tracts that trumpetedathailability of land for sale, and he relied be t
epistolary network of Quaker meetings to help betword ouf® Several of Penn’s promotional tracts
were published in several editions and circulaktedughout the British Isles and on the European
continent. Penn’s skill in promoting his new col@stgmmed from his previous success in promoting
colonies in America. In 1674, John Fenwick and Edw&illing, two English Quaker investors,
purchased Lord Berkeley’s proprietary share of Nevgey, thus splitting the colony into two and
carving out for themselves the western portion1By6, Billing’s debts became so unmanageable that
three Quaker investors, including Penn, took ogdrastees. Penn and the trustees promoted the West
Jersey colony widely, successfully attracting ingesand drawing as many as 1,400 colonists, mostly
Quaker, by 1681

Interest in West Jersey paled in comparison to Sdwania. Numerous writings from Quakers
at the time make adulatory references to Pennsiglyaxen from those who never settled there.
William Loddington, a Quaker convert and prominemerseer from Buckinghamshire, enumerated the
spiritual and material benefits of removing to fraerican plantations in a widely-circulated tract,
Plantation Work the Work of This Generatid@682), and though his tract addressed the English

colonies broadly, he clearly had Pennsylvania indfif Loddington actually never emigrated to

9 Frost. “William Penn’s Experiment,” 584-5.

8 Richard S. Dunn, “William Penn and the SellingPennsylvanial681-1685, Proceedings of the American
Philosophical Society27 (October 1983): 322-329.

81 John PomfretThe Province of West New Jersey, 1609-1702: A istbthe Origins of an American Colot@ctagon
Books, 1976); Ned Landsme@rossroads of Empire: The Middle Colonies in BhtiSorth AmericgBaltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 2010), 45, 60.

82 [william Loddington],Plantation Work the Work of this Generation(London, 1682); Loddington appears in the
monthly meeting minutes for Upperside BuckinghamestseeThe Minute Book of the Monthly Meeting of the Sp@é
Friends for the Upperside of Buckinghamshire, 166949 vol. 1 (Buckinghamshire Archaeological Societ931T).
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Pennsylvania, but he wrote a poem about Philadeliphl 685 that praised the city as a “Brother &
Friend” and “Pensilvania’s blest Metropoli& James Harrison was a Lancashire shoemaker who
followed his neighbors to Pennsylvania with fanalyd servants in tow, purchasing 5,000 acres of land
from Penn, mostly in Bucks County, where he woras@ steward at Penn’s estate in Falls Township.
Harrison trusted Penn’s “good intentions” and hadtthe was working to build a “bllessed
goverm[en]t” in Pennsylvania, “according to thelwil god.”*

Pennsylvania attracted the attention of thousah@&sglish Friends and non-Quaker
Europeans. Francis Daniel Pastorius, a German lkafingma Frankfurt, emigrated to Pennsylvania in
1683 to found the Germantown settlement near Péljpeh as a religious refuge for his fellow Pietist
back home. Pastorius lauded Penn as a man of “@d®eace® and begged his parents to leave the
“Babylonian vanities” of their native Germany amihj him in Pennsylvani® A 1684 epistle from
English Friends referred to Pennsylvania as thew/ British Canaan” in Americd.Even as late as
1698, when the initial euphoria over obtaining bbng had worn off, the itinerant English Quaker
preacher Thomas Chalkley could still remind “Frigred Philadelphia” that “the Eyes of many In
sundry parts of the World [are] on yotF.”

The founding of Pennsylvania instigated the firghgicant wave of voluntary mass migration

to the Anglo-American plantations since the Purarigration to New Englant.In the first two

8 «\w[illiam] L[oddington], “Verses on PhiladelphiaJuly 1, 1685, James Logan Papers, 1670-1749, ZBHI) HSP.

8 Quiotation in Craig Horle, et al., edsawmaking and Legislators in Pennsylvania: A Biggial Dictionary(hereafter
LLP), vol. 1 (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvafieess, 1991), 410.

% Francis Daniel Pastorius, “Epibaterium Or a he@wygratulation to William Penn,” in Marion Dexteearned The Life
of Francis Daniel Pastorius: The Founder of Gernwamh (Philadelphia: W.J. Campbell, 1908), 211.

% |bid, Umstandige Geographische BeschreibungFranckfurt, 1700) irlfred L. Brophy, “The Intellectual World of a
Seventeenth-Century Jurist: Francis Daniel Pagt@ig the Reconstruction of Pietist Thought,German? American?
Literature?: New Directions in German-American SagdWinfried Fluck and Werner Sollers, eds. (New Y.dPkter Lang
Publishing, 2002), 45.

87 George Whitehead, et. al., Epistle to Friendsniew! British Canaan” [Pennsylvania], (July 2, 168¢ranscribed in
PastoriusThe Young Country Clerk's Collection[1692-1719], Ms. Codex 89, Rare Book and Mbrary, Van Pelt
Library, University of Pennsylvania.

8 Thomas Chalkley, “To Friends of Philadelphia,”di, 1698, Jonah Thompson Collection, 1683-188Hi)655, vol. 2,
p. 61, HSP.

%9 LandsmenCrossroads64-5; David Hackett Fischeflbion’s Seed: Four British Folkways in Amerifidew York:
Oxford University Press, 1989).



36

decades of settlement, almost 18,000 colonists|ynealf of them Quaker, settled in Pennsylvatiia.

In addition to Friends, Pennsylvania attracted Quaker settlers from the British Isles and Germany,
besides the Swedish and Dutch population alreaelyepit in the Delaware Valley before 1681. In
North America, Friends and non-Quaker settlers ctome the surrounding colonies of New York,
New Jersey, and Maryland, as well as farther affldh as the CaribbedhMany of these settlers,
Quaker or otherwise, came to Pennsylvania as indeshor free labor in search of cheap land to farm
or to pursue mercantile and artisanal opportunitizhiladelphi&? But migration to the colony was
more often than not driven by a combination ofgielus sentiments and economic motivations.

In the late seventeenth century, a diverse grouponfQuaker Europeans ascribed great religious and
philosophical meaning to the founding of Pennsyil@aRastorius’s Germantown settlement, for
example, attracted German Pietist immigrants, ohalgia group of mystics who retired to
Wissahickon Creek to await the apocalyps€homas Tryon, a Restoration-era London hatter and
antislavery writer who famously advocated for aetagan diet, implored the “Country-men of
Pennsylvania” to hold fast to th€éaceable Lifeby embracing virtue and sobriety and eschewing
violence?® Penn’s policy of religious toleration opened tlwidto a dizzying array of religious groups,
producing a truly pluralistic colony that later gared the admiration of Voltaire and other
Enlightenment thinker$ As Allen Tully argues, when eighteenth-centurydpeans looked to the

New World, “their eyes frequently came to rest, motMassachusetts or Virginia, but on the newer
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colonies of New York and Pennsylvani&.”

Despite Pennsylvania’s positive reception, noQalakers supported their co-religionists’
decision to move there. Disaffected Friends occedip suspected émigrés of abandoning them to
escape persecution at home. At the time of Penasidis founding, Friends in England and Scotland
were experiencing a renewed wave of persecuti@wtirst since the beginning of the Restoration,
when popular anti-Quaker hysteria had boiled onter mob violence. Between 1681 and 1710, around
five thousand English and Welsh Quakers left farr3glvania and the Delaware Valley. The outflow
of Friends to Pennsylvania in these areas wasask tftat some meetings almost entirely disappeared,
leaving the remaining members bereft of ministeis elders’” Upon learning that John Penington
intended to migrate to Pennsylvania in 1683, Whiili&ewel, the Dutch historian of Quakerism,
confided to his friend that he could not predich&ppy outcome” for those “who change their country
and run across the sea, [so] that they may esapeqution.*® Persecution of Quakers in Ireland also
caused resentment toward those leaving for PenasigvA monthly meeting in the province of
Leinster, for example, granted a “certificate ahmval” to Nicholas Newland in 1682, despite their
reservation that his primary reason for relocatmgennsylvania was either out of “fearfulness of
sufferings here for the testimony of Jesus” orémurting worldly liberty.® Without mentioning
Pennsylvania by name, LoddingtoPtantation Workimplicitly addressed Friends’ doubts by arguing
that the Biblical injunction in Matthew 10:23 (‘tiiey persecute you in one city, fly to anotherq di
not apply to “our circumstances.” Addressing thesiion over whether colonies like Pennsylvania
enabled Friends and other religious dissenteregopfersecution, Loddington simply retorted thatsth

who escaped the “Religious Test” in England facéal greater “Pagan Test” from unconverted Native
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Americans-®

Regardless of whether Loddington’s logic persudtsdeaders, Penn’s promotional tracts sold
many potential colonists and investors on the m@fitPennsylvania. Penn’s talents at advertising
equaled his theological and political abilitiesddns nine promotional tracts, which he published
between 1682 and 1685, circulated in England, 8adtlIreland, Holland, and GermalyPenn’s
tracts generated over 500 principal investorspecadled “First Purchasers,” who bought over 700,00
acres in Pennsylvania during that tiffieOf the nine promotional tracts Penn authoredfitis Some
Account of the Province of Pennsylva(il#81), is the most significahit: Penn publishe§ome
Accountto attract non-Quaker settlers as much as win Briends. For that reason, bmitted any
specific reference to Quakerism in the tr&¢tAnd because Penn wrote the tract a year before his
voyage to America, his description of the colortggographywas brief and by necessity vague.
Instead, Penn devoted mostS@ime Accourtb outlining his vision for how Pennsylvania wase
governed and what kind of settlers he imagined dbel needed to transform the colony into a
prosperous and virtuous society.

Throughout the text, Penn resorted to gospel dastigyuage to argue that harmonious and
productive families were at the root of good gowveent. Penn himself did not distinguish economic
rationales from religious ones, and accordin§lgme Accourinked the promotion of commerce in
Pennsylvania to the cultivation of godly householtiBennsylvania were to become a model Christian
society, Penn believed, it would have to attradtueius patriarchs, “Industrious Husbandmen and Day-

Labourers” who yearned to improve their familieglfare’®® Anticipating metropolitan-oriented
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criticism that Pennsylvania would sap England &pibpulation and wealth, Penn noted that ancient
Rome declined not because of its colonies but rdtbeause ancient Romans embraced simfuktry

and corruption of MannersDecadent urbanized English aristocrats, Penneatgand not

colonization, were to blame for “effiminating” Erggld’s economy, turning men into soldiers and
gamblers and womerdfess themselves for a bad markét an increasingly urbanized, market
economy, rural Englishmen, he reasoned, were fdfttogaut their Children into Gentlemens Service,
or sent to Towns to learn Trades,” neglecting thigon’s agricultural productivity®® In keeping with

his agrarian idealism, Penn argued that PennsyJsad room for productive artisans and farmers who
could, though the cultivation and export of theyimoe’s abundant natural resources, enrich England
and its overseas empire.

Penn believed the moral economy of productive lamar well-regulated households was the
basis for sound government. With a virtuous, selfagning citizenry, Pennsylvania could “Enact what
Laws we please for the good prosperity and secafisaid Province.” On the contrary, Penn argued,
the true ground ofPlagueandWars’' was “Debauchery.” Penn needed to look no furthan
Restoration England for an illustration. In citieke London, the people were rendered unfruittul f
marriage because they exhausted all their timeingt® the whims of “Great men,” and whatever
meager savings they accrued, was usually “pinef@dlya.. in some petty Shop.” This, according to
Penn, prevented the “vigorous execution of our gomas against the corruption of mannet.”

While Penn’sSome Accourtdffered up a vision of gospel order in Pennsylaamhomas Budd’'&ood
Order Established in Pennsilvania & New-Jersey mekica(1685) outlined practical suggestions on

how to achieve it

An English Friend, Budd had moved to Burlingtones¥/Jersey in 1678, two
years after Penn had promoted the colony for Qusditiement. Budd quickly grew to local political

prominence in West Jersey, having served on thammial Council and Assembly. In 1684, the
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Assembly sent Budd and Samuel Jennings to meetGdtrge Fox and petition English Friends for
their right to self-government without Edward Billj, a prominent London Quaker who ruled the
colony as an absentee governor. After Friends mdba ruled against his petition, Budd published
Good Orderin order to discredit Billing and his support&t3While the tract upset Fox, Penn noted
that it was “universally liked in American mattéreixdeed, Budd’sGood Orderwas noteworthy for its
practical advice on colonial education and wasafrtbe earliest Anglo-American tracts to discuss
proposals for the cultivation of gospel order imRgylvania. To an extent, the tract paralleled Penn
Some Accounh its promotional survey of Pennsylvania’s aburtdand, natural resources, and
commercial opportunities, and Budd similarly costea that potential for wealth to the “distressed
Condition that many thousand Families lie undeninNative Country.**

Yet Budd went even further than Penn in tying Pglvasia’s potential for commercial
productivity to the welfare of households and faasil infusing his practical and economic suggestion
with religious import. If Pennsylvania were to poes, he contended, schools ought to be erected
throughout the province to teach “Boys and Girlalithe most useful Arts and Sciences,” where they
could learn practical trades such as clock-malshgemaking, and weaving. Budd'’s proposals in
Good Orderoutlined a detailed plan for classroom instructiosluding his recommendation that
students be examined weekly by teachers and that Children of poor People, and the Children of
Indians’ be enrolled and maintained free of charge, sytimay have the “good Learning with the
Children of Rich people!*! Budd then went on to describe in precise detail he could earn eight
percent interest on 5,000 acres of land by rerdirtgo ten families one-hundred lots each and divid
the remaining four thousand acres among fifty indesd servants, with every five indentured servants
each getting four hundred acres. Besides the sttesgned, he calculated that he would over time be

able to liberate twenty families (the original f@aos their children) “from that extream Slaveryttha
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attende them, by reason of great Poverty that¢neyred irEngland”**?
In order to underscore the religious significantéhese proposals, Budd concludédod Orderby
reprinting a 1684 epistle he had written to FriemdBennsylvania and New Jersey. In the epistleldBu
reminded his Friends that “The Eyes of many areggrsome for Good, and some for Evil,” and he
admonished them to “give a good Understandingdsdtthat are in Authority amongst [you].” Budd
understood that authority to be vested in the “Migsbf Families,” enjoining provincial Quaker
patriarchs to “be careful to ... keep down all Viceand incourage [sic] Virtue, not only in thengeal,
but every one in his particular Famil}{*2

Restraining vice and promoting virtue was exacthatfenn had in mind when he drafted

Pennsylvania’s constitutional “Frame of Government1681. In drafting the colony’s founding legal
texts, Penn drew from his significant experienc&mglish common law. Penn was educated at
Lincoln’s Inn and at Oxford, where he likely mehdd_ocke* In 1670, London constables arrested
Penn and fellow Quaker William Mead for preachib@rmaoutdoor meeting in Gracechurch Street in
violation of the Conventicle Act. Representing tisetaes in court, Penn and Mead secured an
acquittal, and in the process, defended the rightris to render verdicts without interferencenfr
the presiding judge. The Penn-Mead trial becanamdrhark case in English legal history, and Penn’s
arguments during his trial were canonized and meimed in numerous printed accounts, helping to
cement the proprietor’s reputation for his legalraen'!> Penn associated with some of the
Restoration era’s leading figures in law and goment, including the radical Algernon Sidney, whom
he recruited to help draft early versions of hiarfe of Governmenit?

Penn’s prior experience with proprietary governmerifew Jersey also prepared him for
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writing Pennsylvania’s constitution. While his degk with East Jersey were limited, Penn played a
more extensive role in West Jersey, where theesgitipulation in the late-seventeenth century was
more predominately Quaké&Y’ Although Penn was not the sole author of the d@ninhis name was
among the signatories to the 1677 “Concession#gneements” of West Jersey, which laid out the
colony’s fundamental constitutional guarantees. Thacessions has been celebrated as one of the
most radical constitutions to appear in Americastdry. Its provisions reflected Quaker concerns,
especially the concern for liberty of consciencecérdingly, West Jersey settlers could worshiplyree
— or not worship at all — and the colony enjoyedrneniversal male suffrage with minimal property
restrictions and an annually-elected unicameraslaire:'® Reflecting Quaker peace concerns, no
provision was made for an established militia ins\dersey, a more strident posture of pacifism than
East Jersey’s exemption of conscientious objedtors military service'*®

In the final, published version of Higame of GovernmenBenn amplified his concern for
gospel order while he retreated from the more mditements of the West Jersey Concessiths.
Unlike in West Jersey, Pennsylvania was to havieanteral legislature, with an upper house
consisting of seventy-two councilors and goveraod a lower house, or “General Assembly,” of two
hundred members. The power of the legislature dastéhe upper house, which retained the right to
initiate legislation and execute the laws, estaldisurts, and regulate other public matters, ssch a
trade, treaties, and establishing ro¥d$enn, as proprietor and governor, retained the tagappoint
all county and provincial officeholders, includitige sheriff and justices of the peace. There wbeld
an annually-elected General Assembly, but only thime-of the Provincial Council, reserved for men

of property and the “most eminent for virtue Wisdanmd Substance,” was slated for election every
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year'?? The franchise in Pennsylvania was also restritdedales who paid scot and lot taxes, owned
or rented one hundred acres, or earned fifty abresigh indentured servitudé®

Pennsylvania, as it was conceived by Penn, wasorehbrace the radical egalitarianism
implicit in early Quaker spirituality. Although gerous by seventeenth-century standards, the caony’
franchise was far more restrictive than the neavarsal suffrage guaranteed in the West Jersey
Concessions. Even Penn’s famous inclusion of mlgjiiberty in thd=rame of Governmentas a
retrenchment in comparison to West Jersey. Penasid\guaranteed religious freedom for those who
publically acknowledged one God (thus implicitly kimg room for Jews and Catholics), but thevs
Agreed Upon in Englandyhich supplemented tHe&rame restricted provincial office to those who
“profess[ed] faith in Jesus Chris£? And unlike in West Jersey, Pennsylvania’s contititial
framework did not protect public displays of irggtin, such as non-observance of the Sablfath.
While Pennsylvania’s constitution retained a b&siglish common law framework, there were
significant omissions and inclusions. The changflected Penn’s belief in the power of government
to fashion peaceful subjects in a pluralistic stycrthout resort to coercion and repression, egigc
in matters of conscience. The most significant grois of all was the militia. No provision was made
in Pennsylvania for the maintenance of a militiautph taxation and the compulsory mustering of able-
bodied men. The militia system was the backborseténse in the Anglo-American colonies,
especially given the relative absence of Crowngsoo the late seventeenth century. Following the
English political tradition of equating standingraes with tyranny, many colonists viewed local
militias as an essential part of their “ancienthstitutional and Protestant liberties, even if they
resented militia taxes and mustering as an unwantpdsition. With the ever-present threat of frenti

violence, colonial militias were also sometimessae bulwark against Indian “savagery” and an
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important racial marker of “Englishnes$®Put in stark terms, the absence of an organizétianin
Pennsylvania and West Jersey placed those colpaiggally, militarily, and culturally out of step
with the rest of Anglo-America.

There were two other important omissions. The firas a marked reduction in capital offenses
and in the severity of corporal punishments. Indheloer 1682, after William Penn arrived in the
colony, the Quaker-dominated Assembly passedrgsdriminal code. It significantly revised the Bk
of York’s laws, which had been operable in the balee Valley since the English conquest of 1664.
The Duke’s laws were relatively punitive, with azéa felonies defined as capital offenses and
physical mutilation permitted for offenses suctbagylary (branding on the forehead) and perjury by
falsely denying bigamy (tongue bored). Capital @snmcluded not only murder and treason but also
denial of God, bestiality, sodomy, and even stgkaparent (if deemed unprovoked). While the
Duke’s laws were draconian by modern standardy, wege comparable or lenient in comparison to
other colonies (such as the New Haven colony) arithgland, where the number of capital offenses in
1680 had reached fiff#’ The Quaker Assembly’s first set of criminal stagytby contrast, sanctioned
only murder as a capital offense. (Because no meigimade of treason, it remained a capital of#ens
under English common law.) It virtually eliminatptysical mutilation, such as branding and boring of
the tongue, in favor of whippings, fines, forfedwf property, and imprisonment for lesser, noniteap

offenses. By the standards of the seventeenthgeQuaker legislators drafted one of the mildest
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criminal codes anywhere in the English Atlarifit.

The second major omission was religious in natltaough Pennsylvania’s constitutional
protection of religious liberty did not go as farthe West Jersey Concessions, the lack of a formal
religious establishment in the colony, akin to Masaisetts Bay, eliminated the need for a host of
criminal laws to enforce religious conformity?. Because of the Quaker testimony on oaths,
nonconformists could affirm in place of swearindagal proceedings. Since there was no established
church, no tithes were levied to support a parighgter, and marriages were a civil affair. In thevs
Agreed Upon in Englandvhich Penn drafted to supplement Frame of Governmenprovincial
officeholders were required to profess a faithaaus Christ, which excluded potential Jewish gsttle
from government, but the law implicitly allowed RamCatholics to serve, a provision that would
cause the Penn and the Quaker government in Peangyimuch trouble after the “Glorious”
Revolution of 1688-9%

Penn’s inclusions in therame of Governmentere as significant, if not more so, than his
omissions. Perhaps more than any other Quakerrie@een believed in the noncoercive power of
government to fashion peaceable and orderly suhj@sthe indicted in the preface to thame Penn
viewed government as a divine instrument, “a parelgion itself, a thing sacred in its instituti@nd
end.” Although government has an obligation to tr] the effects of evil,” it also has a duty to
promote “kindness, goodness, and charity.Good government for Penn depended on the abifity o
subjects and rulers to knit together a unified stydoased on love and mutuality. Penn did not ohten
create an egalitarian society — Perfirame of Governmeroncentrated power in the hands of the
governor and Provincial Council, after all — butché mean to foster an internal compact between the

Quaker ruling elite and the colony’s subjects tieaidered coercion and other externalized modes of
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authority unnecessary. Like overseers in Quaketingse Quaker rulers would govern with the civic
and religious cooperation of the people. And liksel order discipline, the sovereign power and
authority of Pennsylvania law reached only ins@faprovincial subjects accepted and internalized it
sanctions. As Penn argued elsewhere irFtaenes preface, “Government, like clocks, go from the
motion men give them ... [and] though good lawsved, good men do better; for good laws may want
good men, and be abolished or evaded by ill mehgbod men will never want good laws nor suffer
ill ones.**?

To better inculcate gospel order in PennsylvangamnPand the Assembly passed morals-based
laws that structured the provincial legal systeouad the Quaker values of outward piety and
collective harmony. The thirty-sixth and thirty-sexh sections to theaws Agreed Upon in England
mandated the observance of the Sabbath and warkipd “according to their understandings” and
prohibited, among other things, “swearing, cursigiong, profane talking, drunkenness ... stage qlay
cards, dice, revels, bull-baitings, cock-fightingsar-baitings, and the like, which excite the pedp
rudeness, cruelty, looseness, and irreligibiThe inaugural sessions of the Pennsylvania Assembl
largely accepted this moral code, proscribing atietly mild schedule of fines, corporal punishment
(mostly whipping), and short-term imprisonment thised at reform and reconciliation instead of
retribution?*

In so doing, Quaker lawmakers had ironically wowgn the provincial legal system the very
system of meetinghouse arbitration that RestoragranEnglish Friends had developed in opposition to
the secular courts. Beginning in 1683, the Penasya/Assembly empowered three provincial
“peacemakers” in each county to arbitrate disptit&heir authority was made as legally binding as

the county courts. Quaker magistrates used “peasddj as a way of ensuring a subject’s good
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behavior. Peace bonds were not just another forbaibto ensure a defendant’s appearance in court.
Magistrates could impose them on any individualaioy reason, whether the recipient was formally
charged with a crime or not. Peace bonds requive@dt¢cused (or their sureties) to remit a
predetermined amount of money to the court if #aged to abide by agreed-upon terms, usually a
promise to remain peaceable or to refrain from somugious action. Peace bonds required no cash up
front, and they could be imposed for any lengthirog, though magistrates usually let them expire if
the defendants demonstrated compliance with timestéy the following court session. Like
arbitration, provincial magistrates used them tocoemage disputants in court to settle their diffiers
with minimal legal intervention and to steer potaliitigants away from the law courts altogether.
Even more than arbitration, however, peace bonds thee accused and especially their sureties a
financial incentive to seek a quick resolution wile aggrieved party and remain in the good grates
the court:*®

In fashioning a Quaker legal code, ruling Frieattempted to shape Pennsylvania’s subjects
according to Quaker norms of behavior. This weaallatder for a colony that was, almost from the
beginning of settlement, culturally and ethnicallyerse. Penn’s promotional pamphlets, liberal
naturalization laws for non-English subjects, l@axétion in the colony, no mandatory militia seryice
abundant land for settlement, and (seemingly) aphecaelations with Natives drew colonists from
virtually every corner of the Anglo-Atlantic worféind beyond}*’ Consequently, Pennsylvania
boasted a heterogeneous settler population thamagsity non-Quaker by the turn of the eighteenth
century, if not beforé® Even as early as the 1680s, only a third of thigesgopulation had arrived
from England and elsewhere as Friends in good stgndth their respective monthly meetings. By

implication, the majority of “Quaker” settlers &iettime were either adult converts or born ancechis
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as Friends in Pennsylvania. Put simply, Pennsya/@niakerism was not “born” on arrival; it had to be
“made.”%
Yet the proliferation of civic petitions in earlyeRnsylvania attests to the colonists’ gradual
acceptance and internalization of Quaker norm®wémance. In the first two decades of
Pennsylvania’s history, many petitions focusedhengroblem of crime and the lack of public
morality, which colonists frequently linked togethBennsylvania’s lenient criminal code probably
alarmed some and generated rumors of lawlessnddi&antiousness that reached Penn after he
returned to London in 1684. In an undated letteh&Provincial Council, Penn complained from
England that he was hearing “a Cry come over imsé pts agt the number of the drinking houses &
Looseness that is committed in the caves” whents of newly-arrived settlers had presumably set
up temporary housintf® Throughout the 1680s and 1690s, Penn repeatestiglet! with Friends in
Pennsylvania to “exhort the magistrates of Philgldi@l to diligence in suppressing disorders & kegpin
peace between [the] peopl&™

The Quaker government, for its part, took Pennisnctions seriously. In April 1687, the
Provincial Council issued a proclamation for theipression of Profaneness” in the colony. The
proclamation reiterated the “Laws of this Governthagainst those “Crimes & Offenses by which
men directly dishonour God, Scandalize Christia&ityring a greater reproach upon this province.”
The Council complained that “notwithstanding sucbvisions ... given to the Magistrates, [the
province’s] wholesome [laws] have been neglectetisarth vices too frequently escaped unpunished

to the greate Grief of many” and promised that simgadrunkenness “& other Immoralities” would

139 Richard T. Vann, “Quakerism: Made in America?,Rithard S. Dunn and Mart Maples Dunn, adferld of William
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be severely punished® Around the same time the Council issued the proation, Phineas

Pemberton reassured the proprietor in a letterthi@atpestiferous apostates & runagadoes [renefjades
that threatened to “flow over” the colony were “navarked.” He concluded his letter with “I hope
things will be better*** As Pemberton’s letter suggests, Quaker magisttatésthe religious and

moral responsibilities of their office seriouslyhéh Philadelphia reformer John Churchman exhorted
Israel Pemberton in the 1740s to not bear “the d\wair his office “in execution against the evil

doers,” he spoke for a generation of Friends that government in Pennsylvania as an instrument for
the promotion of moral order as much as for thepsession of vice and crinté?

In the late seventeenth century, the Pennsylvamrargment was repeatedly bombarded with petitions
about crime and vice. In 1695, over fifty colonistémitted a petition asking the Provincial Coutail
ensure that officeholders “are of good Repute & €limn conversation.” The petitioners also
demanded that “a Check [be] putt to Horse [Raciwig]begetts Swearing, blasphemeing [sic] Gods
holy name, drawing youth to [vanities]” and thdidflling] Dancing Gameing [sic] and what else may
tend to debauch ye Inhabitants & blemish Christidrie censured as weft> Most if not all of the
petitioners were Quakers, but non-Quaker colompstgioned the government over issues of crime and
morality as well. At the Philadelphia County CooftQuarter Sessions in March 1695, the grand jury
presented “the want of a pair of Stocks and a @agewee think necessary for the Suppressing of
Vice.”**® The following year, the Philadelphia grand jurge®ed a petition from citizens demanding
that the provincial government prevent young peae “gaming and playing for money” in the

streets. If parents and masters were enjoineduocage youth “in ye good Nurture & Admonition of ye
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Lord,” the petitioners argued, it would “be an ho&ogreat Credit to ye Government, And ye way to
Bring a Blessing from ye God of heaven upon Hi{.The petition’s language affirmed the basic
assumptions Pennsylvania Quakers made about cricheialence: morally “polluted” households
compromised public order. Because non-Quakeredeam grand juries, especially in areas like
Philadelphia, where there was a more diverse setbigulation, the above petitions also suggestahat
broad spectrum of Pennsylvania’s citizenry, andjustt Friends, engaged in the moral language of
gospel order in late-seventeenth century Pennsidvan

Despite colonists’ anxieties about crime and vibere were evidently little of both before the
mid-eighteenth century, judging by court recordd kater historians’ assessments. According to Jack
Marietta and G.S. Rowe, a sizeable population ak@upacifists kept the violent crime rate low
during the first thirty years of Pennsylvania’sstgnce:*® From 1682 to 1719, Pennsylvania courts
indicted only sixteen for homicide, of whom onlyawere executed for murder. In Chester County,
where there was a majority Quaker population, gsaalt rate for 1700-1710 was seventy-five
indictments per 100,000 people, relatively low cangol to the modern aggravated assault rate of 205
per 100,000 for all of Pennsylvania during the y&890s:*° Other forms of violent crime in the
colony, including burglary and robbery, were simyldow before 1720. And according to Marietta and
Rowe, convictions for morals-based offenses in Bgmania, so-called victimless crimes against
public propriety, such as profanity and Sabbatlakirey, were relatively modest. The highest
conviction rate was in the period before 1700; nssbased convictions dropped markedly after 1710.
Marietta and Rowe contend that in comparison teseenth-century Puritan New England,
“Pennsylvania’s effort at enforcing moral standards brief and arguably faint>

Nevertheless, violent crimgasa problem in late-seventeenth century Pennsylyamid Quaker

7 bid, 4 June 1695.
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magistrates were keen to prosecute morals offeasabey were defined in the provincial law code.
Immorality and violence were inextricably linkedthre minds of Friends. Sometimes, as in the case of
drunkenness, the connection was quite literal.igillOrion, a blacksmith, for example, was indicted
at the Philadelphia Court of Quarter Sessions Bb1f6r “being twice drunk” and “for fighting,
quarrelling, and challenging his neighbors .. hie hight and [at] unseasonable tim&%.In March
1695, Charles Goss, a mariner, was similarly imdidor “abusing John Willkeson boath by Words and
Blows.” When he appeared before the court, he piéadercy on the grounds that “he was much in
Drink and was not Sensible of what he ditfIn other cases, the connection between violende an
immorality was less clear, at least at first glanidee court dockets for Philadelphia, Chester, and
Bucks Counties are full of indictments for asséwétrbal threat of violence) and battery (physical
violence) in addition to morals-related offensés liornication and bastardy. Given the potential fo
disruption violent crimes posed to a small prov@hcommunity, the concern to curb physical violence
in Quaker Pennsylvania seems understandable. begsrehensible, from a modern perspective
perhaps, is the existential threat that “victimlessrals crimes perpetrated by an individual or
consenting individuals posed to a community’s vibeling (as with fornication, swearing, and Sabbath
breaking)*>

Yet an analysis of criminal accusations from thequkereveals how seriously Quaker
magistrates regarded breaches of moral orderrénent study, William Offutt found that offenses
against morality topped the list of eight categooé criminal accusations in Pennsylvania coudsfr
1680 to 1710. Morals offenses comprised over twéntypercent of the docket. The most frequent
charge were sexual offenses like bastardy anddation (forty-five percent of the morals docket),

followed by alcohol-related charges (thirty-nineqant) and then finally offenses against piety hsas
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Sabbath-breaking, swearing, and gambling (sixtezoegmt). Closely following morals offenses,
according to Offutt’s study, were accusations ezlab contempt, either contempt of a court’s autjor
or civic contempt (such as failing to appear fayjduty). Contempt cases comprised over twenty-one
percent of the criminal docket. Cases involvingemae and property-related crimes (such as theft)
trailed a distant fourth and fifth, each categasynprising just over twelve percent of overall cirali
accusation$>

Peace bonds -- the third highest category in O$fstudy — both literally and symbolically
linked the Quaker legal system’s preoccupation withlic morality and mitigating violence. Their
widespread use in early Pennsylvania courts undexddhe extent that provincial Friends used the
legal system to manage conflict and inculcate Qua&ems of behavior among a diverse settler
population. With peace bonds, Quaker justices @seska powerful violence management tool that
favored a speedy resolution of conflict over rettibe punishment. In the case of William Orion, the
blacksmith indicted for drunkenness and fightigg Philadelphia Court of Quarter sessions imposed a
£10 peace bond upon his submission to the cougrténise of better behaviot>® The pugnacious
mariner Charles Goss was similarly assessed a d&3® loy the court and fined 5 shillings for fighting
The fine imposed on Goss was a pittance relatitedwalue of the peace bond assessed to ensure he
would not appear in court for fighting agaft.

In many cases involving conflict between individsjaletermining guilt and meting out
punishment took secondary importance to the prirgagl of cultivating orderly and peaceable
subjects. In one striking instance involving an amed dispute between Andrew Johnson and Hanse
Peterson in 1684, the Provincial Council simplyavedi the disputants to simply “shake hands and to

forgive one another” and had the records pertaitortgeir case burned’ Quaker magistrates and
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juries were especially lenient with non-repeatiffgreders who admitted guilt and pleaded for mercy.
In September 1685, John Hurst stood before thet@h€surt of Quarter Sessions accused of beating
his master, Francis Stanfield, a Quaker. Jamedi&tir-rancis’s son, was also accused of drawisg h
knife at Hurst, presumably in defense of his fatRather than pursue the case, the court simply
discharged all three on their promise to “live pessly and quietly*® The court took a similar action
in a June 1695 case involving Patrick Kelly and BawDowning, both of whom were presented for
“Breach of the King’'s Peace to the sheding [sicBtifod.” Upon their both submitting to the court fo
mercy, the two were merely ordered to pay theis fed “behave themselves peaceably for the
future.”>® When the Chester grand jury presented William diaghd two other defendants for
“maliciously tumultuously Assaulting and Presentmn@unn against the Body of John Bristoll” in
1686, the court released Taylor without a peacel lsimply “upon his Promise to doe soe no mdfé.”
Despite their relative leniency, Quaker courts pmes in late-seventeenth century Pennsylvania
inflicted judicially-sanctioned violence, oftentime form whipping, for perceived breaches of moral
order. The pattern of corporal punishment in thermp moreover, reinforced the Quakers’ gendered
assumptions about family and sexuality. As Offlns@rves, the Quaker enforcement of “sin” based
crimes, such as Sabbath breaking, were barely@don comparison to sexual crimes like bastardy
and fornication® In the rare instances that defendants were chavibdeligious offenses, the
punishment was often a token fine or nothing atlalChester County, George Stroud was indicted in
1691 for “swearing by the name of God ... Conttarthe Law of this Province,” but no fine was ever
recorded-®> Even more serious speech crimes perpetrated ewaccasionally netted nothing more
than a fine, as in the case of Ann Van Culin, wlaswdicted in 1690 for “Giving out evell [evil]

words against some magistrates” in Chester ColDdgpite her charge of slander that bordered on
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sedition, Van Culin was freed, paying only cougdeafter submitting herself to the cotfrt.
Women charged with fornication or bastardy rarelypged such courtesies. Because of the potential
financial burden that an unwanted or abandoned @used to the public treasury, the crime of
bastardy was considered especially heinous iffefatould not be identified or located. At the
Philadelphia Court of Quaker Sessions in 1695ek@mple, Mary Hopkins received the sentence of
“Twenty One Stripes well laid on” for the crime lndistardy'®* That same year, Mary Duke was also
sentenced to “Fifteen Stripes” and assessed anE&fithe quarter sessions in Philadelphia for
confessing “that she was lately brought to Bedd BEamale [sic] Bastard Child.” Duke was whipped
despite having identified the absentee father,rRabé, whom the court ordered a writ of attachment
instructing the Sherriff to seize £100 of his goads chattels “towards the maintenance &
indemnifying the County from a Bastard Chiftf>

As Duke’s case suggests, the gendering of judizialshments against bastardy were most
apparent in the differing treatment of male anddEndefendants. In short, men were usually fined,
while women were whipped. To a certain extent,diserepancy can be explained by the fact that men,
as heads of households (or potentially so), wezsymed capable of paying for fines and the
maintenance of a child, whereas women, as “depésiteccupying the same status in the household
as children and servants, were assumed unable/t@pavith indentured servants, female defendants
typically received corporal punishment in placdinés. But economic rationales alone do not explain
why the Chester County court in 1692 was “pleasexzhbw” Robert Brown mercy by fining him only
40 shillings for fornicatiort®® Quaker justices and juries respected patriaraltaloaity, so long as the
male defendants in bastardy and fornication cadestied guilt, pleaded mercy, and took

responsibility by rectifying the situation as treud saw fit. In the eyes of Quaker magistrates,
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whipping females was also a more desirable (oaftatnately, less violent) alternative to brandamgl
other forms of physical mutilation.

Corporal punishment, however, was not the onlyaopin sexual offenses, and Quaker
magistrates often implemented noncoercive punistsnghen the transgressing couple appeared ready
to marry and form a permanent household. In 1688gXample, the Chester County court imposed a
£40 peace bond on Thomas Eveson for fornicatinly Biizabeth Woodward. The only stipulation was
that Eveson marry Woodward within a monthThe Philadelphia Court of Quarter Sessions charged
Gertea [Gertrude?], identified only as the “DauglateLace Bore,” with bastardy in June 1695, bt th
magistrates took no further action after deterngrithat the reputed or supposed Father of the said
Child had married her*®® Shame was also an effective tool in a close-lantmunity such as
Pennsylvania, where the settler population in 1686 around 12,008° The Chester court in January
1693 indicted Thomas Poe and Sarah Buller for éation. The two evidently married, either willingly
or under duress, for Thomas reappeared in the ttatiee that March with “Sarah his wife” submitting
to the Court for mercy. The justices ordered therfstand at the Comon [sic] whipping post and for
the officer to declare theire [sic] offence to eople” and levied a very modest 40 shilling fidethe
very same session of court, John Clewes was pegbémtfornication with Elinor Arme, but the
docket noted that Arme “was now his wife.” Afterggeng the court for mercy, Arme was sentenced to
stand at the common whipping post for fifteen masuith a paper affixed “upon her Breast [reading]
thus | heare stand for an Example to all other€immiting [sic] the most wicked & notorious sin of
fornication.”"°
Like any colonial society, Friends in late-seventd# century Pennsylvania confronted the

problem of rape and sexual violence. As SharonlBérgues, rape cases were rarely prosecuted in
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early American courts because of patriarchal assomgpabout the inferiority of women and female
sexuality. In colonial America, a certain degreeiofence or aggression was expected in heterosexua
encounters. Men were assumed to be naturally dgxaggressive, while women were expected to be
chaste and resist their advances, at least tomh By the standards of the day, “consensual” dexua
activity included many encounters where femalesswewilling partners. In the rare instances when
women accused men of sexual violence and rapeurt,¢bey faced all male juries prone to acquitting
the defendant¥! Hence the relative infrequency of prosecutiorss ®or indicator in determining the
actual incidence of rape in early America. In Pgiuaia as elsewhere, many cases of sexual violence
simply went unacknowledged or unreport&d.
While incidents of sexual violence in late-seventbBeentury Pennsylvania went underreported, rape
and sexual assault was a serious problem, as @aden the earliest extant court records. The first
formal rape case in Pennsylvania occurred in 17€(ting in an acquittal), but many cases of rape
and sexual violence before then appear in the de@kesome other guise, such as a fornication
charge’”® In 1689, for example, Francis Smith of Chesterm@pwas indicted on the charge of
fornication and assault “upon Mary, wife of JamegIBss.” Smith, according to the indictment, “did
violently force [Mary] to ¥ Bed Side in her“Husbands House with an intent to have Comitted [si
fornication.” Although Smith faced charges of faaion and assault, there is little doubt that Was
actually a rape casé?

In some cases, however, insufficient details inrcoecords sometimes make it difficult to
determine conclusively that an act of sexual vioéear rape occurred. The case of John Rambo in the
Philadelphia Court of Quarter Sessions stronglygsated that rape and sexual assault may have

occurred, though the families involved treatedsiiacourtship issue. In 1685, John Rambo, the son o
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Peter Rambo, a former assistant to the governhieaf Sweden, was indicted on the charges of
fornication with Bridget Cock, the sister of Las3eck, another prominent Swedish colonist and
longstanding member of the Provincial Council. Acltog to witness testimony, John Rambo snuck
into Bridget’'s room by lowering himself from theofcand climbing into bed with her and her two
sisters. After demanding that the two other sistarsate the bed, John remained with Bridget almnig
until she consented to marry him. The Cock famaktet pressed charges, not because they believed he
raped her but rather because he reneged on hisgeréonmarry her after it became clear she was
pregnant. The jury in the case sided with the Gaakily, and the court ordered John to marry Bridget
before she delivered the baby, plus provide foiftingre maintenance of the child. Bridget and John
were also each fined £10 for fornication. The fimed on Bridget for fornication, moreover, meant
that the court implicitly regarded their sexual @mater(s) as consensual. What Bridget actually
thought of her “courtship” with John is unknown.

Just as Quaker magistrates sometimes used shanes#fective judicial punishment, women
threatened with sexual assault occasionally fobgbk by exposing the perpetrator to public shame
and opprobrium. In 1694, witnesses in Chester Gotastified in court that they heard Ruth Colvert
give out a great cry calling Owen Daniel “a Dog @att that he would have forsed [sic] her.” Even
though Daniel pleaded for mercy, the court senteindm to eleven lashes and imposed a peace bond
“for his good behavior for the future.” That Danveas found guilty at all was remarkable considering
the strong judicial bias in favor of male defendaamtcused of sexual assault. His sentence suggests
that Colvert succeeded in convincing the (presug)abhlle witnesses and an all-male jury that Daniel
had exceeded communally-defined norms of “approgtigatriarchal aggression and committed an act
of sexual violencé’® In another case, Philip Yarnell, a Chester Co@ugker, sued Moses Musgrove

in 1693 for defamation. Musgrove must have accisedell of rape because Elizabeth Woodyard, on
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behalf of Musgrove, testified that Yarnell grabltest hand “and put [it] Into his Codpise [codpiece]
and would have her to feele his members how theyt Wweaber or stifer.” Woodyard also testified that
in another encounter with Yarnell in bed she fakrcloaths to goe up and her feete [began] to rhove
Startled by his actions, she scolded him, exclagmimow he could [act] so wickedly and come from
such a good meeting [i.e., a Quaker meeting].” Adicg to Woodyard, Yarnell “wept and asked her
for forgiveness.” Yarnell found a male witness ttestified he did not “forse her,” but the mostly
Quaker jury awarded him only a pyrrhic victory -etpence for defamatioh’

Yarnell suffered an unspoken judgment against éfardation case, even though he technically
“won” the legal dispute. The judgment was a morad tevied by his fellow Quaker jurors who
operated on a two-tiered system of governmentptbeincial law courts and the disciplinary
mechanisms of gospel order. As Offutt argues, daspler in Pennsylvania effectively functioned as
an “adjunct” legal system to the coutf& Upon settling in Pennsylvania, provincial Quakguickly
turned their system of meetinghouse arbitratioricitvhad been developed in opposition to English
secular law, into a mode of government that resddrthe sovereignty of Quaker authority in the
colony. Theoretically, Friends eschewed taking eztbler to court without first resorting to gospel
order arbitration in monthly meetings, and eveR&mnsylvania, where Quakers dominated the
government, many meetings regarded the law coarés*aorldly” and therefore undesirable. At one
the earliest sessions of the Philadelphia Yearlgtiig, in August 1681, the minutes stipulated that
Friends “do not go to Law One with Another, bef&redeavours have been made & used for the
Ending thereof by the particular Monthly Meetingsy belong to*”° The disciplinary procedures of
gospel order were outlined at the yearly meetingg&7. Noting the Perrot and Wilkinson-Story

controversies, Friends affirmed that they shoulebid all Tokens of Open Division amongst us ...
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[and] Evil speaking and backbiting one of anoth@sruany Offence.” In the case of disputes, the
yearly meeting recommended arbitration with the afmeconciliation, “according to the wholesome
Order of the Gospell**° The juridical spheres of law and gospel order veegposed to be kept
separate and distinct.

In reality, Quakers, like other early Americansyaveery litigious, and they pursued legal
action sometimes without regard to their meetimgscipline. In 1695, the Philadelphia Monthly
Meeting appointed two elders to “speak to Richanttd® concerning his forwardness in proceeding at
law & Casting Joseph Ranstead into prison withatitg him Gospel Order.” The nature of the
dispute was not disclosed in the meeting minuteswithin two months, the elders reported that
Sutton rejected the meetings’ attempt to persuadddireconsider his legal action. As the elders
noted, Sutton’s “answer was [that] he looked on fRanstead)] to be no friend® In fact, Joseph
Ranstead, a Philadelphia cordwainer, was a Friegood standing, and his name’s inclusion in
Quaker burial records for 1714 — almost twenty gedter his quarrel with Sutton — attests to this

fact 182

Despite having pursued legal action against thvecadf his meeting, Sutton implicitly
acknowledged the authority and legitimacy of gogpder by denying Ranstead as a Friend. Sutton
surely knew Ranstead was a Friend, as everyonénefse meeting did. His denial was not a statement
of fact but rather a personal disownment, annowneémeffect, that he no longer regarded Ranstead a
Quaker and was therefore free to pursue “worldl¥ams of justice, including having him thrown in
prison. Had Sutton continued to acknowledge Radstea Friend, he would have considerably
weakened his moral position because he understatuah as his meeting that gospel order was the
appropriate sovereign power governing relationsrapitegitimate” Friends.

Although Friends kept the two spheres of governainstinct, the line between gospel order

and the legal system in Pennsylvania blurred cenaldy. Quaker merchants, for example, preferred to
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have their contract disputes resolved in court,relieey could use legal coercion and the threat of
incarceration to obtain satisfaction. But Quakeetimgs in Pennsylvania also attempted to resolve
business and labor-related disputes among Friégmd$€85, Joshua Tittery, a glassmaker, complained
to the Philadelphia Monthly Meeting that his em@isy also members of the meeting, denied his
wages. Because Friends valued scrupulous honebtysiness dealings, and the taint of cheating
threatened the public image of Friends as “honesthants,” Tittery’s charge, if deemed legitimaye b
the meeting, would have been a serious breachspfejo@rder. The meeting minutes did not record
anything further on the matter, which suggestsetders appointed to speak with Tittery’s employers
applied moral pressure to get the dispute resatzieer quickly (and probably in favor of Titter{)
Although far from egalitarian, Friends believedtttiee loving household was the cornerstone upon
which a religious society should be bas¥#s Barry Levy argues, Pennsylvania Quaker families
emphasized more loving and less hierarchical mlatbetween parents and children and husbands and
wives than other Anglo-American settler groups. Kgwadeas about family government originated
with George Fox and Margaret Fell, who instituteeivs and women’s meetings to examine and
regulate every aspect of Quaker family life, espicin the domain of marriage, sexuality, and
parenting. In the 1680s and 1690s, the London Yédeeting routinely circulated epistles exhorting
Quaker parents “to be good examples ... in a safeigodly conversation,” raising their children and
servants to value plain speech and to avoid osteansaclothing and other “vain fashions of the
world.”*®® By instilling conformity in Quaker norms in speedhess, and conduct at the level of the
household, Friends believed they could better mairtheir cohesiveness and corporate identity.
Following the example of London Friends, the Phelatiia Yearly Meeting also issued epistles for

Delaware Valley Quakers, enjoining “Parents, Mast&rMistresses to be good Examples in their
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Familys [sic],” helping them to avoid the “vanitjgashions and evil customs of the world.” The
Philadelphia meeting, following the English Quageactice, also mandated that engaged couples
needed their monthly meeting’s permission to mditygeing usual & orderly to Propose their
Intentions with Consent of Friend&®

The elevation of Quaker domesticity as a modelovegnment meant that Quaker families and
households came under intense scrutiny by montelstimgs. Friends convicted of fornication or other
sexual offenses in provincial courts faced poténéieriminations from their meetings, or alterngtef
they escaped sanction in the one, they were liketyas fortunate in the other. Monthly meetingsever
intensely preoccupied with vetting engaged coumgasuring both partners were Friends in good
standing and verifying the absence of other encandas, such as out-of-wedlock pregnancy or
undisclosed prior marriages. When John Gooden gexpto Sarah Kitchen in March 1684, the
Philadelphia Monthly Meeting appointed two oversder“inquire into his manner of Life and
Conversation and his Clearness from Engagemeimps$® that] a certificate may accordingly be granted
him or Refused*” Minutes from other monthly meetings in the Delasvelalley were littered with
similar notations about engaged couples.

Once the engaged couple married, the monthly ngeetade it their business to reconcile any
spousal differences to ensure that they stayededaifhe case of Thomas Fitzwater and his wife is
particularly revealing. Fitzwater was a prominengksh Quaker minister who immigrated to
Pennsylvania in 1682 on the selcomewith William Penn. His first wife having died, mearried
Elizabeth Palmer in 1684. In addition to being aister, Fitzwater served in the Pennsylvania
Assembly three times representing Bucks Countyrevhe had settled with his new famify/.
Beginning in 1695, the Philadelphia Monthly Meethngted at Thomas and Elizabeth’s separation,

though the meeting minutes are pointedly silenualbite cause of it. Perhaps rashly, the meeting

18 philadelphia Yearly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph469, t8epber 16-19, 1694, p. 41, FHL.
187 philadelphia Monthly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph383,rbtta4, 1684, p. 9, FHL.
%8P 1:352-3.
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enjoined Fitzwater “to get an [additional?] hous@ider to entertain her, that she may have nosexcu
to stay from him.*® It is not known whether Fitzwater followed thisvaz, or what subsequent action
he or the meeting took in the following months.

Three years later, the separation apparently vilasrsgoing, for the meeting again recorded in
its minutes that Fitzwater and two other eldersufdanot prevail upon” Elizabeth. This time, the
meeting deputed four elders along with “women fl€hpresumably from Elizabeth’s meeting “to
endeavour to bring [the couple] to a reconciliatiorthat they do in the future live together indd
The following month, the elders reported back thate was cause for hope. The meeting noted
somewhat satisfactorily that “Tho: Fitzwater ansl Wife report that they are in hopes they will liae
love together for the futuréd® Whether or not they achieved that aspiration, Tamand Elizabeth
Fitzwater remained married to each other for tlmeaiader of their lives. More importantly, the
reconciliation also points to how seriously Frienelgarded the maintenance of gospel order diseiplin
within Quaker families and households.

Like the provincial legal system, monthly meetimggarly Pennsylvania dealt with problems
of intimate violence. While the quarter sessiomt®rds contain references to rape and sexual vielenc
meeting minutes, by contrast, are silent on theeisBhilip Yarnell's case demonstrates that Quakers
were not immune to charges of rape or sexual as®&aen if such instances were rare. It is vergliik
that monthly meetings in Pennsylvania simply deféio the authority of the provincial courts inesis
of sexual assault, but as with other forms of aopfthe line separating extra-judicial forms of
governance and the law courts was permeable. thtwting records are silent on rape, references to
domestic violence, though rare, surface periodicdlhe Philadelphia Monthly Meeting’s handling of
domestic violence allegations in the case of WilliBoulding highlights the strengths and limitations

of gospel order as a mechanism for violence reigulat

189 philadelphia Monthly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph383,rtta29, 1695, p. 134, FHL.
19 philadelphia Monthly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph383uary 27 and February 24, 1699, p. 161-2, FHL.
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Unfortunately, the historical records do not tellmuch about Boulding’s lif&Colonial
Philadelphiandists him as a tailor in that city with two altete spellings of his name (Bowling,
Bowlin). He was apparently an artisan of middlingans, as his estate along the Schuylkill River was
assessed at £100 in 1693He also appears periodically in the PhiladelphianMly Meeting records
as an elder and overseer. The meeting occasiahgbyted him for various tasks, including “clearing”
George Smedley’s engagement to Sarah Gooden in*#6B@ulding was himself married, first to
Anne (surname unknown), who died in 1691, and thdflizabeth Evan, his second wife, who died in
1710. Boulding did not remarry, and he died seveary latef>*

Boulding’s courtship with his second wife, Elizahebccasioned a small controversy within the
Philadelphia Monthly Meeting. Apparently, shortlyes his first wife Anne died, William began
courting Elizabeth. In July 1692, an unnamed petsdged a complaint against Boulding in the
meeting™®* The nature of the complaint was unspecified, buhé following month Boulding sent a
paper to the monthly meeting, which Friends regttecause they found him insufficiently contrite
over his “Evill” action*®® In October of that year, the meeting again waBedlding that he must give
“Satisfaction” or Friends would issue a “Paper oh@emnation Against him-* Finally, in January
1693, the meeting finally revealed the nature efdffense when they recorded their dissatisfaction
“with William Boulding concerning his keeping theomen in his house,” despite having “formerly
given a paper of Condemnation against himself fgregsisting still in the same.” The meeting once
again deputed overseers to entreat with him abeutrimarried cohabitation “that he may give further
satisfaction, and take away the Cause ther&6f.”

By March 1693, Boulding finally submitted to the etieg’s pressure. The meeting minutes

%1 Hannah RoactGolonial PhiladelphiangPhiladelphia: Genealogical Society of Pennsylaahp99), 27, n. 45.
192 phjladelphia Monthly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph383,y\2¥, 1687, FHL.

193 Watring, Early Quaker Records of Philadelphieol. 1, 20, 32, 39.

194 philadelphia Monthly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph383y 29, 1692, p. 117, FHL.

19 philadelphia Monthly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph383 glst 26, 1692, p. 117, FHL.

1% philadelphia Monthly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph383t@ber 28, 1692, p. 119, FHL.

197 philadelphia Monthly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph383uJary 27, 1693, p. 121, FHL.
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recorded his paper of self-condemnation, which prasumably read aloud by him in front of everyone
attending that session. In the paper, Boulding #ddhihat he had been “overtaken by the enemy of my
Souls peace, and Captivated ... to Committ unckessifi.e., fornication] with Elizabeth Evan” and
acknowledged that his actions had threatened mastathe public reputation of “honest” Friends,
“giving occasion to the Enemies of the Truth andi&Speople.” The degree to which Friends were
concerned about the damage Boulding’s actions waallth their reputation is evident in the
conclusion to his paper. “I doe freely and willipglondemn myself,” he wrote somberly, “and take
the Shame to myself, and leave this to be madeqbuso farr as you see meét®At some point, the
meeting’s actions against Boulding yielded a déseraesult: William and Elizabeth eventually
married, thereby forming a legitimate household sexblial union in the eyes of its members. Gospel
order prevailed, or so it would seem.

Four years later, the meeting’s problems with Bowgdesurfaced. This time the issue was
domestic violence. As they did in the earlier calse,monthly meeting in Philadelphia initially
refrained from specifying the cause of concerrhgirtminutes. The first sign of trouble occurred in
August 1697, when the meeting noted a “reproachugas Truth and friends” by reason “of the
differences ... betwixt William Boulding and hisfei’**® Two elders were sent to meet with the couple
to resolve the matter. After that, the minutes rnansdent for the next two years. In December 1699,
however, the meeting once again confronted WillBmalding, and this time they disclosed the fact
that they “have often dealt with Wm Boulding fosltieating & abusing of his wife & other scandalous
conversation & dealings.” (The “scandalous conwaeawas most likely Boulding’s visible
displeasure with the meeting’s intrusions intodosnestic life.) Although Friends expressed “little
no hopes of reclaiming him,” the meeting demandedgppear before them, “which he accordingly

did.” Incredibly, the shaming action moved Bouldiodginally confess “what was charged upon him.”

198 philadelphia Monthly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph383,rtta31, 1693, p. 123, FHL.
199 philadelphia Monthly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph383 glst 27, 1697, p. 151, FHL.
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After he admitted fault, the meeting resolved tsogin (banish) him as an “esteemed ... Member of ye
Society of Friends” unless he “speedily Issue farthaper” condemning his actions in the strongest
language possibf&° The threat of disownment, the ultimate sancti@nrtfeeting had as its disposal,
worked. The following monthly meeting minute wasaeled on January 26, 1700:

Wm Boulden’s paper condemning his Evil practices ve&ad and It's ordered that ye same be read ye
next first day by himself or some other [Friend] fdm ... coppies thereof be spread in his
neighbourhood for clearing Truth & friends whiclvgoseer] pentecost Teague is desired to see
performed®

The meeting’s condemnation of William Boulding isteking illustration of the extent that
gospel order disciplinary practices regulated Quakeiseholds. Boulding’'s case never appeared in the
Philadelphia quarter sessions dockets, though Isecriminally liable for assault and battery. Instea
the meeting handled the case entirely on its oview¥d one way, Friends used the disciplinary
procedures of gospel order as a juridical substiiit the provincial legal system. Yet gospel ondas
the law in unwritten form that undergirded Quakeéerin Pennsylvania. It was an unwritten law that
sought to govern all provincial households and f@siaccording to Quaker norms of domesticity.
Non-Friends, by participating in the provincial &gystem, internalized this unwritten law in court
while Quakers usually enacted gospel order disepi their monthly meetings. In Boulding's case,
the threat of incarceration and corporal punishrbgrthe court was substituted for communal moral
pressure and shame by the meeting. And Bouldirigisme must have been intense. It does not take
much imagination to appreciate the amount of enalsament he must have endured to read aloud his
self-condemnation in front of a gathered assembhriends, people he worshiped with and knew
intimately, to say nothing of having copies of pagper “thereof be spread in his neighbourhood’afbr
to see. Given the low literacy rates in early Arogrithe circulation of Boulding’s paper of self-
condemnation was mostly a symbolic action anywag.Rfiends and neighbors were well aware of its

contents well before it was written.

200 phjladelphia Monthly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph383cBrber 29, 1699, p. 171, FHL.
201 phjladelphia Monthly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph383)ukry 26, p. 172, FHL.
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Boulding’s case also raises questions about gaspel and violence regulation. Did the
meeting’s actions and Boulding’s paper of self-amdation effectively end his alleged perpetuation
of domestic violence? The meeting minutes do nptaiacourse. The public nature of the meeting’s
condemnation — and the fact that they made domaistise an issue in the first place — probably
exerted considerable pressure on Boulding. But fanwlid that pressure go? By condemning
Boulding, the Philadelphia Monthly Meeting effe@ly ruled out his domestic violence as
unacceptable behavior for orthodox Quakerism. Thetimg rejected what most other early moderns
understood to be natural — and therefore acceptapédriarchal violence. In doing so, they condidc
an alternate vision of “peace” based on Quaker s@hdomesticity that helped define what it meant
to be a Friend.

The ability of gospel order to shape Quaker houlsktebations, however, greatly depended on
Friends’ acceptance of the meeting’s authority ieldv'noncoercive” discipline over them. To the
extent that Friends internalized gospel order diss® on “peaceable” Quaker behavior, the meeting
succeeded in legitimizing a form of sovereignty enpowerful than “external” modes of authority that
relied on exacting obedience through coercion hedtireat of punishment. When one or more Friends
rejected the meeting’s authority, the foundatiogaspel order correspondingly weakened. The
meeting’s grip on Boulding reached only so far asrternalized and accepted their authority to
discipline him. That he did, to the great damagkisgublic reputation, speaks volumes to the
strengths of gospel order as a disciplinary apparat language of peace, and a discourse on
government.

Friends’ concerns about their public reputatioBoulding’s case hinted at its weaknesses. As
the Philadelphia Monthly Meeting noted, Bouldingiions gave “occasion” to the enemies of Friends
eager to portray them in the worst possible ligimd who exactly were these enemies of “God’s
people?” The timing of the case — 1693 — providelia. Just a year before, in the summer of 1692,

provincial Friends split into two opposing camp®ogonflicting interpretations of gospel order,
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Quaker pacifism, and the legitimacy of Quaker goweent in Pennsylvania. Within the span of six
months, the controversy developed into a full-bl@ghism, one that shook the foundations of
Quakerism to the core and called into questiorvérg nature of the movement’s claim to be a
peaceable people set apart from the “carnal” wdrtak reverberations of the schism would echo far
and wide, reaching Friends and enemies alike dm $ides of the Atlantic. The schism laid bare the
contradictions of gospel order as a discourse angthat nonetheless sanctioned colonial violemce,
violence perpetrated by Friends as settlers andstnaigs. Still despised by their enemies as xalig)i
heretics in the late seventeenth century, the Quakeement was already vulnerable to withering
criticism. But the one person responsible for tti@smn, who did more than anyone to expose the
fissures and contradictions of Penn’s “Holy Expennt)”’ was not an outsider. He was a Friend. That

man was George Keith.



Chapter Two
‘The Weapons of Warfare are not Carnal’: The Keithian Schism and the Violence
of Peace
One Saturday night in January 1693, George Keaithssveral of his supporters sneaked into
the Bank meetinghouse in Philadelphia, locatedrontFStreet alongside the Delaware River, and
erected a makeshift gallery. The Bank meeting vmasn@ortant civic and religious symbol for
Pennsylvania Quakerism. The provincial Assembly tinete on occasion, as did the yearly meeting for
Delaware Valley Friend®? The Keithians positioned their structure direettyoss the meeting’s
gallery reserved for “public Friends,” or the prorant ministers that dominated the religious liferw
meeting. The improvised gallery was crude, busyisbolic challenge to Quaker provincial authority
was clear. When word reached the meeting’s eld®yatavhat was happening, they arrived at the
meetinghouse in time to confront the intruders. &blhurner, a member of the Provincial Council,
also arrived wielding an axe. While the meetindtees struggled to knock down the improvised
gallery, Turner, a Keithian, began chopping awathatminister’s permanent gallery, which prompted
a brawl between the two rival factioffs.According to one contemporary account, Georgeh éite
man on whose behalf the makeshift gallery was jstitiod nearby and looked on with smug
amusemerft>’
The image of supposedly pacifist Quakers physidaghting each other, though perhaps
bordering on farcical, is a fitting metaphor foe tberious and bitter controversy that engulfed
Pennsylvania and the Delaware Valley in the latesienth century. Known by historians as the

“Keithian schism,” the controversy ostensibly begat691 as a theological debate between George

292 Edwin Bronner, “Quaker Landmarks in Early Philgded,” Transactions of the American Philosophical Sociy
(1953): 210-216.

23Gary Nash;The Urban Crucible: Social Change, Political Cormginess, and the Origins of the American Revolution
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1979), 5hyRtKirby, George Keith: 1638-171@\ew York: Appleton-Century
Company, 1942), 87.

24 Thomas EllwoodA Further Discovery of that Spirit of ContentionC8vision which Hath Appeared of Late in George
Keith ... (London, 1694), 49-50.
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Keith, a Scottish-born Quaker minister and onéhefleading lights among British Friends, and the
ministerial Quaker elite in Philadelphia. The tlugptal debate centered on, among other things, the
guestion of whether Friends needed confessionaitbf &nd the doctrinal importance of Christ’s
atonement and bodily resurrection for salvationinating these religious differences were confligtin
interpretations of gospel order. Keith argued aéker disciplinary practices implied a form of
household and church governance that was bothtagah and spiritually pure. To achieve this ideal,
he contended, the Quaker “church” would have tpurged of all lukewarm and uncommitted
membership, leaving a faithful remnant that goverteelf without spiritual corruptions or interfere
from the outside “carnal” world. The Quaker minigaeelite in Philadelphia, for their part, rejedte
Keith’s assertion that they had unduly approprigte@er for themselves at the expense of rank-and-
file members. By 1692, Keith had accumulated hutslid Quaker sympathizers, many drawn from
the lower ranks and resentful of their social biette the meeting. When Keith and his supporters
began meeting separately that summer, they pransaties of tracts that turned the religious
controversy into a debate about the morality aiessanctioned violence. At stake in the debatetihvas
legitimacy of Quaker authority in the colony and trature and limits of Quaker pacifisfi.

The Keithian schism shattered the Quakers’ foundatinarrative of Pennsylvania as a
peaceable colony. It also undermined gospel orslerrationale for Quaker rule in the colony. The
power of ruling Friends over Keith extended onlyafar as he accepted their authority. Yet this mas
longer possible when the Philadelphia Yearly megtiisowned him in September 16921n a

desperate bid to contain the schism, Quaker matgsttried Keith and four others on charges of

205 My summary of the Keithian schism follows Ethyrrit§i, George Keith“Introduction,” in J. William Frost, ed.
TheKeithian Controversyin Early Pennsylvafidorwood, Pennsylvania: Norwood Editions, 1988x; Nash,Quakers
and Politics Jon Butler, “Gospel Order Improved’: The Keithi&chism and the Exercise of Quaker Ministerialedid
Pennsylvania,'WMQ 31 (1974): 431-452; Smolenskiriends and Strangerand Andrew MurphyConscience and
Community: Revisiting Toleration and Religious Bissin Early Modern England and Ameri¢@enn State Press, 2003).
208 Keith’s disownment is found in Philadelphia Yeakgeting minutes, MR-Ph469, September 7, 16923p4,FHL.
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sedition and slander that DecemB¥(Their attempt to silence him failed, however. Keikposed the
limits of gospel order as a noncoercive disciphne method of government to produce orderly and
peaceable subjects. In print and at his trial, iKargued that state power, which by necessitydae
coercion and violence, inherently corrupted theahpurity of gospel order and Quaker peace
principles. In arguing that pacifist Quakers hadnsiness holding political office, he forced Fden
to confront their ambiguous relationship to stade/@r. Almost as an unintended consequence, he also
raised the profile of Pennsylvania as a militaapliity in the English empire. The schism and trial
attracted widespread attention and notoriety inAhglophone world, and the controversy directly led
to the colony’s temporary royalization in early 36

The controversy also profoundly altered the goveceadf Pennsylvania. In the aftermath of the
schism, provincial Friends tightened their religialiscipline and began weeding out potential désian
from their own ranks. Ironically, Keith would haeadorsed this, seeing it as an attempt to purgy th
meeting of corruption, but over the longer terne, sicshism made it harder for would-be reformers to
challenge the Quakers’ complicity in colonial viobe. Prominent Friends, especially ministers, féare
disunity, and they reacted strongly to any perativeeat to their authority as well as the meetng’
sense of gospel order. Pennsylvania Quakers eugngnabraced Keith’'s view that political power
inherently corrupted moral authority — but onlyeafthe Seven Year’'s War forced Friends from their
longstanding political domination of the colony.elmoral positions that came to define Friends on
both sides of the Atlantic in the later eighteecghtury — antislavery, Native rights, and pacifism,

above all — became possible only when Quakersagaelgh the government of Pennsylvania to

27 George Keith and Peter Boss printed an accouiigif trial before the Philadelphia Court of Qua@essions in Keith
and BossNew England’s Spirit of Persecution TransmittedPamnsilvania.. ((New York], 1693), reprinted dhe Tryals
of Peter Boss, George Keith, Thomas Budd, andanilBradford... (London, 1693). Because the records for tharteu
Sessions court in Philadelphia are no longer extarihat year, the Keithians’ account is the setiéten source for the
trial.

2% penn’s proprietorship was dissolved on OctoberlB®2, but Benjamin Fletcher, the newly-appoinizght governor,
did not arrive in Philadelphia with his commissiamtil April 1693. See “1739 Copy of Commission terigamin Fletcher,
from William and Mary at the Court of Westminst®gtober 21, 1693, Penn Manuscripts, vol. 8: Chaded Frame of
Government (1683-96), p. 39-45, in Penn Family Papeollection 485A, HSAVIPCP 1: 364-5.
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outsiders. By then, the collective memory of thieism had faded enough that it no longer mattered
that Friends finally embraced many of the moralifpmss of their former arch nemesis. It was an yron
that Keith himself would have appreciat&d.

From the beginning, Quakers accepted the authofitlye state as legitimate. Although they
were religious dissenters, English Friends wergadital separatists. Quakers, like the majority of
early modern Christians, affirmed that governmeas wrdained by God to keep civil order and to
“punish evildoers.” In the 1670s, George Fox rerathériends in the Caribbean “to give Caesar his
due,” which included “custom and tribute” to suppbe magistrate’s ability to defend “against fgrei
enemies and protect everyone in their estates e@g ¢iown thieves and murderet® This
formulation was echoed by the Quaker theologianeRdBarclay, a close associate of Keith’s who
legitimized the right of the government to engagdefensive warfare, and William Penn, who
instituted moral laws in Pennsylvania with the estpgon that provincial magistrates — primarily
Quakers — would bear the metaphorical “sword” tipere thenf**

Though Friends viewed the institution of governimeslegitimate, there were underlying
tensions between their own embrace of magistradytiagir obedience to God'’s laws, as they
understood them. Quakers refused to swear oatlsyfiog Jesus’s injunction in Matthew 5:34 to
“swear not at all,” but English magistrates ofteterpreted this as seditious behavior. Oath swegarin
was a critical legal ritual to ascertain truth aadbind subjects to their monarch. The Quaker Act o
1662, in fact, made the refusal to swear oathsumta criminal offense. By not swearing, Friends

were in effect placing limits on their recognitiohthe Crown’s sovereign authority?

29 5ee “Introduction,” irKeithian Controversyed. Frost, xx, “Not until Friends had forgotterd®ge Keith were they
willing to endorse his reforms.”

29 Herman Wellenreuther, “The Political Dilemma oé tQuakers in Pennsylvania, 1681-1748Y1HB 94 (1970): 135-72.
Fox quotation on p. 141-2.

Zywellenreuther, “The Political Dilemma of the Quakér Pennsylvania,” 142, 145-7.

%12 0n the Quaker testimony against the swearing tfspaee Richard Baumdret Your Words Be Few: Symbolism of
Speaking and Silence among Seventeenth-Centurye@yblew York: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 98t1Ted
Underwood Primitivism, Radicalism, and the Lamb’s War: TheBst-Quaker Conflict in Seventeenth-Century Endlan
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The peace testimony also compromised the abilifyriginds to render full deference to the
state. Neither a doctrine nor a purely abstractiffgn,” the peace testimony was a Quaker discourse
on violence that broadly rejected weapons, fightargl warfare as sinful and morally corrupt. Quaker
based their opposition to fighting and warfare dlital grounds, especially New Testament accounts
of the life of Jesus and the Sermon on the Mouatirig the early years of the Interregnum, English
Friends enthusiastically served in Cromwell’'s Newddl Army, believing the Lord Protector to be
God’s instrument in the final battle against thecés of the antichrist, which were conflated with
popery and the monarchy. Yet there were also a runfQuaker pacifists who rejected violence and
military service as inconsistent with Jesus’s exampthe New Testament. As Friends grew
disaffected with Cromwell’s autocratic rule, theape testimony gained ground as an alternative
discourse to militant republicanisftt

By the time of Pennsylvania’s founding, a growingnber of Friends rejected direct
participation in warfare as sinful. Not all Quakersre pacifists, of course, and some Friends merster
for military service in the American colonies witltscruple. However, Quakers in colonies like
Barbados and Massachusetts sometimes enduredtheeatistraint of their property, and even
imprisonment for refusing to serve in the militidke oaths, military service was an act of featiytie
state. Conscientious objection in the American mi@®, although occasionally tolerated, was at other
times construed as potentially treasonous behassmecially during wartime. Quakers did not have to
achieve a universal consensus on the meaning amaders of their peace testimony for them to
develop a reputation for pacifism. To unsympathetiservers, Quaker pacifism was as heretical as it
was foolish, even dangerous, and seditious. Th&&ymeace testimony, simply put, alienated Friends

from many of their neighbors, and in the colondaddles where Friends did not enjoy political powiter,

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), 96-7; the centrality of oaths to English legal culturee $molenskiriends
and Strangers194-5. On the Quaker Act, see chapter 1, p. 28.

23 Meredith WeddleWalking in the Way of Peace: Quaker Pacifism inSeeenteenth Centugiew York: Oxford
University Press, 2001), 56-7.
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put them on a potentially adversarial footing vitie staté**

Because Friends, as sanctioned religious dissgntere often in opposition to secular
authority, the peace testimony functioned as anrative discourse on government. In 1660, on the
eve of the Restoration, George Fox and eleven t¢eading Friends in London publishéd
Declaration from the Harmless & Innocent Peoplé&s@D, Against All Plotters and Fighters in the
World, a tract that became the definitive collectiverespion of the peace testimafiy.The
Declarationwas intended to distance Friends from the rec#tit lonarchy uprising in London, as
well as from their past association with Cromweltl amilitant republicanisr®® If the aim was to
reassure the Charles Il that Friends would be Isybjects, the language in the petition provided no
grounds for such confidence. TbBeclarationbegins disingenuously by stating that Friends ghav
always” rejected “All bloody Principles & Practiceswith all outward Wars, and Strife, and Figlgsn
with outward Weapons?*” More potentially troubling, from the Crown’s stamint anyway, was the
two-kingdom theology that Fox employed to justify@ler pacifism. Throughout the text, the
Declarationrepeatedly associates violence with the “carrediim, while linking Quaker pacifism to
the spiritual: “Our weapons aspiritual, andnot carnal”?*® By itself, the formulation was hardly
incriminatory. But such dualism easily bled intdiaamian perfectionism. Fox routinely conflates the
notion of morally perfected Quakers with the spaltrealm, while consigning the “carnal” law to the
secular, which of course was reserved for the weed: “the [secular] Law was not made fa.,
the Righteousbut for the Sinners and Transgressors, to keap tiown.**° The intent of this logic
was to reassure the new king that he did not haweotry about the Quakers because they, as a

morally perfected people, had been redeemed dabeakalm of “carnal”’ violence. Such an assertion,

24 0n the Quaker peace testimony, see Wedtliking in the Way of PeacBeter BrockThe Quaker Peace Testimony
1660-1914 (York: Sessions Book Trust, 1990); Masthtirst, Quakers in Peace and Wélrondon: The Swarthmore Press
Ltd., [1923]).

25 George Fox, et al.]A Declaration from the Harmless & Innocent Peopl&od called Quakers. ([London, 1660)].
Z%\Weddle,Walking in the Way of Peacé3-44.

2Fox, et al.],A Declaration 1-2.

Z¥Fox, et al.],A Declaration 5.

#9Fox, et al.],A Declaration 5.
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though, hinted that the secular law did not appliftiends. Fox came perilously close to implyingtth
Friends had no need of temporal government whesd@ed in theDeclarationthat “as for the
Kingdoms of this Worldwe cannot covet thermuch less can we fight for therff® By associating
magistracy with “carnal” violence, the 168@clarationplaced Quaker spiritual authority above the
sovereign authority of the Crown.

Decades later, the Keithians appropriated the stialnguage of the 16@Declarationto cast
Quaker magistrates as the “carnal” power, akinaieg@cuting English magistrates, and to make them
appear as moral hypocrites. Keith and his folloveensght every opportunity to remind the magistrates
in print, to great effect, that they had betraysel tancient” peace testimony of Friends. While
provincial Quakers mostly avoided the issue in @ ltthe charge that Friends were bad pacifists, and
more specifically, that Quaker magistrates werdewibpersecutors, stung. The Keithians who made
these accusationgere Quakers after all, at least until the Philadelphearly Meeting expelled them,
and their moral critiques flowed logically, almestamlessly, from the very peace testimony that
Friends were unable to fully agree on in practice.

Scholars have yet to fully explore the Keithianisohin relationship to Quaker pacifism and
the problem of colonial violence. Part of the reafw this relative inattention may lie in Keith’s
ambiguous relationship to Quakerism. During thessuhFriends in Pennsylvania were quick to
distance themselves from Keith. Philadelphia Frigmebtested in 1693 that “he hath long objected
against our discipline,” even though at that p&ieith had only been expelled a year and London
Friends had yet to disown hiffi: Later accounts, mostly from Quaker chroniclersp @mphasized

Keith's distance from the Quaker€.Keith’s sole biographer suggested his eruditioth doctrinaire

20Fox, et al.],A Declaration 3.

#IThomas Budd]A True Copy of Three Judgments Given Forth by ayRafrMen, Called Quakers at Philadelphia,
against George Keith .([Philadelphia, 1692]), 4; Murph¥;onscience and Communiy98, f. 132.

222For example, Robert Proud,History of Pennsylvanjavol. 1 (Philadelphia, 1797), 370, argues Keitlssnduct [during
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arising from a malignant disposition in his minddaa disappointed malice, notwithstanding all [lsisperior abilities ... he
was universally despised by sober and thinking [eeofall societies.”
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personality made him more authentically “CalviniBresbyterian or Anglican than Quak&tKeith’s
conversion to Anglicanism in 1700 seems to lend@nee to this point. Most accounts, then, agree tha
there was a deep gulf separating Keith and hisatgns from the mainline body of Friends. Indeed,
when Keith accused Pennsylvania Quaker magistohtesing bad pacifists, he took an extreme and
even novel position with regard to the peace testynone that did not garner public support from th
majority of Friends on either side of the Atlantic.

But it was also a position impossible for Frienolggnore, precisely because the differences
separating him and his Quaker antagonists wereti@intd degree, not one of kind. By the time Keith
arrived in the Delaware Valley in the 1680s, he aladady established himself as a renowned Quaker
minister in Britain. Keith was a native of Aberde&totland, where he converted to Quakerism in the
1660s. Aberdeen was home to a small but thrivingkgucommunity that counted among their ranks
Robert Barclay, a gifted theologian who wrote teérdng expression of “orthodox” QuakerisAn
Apology for the True Christian Divinitl676)*%* Keith was a graduate of Marischal College and a
gifted theologian in his own right. He and Barclagre longtime associates, and together they helped
Fox, Penn, and the other Quaker ministerial etiteandon establish a uniform system of gospel order
discipline throughout the hierarchy of monthly andrterly meetings in Britain. A talented polemigcis
Keith vigorously defended English Friends in pantd at public debates, arguing for the theological
legitimacy of Quakerism. Like other leading Quak®nisters, Keith served time in jail for his faith,
and he accompanied Penn and Fox on their missigoamyey to the European continent in 1667. In
sum, Keith played a major role in creating a statidad, uniform British Quaker movement in the
Restoration period. Ironically, that role includeelping to stamp out internal Quaker challengdt¢o

authority of Fox and the ministerial elite in Lomganost notably during the Wilkinson-Story

22irby, George Keithl57, argues “against the formalism of his religitvackground and education he revolted ... [but]
while he argued against the precision of Calvinisenhimself was essentially a precisian.”

224 Robert BarclayAn Apology for the True Christian Divinity . ([Aberdeen?]: 1678). For Keith's early years in
Aberdeen, see Kirbyzeorge Keith1-18; for a good summary of Keith’s biograptsge also J. S. Chamberlain, “Keith,
George (1638?-1716),” axford Dictionary of National BiographyOxford University Press, 2004).
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schism?®

As a minister, Keith expected he would play a samlikading role among Friends in
Pennsylvania. He first arrived in America in 1684atork as a surveyor for the colony of East Jersey.
Four years later, he left for Philadelphia to seaas¢he headmaster of the Latin school. Almosbas s
as he arrived, he resumed his vocation as a Quakéster, occupying a prominent position in the
monthly and yearly meetings in Philadelphia. Féewa years, Keith served the meeting as an overseer,
itinerant preacher, theologian, and debater, takingome of the Quakers’ most formidable foes in
print, including Boston’s Cotton Math&% Undoubtedly Pennsylvania Friends appreciateddrigces
as much as Friends in London did. It did not take, however, for Keith to discover that
Pennsylvania Quaker ministers were not the santteearsLondon counterparts. In Keith’s view, many
of them appeared woefully ignorant of the basic€lofistian doctrine. Even worse, they seemed to
him indifferent about it. Keith took great offensePennsylvania Friends’ suggestion that salvation
was not dependent on an “outer” knowledge (litezabling) of Scriptures or sufficiently
acknowledging the “outer” (historical) death andueection of Jesus Christ. As Keith knew well,
English Friends had suffered fines, beatings, amgtisonment for maintaining the distinct practiaes
speech, dress, and worship that marked them pyllsctfQuakers.” In Pennsylvania, being a Quaker
cost nothing, at least in terms of persecutionc&most provincial Friends were born or converted i
America, they lacked the direct experience withishi Quakerism that Keith had. As John Smolenski
argues, Pennsylvania Quakers’ creole social makadpexperience in America made it impossible for
itinerant ministers like Keith to simply “transptmBritish Quakerism to Pennsylvania int&6}.Of

course, the fact that British Friends remainedidatsf state power, while Pennsylvania Friends were

225 For Keith’s influence in shaping the religiousdifgine and administrative structure of Englishefids, see Smolenski,
Friends and Stranger$86-8.

226 Kirby, George Keith52-3.

227 «Introduction,” in Keithian Controversyed. Frost, x-xi.

228 SmolenskiFriends and Strangerd51-2; see also Michael Zuckerman, “The Fabmeadf Identity in Early America,”
in ZuckermanAlmost Chosen People: Oblique Biographies in thedean Grain(Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1993), 21-54.
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the very embodiment of it, constituted perhapsafitbe most significant differences.

For a while at least, Keith and provincial Friemgere able to accommodate their theological
differences. And since Quakers generally privilededct spiritual revelation over clerical and
scriptural authority in matters of doctrine, it wias easier, and far more desirable, for Keith laisd
ministerial counterparts to focus on social anduaékehavior as visible markers of Quaker identity.
Maintaining the moral purity of Quaker householdssva goal that Keith and the ministers of the
Philadelphia Yearly Meeting shared. In 1689, tharlygemeeting deputed Keith, Samuel Jennings, and
several other ministers to draft an epistle foe“Keeping of Godly and Christian Discipline, & more
especially a Tender Inspection over Youth.” Thelishled broadsideA Loving Exhortation to Friends
(1689), enjoined Quaker meetings in the Delawarnéey#o maintain a “Christian Watchfulness” over
those who “walk disorderly, or are Unsavoury, ahd 8ad Report in their Callings, Stations or
Neighbourhood.” For those who “who are scatteretigone astray from among you,” the yearly
meeting advised, Friends should take care thatp@&d3rder ... be expressed and given unto them.” |
other words, in cases of bad debt, abusive behgwidnlic drunkenness, or sexual infractions such as
fornication or marrying a non-Quaker, the yearlyetimgg advised its constituent monthly meetings to
offer a clear path toward reconciliation, normddlyhaving the wayward Friend admit guilt and submit
a paper of self-condemnation, as in the case diamilBoulding. If recalcitrant Friends refused
“gospel order,” they faced expulsion or disownméntLoving Exhortatioralso recommended that
Friends “mind ... the Virtuous and Christian Edumaf your Youth and Children, that they be bred
up in Sobriety.” The proper oversight of Quakeiatan, the meeting believed, would ensure that they
would grow up to be model Friends in adulthoodsthparing the meeting disciplinary problems in the
future %

In calling for enhanced oversight of Quaker hous#t)dhe yearly meeting claimed it was

22 phjladelphia Yearly Meetindy Loving Exhortation to Friends (Philadelphia, 1689), broadside, Quaker & Special
Collections Department, Haverford College (herga@i8CHC).
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following the “useful Instructions and that Goodd@r established among us in our Native Land.” In
reality, there were no standardized or uniform Qualsciplinary practices in England, Ireland,
Scotland, and Wales. And though the yearly meediagproach to discipline was based on English
Quaker precedent, provincial Friends were innogitinpracticé’>° Far from the metropolitan
Quakerism of London, leading ministers of the Siyoid Friends in Pennsylvania worried about
cultural degeneration. In 1690, “Pennsylvania” wage an aspiration than a fully-fledged colony.
Philadelphia’s population was near 4,000 at the tiwith Indian Country not even a day’s journey
from the center of town. While many of the proviisckél,000 people identified as Quaker, non-Quaker
settlers were arriving at a rate that would makerféis a minority within a decad?' Ironically,
freedom of worship posed another problem. By lagnr3ylvania protected religious worship for
monotheists. Provincial Friends did not have torywabout crafting a common theology to meet
statutory requirements, as English Friends did utideToleration Act. But Keith and the other
ministers worried that Friends would lose their vaayidst the relative ease and openness of worship i
Pennsylvania. In systematizing their religious glikee, Pennsylvania Quakers ironically had gone
even further than Friends in their “Native Land"Erigland, or elsewhefé?

George Keith wanted to make conformity in disciplinseparable from uniformity in doctrine.
In Keith’'s mind, one could not be achieved withthe other. To an extent, the Philadelphia miniateri
elite supported him, especially when Keith defenQe@dkers as theologically orthodox Christians on
his itinerant missionary travels to New EnglandwNéork, and New Jersey. In 1688, while visiting
Quaker meetings in Rhode Island, Keith engaged&uaker and physician named Christian
Lodowick in a dialogue about Christian doctrinehls printed account of their conversation,

Lodowick acknowledged that “semi-Foxians” like GgeiKeith, William Penn, and Robert Barclay

2301 am here following SmolensKiriends and Stranger$6-7.

%1 John McCusker, “Colonial Statistics,” Historical Statistics of the United Stafesl. 5, Millennial edition, ed. Susan B.
Carter (New York: Cambridge University Press, 20@6$51, 5-655.

%32 Quotation from Philadelphia Yearly MeetingLoving Exhortation.. [broadside].
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did not confuse the Quakers’ “inward light” withh&ation, but he argued that Fox himself, along with
most other Friends, rejected the belief that CHhsisall come down from Heaven to Raise and Judge
the dead ®*3Keith later printed a rejoinder, signed by Rhoslarid Friends, affirming that Quakers
believed “the Man Christ Jesus to be the JudgheofQuick and the Dead” in the last days, which “we
do believe [has] not comé* In reality, there was hardly agreement among Qusaee this point, but
Keith, perhaps sensing the urgency of the mattenpdedA Plain Short Catechism for Children &
Youth(1690) to help young Quakers achieve a greatadatd of behavioral and doctrinal
conformity?*® The Philadelphia Yearly Meeting, for its part, fisived a tract that same year affirming
their acceptance of basic mainline Protestant ohagtsuch as the Trinity and salvation through grac
alone?*® Up until this point, any tensions over differenaesheology remained submerged.

But trouble loomed on the horizon. In March 169@jtK circulated his “Gospel Order and
Discipline Improved” manuscript to the PhiladelpMaeting of Ministers. “Gospel Order and
Discipline Improved” was a radical reconceptualmatof Quaker discipline that advocated for a
public confession of faith from all members of Beciety. In making his appeal, Keith argued that
Friends should retain their sectarian identitynakithe purity of the ancient church, as he imedii,
before it became wedded to the Roman Empire. Exigride metaphor further, Keith reminded his
fellow ministers of the Quakers’ own sectarian m$g “Did we not separate from other Societies,” he
asked, “not only because of bad Doctrine ... bsth al because of their vicious life, & evil
Conversation & Practices [?]” If Friends were toimiain their sectarian identity in Pennsylvania, as
they did in England, Keith argued that Friends wichewve to “purge out all the old Leaven, that we
may be wholly a new Lump ... where no weeds or Jal®uld grow.” To achieve this goal, Keith

recommended that Friends require a confessiontbfffam prospective adult members and the

23 Kirby, George Keith51-57; Quotations from “Introductionkeithian Controversyed. Frost, iv.

24 George Keith, et alThe Christian Faith of the People of God, Calleditorn Quakers, in Rhode-Island
(Philadelphia, 1692), 4-5.

2> George KeithA Plain Short Catechism for Children & Youth(Philadelphia, 1690).

3¢ phjladelphia Yearly Meeting;he Christianity of the People Commonly Called QuakAsserted by Them, Against the
Unjust Charge of Their Being No Christia(Bhiladelphia, 1690); see also SmolenBkiends and Strangers85.
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children of members in order to ensure that akias were in accord “in the most principal &
necessary Doctrines of the Christian Religi6H.”

Keith’'s colleagues in the ministry might have eta®red his call for a minimal confession of
faith as a precondition of membership, though i$ walear departure from usual Quaker practice, but
they did not appreciate his ideas about churchplise. As Jon Butler argues, Keith challenged the
hierarchical authority of public Friends who donteththe meetings for business and worship. “Gospel
Order and Discipline Improved” smacked of levelberause Keith wanted to vest more decision-
making authority in rank-and-file members of theetiveg, not just the ministefé® Keith reasoned that
“tho all the faithful are not Elders [i.e., pubkeciends and overseers], yet they are all Members of
Christ’'s Body.” Because “every true member of tael 8ody hath a Measure of the Spirit of Christ,”
decisions taken in “the Men’s & Women'’s Meetingshould have the Consent of the whole Church.”
To press his point, Keith compared the minister$tovincial Assemblies” who were “commissioned
by the People [to] represent the People” yet odiyoaated on behalf of a privileged few. Keith argue
that it was not sufficient “to say the Elders dre Representatives of the Church, &therefore wisaitev
the Elders do ought to be binding & obliging to thieole.” To him, the “Church of God” existed
separately from “worldly Governments,” and therefoe believed Friends ought to govern themselves
with “the Consent of the Elders & [all members lé}t Church assembled togeth&t””

By accusing his fellow ministers of aggrandizirayyer to themselves, Keith opened a breach

that could not be repaired. The Philadelphia MeetihMinisters, not surprisingly, refused to endors

%7 Quotations from “G. Keith’s Articles of Church Fakship, or Gospel Order, Copied from an Old Papartly

Obliterated,” Robert Proud, Extracts of Letters,neandums Relative to Pennsylvania (1785), PaF#shily Papers,
1614-1874, Parrish Collection, vol. 1. Case 61 XBH HSP. An earlier manuscript copy, likely datiftom the late-
seventeenth-century, is titled “Gospell Order &d)idine Improved in Men & Women’s Meetings of fdithfriends of
Truth;” see Vaux Collection of Correspondence awndubnents, Collection no. 1167, Box 3, QSCHC.

238 ps Butler, “Gospel Order Improved,” 439-440, argutPublic Friends were ministers not in the usRmitestant
fashion, for Friends thoroughly decried ordinatsor clerical ceremonies.” While Friends tendedetmphasize the verb
‘to minister’ rather than the noun when discusshmgjr service ... very early Public Friends begaaxercise an authority in
church discipline that paralleled their power iegehing.” In England, the term “Public Friends” vegmonymous with the
“First Publishers of Truth,” or the ministerial teliwho supported Fox as he implemented uniformesystf gospel order
discipline in Friends’ meetings throughout Britain.

%G, Keith's Articles of Church Fellowship,” Parrigbollection, HSP.
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Keith’'s “Gospel Order and Discipline Improved,” dafing to the judgment of the yearly meeting
instead. The yearly meeting also deferred judgroarthe issue until the following year. By then,
however, the simmering debate over theology andcthgovernance, intertwined as it was with
personal attacks, invariably turned more acrimosidine schism worsened in the summer of 1691,
when the Quaker minister William Stockdale, at ssgm of the Philadelphia Monthly Meeting,
accused Keith of preaching two Christs, one his&biand the other spiritual. Keith in turn accused
Stockdale of heresy for allegedly denying the mis& Christ. The yearly meeting failed to settie t
dispute, and in January 1692, Thomas Fitzwatethananinister of the Philadelphia Monthly
Meeting, accused Keith of denying the sufficien€yhe inward Light for salvation. The dispute
divided provincial Friends, with most prominent msters lining up against Keith, while many artisans
and lesser merchants in the meetings defectedtottter sidé*° Keith, not given to backing down,
published his side of the disputeSeme Reasons and Causes of the Late Sepa(4a668)2** Keith’s
decision to take the dispute into print angeredpizonents. The monthly meeting in May condemned
Keith for claiming the “Light is not sufficient wibut something else,” and in June twenty-eightef t
colony’s leading public Friends, meeting as thddelalphia Meeting of Ministers, similarly
condemned him for his “violent Provocations,” “udippSpeeches,” and “disorderly behaviét’At

this point, Keith’s supporters began meeting sepbracalling themselves “Christian Quakers.”
Hoping to win over Friends in the upcoming yearlgating that September, the Keithians published
An Appeal from the Twenty-Eight Judd@692), which outlined twelve propositions for dédy and

The Plea of the Innocent against the False Judgmietite Guilty(1692)%*

The tracts exploited the hitherto latent tensiorte Quaker testimonies on peace and

240 Kirby, George Keith60-9; NashQuakers and Politigs154-8.

#411George Keith] Some Reasons and Causes of the Late Seperatiom@traCome to Pass at Philadelphia Betwixt.Us
(Philadelphia, 1692).

242« ntroduction,” in Keithian Controversy, ed. Frpstv; transcription of “the Friends in the Minigtt in Philadelphia
Yearly Meeting Minutes, MR-Ph469, June 20, 16923(®30b, FHL.

#3|George Keith] An Appeal from the Twenty Eight Judges: To theitSgiTruth & True Judgment in All Faithful
Friends, Called Quakers. (Philadelphia, 1692); George Keith and Tho®Badd, The Plea of the Innocent against the
False Judgment of the Guilty Being a Vindicatiotiebrge Keith and His Friend§Philadelphia, 1692]).
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government. IfPlea of the InnocenKeith and coauthor Thomas Budd criticized Sandeehings, a
Quaker justice and minister in Philadelphia fordlieged “proud and lofty Carriages” and his
“imperious” attitude “in Friends meetings, and vayriCourts.*** The twelve points for debate that
Keith laid out inAn Appealwere even more provocative. The first eight ofttlielve queries rehearsed
the theological aspects of the schism. Keith's libgioal arguments during the schism were intended t
establish doctrinal standards for membership,gagtis vision for gospel order discipline was meant
keep Quaker meetings, consisting of believing memobely, separate from the corruptions of
“worldly government.”

The final four points oAn Appeakxpressed Keith’'s notion that Quaker ministersngas
magistrates, were unduly conflating gospel ordeh wolitical power, to the detriment of the Society
of Friends. Queries nine through eleven expliatiglressed Quaker magistrates’ complicity in using
force to uphold laws, arming Native Americans, ardrcising the death penalty. The twelfth query
summed up the entire issue by asking “Whethenat. Ministers should engross [i.e., embrace] the
Worldly Government, as they do her&?"The question highlighted tensions and contradistio
Quaker rule that had already been identified bgreal critics of Quakerism. These contradictions
were also the source of anxieties within Quakeitseif. Since the final queries 8in Appeal
contained enough elements of truth to make thereapgedible and therefore difficult to dismiss as
out of hand, Quakers were forced to confront thelehge from Keith.

Keith’s ninth query asked whether three unnamedck@uijaistices of the peace, “one whereof
being a Preacher among them,” ought to have reedwestolen sloop “by Force of Arms.” Here,
Keith referred to an incident in early 1692 whepirate named Peter Babit stole Samuel Carpenter’s
sloop, which was docked in the Philadelphia harlod sailed down the Delaware River raiding and

looting as they went. Three Quaker magistratesydicg one who was also a minister, raised the hue

244 Keith and BuddPlea of the Innocen8.
243 [Keith], An Appeal 7.
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and cry and mobilized a search party, while Sar@aepenter offered a £100 reward for the successful
recapture of his ship. According to Caleb Puseyy mtovided a retrospective account, the commission
captured the sloop “in their own way,” by whichreant “[with] neither gun, swords, nor spear.”
Pusey also denied the magistrates had “searcHtava for arms” since, according to him,
Philadelphians had none to offer except one orfomding pieces (hunting guné§® Whether true or

not, Pusey’s version of events did nothing to tentipe notion that unarmed Quakers were incapable
of fending off attack by privateers and piratesitie account, which probably distorted the trugh a
much as Pusey’s, was no better at dispelling tea tdat even an armed Quaker response to an attack
could never be anything but weak, disorganized,iaeffectual. Regardless of what actually occurred,
the competing narratives played right into the Isaofcthe Quakers’ many critics.

The tenth query inquired “whether hiring men thu$ight & also to provide thendianswith
Powder & Lead to fight against othiexdians be not a manifest Transgression of our Prin@gianst
all use of the carnal Sword.” It was indisputalblattthe supposedly pacifist Quaker government in
Pennsylvania supplied its Indian allies with weagpd®aising this issue in print, however, was
potentially inflammatory, especially for non-Qualsettlers in the colony who resented having no
organized militia to protect them against armeddndeighbors?’

The eleventh query asked whether “it be accordiihe Gospel, that Ministers [acting in their
capacity as magistrates] should pass3etence of Deaibn Malefactors”?*® Compared to other
American colonies at the time, or even compardéngland, where the schedule of capital offenses
numbered in the dozens, the legal sanction fodéath penalty in Pennsylvania was almost
nonexistent?® Pennsylvania law allowed for capital punishment,dnly in cases of murder and

treason, and Quakers magistrates seemed reluctasétthat power. There were a total of five

24® Caleb PuseySatan’s Harbinger Encountered?8-9. TheBabit incident is recounted in Josepli¢g, Pennsylvania: The
Colonial Years, 1681-177@>arden City: Doubleday, 1980), 69.

247 This issue is discussed in more detail in Chagter

248K eith], An Appeal 7.

29 See Chapter 1, p. 44.
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indictments for homicide in Pennsylvania betwee82lénd 1700, and yet the provincial courts
executed only two individuals during the same pkrio 1688 and 1693, respectivéR).The first
prisoner to be executed in Pennsylvania was a woraared Judith Roe, though her case was actually
tried in Kent County, Delaware (then under Penreyila jurisdiction), where the crime occurred. Roe
was convicted of killing a man who probably wasrdazg in her home. Roe’s children were forced to
testify against her in court, having witnessedrth@ther “fighting with a Man and had Cutt his head
with an Ax[e]” before dumping his body in a riveér.John Simcock, a Quaker justice presiding over
the trial, sentenced Roe to death, while acquittieghusband, who was allegedly not with her at the
time. John Richardson, Roe’s brother and a KeninGoofficial of some importance, then lodged an
appeal with the Provincial Council in Philadelptoghave her sentence reduced. The Councll
deliberated for several months before voting toydbe appeal and ordering the sheriff to procedd wi
the execution. The Council’'s decision was nearlgrumous. Of the seven members present (besides
Governor Blackwell), four were Quakers, with théesdissenting vote cast by William Markham, the
provincial secretary who, in addition to being Psroousin, was an Anglicaft?

On the surface, it would appear that the Quakeridat®ad Council was little troubled by
imposing the death penalty in Roe’s case. Yet aangxetter from William Penn, addressed to Friends
in Pennsylvania and written around the time of@leincil’s deliberations, suggests there may have
been at least some hesitation about carrying @uexiecution. Writing from England, Penn
admonished the Quaker members of the Council tantetrupt the operation of “Just laws” in the case

of the “murderous woman” because the “barbarityhj@f offense] is Crying.” In a revealing comment,

#Marietta and RoweTroubled ExperimenB4-5, see esp. table 2.1 on p. 35. From 168898 1there were a total of five
homicide accusations, all of which yielded indictrtge If the period of analysis is extended to 1&t%he tail end of
Quaker influence in the provincial law code, thenter of indictments only rises to sixteen. Accogdia the authors, the
homicide rate, as proportionate to the colony’sybajion during the period in question, was amorglthwest rates “in the
most admired nonviolent nations today.” Quotatiomo 35.

%1 Quotation in RoweEmbattled Bench: The Pennsylvania Supreme Courttaméorging of a Democratic Society, 1684-
1809 (Newark: University of Delaware Press, 1994), P2e case is discussed on pp. 42-3.

BMMPCP 1: 227, 252-3. The Quaker members voting in fafdahe death penalty were: Samuel Carpenter, Griffones,
Arthur Cook, and William Clark. The non-Quaker marspresent were: Robert Turner, William Darvalid &Villiam
Markham. The reasons for Markham’s dissenting aoéenot given in the minutes.
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Penn added that the execution was the only “nafustice” available since Friends lived in a “Mixed
State [i.e., in a colony with non-Quakers] and beld not “see how it is to be amended” any\ay.
Penn’s letter suggests that some of the Quaker menalh the Council presumably expressed moral
difficulty with carrying out their legal obligatianin death penalty cases.

Roe’s execution, if it in fact took place, probablycurred in late 1688, just a few years before
the schism began and around the same time Keittited in Philadelphi&>* Keith must have been
aware of the trial and the Council’s ambiguous oese to it. By raising the issue in print, as e di
with the stolen sloop incident, Keith put Friendsaivery difficult position. Most non-Quaker
inhabitants in the Delaware Valley blamed the preseof violent crime in their communities on the
seeming reluctance of Quaker justices to sentemceéiated felons to death. The Quaker-inspired
lenient criminal code seemed to lend credenceisdoglief, even if actual incidents of violent cerat
the time were relatively low. Keith’s pointed quexsking whether Quaker ministers acting in their
capacity as magistrates “should pass3Saatence of Deatbn Malefactor$ was inflammatory, and not
only because it exposed a potential contradicbetween the Quakers’ testimonies on peace and
government>® It was inflammatory because it gave non-Quakejesthin the colony, and the Crown
government for that matter, another reason to bisxQuaker rule in Pennsylvania.

Becaus&A\n AppealandPlea of the Innocertalled the legitimacy of Pennsylvania’s
government into question, especially in matterseaiurity and defense, the provincial Quaker elite
moved quickly to suppress Keith and his supportérdortunately for Friends, one of those supporting
Keith was William Bradford, the colony’s only prext On August 24, 1692, less than a month before
the yearly meeting convened, Philadelphia magesresued a warrant for the arrest of Bradford and

his assistant John McComb for printiAg Appeal which they characterized as a paper tending “to

23 william Penn to Friends in Pennsylvania, JunelB88, Folder 6, Box 54, Frank M. Etting Collecti®iGP.

%4 Rowe,Embattled Bengh3, argues that, in spite of the Council’s ordéve record of her judicial fate leaves room to
doubt that she met her end at the hands of thenhamg

2% [Keith], An Appeal 7.
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sedition & the disturbance of the peace & the sttinm[sic] of the present frame of governit®The
following day, Philadelphia magistrates issued blipyproclamation by town crier accusing Keith of
calling deputy governor Thomas Lloyd “an impuderaritelling him he was not fit to be Governour,
and that his Name would stink, with many otherhdiigg and abusive expressions.” The proclamation
also noted that Keith and Bradford had printeditréo possess” their readers with the notion that
is inconsistent for those who are Ministers of Buspel to act as Magistrates.” The magistrates
warned Pennsylvania’s subjects not to give “Couarter to any Revilers and Contemners of
Authority, Magistrates, or Magistracy>

They had cause for concern. John McComb, Bradf@sisstant, circulate8in Appeako
customers in his Philadelphia tavern, while thetians affixed copies of it “upon the Posts ofgth
Town of Philadelphia and elsewhef@®Worse yet, the Keithians were busy publishing mraets
critical of the Quaker government. Thomas Buddoatspoken supporter of Keith, published two such
tracts around the same time Philadelphia magistiaseied an arrest warrant for Bradford and
McComb. One of them?A Brief Answer to Two Papers Procured from FriemdMaryland (1692),
recycled almost word for word the same accusatienand Keith had made An Appeaf® Refuting
the idea he was impulsively following “bad spiritBudd asserted iA Brief Answethat he had joined
Keith only after a “diligent search and enquiryoihe matter?*° Budd contended that it was
Pennsylvania Friends, and not the Keithians, wha ttangerous doctrines,” and as evidence, he
pointed to Quaker magistrates in Philadelphia figinmen to fight, and signing [the] Commission so to
do, and furnishing the Indians with Powder & Leadjb to war with other Indians.” Quaker ministers
serving as “worldly Judges,” according to Budd, Badtenced people to death and fined and

imprisoned “some of their Brethren” for assertihgttFriends were acting contrary to the “antierd][s

%philadelphia Yearly Meeting Miscellaneous Pape6§2t1883, MR-Ph 477, p. 33b, FHL.

%7 The public proclamation is reprinted in Keith a@aiss, The Tryals 7-8.

28 SmolenskiFriends and Strangerd61-2; Quotation on p. 161.

29 Thomas BuddA Brief Answer to Two Papers Procured from FrieimdMaryland... ([Philadelphia, 1692]).
#0Budd,A Brief Answer2.
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Principles of Truth.2*

Of course, the persecuted “brethren” that Buddihadind were his fellow Keithians. In
September, at the annual gathering of the Philadelpearly Meeting, provincial Friends disowned
Keith and his supporters in the strongest of teffhe. yearly meeting noticeably avoided addressing
Keith and Budd’s charge that Friends had violatesirt‘ancient” testimony by taking up the mantle of
government and concentrated instead on Keith'&“‘@iluses and ungodly speeches against Gods
people.” In their annual epistle, the yearly megtieferred to the Old Testament trials of Jacobdf'f
not worm Jacob | am with thee”) and addressed tekms as “Zion,” thus implicitly locating Friends
within the eschatology of God'’s final punishmenttog wicked and liberation of the oppressed. The
same epistle concluded by warning Delaware Vallégrigls to heed their “own everlasting welfare”
and to “beware of being taken or defiled with thgirit.” The epistle testifying to Keith’s disownmite
included over two hundred signatures, many of whielonged to the most eminent ministers and
magistrates of the colorfy* That same day, the yearly meeting also draftethenepistle justifying
their actions to Keith’s ministerial colleaguesta¢ London Yearly Meeting. The epistle warned that
“our late friend George Keith doth continue witlegt violence his separation [and] ... have signed
some papers against us, with which they intendital bhe world & friends; as if given forth by [dur
Yearly Meeting.?®® One of the papers the epistle referred@onfession of Faith in the Most
Necessary Things of Christian Doctri(l692), was published by William Bradford and sdrby ‘the
Yearly Meeting at Burlingtgihwhich misleadingly gave the impression — perhiapsntionally — that it
was issued by the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting,esinoth the yearly meeting and the Keithians’ rival
meeting had convened in Burlington, West Jersey, taar®* Most likely written by Keith, the

Confession of Faitlarticulated twelve doctrinal statements on Chlogfg, the resurrection, atonement,

261 Budd,A Brief Answer4.

%2phijladelphia Yearly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph469, Asigd, 1681, p. 33-4, FHL.

23philadelphia Yearly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph469, Asigdil, 1681, p. 35-6, FHL; Quotation on p. 36.
#4Keithian Yearly Meeting]A Confession of Faith In the most Necessary Thifi@zhristian Doctrine, Faith and
Practice According to the Testimony of Holy Scripsy Given Forth from the Yearly Meeting at Burtong..
(Philadelphia, 1692), Library Company of Philadédph
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Scriptures, and baptism and communion, among ¢higgs. Perhaps sensing the imminent legal
danger he and his followers were in, Keith resethedwelfth statement for their position
“Concerning Magistracy,” arguing that “We belieVdat it is the Duty of alChristians to give a
ready Obedience to Magistrates in all lawful thifigs

Provincial Friends did not find Keith’s overturé tlat comforting. Within weeks of the yearly
meeting, epistles condemning the Keithians arrivenh Friends in Maryland and Barbad®8.On
October 5, 1692, the Philadelphia grand jury iretidPeter Boss for speaking “scandalous, reproachful
and malicious Expressions” against the Quakergassamuel Jennings. That same day, Keith and
Thomas Budd were also presented by the grand qurgefaming Samuel Jennings by claiming he
acted “too high and imperious in Worldly Courts’dazalling him “Ignorant, Presumptuous and
Insolent” inThe Plea of the Innocefit’ Keith was also presented for defaming Samuel Ritstu, a
Quaker bricklayer from Jamaica who had moved tomBg@rania in 1687 and served as justice of the
peace and member of the provincial Assembly fota@kiphia County, among other political offices.
Richardson attended the Philadelphia Monthly Meeéind had joined Friends in condemning Keith at
the yearly meeting. He had also co-signed the awasant for Bradford and McComb. The trial
brought to light moments that reveal the acrimosinature of the schism, like Keith telling
Richardson “before some hundreds of people” tolfgme to his whores And calling him [a]
Lacivious [sic] old man [who] ... took up maids fRaiats.?®®

However inflammatory, Keith’s insults were not th@y reason Friends moved so quickly
against him and his supporters. The controversgaéd the attention of the Crown government, and
worse, the opprobrium of colonists and royalistrag@ager to see the end of Quaker rule in

Pennsylvania. The Keithian schism coincided with dnamatic expansion and consolidation of English

25 [Keithian Yearly Meeting]A Confession of Faitt20.

2% Epistles of condemnation from Bridgetown, Barbaohe®ting, September 12, 1692, and Maryland Yeddgting at
Treadhaven, October 4, 1692, Keithian Controver§SMFHL.

%" The Tryals 14, 24.

28| P 1:632; Grand Jury presentment, October 5 1692jailPenn Miscellaneous Papers and Documents, 186%;
vol. 1., p. 216, APS.
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imperial authority that followed the “Glorious” Rehtion of 1688-9. The revolution began in
England with the deposition of the Catholic Jamédxy ithe Dutch Protestant stadholder William of
Orange, but it soon spread to the American colo@ig#\nglo-Protestant subjects toppled proprietary
and royalist governments in New York, New Engladdyyland, and in the Caribbean. As the newly
coronated monarch, William Il thrust his dominiang a decades-long struggle against his arch
nemesis, Louis XIV of France. The fiscal and bupeatic reforms in government, necessitated by the
demands of war, modernized England’s political @y and greatly expanded the Crown'’s oversight
of military and imperial affairs. Provincial govenents in the mainland American colonies jostled to
strengthen their position in the new political eoniment, with partial success. Colonial assemlioies
Maryland and Massachusetts, for example, gainedasure of legislative autonomy, even though
royal governors were installed in both provinced Btassachusetts became a royal colony in 7891.
Pennsylvania avoided a coup d’état but still faredse in the short run, as Penn'’s relationship thieh
ousted James Il put him and his colony in an awlvgasition with the new Crown government.

The relatively defenseless military posture of¢bony exacerbated the situation. In May
1690, Sir William Phips, an Anglo-American militacpmmander, led a major expedition against the
French Acadian capital of Port Royal, resultingtgghmomentary capture. The success of the Acadia
campaign prompted Phips to attempt another hgsldigned expedition that August against the French
Canadian military post in Quebec. The assaultdaiéserably, and the New England and New York
frontier remained wide open to raids and captik@agby French Canadian militia and allied Indian
war parties. Native-led assaults on Schenectady, Yak and at the Anglo-American fort at
Falmouth, Maine that year resulted in hundredstifess dead or captured and left Maine largely

depopulated and New Hampshire vulnerable to furkiecck. Benjamin Fletcher, the royal governor of

29 Richard S. Dunn, “The Glorious Revolution and Aiw@y” in The Oxford History of the British Empijreol. 1: The
Origins of Empire: British Overseas Enterprise e tClose of the Seventeenth Cented; Nicholas Canny (Oxford,
1998), 445-66; John Brewérhe Sinews of Power: War, Money and the EnglisteS1%88-178%New York, Alfred A.
Knopf, 1989). On the role of colonial warfare irifdating imperial consolidation, as well as timitial reluctance of the
Crown to send military resources to the Americalomies, Bruce Lenman, “Colonial Wars and Impensitability, 1688-
1793,” inOxford History of the British Empirevol. 2 The Eighteenth Centurgd. PJ Marshall (Oxford, 1998), 151-168.
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New York, was determined to stop the incursions. Hilitary offensive in 1692 near Schenectady
won him acclaim, but it accomplished little efé&Non-Quaker colonists in Pennsylvania and the
Delaware Valley similarly clamored for military grarations, fearing that a French fleet would easily
sail up the Delaware Bay and wreak havoc on cotstals. One such petition to the Provincial
Council, in April 1690, noted anxiously that “oun&mies, the ffrench, have barbarously murdered
many of his [Majesty’s] subjects, very near the fiws of this Province, wch have struck no Small
terrour in us and our ffamilyes.” The petitionashich included Markham, pleaded with the Council to
put the colony “in such a posture that we maye.able by force of Armes, to Defend it against any
assault.?"*

The Crown government was well aware of Pennsylvahaak of military preparedness, and
when it received word of the Keithian controvensfhjch by late 1692 seemed to have spiraled out of
control, metropolitan officials acted swiftly tostere order. On October 21, 1692, only weeks #fier
Philadelphia grand jury indicted Keith and fourha$ supporters, officials at Whitehall appointed
Fletcher the royal governor of Pennsylvania, efiety terminating Penn’s proprietary rule. The
commission authorized Fletcher, as governor anthoageneral of New York, to “Levy arme muster
Command and Employ all persons whatsoever ..hioresisting and withstanding of all Enemies
Pirates and Rebells both at Sea and at land amdnsport such forces to any of our Plantations in
America as occasion shall Require.” The commisgiamted Fletcher sweeping powers, including the
right to enforce martial law during a time of ini@sor insurrection and even simply to compel the
building and equipping of military fortificationsdne saw fit. Fletcher was also authorized to deiman

assistance from “any part of the Militia of our Goies of East and West New Jersey” and “all Officer

#%Eyan Haefeli and Kevin Sweendayaptors and Captives: The 1704 French and IndiaitRa DeerfieldAmherst:
University of Massachusetts, 2003), 191; HowardkRam, The Colonial Wars: 1689-176Zhicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1964), 27-38; Guy Cl@inquering the American Wilderness: The TriumpBEwbpean Warfare in the
Colonial Northeas{Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 2088),

2IIMPCP 1:334. Besides Markham, the petition was signetldsse Cock, Swan Swanson, Jon Holme, and Andrew
Binkson. Holme, a leading Philadelphia Baptist prafice of the peace, refused, along with LassekCocendorse the
Quaker magistrates’ prosecution of the Keithiaresyite his misgivings, he sat on the bench durieighks trial in
December 1692; sdd P 1: 440-1.
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and Ministers Civil and Military” in Pennsylvania@the lower counties of Delawar.

The Crown commission singled out the Keithian sohés a causal factor in terminating Penn’s
proprietary rights, noting “the Disorder and Comfunsby meanes whereof not onley the publick Peace
and Administration of Justice ... is broken andated but there is also want of Provision for theal
and Defence of [the colony] against our Enemiegldise the Delaware Valley “are much exposed
and in Danger of being lost [to the enemy],” offisi from Whitehall argued, “Wee find it absolutely
necessary to take the Government ... into our dvemels.?”* Fletcher was partially responsible for
putting the Keithians’ tracts in the hands of Crautficials. In a letter to Daniel Finch, the seamgtof
state for the northern department, the Governdeat York wrote, “I find by some prints that these i
a separate and dissenting party among them. |$&ntesome of their fiery books to Mr. Blathwaytgth
Privy Council secretary for the Lords of Tradé’f”

Fletcher and his commission did not arrive in Pghvasia until April 1693, but the Quaker
government was already on trial by the time KetH his four associates first appeared before the
Philadelphia Court of Quarter Sessions on Dece@b&892%’° The trial would last four days. Keith
was fully aware of the wider implications of thgd¢ proceedings, as were ruling Friends. The
Keithians’ success in the trial was predicatedrmairtability to demonstrate they were victims of
religious persecution. The prosecution, led by BdYoyd acting as Pennsylvania’s Attorney General,
argued the Keithians were in open defiance of thenetary government. Both sides could not afford
to acknowledge that their respective claims weraah two sides of the same coin: since gospelrorde
discourse underpinned Quaker religious discipdindcivic culture in Pennsylvania, it was impossible

to invoke the one without implicating the other. Mglihe Keithians insisted they spoke solely about

2"2Copy of October 21, 1692, Commission to BenjamitdHer, from William and Mary at the Court of Westster
(1739), Penn Manuscripts, vol. 8: Charters and ErafrGovernment, HSP.

23Commission to Benjamin Fletcher, Penn Manuscrigik,8, HSP.

274 Benjamin Fletcher to the Earl of Nottingham, A2, 1693 Calendar of State Papers, Colonial Series: Amesind
West Indies, 1574-17@%reaftetCSPQ, vol. 14 (London, 1903), 89.

27> Fletcher’s arrival in Pennsylvania is recordediRCP 1:364; a transcript of the opening day of the tsdound in
Keith and BossThe Tryals 13-42. My summary of the trial also follows Kirhgeorge Keith80-6; and Smolenski,
Friends and Stranger4.63-168.
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religious matters, they invariably argued that fRdein the ministry should not hold positions in
“worldly government.” With Friends comprising theajarity of the colony’s justices, jurors,
assemblymen, and provincial councilors, such aclanavoidably presented itself as an affront to
Quaker rule in Pennsylvania. Similarly, it was impible for Quaker justices (particularly Samuel
Jennings, the target of many of the Keithians’a$ato prosecute Keith and the other four defetedan
for sedition without it appearing religiously madted. Of the ten justices who presided over the
Keithians'’ trial, seven were Quakers, of whom serevpublic Friends who served in the Philadelphia
Meeting of Minister<’®

Almost inevitably, the trial damaged the reputatod ruling Friends. The proceedings began
with Peter Boss acknowledging he wrote a letteusiog Samuel Jennings of gambling and
drunkenness. Boss insisted that he spoke only adanin the meeting, giving Jennings gospel order
discipline, “as is usual for one Church memberddalanother.” David Lloyd, the prosecutor,
countered that Boss could not so easily separatenlys from his political office, “for take away
Samuell Jennings, and where will the Magistrate Befinings also immediately objected, adding that
if Boss took away “Sam. Jenings the Magistratehere will Sam. Jenings the Quaker F&?While
the Quaker justices conflated their religious aatitipal authority, Keith pressed the distinction,
arguing that Boss, “being a Member of the Quakdrsr€h,” should not appear in court “until they had
proceeded orderly with him in the mens Meetingsl, gimen him Gospel Order.” Keith characterized
the Quaker disciplinary process of gospel ordex ‘&3piritual Court,” and he argued that Boss, as a
Friend, should be tried in a monthly meeting antlim¢éhe Philadelphia Court of Quarter Sessions.

Lloyd, rather inadvisably, asserted that they werfact being tried in “a Spiritual Court; for in

2 The seven Quaker justices were Samuel JenningsAEook, Robert Ewer, Henry Wady, Samuel Richamd&riffith
Owen, and Anthony Morris. All except Henry Wady wétublic Friends. Three of the justices — John HglRobert
Turner, and Lasse Cock — were non-Quakers, butiR@hener presided for only two of the trial's fodays and Lasse
Cock only one; see Keith and Bo$$e Tryals 13 and Butler, “Gospel Order Improved,” 450.

2"’Keith and BossThe Tryals 15.
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England they can try Atheism in this Coutf®The comment provoked outrage from spectators, many
of whom, as Quakers, had been the target of statetisned religious persecution in Engl&hd.
Shrewdly, Boss had his letter read in court asenad, and while it did not serve to exonerate hfim o
defamation, it certainly worsened Jennings’ repaoitathrough a public airing of his character flaws.
Besides relating numerous incidents of drunkenrigsss’s letter also alleged that Jennings was a
violent master who grabbed one of his servanthbyhroat and made the other crawl “almost Naked”
in the snow when the latter complained about hissafe behavior. Even more damaging was Boss’s
allegation that Jennings cruelly whipped “his Setwdaid naked in her Bed, the manner and
circumstance of which [was omitted in court] for desties sake’®® The public reading of Boss's

letter worked as a legal tactic; the Quaker-paguedfound him guilty of only “speaking slightingly

of a Magistrate,” but the bench assessed him inf6ahyway®' The damage to Jennings’ reputation
as a Quaker, of course, was far greater.

During his trial, Keith argued that the Quaketiges had no moral or legal authority to try him
and his codefendants. Keith, like Boss, maintaifilegin not presentable by the Grand Jury for any
thing alledged against me, they being no Offengasnat the King, Governor nor Country.” LIoyd and
Keith parried over whether calling a man “Proud &ngerious” was legally actionable or presentable,
but the latter insisted along with Thomas Budd thatr comments were not directed at Jennings “as
he was a Magistrate, but as he professed himsbt ©hristian and Minister of Christ* It was, in
other words, a gospel order matter, which Keittuadgwas no business of a secular court. The
Keithians pressed the distinction between politasad religious modes of authority, trying to safely

stay on the latter side of the dichotomy while &weg the Quaker justices of using their political

2’8 eith and BossThe Tryals 17.

219 According to the transcript, one spectator, RaN#Td, rebuked Lloyd by asking him, “May not sinflegroved in a
Bishop or Magistrate?” Lloyd and the other Quaksstiges, “greatly offended,” directed a constablbave him removed
from the court; see Keith and Bo3$e Tryals 17.

2% eith and BossThe Tryals 17-22; quotations on p. 21.

2l eith and BossThe Tryals 22.

2% eith and BossThe Tryals 26-7.
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authority to oppress them in matters of religioosscience. The prosecution argued the opposite — it
was the Keithians who used religious liberty asedgxt to undermine the government. When William
Bradford was called before the bench, Samuel Jganirstructed the jury to find “whether or not that
Paper, call'd the Appeal, had not a tendency tombakening the hands of the Magistrates, and
encouragement of Wickedness.”

Of the five Keithian defendants, it was Bradfottg printer, who faced the most serious charge,
that of printing seditious material against the ggovnent. Bradford freely admitted he had printed
Appealbut rejected the prosecution’s assertion thatadgedommitted sedition. Since the tract dealt
with a religious matter, he argued, and not a jgalibne, he had broken no law by exercising tybtri
to liberty of conscience. The argument stronglyoechWilliam Penn’s defense of religious liberty
during his Old Bailey trial in 1670, and Bradforebra than likely intended for the jury to make the
associatiorf>® Yet the political implications oAn Appealwere evident, and not surprisingly, the
Quaker government’s recovery of Jennings’ stolensrepeatedly surfaced as an issue during the
trial. Bradford objected to James Fox sitting agrar because he had overheard him threaten another
Friend that he would mark him as an enemy to thegonent for criticizing the actions of the Quaker
magistrates on that day. Lloyd countered that Quadegistrates in Philadelphia had not
commissioned an armed posse to hunt down Babihesncrew and that raising the hue and cry “to
fetch back the Sloop” in any case was done “oftgneaessity.” Rather than debate Lloyd on that
point, Bradford wisely responded that what he hawckgd inAn Appealwas solely intended for the
yearly meeting to consider “whether it was not anbgression of the Quakers Principles to hire and
[commission] men to fight?34

At first glance, the attention accorded to the vecy of a stolen sloop, which amounted to

nothing more than a minor security incident, seamslly out of proportion. But Babit and his crew

23 eith and BossThe Tryals 34; SmolenksiFriends and Strangerd 68.
2K eith and BossThe Tryals 33-4.
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were never caught. And if the search party hadwereal the sloop unarmed, as the Quaker apologist
Caleb Pusey insisted, it was probably becauseithtep had already abandoned the ship by the time
they came aboard® Regardless of what actually took place, the deplaiged right into the hands of
the Quakers’ many critics who believed Pennsylvaraa ill-equipped to defend the colony from
pirates and foreign enemies. Neither did debatingk@r pacifist scruples in relation to Friends seyv
in government appear opportune at a time when éma$ylvania’s proprietary charter teetered on the
brink of collapse. Keith appealed to “ancient” (dnydimplication timeless) principles when he reéerr
to the peace testimony, but the trial made it wigent that Friends were not in agreement abaut th
meaning of Quaker pacifism or what it meant in pcag especially where it concerned the moral
obligations of magistrates in government — an aonbighat their imperial enemies later seized on.
Compounding the difficulty for the Keithians wasithdespite their claim to be speaking as ministers
and not as rebels in defiance of the establishgdrgment, they could not so easily separate the
religious from the political implications of thearguments. Fortunately for them, Quaker justicesgcco
not either, as much as they wanted to avoid lookka&greligious persecutors. The language of gospel
order inflected the entire edifice of religious gralitical Quaker power in Pennsylvania, and hence
both sides were unable to retreat from the dualigatons of their opposing claims to authority.

In the end, the Keithians won their case, evehd§/ttechnically lost their trial. While the jury
found Keith, Boss, and Budd guilty of asserting thennings behaved “too high and imperiously in
Worldly Courts,” it stopped short of identifyingetin actions as slander or any other breach of Tae.
Quaker justices, not content with the jury’s vetdstapped a £5 fine on both Keith and Budd (Boss
was assessed a £6 fine for the same offéfiSKgith and Budd appealed their fines to the Prdainc

Council, but that body denied the appeal on themple that their petition was legally invalid. Pgyba

2> There is no extant record of Babit's arrest orteap Given the attention accorded this incideat Babit been captured,
it certainly would have been noted in the Provih€@auncil minutes or in retrospective accounts.eBdPusey’s account of
the stolen sloop incident Batan’s Harbinger Encountered8-9, is silent on the fate of Babit.

2% eith and BossThe Tryals 22, 31.



96

out of desperation or a desire to embarrass thiegss or both, Keith and Budd then appealed their
case that same day “to the King and Queen anceth@mmcell in England®®’ With the Philadelphia
Court of Quarter Sessions firmly in control of thegetition, however, there is no indication it elesdt
the colony.

The justices’ overzealous prosecution of Bradfandreover, had unwittingly turned the
Keithians into religious martyrs. Because Bradfioad published\n Appealwithout his name on the
title page, the justices tried to convict him onadnscure, unenforced English statute that barred th
printing of such tracts, but the jury failed to gong with the strategy. When the jury proved ueabl
render a unanimous guilty verdict on the charggedlition, the justices in frustration locked thenai
room “without Meat, Drink, Fire, or Tobacco,” a methat could not but invite comparisons to the
infamous jury sequestration during the Penn-Meiatl #When the jurors still refused to tender a
unanimous guilty verdict, the magistrates dismigbeth in anger and seized Bradford’s press. Bat thi
draconian maneuver only succeeded in making thé&&pumagistrates look like religious persecutors.
In the end, the Quaker justices yielded whatevtraity they had in the case. As a result, the
Keithians’ fines were never collected, and Brad®ptess was eventually returned to Hith.

The Keithians’ arguments in court may have swafednostly Quaker jury from rendering a
guilty verdict, despite the Keithians’ later clathat it was only the intervention of three non-Qerak
jurors that saved Bradford from a sedition coneicf®® The jury’s verdict was not a preordained
outcome. At least nine of the twelve jurors werekas who opposed the Keithians and very likely
blamed them for the political turmoil caused by slsbism. Peter Boss objected to the mostly Quaker

jury during his trial because “they are such asdwk to be deeply prejudiced against GR”

%7 George Keith and Thomas Budd, “To this presentrCafuQuarter Sessions held at Philadelphia,” Dawemi 2, 1692,
William Penn Miscellaneous Papers and Documentsly@. 218, APS.

2% eith and BossThe Tryals 35-6; SmolenksiEriends and Strangerd 68.

289 according to Keith and Bos3he Tryals 37, the three non-Quaker jurors “stood upon theety (as they call'd it) of
Evidence thaw.B.[Bradford] printed that Paper; whereas the otlieord calledQuakerssaid, they believed thay.B.
printed it, and that it was a seditious Paper, & they would not acquit him.”

2% eith and BossThe Tryals 15.
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Whatever their resentments against George Keitmlmees of the jury had other prejudicial concerns.
Bradford objected to Joseph Kirle as a juror beedls latter had allegedly told Quaker justice Arth
Cook that “merchants would be discouraged of corhimig [to Pennsylvania] with their vessels, &c.”
if the magistrates were “found fault with” by Keigins who told them “that they must not defend
themselves against Thieves and Robb&litle, a Philadelphia-based merchant and ship’saiap
viewed the Keithians as an economic threat toivdihood, but his fears easily dovetailed with the
larger concern, probably shared by other jury meslibat the schism would damage Pennsylvania’s
reputation and undermine Quaker authority in tHergn?*?

To convince a skeptical or even an initially hasjury, the Keithians appealed to the “ancient”
peace testimony of Friends, articulating its racaifions for the broader Quaker diaspora in theiEng|
Atlantic. Like the refusal to swear oaths, the get@stimony implicated Friends everywhere, despite
the complex and widely varying Quaker responsekd@roblem of violence and warfare. Not all
Friends in the American colonies objected to nailgervice in the late seventeenth century, but a
significant number either opposed it outright ouglat alternatives to it, such as mustering or
conducting a watch “in their own way,” which usyatheant unarmetf> The absence of an organized
militia in Pennsylvania shielded Quaker pacifistsn compulsory military service and the sanctions

that went along with its refusal. Conscientiousegbpn was also at times protected in Rhode Island,

2K eith and BossThe Tryals 33.

292 Joseph Kirle (sometimes Kirl) captained the brirerReformation which was shipwrecked off the coast of Florida in
1696. Jonathan Dickinson, a prominent Philadelghiaker merchant and slave trader, was aboard.telewsote an
account of their shipwreck and subsequent resc@»ds Protecting Providence: Man’s Surest Help ardebDce in the
Times of the Greatest Difficu{@hiladelphia, 1699); see Harold Gillingham, “Th&tdfe of Jonathan Dickinson, 1663-
1722,"PMHB 59 (October 1935): 42CWP3:469, f. 19.

23 The quotation is taken from an epistle Fox wrateising Friends in the Caribbean to muster forrttiktia “in their own
way,” by which he meant unarmed. The epistle réagsrt, “So Friends have always proffered the siagies though they
could not join with them in carrying arms swordsl goistols yet to watch in their own way against ¢lvé doer.” See
George Fox, “To Friends in Nevis and the Carritsd@nds,” [1675], reprinted iA Collection of Many Select and Christian
Epistles, Letters and Testimonigs|. 2 (New York: Isaac Hopper, 1831), 89. An affioon the island of Nevis told Irish
Quaker missionary William Edmundson in 1671 thhaete are seven hundred of our militia turned Qualard the
Quakers will not fight;” se@ Journal of the Life, Travel, Sufferings ... adtthVorthy Elder and Faithful Servant of Jesus
Christ, William Edmundso(London, 1829), 55-7. Quotation on p. 57. Notrailends refused to serve in the militia. For
seventeenth-century Friends’ complex responseslitiarservice in New England, see Weddigalking in the Way of
Peace 91-7, 200-11.
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where Friends could hold political office. In otHecales, however, Friends were a sanctioned
religious minority, and their refusal to muster fbe militia exposed them to legal sanctions as asl
ridicule and opprobrium. This was especially tnu¢he Caribbean, where a settler militia was \ial
defending against privateering and piracy attaaksyell as to prevent slave revolts. On the istzind
Nevis, settlers blamed Quaker missionaries for eding their neighbors and causing their militilsro
to suffer as a result. Provincial governments anAlmglo Caribbean, dominated by an Anglican planter
elite, sometimes imposed heavy fines and imprisarime Friends to dissuade them from refusing
militia service. On Barbados, which had a size@hlaker community in the late seventeenth century,
the penalties were considerable. Larry Gragg estisnhat between 1674 and 1693, the Barbadian
government arrested three hundred Friends andsaskeser £10,000 in fines for their militia refysal
as well as for non-payment of parish tithes andhgebzing to the island’s enslaved African
population®*

It would be impossible for the Quaker members efjthry not to be painfully aware of the
considerable hardship their co-religionists abreadured on the account of the peace testimony,
especially in the Caribbean. Many of jurors wereahants or artisans with extensive commercial and
religious links to the Caribbean. Humphrey Waternmare of the jurors, had emigrated to
Pennsylvania from Barbados sometime in the lat®4.68Ithough he was apparently not a Quaker, his
wife was, and after settling in Philadelphia theptinued to maintain their longstanding commercial
and familial ties to Friends in Barbados. Moreowsra captain of a militia unit in Barbados, Watanm
would have been keenly aware of the Quakers’ piaesupolitical position on the island, particularly
regarding their conscientious objectionJoseph Kirle, like Waterman, also maintained cleseto

the Quaker community in Barbados. In addition taning a sizeable merchant shipping interest there,

299 arry Gragg,The Quaker Community on Barbados: Challenging thkuge of the Planter Clas&Columbia: University
of Missouri Press, 2009), 5.

29PWP3: 204, f. 35; William Wade Hinshaw, e&ncyclopedia of American Quaker Genealogyl. 2 (Ann Arbor:
Edwards Bros., 1936), 679. For evidence of Watelsmsarvice as a militia captain, see James C. Rran@mitted
Chapters from Hotten's Original Lists of Personufality (Baltimore, 1982), 167.
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he sailed to Barbados from Philadelphia in 168&&ory his wife, Mary Brett, in Bridgetown with
many Friends in attendant®.Another juror, Abraham Hardiman, was brother-iw-ta Samuel
Carpenter, one of the most prominent Quaker metsharPhiladelphia. Carpenter had immigrated to
Pennsylvania from Barbados and his vast wealttve@rirom his close business connections to the
West Indies’’

Peace testimony considerations for the jury wetgust limited to the Caribbean. Pennsylvania
Friends had close ties to their coreligionists mgland, and particularly London, the center and
metropole of Atlantic Quakerism. As their countetpan Pennsylvania were very much aware,
English Friends, even after the Toleration Act 689, were prohibited from holding public office.
Without the political influence that came with goveent service, obtaining relief from sanctions
against conscientious objection proved difficultrughout the late seventeenth century, espedrally
London and the southeastern portion of Englandyevtiee threat of foreign invasion was perceived to
be the greatest, Quakers faced fines, distraiptagderty, and even imprisonment for refusing
mandatory militia servic€”® Friends everywhere were acutely aware of theipalisituation in
England, and a few of the jurors in the Keithiaalfrsuch as John Whitpaine, were Quaker merchants
with direct commercial and family ties to Londtfi Closer to home, the Keithian jurors were also very
aware of what was at stake in preserving the aleseha military force in Pennsylvania. By far, the
most politically prominent juror was James Fox, sdalleged animus toward any criticism of the
Quaker government had prompted Bradford’s objestiéiox was a staunch Quaker and a former cloth
maker from Plymouth, England. Representing Phifatdal County in the Assembly, he contended with

Benjamin Fletcher’s repeated demands for Pennsidigiinancial assistance with the military defense

2% \Walter Lee Sheppard, eassengers and Ships Prior to 16@4ublications of the Welcome Society of Pennsyilvan
no. 1 (Welcome Society of Pennsylvania, 1985), 11P40; Hinshaw, edEncyclopedia of American Quaker Genealogy
vol. 2, p. 574.

"Edward Carpenter and Louis Henry Carpenter, Sa@agenter and His Descendants (Philadelphia, 19t2); Gary
Nash, “The Early Merchants of Philadelphia: TherRation and Disintegration of a Founding Elite,'World of William
Penn, eds. Dunn and Dunn, 344.

28 See chapter 5, p. 181-2.

#2PWP3:51, f. 6.
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of New York, weighing the conflicting demands oé theace testimony against the need to make
necessary concessions in order to preserve thayslautonomy°

Since Friends abroad suffered penalties for escigemilitary service, the Quaker jurors were
particularly sensitive to the accusation that tearB3ylvania government undermined the peace
testimony. Three days before they went to trialiffiKkend Budd submitted a petition to the court
decrying “the great declension” of Pennsylvaniafds “from their antient principal against the afe
Carnal Weapons®* An abbreviated version of it was included in theitKians’ published narrative of
the trial’s proceedings, but the manuscript verswimch was submitted to the court, is even more
compelling in its argumentatiofi’ Although the Keithians addressed their petitioth®court, it was
clearly intended for jurors, provincial Friendsdahrough the published version, a wider Anglo-
American audience. In the manuscript version, teghfans argued that they were “ready to answer
according to the law ... our paper called the algpBaawing particular attention to the fate of &nds
in the West Indies, the petition noted that it wWas“testimony of our friends in old England, and
Barbadoes, &c. ... [that] it is not lawfull for tipeople called Quakers to take ... nor to makeotitiee
carnal sword or outward violence & force in our otgfense.” The petition then outlined a series of
“testimonies faithfully collected out of our friemdbooks & writings,” beginning with George Fox’s
Declaration The petition quotes from a 1686 letter by ThoiGag, a London Quaker, to Thomas
Budd, written in response to the latteBsod Order Established in Pennsilvania & New-Jerisey
America(1685). According to petition, Cox chided Budd fowning it to be necessary upon occasion
[for magistrates] to use the Sword,” reminding liivat in England “friends shipmasters have deneyed
to this day to carry gunes [sic] & other ammunitadrwar.” The petition also quoted another letter b

Cox reminding George Hutchinson, who later becandeithian, that Friends in Barbados “doe now

%9 | P 1: 356;,PWP3: 377, f. 1.

30l eith and BossThe Tryals 37.

302 The manuscript version is found in George Keitt @homas Budd, “To the County Court of the Courfty o
Philadelphia,” December 6, 1692,William Penn Mitme¢éous Papers and Documents, 1665-1801, vol.21,&).APS.



101

suffer there because they cannot beare Armes.'|eitegs were a warning: if Friends in the Delaware
Valley did not adhere more closely to a strictiiptetation of the peace testimony, Quakers
everywhere would stand accused of moral inconsigtezspecially where the provincial government
was concerned, and the Crown government would adeclif [Friends] can use the outward Sword in
New Jersey why should they not beare Armes heEmgiand [?]°°

In appealing to the moral precedents of “ancientaker tradition, the Keithians were in fact
inventing new forms of Quaker peace discourseti@ fiovel cultural contexf! Pennsylvania was not
Barbados, nor was it England, though the colonydesp ties to both places. Pennsylvania Friends
were freed from the constraints of religious diss€hey avoided the fines and other punitive samsti
their coreligionists routinely suffered in Englazd most other American colonies. While political
power liberated provincial Friends in that regard)so created new moral problems, particularky th
problem of state-sanctioned violence, which waaandable consequence of governing a colony and
enforcing a criminal code. Pennsylvania Friendgelel they could reconcile their dual roles as
ministers and magistrates, and they similarly elygudiogospel order discourse to articulate a seamless
harmony between their religious and political modkdiscipline. Yet in reality provincial Quakers
were divided over the relevance or meaning of #ecp testimony as a discourse on the moral lirhits o
violence, a fact that the Keithian schism madefp#inclear. And there was of course no universal
agreement among Friends or even as a guidelinkeeoproper relationship between church and state.

Soon after the trial, the Keith and his followetgpished an extended treatise on the moral
corruptions of state power, arguing that seculdrrafigious modes of authority ought to be mutually

exclusive. The trach Testimony and Caution ... TH&tiends]Should Not Be Concerned in Worldly

303 Keith and Budd, “To the County Court of the CouafyPhiladelphia,” 218, William Penn Miscellaned®apers and
Documents, APS.

394 1n arguing for the novel cultural context of Peylmania Quakerism, | am following the work of Jomolenski.
SmolenskiFriends and Strangerd 1, argues that “the identities, habits, symbarsl language surrounding civic life in
early Pennsylvania were both products and driveeshistorical process of creolization,” which Heacacterizes as an “an
interplay between tradition and novelty, even asgkgr] colonists so frequently resisted the lated proclaimed their
love of the former.” | would argue the Keithianseuof the Quaker peace testimony during their Wi itself a dialectical
interplay between tradition and novelty, creatinghie process novel forms of Quaker peace discourse
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Governmentexpanded on the Keithians’ earlier arguments atheucomplicity of Pennsylvania
Friends in state-sanctioned violeriteUnlike their petition to the court, the Keithiaths time aimed
for a much broader audience in the Delaware Valay beyond. By arguing that government power
inherently corrupted religious purity, the Keithsaagain took an extreme position relative to the
Quakers’ long-standing acceptance of government.

But in many ways, the “classical” Quaker positiongmvernment was the product of the
Restoration era. Before 1660, Friends generallyracda the republican government and served in its
armed forces, at least before the ProtectorateTarafinal collapse of the Commonwealth and the
imminent restoration of the Stuart monarchy in 2683convinced most Friends the English state could
no longer be an instrument of moral regenerafitwe. language of Fox’s carnal/spirit dualism in his
1660Declarationconveyed a stark separation between the spiatuthlority of Friends and the
“carnal” authority of the state. This frameworkaafurse assumed that Friends, as a morally redeemed
religious sect, would remain in opposition to poét power. With the nascent promise of Pennsykani
in hand, William Penn articulated a new theologyt thersuaded Friends of the merits of government’s
productive power. With Friends in office, Pennsaaed, government could be become an instrument
of redemption rather than a force for persecutiat.Fox’s carnal/spirit metaphor, which suggested a
more ambiguous relationship to the state, still @dully shaped Quaker discourg8.

Keith employed this carnal/spirit frameworkAnTestimony and Cautido make Quaker
magistrates look like moral hypocrites and badfissi References and allusions to Declaration
appear throughout the text. When Keith affirmethim text that pacifist Christians posed “no danger

of being guilty of any Plots or Conspiracies agathe Government,” his wording deliberately echoed

399Keithian Monthly Meeting] A Testimony and Caution ... That [Friends] Shouttt Be Concerned in Worldly
Governmentin The Keithian Controversy, ed. Frost, 201-212.

30% SmolenskiFriends and Stranger$2-3. According to Smolenski, Penn’s “beliefsgmvernance distinguished Penn
from other earlier Quaker reformers. Authors suelcdward Billing, Edward Burrough, and

Isaac Penington argued for reforms intended tolcttexinfluence of legal and political institutioas English subjects’
rights, particularly with respect to religion .erh, on the other hand, argued for government'dymtive power, blurring
the line between spiritual and civil modes of auitigaas a means of expanding the power the latt@udtation on p. 52.
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Fox’s denial that Friends were “Plotters again®l&lICHARLES.” While the phrasing & Testimony
and Cautionevoked “ancient” English Quaker traditions, thectrwas in fact innovating on them by
adapting peace testimony discourse to addressaha@ tagitimacy of Quaker government in
Pennsylvania. The Keithians argued that governntieatigh legitimate, belonged to the “carnal”
realm, where “there may be found men that are riibeel and qualified.” The “men” Keith had mind
were “Heathens or Gentiles,” not Quakers. The n@agowas simple, almost inarguable. Government,
even a Quaker one predicated on gospel order,nia@santly violent, or at least violence was an
inescapable part of governify.

According to Keith, state-sanctioned violence iteviy took two forms. The first was judicial
violence. Keith argued that Friends could not esdap problem of violence in the courts — even
Quaker courts — because “all rational men will gididpat a pair of Stocks, Whipping Post and Gallows
are Carnal Weapons, as [much] as [a] Sword or GLime’second inevitable form of state-sanctioned
violence of course was warfare, and Keith did redtitate to raise the specter of Indian attacks and
imperial warfare overtaking Pennsylvania, a noirelytimplausible scenario at the time (and oné tha
would be proved correct by the Seven Year’'s Wakind'if any Invasion ... should happen Byench
or Indiansagainst the Inhabitants in these parts,” he argQedkers in government cannot expect to
“discharge the trust and duty belongeth to themvithout raising force of Arms against [their
enemies]; which would be a plain contradictiontte former [peace] Testimony of our Friend®”

The meaning of Testimony and Cautiomas clear: Quakers could try to build a noncoercoeny
in Pennsylvania, but a truly nonviolent governmeas a contradiction in terms and impossible to
achieve in reality.

Keith’s primary metaphor for state violence wasrfa” — or fleshly. George Fox had routinely

3Keithian Monthly Meeting] A Testimony and Caution ... That [Friends] Shouttt Be Concerned in Worldly

Governmentin The Keithian Controversy, ed. Frost, 208-9.
399 Keithian Monthly Meeting] A Testimony and Caution ... That [Friends] Shouttt Be Concerned in Worldly
Governmentin The Keithian Controversy, ed. Frost, 204.
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used the “carnal” metaphor in reference to violesog warfare, and contrasted it with the spiritual
authority of Friends. Keith extended that metaghdhe state, as if to claim that politics is waefay
other means, organized and channeled through twnpral courts and legal culture. In the wordsaof
legal scholar Robert Cover, “legal interpretivesdcby necessity, “signal and occasion the impositi
of violence upon others.” By “interpretive acts,0¥&r means the “violence that judges deploy as
instruments of a modern nation stal& His insight could just as well apply to early Qaak
Pennsylvania.

The Keithian controversy refused to go away. Faihmgphis trial, Keith prepared to leave for
England to lodge an appeal with the London Yeargelhg. In June 1693, he presented William
Markham, who was acting on behalf of the royal gnee Benjamin Fletcher, and two other members
of the Provincial Council with a petition seekirgir official certification acknowledging his “good
behavior.” Keith probably believed a certificatewda help establish his innocence with London
Friends, and at any rate, his odds of obtainingeite good because three members of the Council,
including Markham, were non-Quakers. In the petitideith denied he was “a decryer [sic] of
magistracy and a notoriously evil instrument in @i and State” and insisted that his criticisms of
Jennings and the other Quaker justices were netteéd at them as magistrates but rather as “pretend
ministers.®*° The Council granted him the certificafe Keith made his voyage to England in
December, leaving from Maryland. According to Sahd@mnings, who happened to witness his
departure, Keith spent the remainder of this tigheturbing friends meetings heer crying ... fortibes

... [saying he would] use all endeavours by Godig he[and] would Kindle a fire in Maryland [and]

399 Robert Cover, “Violence and the Word(ale Law Journa®5 (July 1986): 1601-1629. Quotations on p. 18GD1, f. 1.
Appropriately enough, Cover emphasizes the fleshicarnal” implications of judicial violence, ards summation in
many ways mirrors Keith’s own arguments: “The naiimgworld-building which constitutes ‘Law’ is newpist a mental
or spiritual act. A legal world is built only todtextent that there are commitments that placeesauti the line ... It
reminds us that the interpretive commitments ot@ffs are realized, indeed, in the flesh.” Quatatbn p. 1605.

31%eorge Keith, “To the Lieutennant Governor &Couh$éLine 20, 1693, Hazard Family Papers, HSP.
IMPCP1: 378.
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leave it burning #?

Keith surely counted on getting a more sympathaiitience in Britain. He was, after all,
formerly closely associated with many leading Fdgrincluding William Penn, who had once called
him a “dear brother®? Initially, when word of the schism reached Englanohdon Friends, unaware
of the magnitude of what was transpiring acrossottean, counseled patience and encouraged both
sides to reconcil2" Even as late as November 1692, Penn wrote to RBbamer from London
somewhat naively relaying his hopes that both sidetd “meet together as before.” At that point,

Penn still believed “the difference is more in 8gtren [sic] words or matter*

After the trial, however, the severity of controsqger and the ensuing damage to Pennsylvania’s
reputation — was evident even to English Friendd,raost of all to Penn, who had been in hidingesinc
he had lost his colony. Just weeks before Keitradeg for England, Penn, writing from London,
informed provincial Friends that the “Tryall of &eith has been Industriously spread all about the
nation Especially at Lond: [London] at the Courte$timinster hall, & the parliament house.” The
“odium it has contracted in some [and] stirred mpthers ... against Frdshaveing power, [againet] m
& [you] in perticular,” he warned them, “are gré&atamentable.” Penn was exasperated at the state of
affairs, and he felt helpless to contain the comdrsy: “The Lord put an holy stop by his wise powger
this evil work.”'® Penn’s longtime association with James || madfficult for him to convince the
new monarchs that he was loyal to the regime aaidttie revocation of his proprietary charter was
unwarranted’’ The schism compounded his problems. In another letritten around the same time,

Penn again confided to Pennsylvania Friends albeubad publicity caused by the “troublesomTryall,

%12 samuel Jennings to Phineas Pemberton, Decemb&698, Folder 50, Box 42, Frank M. Etting Colleati¢ti1SP.

33 william Penn, “To G[eorge] Keith Robert Berkleycathe Rest of the Brethren Imprison’d at Aberdemrttie
Testimony of Jesus,” [n.d.], p. 1, MiscellaneousnMsscripts of William Penn (1674-1716), vol. 6: Fesd Penn, Penn
Manuscripts, #485A, HSP.

34 Kirby, George Keith95-7.

5 william Penn to Robert Turner, November 29, 169%/P3:354-5.

3% william Penn to Friends in Pennsylvania, Deceniderl693PWP3:382-3.

317 Joseph lllick, William Penn the Politician: His IR&ons with the English Government (Ithaca: Corhgliversity Press,
1965), 123.
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which exceeds in mischeife, all G Ks books, both fthe] state & all Churches her&:®

Keith’s arrival in London in early 1694, followdry Samuel Jennings and Thomas Duckett,
who came to defend the Philadelphia Yearly Meesiragtions, only made the breach worse. Keith
briefly enjoyed a warm reception from some Quakaders in London, including Penn, who had
remembered him as a ministerial ally. The LondoarkeMeeting, rather than taking sides in the
controversy, censured both Keith and Pennsylvanenés for their failure to reconcile and for
allowing the dispute to become pubifé Predictably, Keith refused to back down or even
acknowledge that he had done anything wrong. Harbagsociating with a London separatist group of
former Quakers at Harp Lane. The move alienatethksegrstwhile allies, and in the following yean, i
1695, the London Yearly Meeting at last disownad.NVith that, Keith was no longer in communion
with the Society of Friend&®

After Keith’'s disownment, Friends finally publishétkir narrative of events in two tracts
approved by Quakers in London: Samuel JenniS¢mte of the Casd696) and Caleb Puseyodest
Account(1696). Both tracts were published in London amdutated in Pennsylvania. Besides being
the first printed accounts of the Quakers’ sidéhefdispute, the tracts are significant in whaythe
reveal and what they choose to omitSkate of the Casdennings gave a blow-by-blow account of the
schism — from his point of view, of course. He atsethodically (and rather self-servingly) refuted
many of the Keithians’ personal allegations aganmst, especially the accusation that he was a drunk
and beat his servants. Much of his account rehédingetheological aspects of the schism. Jennings
paid particular attention to Keith’'s combative erality and allegedly disorderly behavior, which he
and other Friends blamed for causing the schismhState of the Casgevoted scant attention to
Keith’s “Gospel Order and Discipline Improved” maatipt, or the Philadelphia ministers’ reaction to

it, even though both arguably played a larger mole schism than did dysfunctional personalities.

38 william Penn to Thomas Lloyd’s Supporters, Apdl, 2694 PWP 3:389-90.
9 Kirby, George Keith99-100.
320 Kirby, George Keith 104.
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The tract also avoided altogether the questiorriehls’ involvement in “worldly” government, even
though the Keithians devoted an entire tract to shaject?

Pusey’'sModest Accountby contrast, took up the matter “concerning Glams and Preachers
being Magistrates,” but rather than address thbleno of government coercion directly, the tract
sought to shift the blame on Keitff. Pusey derided Keith as “unmanly” and claimed #itet
commended the Quaker government for recoveringidgsinstolen sloop until he found it politically
expedient to broadcast his disapproval. Pusey dehat the magistrates had armed a search patty, bu
he tacitly conceded that governments must use forpeeserve social order. He supported this point
somewhat obliquely by referring to an earlier pdebate Keith had with Cotton Mather about a
woman going naked as a sign of public protest. Adiog to Pusey, Keith argued that such an action
deserved corporal punishment, “yet this Woman pad Religion for what she did.” The implication
was clear. Keith argued during his trial that his@sms of Samuel Jennings and Thomas Lloyd were
religious in nature and directed at them as Friemtknot as magistrates, but Pusey countered that
calling Lloyd an “Impudent Man, telling him he wast fit to be a Governor,” was an attack on the
civic order of the colony, necessitating correctegal action. “For if that might be allowed,” he
argued, “might not Magistrates at any time be abhatehe pleasure of every idle personi?|”

In defending the Pennsylvania government’s actiBasey’'sModest Accountesorted to moral
casuistry, but just like JenningState of the Cas& avoided the larger question of Quaker complici
in state-sanctioned violence. Pusey split hairtherquestion of whether Quakers magistrates
commissioned an armed posse to recover Jenniragg:slhere were two magistrates, not three, and

neither of them were ministers; it was a locallaation undertaken by magistrates who did not have

321 samuel Jenning3he State of the Case, Briefly but Impartially GiBetwixt the People Called Quakers, Pensilvania,
&c In America, Who Remain in Unity, and George Keit.(London, 1694), reprinted irhe Keithian Controversyed.
Frost, 219-303; Caleb Puse&yModest Account from Pensylvania of the Princlpdferences in Point of Doctrine,
between George Keith, and Those of the People €C@limkers ... (London, 1696), reprintedlime Keithian Controversy
ed. Frost, 304-370.

322 pysey A Modest Accounin Keithian Controversyed. Frost, 311.

32 pusey A Modest Accounin Keithian Controversyed. Frost, 321,342, 345.
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the authority to execute a military operation; ubker ministers had not “ingrossed [sic] the Wgrld
government” anyway since most officeholders indbny were not ministers and more than a few of
them were non-Quaketé’ At first blush, Pusey’s rationalizations seem wassary. Given the

security pressures the colony was under, he had ggason to affirm the right of governments to use
whatever force was necessary to suppress piracgted criminal acts, a proposition that most moral
and legal commentators of the day took as selfemtidt would seem like an obvious counterpoint to
make against anyone who would challenge the rifat@Quaker government to use force against
perceived social disorders.

Yet by skirting this point, Pusey avoided havingtmtend with thornier issues. Chief among
them was the fact that violence, or the use ofdowas an inherent part of governing a colony. For
Pusey, the peace testimony provided no clear ngoiidbnce for running a colony, nor could it be used
unambiguously to vindicate the actions of Quakegisteates. By refusing to grapple with the
Keithians’ contention that government power inhégecorrupted religious authority, Pusey evaded a
more fundamental problem that dogged Pennsylvaora the beginning: Religious and political
authority in the colony occupied distinct but uléitaly inseparable realms. Gospel order, originally
Quaker discourse on church governance, undergtraedivic and legal culture of the colony. It was,
in fact, the very justification of Quaker rule metcolony. Thus in Pennsylvania, the “carnal” and
“spiritual” realms were fused together, renderindifficult for Quaker apologists to apply two méra
standards, one for “ministers” and one for “magigts.” The peace testimony was also implicitly & pa
of gospel order rhetoric, and it too implicated #utions of Quaker magistrates, whether Pusey chose
to acknowledge it or not. It was in Pusey'’s interegactnot to address these questions directly, for
they had real-world consequences. As Andrew Mugnigyes, in the wake of the Keithian schism

provincial Friends faced a vexing moral dilemffizOn the one hand, the Keithians portrayed the

324 pusey A Modest Accounin Keithian Controversyed. Frost, 343.
32> Murphy, Conscience and Communig04.
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Pennsylvania government as inherently coercive tlaaekfore morally corrupt, while on the other
hand the Quakers’ many other detractors, inclu@irmvn agents, accused them of being insufficiently
coercive in their province. Pusey could argue thatpeace testimony had no bearing on Quaker
government in Pennsylvania, but arguing this pmingublic risked undermining Friends’ efforts to
keep an organized militia out of the colony, notrtention the deleterious effect on Quakers abroad
who continued to suffer state persecution for riefy$o serve in local militias. The best option for
Pusey was silence, at least on the issue of QuaEke&rnment and state-sanctioned violence.

Pennsylvania Friends wished the schism would goyaarad for a time it appeared as if it
would. Auspiciously, in August 1694, almost two ggeafter the Keithians’ trial, Penn received his
charter back from the Crown governméftin appealing to have his charter restored, Pedreaded
his petition to the Queen, Mary Il, coregent anduse to William 1ll. Mary, the daughter of King
James I, probably retained some sympathy for P@ho,was once close to her ousted father.
Whatever her reason, Mary granted the appeal.tieniention was timely — she died four months
later. Through Sir John Trenchard, the SecretaState for the Crown government in England, the
Queen relayed her pleasure “to restore [Penngt@gminstracon [sic] of the Government of our Said
province [of Pennsylvania] ... not doubting of y&teady & Cheerfull Obedience to our Royall
pleasure” regarding “the Security and Preservaa®well of our good Subjectd? Penn was more
than willing to make concessions to the Crown iah@nge for his colony, hoping in vain that
provincial Friends would find some “speedy remettythe nagging issues of war taxes and military
defense.

Keith made things easier on provincial Friendsdaving the colony. Shortly after his

departure, the Keithian movement began splintesiiip some drifting into Baptist churches and

326 william Penn, [ca. July 4, 1694], “Breviate of Bien to Queen Mary and the Privy CounciPiWP3:395-6.

327 pbstract of Queen Mary to William Penn, August 2694, f. 1, box 3, vol. 3, Subseries B: Officiatters Collected
and Created by James Logan, Documents of the Rial/i@overnment, Series 1: Logan and Dickinson lRaPapers,
Logan Family Papers, HSP. Mary Il died on Decen#&r1694.
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others forming their own sectarian congregatiSi&eginning in 1695, the same year Keith suffered
his final disownment in London, the Philadelphiaavig Meeting could barely contain its
schadenfreudat the turn of events. In their annual epistléh®yearly meeting in London that year,
provincial Friends smugly reported that the Keitisiavere “much divided among themselves,” with
“some of their preachers” joining Baptists and GanrRietists, while “one of them having been at
York [England] lately was there sprinkled [i.e.pliaed] by an episcopal priest® By 1697, the
yearly meeting in Philadelphia assured their Londounterparts that the Keithians’ “Time is short,
and they are Falling apac&®The following year, the yearly meeting epistleatbthat the “Seperates
[sic] grow Weaker and Weaker, and in 1699, Frienedsrded their satisfaction that the Keithians “do
Moulder& come to Nothing” and that “their Name i@mscarcely heard®®! Without a charismatic
leader to replace Keith, the movement seeminglynittered. But as Jon Butler argues, the fracturing o
the Keithian movement had more to do with the flyidf religious identities in this period, whicarit
itself to religious hybridity and innovation. Inghwords of Butler, the movement did not “die owt” a
much as move “beyond its old base, losing somg edltierents, holding others, but most importantly
winning new members whose connection with the pabschism ... was nonexistent, remote, or even
distinguished by opposition to it

For all its fluidity, the Keithian schism nevertbst dramatically influenced the shape of
governance in Pennsylvania for years to come elfdgithians were divided among themselves, as the
Philadelphia Yearly Meeting had hoped, their diearsakeup and aims still presented a multifaceted
threat to Quaker rule in the colony. The Keithiamdigious challenge to Friends persisted for yelars

1695, the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting singled ohbias Budd and “some others” for their continual

328 Jon Butler, “Into Pennsylvania’s Spiritual Aby3sie Rise and Fall of the Later Keithians, 1693—-1708VIHB 101
(1977): 151-170.
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“publishing, printing, and spreading abroad wicked abusive paperd® The following year, George
Hutchinson, a Keithian and former Quaker, stornméd the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting with a few
supporters “calling for Justice against PublickeRds, and Strangers [non-Friends], to whom he said
he had divers things against*Around the same time, Budd joined Hutchinson iallemging Friends
to a public debate to answer for “divers false umsb& [pernicious] things contrary to the truth &
doctrine of [our] Lord Jesus Christ® Friends refused to take the bait, of course, ey teacted

swiftly to any perceived threat to gospel ordethieir meetings. In 1693, for example, the Philakdelp
Monthly Meeting demanded that John Philley immesdiatcondemn himself” for publishing a poem
that was a thinly-veiled attack on Samuel JenniRgdley wrote the poem because he was engaged in
some kind of personal dispute with Jennings, bwii obviously reminiscent of the printed attacks
Keith and Budd made against Quaker magistrateshassa year before. Though the meeting minutes
do not disclose what the dispute was about, Friemaiged quickly to quash it and clear Jennings from
any “false charges” leveled by Phill&s.

The Keithians were a political problem that refusedo away. Much to the chagrin of Friends,
many former Keithians joined ranks with the Angfisaa growing political power in the colony that
threatened the hegemony of Quaker rule in Pennsid¥d Some former Keithians ended up in the
provincial Assembly. Isaac Norris, a prominent Qarakerchant and longtime member of the

provincial legislature, observed in 1710 that “maisithe] sticklers in the Assembly [opposing Quiake

333philadelphia Yearly Meeting minutes, MR Ph-469,dlpito London, September 15-8, 1695, p. 52a, FHL.
33Philadelphia Yearly Meeting minutes, MR Ph-469, @ &istle to London, p. 57-8, FHL.

335 Thomas Budd to Jonathan Tyler, August 29, 1698,lhd/aux Collection of Correspondence and Docusient
Collection no. 1167, QSCHC.
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Fisher, “Some Account of the Early Poets and PagtBennsylvania,Memoirs of the Historical Society of Pennsylvania
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political power] are either Keithians, or such &d loose from Friends*® James Logan, Penn’s
proprietary secretary, would later recall how thetKian movement ran “into a spirit of Licentiousse
or Libertinism in respect to Governmt® Even into the 1720s, the Philadelphia artisanssamal|
merchants who supported Governor William Keith agathe still-powerful Quaker oligarchy in the
Assembly were known, not surprisingly, as “Keittsdfi® The term was a clever pun, but for Quakers
it was virtually synonymous with “troublemakers.hd fact that the very word “Keithian” had such
political currency in Pennsylvania well into thgletieenth century is indicative of the enduring powe
of the schism in the collective memory of Friends.

Keith kept the memory of the schism alive by retogrto America at the beginning of the
eighteenth century. Following his disownment byybarly meeting, he spent the remainder of the
1690s haranguing Friends and running a separagisting at Turner’s Hall in London. In 1700, he
surprised the Anglophone world by becoming an ereiimember of the Church of England. One
English satirist called Keith’s conversion to Armgihism the “Eighth Wonder of the Worl&** Keith’s
conversion coincided with an organizational reraaisg within the Church of England, spearheaded by
Dr. Thomas Bray, an Anglican cleric who workedeestablish episcopal authority in England and
abroad. In 1699, Bray founded the Society for trepBRgation of Christian Knowledge (SPCK) in
London, an organization dedicated to boosting dwaitorthodoxy and promoting moral reform among
the English laity. In 1701, Bray founded the Socfet the Propagation of the Gospel in Foreign $art
(SPG) as the foreign mission arm of the SPCK. TR&'S aim was to support Anglican congregations

in the American colonies and bring more settlethéoChurch of Englant? One year after its

338 |saac Norris to Joseph Pike, February 18, 1PEdn-Logan Correspondenge422-23.

339James Logan to Hannah Penn, March 29, 1720, wo&91, Official Correspondence, (1683-1727), P®tanuscripts,
HSP.

340 Tylly, Forming American Politics261.

341 Kirby, George Keith95-124; [AnonymousjQOne Wonder More, Added to the Seven Wonders d¥dhiel, Verified in
the Person of George Keith [London, ca. 1701].

342 On the formation of the SPG and its American roissj see Travis Glassdviastering Christianity: Missionary
Anglicanism and Slavery in the Atlantic Wor{®xford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 17-3&hd Butler, Awash in a
Sea of Faith: Christianizing the American Peoplar{®ridge: Harvard University Press, 1990), 34, 09:1
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founding, the SPG commissioned George Keith dgstsmissionary to North America. From 1702 to
1704, Keith and an SPG missionary companion travietan New England to the Chesapeake,
winning converts to the Anglican faith and soliegisupport from wealthy patrons. Keith's return to
America was a nightmare come true for Americanrfélsg and the SPG missionary took every
opportunity to harangue them in Pennsylvania andnghdown the Atlantic seaboaf4.

There was another, more enduring aspect to thdidaischism that greatly troubled Friends. It
troubled them so much, in fact, they initially resded with a silence so profound it was deaferimg.
October, just a few months before Keith’s deparfard.ondon, the Keithians’ separatist monthly
meeting in Philadelphia draftekh Exhortation & Caution to Friends Concerning tBeying or
Keeping of Negroed 693), which Bradford shortly thereafter publisedhe city of New York,
where he had been recently appointed by Benjangittifér as the royal print&¥ The Exhortation
was the first printed antislavery tract in North Anca. Its emergence was not inevitable, but in the
context of the schism, it was a logical developm&ht problem of violence, and how to appropriately
define and limit it within the parameters of gospeler discourse, had been a recurring theme ever
since Keith and Budd publishéa Appeal Up until theExhortation the Keithians had framed the
problem in terms of the Quakers’ complicity in staanctioned violence. Ironically, provincial Friksn
found it difficult to answer the charge publicallgcause the Pennsylvania government, in the eyes of
its critics, suffered from kck of violence with no organized militia and a rathlerient criminal code.
There was no way for Penn and ruling Friends tpaed without playing into the hands of Keithians
(by appealing to the peace testimony) or their lislaritics (by promising concessions in military
matters).

But slavery was another matter altogether. Friemd&ennsylvania were far more deeply

complicit in slavery than any other form of coldni@lence, save that of forcing the Lenape offithe

343 See chapter 5, p. 207-9.
$Keithian Monthly Meeting] An Exhortation & Caution to Friends Concerning Buyior Keeping of Negroes [(New
York, 1693)].
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lands through “peaceful” settlement. The printimgl @ublic circulation of th&xhortation a stark,
denunciative act against the moral crime of Qualareholding, rattled Friends. There would be no
printed rejoinder like Puseyldodest Accountijowever. In the wake of the Keithian schism, Qusker
would debate among themselves more intensely tanbefore the moral propriety of slaveholding,

but only behind closed doors and out of public vigws debate took place as provincial Friends

began tightening gospel order discipline in the@retimgs and scrutinizing their households and

families more intensely than ever before. As ihad out, these two developments — the Quaker debate

over slavery and the enhanced scrutiny of Quakesétwolds — went hand in hand.



Chapter Three
‘Husbands from Wives, Children from Parents:” Gospé Order and Antislavery in
Pennsylvania

In November 1684, Quaker settlers in Philadelpimidaded approximately 150 African slaves
from a Bristol merchant ship. The “seasoned” slarésed via the Caribbean sugar plantations,
imported by Quaker merchants in Philadelphia athd teosettlers just barely three years after Penn
founded his “Holy Experiment” in America. This wie earliest shipment of slaves to arrive in the
colony, and its size was unusual; slaves were ntynimgported into Pennsylvania two or three at a
time in the late seventeenth and early eighteestitucies. Despite the fact that traders did not
normally import slaves in large numbers, as inGaeibbean, the founding of Pennsylvania as a
Quaker colony was inseparable from its reliancslawery. Slave labor built Philadelphia’s wharves
and shops and performed essential work for thésaitygerchants, artisans, and craftsmen. Enslaved
Africans grew crops on Pennsylvania farms in threogunding countryside, which would then be
shipped to the Caribbean slave plantations, amtmg destinations, at great profit. Like other Amgl
American colonies north of the Chesapeake, Penasidis economic development was inextricably
tied to the provisioning trade in the West Indi&s.

Violence and the threat of violence undergirdegtesiain late seventeenth-century
Pennsylvania. Slavery necessitated the applicafioolent force; it was simply not possible to kee
human beings in perpetual bondage otherwise. Anlbwlavery in Pennsylvania was arguably less
harsh than on Caribbean and Chesapeake plantatifsitgn slaves in the province endured
inadequate shelter, exposure to harsh weathep@mdhutrition. As slaveowners and slave traders,
Friends were deeply complicit in the violence @ivelry. Quaker masters not only claimed slaves as

their human property, they beat them and sometresgained them with chains. And though the

34> Nash,Forging Freedom8-10; Nash and Soderluriereedom By Degree8-40,
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province suffered no organized slave revolts dutimgtime, Quaker legislators in the
Assembly enacted punitive slave codes to minintizeisk>*

The Quaker debate over slavery originated with Geéiox. In 1671, while on a missionary
trip to Barbados and Jamaica, Fox witnessed firgtlthe horrors of Caribbean-style plantation
slavery. Five years later, in London, he publis@edpel Family Order.. Concerning the Ordering of
Families, Both of Whites, Blacks, and Indiamsvhich he implored slaveowning Friends to tréuwsirt
slaves with as much compassion and Christian ghasithey owed their white servants and children in
their households. The title of Fox’s tract conveheslanxiety that plantation slavery, particulatg
violent form it took in the Caribbean, would undé@msnthe foundation of gospel order he had labored
to establish in Quaker meetings on both sidesefttantic3*’

In calling for the compassionate treatment of faneQuaker households, Fox laid the
groundwork for an ambiguous yet profoundly sigrafit moral framework that Friends later appealed
to in confronting the problem of slavery. In th&elaeventeenth and early eighteenth centuries,
Pennsylvania Friends debated whether slavery dmilgconciled with gospel order. The moral
language of gospel order was fluid enough thgbpealed to both proslavery and antislavery elements
within the meetings. Antislavery reformers arguieak tslavery and slave trading morally corrupted
Friends’ households. Slavery, they argued, promiatadess and avarice in the master’s household,
and the violence required to keep slaves in pegbstibjugation, moreover, similarly corrupted the
master’s soul. The reformers’ concern for the ptglsivellbeing of slaves was secondary or absent,
with one exception: Friends worried about the inipdislavery, and especially the slave trade, en th

imagined sanctity of African families and houselsoldor their part, the slaveowning merchant elite

who controlled the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting atpged to appease critics by arguing that slavery

348 Susan E. Klepp, “Seasoning and Society: RacidkBifices in Mortality in Eighteenth-Century Philpdéa,” WMQ 51
(July 1994): 473-506; see also Nash and Soderkreg,dom By Degree6-7.

%47 George FoxGospel Family Order: Being a Short Discourse Conagy the Ordering of Families, Both of Whites,
Blacks, and IndianéLondon, 1676) See also, Carey, “The Power thaeth Liberty and Freedom,” 27-47.
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and gospel order were compatible — as long as dsiadhered to Fox’s demands that masters treat
their slaves with charity and kindne¥%g.

The Keithian schism had a significant, if not imnagely apparent, influence on the Quaker
debate over slavery in early Pennsylvania. Thehfaais were not the first religious group to questio
slavery in the colony, but the printing and cird¢ida of theirExhortation & Caution to Friends
Concerning the Buying or Keeping of Negr¢£893) had a paradoxical effect on Friends. Orotiee
hand, would-be reformers found it even more diffitoi raise the issue of slavery without provokang
severe backlash from the wealthy, powerful slavdingl Quaker elite who conflated antislavery
notions with Keithian disorder. On the other hatihé, schism and the printing of teghortationdrove
Friends to confront slavery more intensely tharobef but within their meetings, away from public
view. In the wake of the Keithian schism, Frienébated the issue of slavery in connection with
violence, alcohol abuse, and avarice, such as msastaring ostentatious clothing and displaying lac
curtains in windows. Several Friends, not coincidiy, also raised the issue of slavery in conrercti
with the peace testimony. Gospel order, as a drisecan household governance, served as the
overarching metaphor in these debates.

Gospel order discourse continued to shape thetineaf Quaker antislavery long after the
collective memory of the Keithian schism had fadecholars have long appreciated the important role
Quakers played in the history of abolition in Bitand America during the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. Although it would take a full centurydamore for Friends to divest from their complidry
slavery, by the late eighteenth century, the w@ddker” was virtually synonymous with abolition.
John Woolman and Anthony Benezet, two of the lea#iannsylvania Quaker abolitionists of the mid-
eighteenth century, lead the effort to pressuneesianing Friends in Philadelphia and elsewhere to

divest from their ownership and trading of ensladdicans. In print and at sessions of the

348 My argument here follows J. William Frost, “Georfgex’s Ambiguous Anti-Slavery Legacy,” Michael Meit, ed.,
New Light on George Fox, 1624-16@dork, England: William Sessions, 1994), 69-88.
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Philadelphia Yearly Meeting, they invoked manylod gospel order themes of their antislavery
predecessors, including the Keithians.

Slavery, more than anything else, undermined thekéns’ attempt to fashion a civic culture of
gospel order in Pennsylvania. Importing enslavetdcAhs helped ease an acute labor shortage in the
new colony, and it also made a lucrative investni@n@Quaker merchants. Friends routinely imported
two or three “seasoned” African slaves from theisihess contacts in Jamaica and Barbaf®y
1690, there were approximately 270 slaves in Peélfdda, around 2 percent of the total settler
population in the colony. By 1710, the number af/sk in Philadelphia jumped to over 1,580Gary
Nash estimates that one in fifteen Philadelphiailfastowned slaves between 1682 and 1%65.
Around 70 percent of the Quakers who ran the Peéifdda Yearly Meeting during the same period
owned slaves, a rate proportionally higher tharpreentage of slave owners in the colony at l1atge.

Slavery transformed Pennsylvania’s legal culturefoBe the eighteenth century, provincial
courts generally accorded black slaves and whaentured servants similar, if not equal, treatmknt.
1688, for example, the Bucks County Quarter Sessionrt prosecuted George, a “Runn a way negro”
from Virginia, where he undoubtedly had been ereslavor stealing goods. The court ordered him
whipped and sold into temporary servitude to comspenfor the value of the stolen property. While
the judgment may appear to be motivated by racdewlefendants convicted of a similar crime during
this time also faced servitude, especially whery there unable to pay their find% Even as late as

1703, a Spanish “mulatto” identified as Antonio Gaywho escaped to Pennsylvania after being taken

349Gary NashForging Freedom: The Formation of Philadelphia’ssBk Community, 1720-184Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1988), 8; Darold Wax, “Quaker bhemts and the Slave Trade in Colonial PennsylyaRisiHB 86
(April 1962): 143-159.

%0 slave population figures taken from John McCusk@ojonial Statistics,” irHistorical Statistics of the United States
vol. 5, Millennial edition, ed. Susan B. Carter (N¥ork: Cambridge University Press, 2006), tablé33; Nash and
SoderlundFreedom by Degreetable 1.3, p.15.

%1 Gary Nash, “Slaves and Slaveowners in Coloniaekiphia,”WMQ 30 (April 1973): 223-256.
%250derlundQuakers and Slaverg4.

#3Records of Quarter Sessions and Common Pleas &&BLmunty Pennsylvania, 1684-17@0ibune Publishing, 1943),
94-5, 99;
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prisoner by an English privateer and enslaved ih&@os, convinced the provincial council that he
was “a freeman & a Christian” and not “in ye quabf a slave.®*

By that time, however, the racial institutionalipat of slavery in Pennsylvania was already
well entrenched. Quakers who purchased and impsléegs generally held them for life, and
manumissions were few. Quaker magistrates alsdisard violent punishments in order to prevent
the growing numbers of Africans in the colony frestaping or finding other means to resist their
enslavement>® The provincial council in 1693 responded to repatiout the “tumultuous gatherings
of the negroes” in Philadelphia on Sundays by andethat slaves found “gadding abroad” without
consent from their masters be whipped thirty-nimees “well Laid on, on their bare back§®In 1700,
Pennsylvania passed its first slave code, whicloranother things, defined perpetual slavery inalaci
terms and stipulated that those of African descghgther slave or free, would be tried in special
courts without benefit of juries. Blacks convicigdthe attempted rape of a white woman faced
castration on the first offense. The law was pathe Quaker-dominated assembly’s attempt to péacat
imperial officials by writing harsher punishmentsa the provincial criminal cod® Ironically, the
Crown’s Attorney General, in his report to the Bbaf Trade, objected to the penalty of indentured
servitude for white defendants convicted of arsmh lurglary because “selling a man is not a
punishment allow’d by the Law of Englan®®On the subject of Pennsylvania’s slave codes, fiemye

the Attorney General was mute. Undeterred, thenalsiyepassed another law in 1705 that made

#Minutes of the Provincial Council of Pennsylvanial. 1 (Harrisburg, 1838), 112-3, 121.

3% From the 1690s through the early 1700s, Pastagsembled various legal documents into a trainiagual for aspiring
provincial lawyers. Included among the documentmisindated copy of a notice for a runaway “Negrg &bout 18 years
of age ... named Sam belonging to JW.” Sam wagitbestas wearing “a leather Waist Coat, a paiirefrl breaches a
black hat.” “JW,” the master, promised “reasondbdgisfaction” in compensation for Sam’s apprehemdioe notice can
be found in Pastorius, “Young Country Clerk’s Cotlen,” 24; see also Alfred IBrophy,™IngeniumestFateri per quos
profeceris': Francis Daniel Pastorius' Young Coufterk’s Collection and Anglo-American Legal Lagure, 1680-1720,"
University of Chicago Law School Roundtablél996): 637-742.

#%Minutes of the Provincial Council of Pennsylvard1-2.

#'Marietta, Troubled ExperimentL7-20; Herbert Fitzroy, “The Punishment of Crimé®rovincial PennsylvaniaPMHB
60 (1936): 248-50.

%8 Edward Northey, “Attorney General to the Counéiloade and Plantations, Report on the Acts of Bgiwania,” [Oct.
13, 1704],CSPC22:276-281.
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“buggery,” burglary, and the rape of white womecraagital offense for blacks. In 1725, provincial
legislators finally prohibited inter-racial marriesy™°

In the late 1690s and early 1700s, much of Penanidis wealth was derived, either directly or
indirectly, from provisioning the Caribbean sug&rpations. Quaker merchants in Philadelphia also
grew wealthy by importing slaves on consignment thieth selling them to buyers in the province.
Though they could not match the ostentatious copsiomof most Caribbean planters, many of the
wealthiest Quaker merchants, flush with earningamggd from the slave trade, imported European-
made luxury items as markers of their status. Byedrly eighteenth century, many Quaker grandees
lived in stately brick town houses adorned witfture, imported draperies, and other fine
accoutrements. Among the wealthiest Quakers, obseevof “plain dress” meant wearing fine velvet
wardrobes shorn of cuffs and lace trimmirgs.

Despite their embrace of wealth, Pennsylvania Egemorried that their material prosperity
was incongruent with their notions of gospel ordéhe Philadelphia Yearly Meeting in 1694, for
example, expressed alarm over the “Looseness &tyaminong Friends and admonished Quaker
“Parents, Masters, & Mistresses” to watch overrthkildren and servant§! Four years later, the
meeting sent an epistle to London Friends instngainem not to send over “Flowerd Striped or Gaudy
Stuffs Tinged Curtains Ribbon ... nor anything els&t imay not Suit the Plainness of our Profession.”
In the very same letter, the Meeting also reiteréiteir hope that Pennsylvania would “shine over th
Beauty & glory of Babilon.**? Isaac Norris, one of the colony’s leading slawelérs, exemplified the

Quaker ambiguity toward wealth. In 1713, Norriseyetl an English coach decorated with an elaborate

%9 0On Pennsylvania’s slave code in 1700, see MariBttaubled Experimentl9-20; Soderlund and Nagfreedom by
Degrees12-13; Edward TurnefheNegro in Pennsylvani@Nashington, D.C.: American Historical Associatid®11),
26-29.

30\Wax, “Quaker Merchants and the Slave Trade,” Ngsrakers and PoliticsTolles,Meeting House, Counting Hoyse
126-7,

%lphjladelphia Yearly Meeting Minutes, MR Ph469, 14846, 39-41, FHL.

32 phjladelphia Yearly Meeting Minutes, MR Ph469, 16846, 70-71, FHL.
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coat of arms. The idea of a such an elaborateajigfdve him pause, however, and a few weeks later,
he amended the order to “1 N in Cypher the regtlaihe.®

Gospel order was the Quaker language of antislabenyit intersected with a much broader
Protestant discourse on family order and housea@rnment. During the 1640s and 1650s,
Anglophone Protestants grappled with the ideoldgioatradictions that underpinned the expansion of
English imperial power in the Atlantic. The royaltefeat in the British Civil Wars, culminating Wit
the regicide of Charles I, paved the way for a sheed but revolutionary experiment in republican
government throughout the English Atlantic. Seekmgdvance godly reform and to curtail the
“popish” practices of the Church of England, colr@assemblies from Massachusetts Bay to Bermuda
enacted legislation to promote moral piety and ensegular Sabbath observance. Under the banner of
Protestant liberties, however, merchants and plaiaieo supervised the transportation of thousahds
convicts, indentured servants, and prisoners offwean Britain and Ireland to toil as “bond slavest
plantations in the Caribbean and the Chesap&akromwell’'s conquest of the Spanish Caribbean,
which resulted in the acquisition of Jamaica in4.g&opelled further English and Anglo-American
investments in sugar cultivation and transatlasiaeery. By the restoration of the monarchy in the
1660s, the rhetoric of Christian liberty in the Hsig Atlantic was inextricably bound up with the
exploitation of indentured labor and the enslavenoéifricans >

In America, not all Protestants uncritically acespthese developments. Opposition was
mostly centered in New England, where slavery diddevelop as extensively as in the plantation
economies of the Chesapeake and Caribbean. Eqeatimpmic slavery with political tyranny,

religious radicals in Rhode Island’s assembly ah@d chattel slavery in 1652, limiting African

33T olles, Meeting House and Counting Houd&1.

34 Carla Pestanahe English Atlanticesp. 132-142 and Donoghue, “Out of the Land afd&ge,” esp. 950-5 for an
explanation of the mid-seventeenth-century terrmtbslavery” to describe the brutal treatment thaitevservants endured
on the Chesapeake and Caribbean plantations.

¥%pestanaknglish Atlantic 183-212.
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servitude to the same terms of service as Engiislaats>®® In seventeenth-century Massachusetts,
Puritans struggled to balance the demands of Imgildisuccessful colony with forging a religious
community governed, as John Winthrop put it, byparid of love.” Winthrop migrated to the Bay
Colony in 1630 because he was repulsed by the poared economic inequalities of his native
England. In New England, he believed, economic dppdy would be commensurate with a godly
reformation®®’ Yet prosperity in Massachusetts, like other caderin America, was built on the
conquest of Native lands, and Bay Colony merch@atked in African slaves and sold Indian prisoners
of war to Caribbean planters. Puritan magistratesjgh, attempted to erect legal barriers to preven
slavery from overtaking the New England Way. Thesb&chusetts Body of Liberties in 1641 outlawed
“bond slavery,” and Richard Saltonstall, a leadday Colony magistrate, charged two New England
slave traders in 1645 with “manstealing,” “Sabbatkaking,” and “murder,” arguing before the
General Court that “stealing negers” was agairestidgw of God.®®® While Rhode Island’s 1652
abolition law reflected the religious radicalismitsfauthors, the attempts by Bay Colony magistrate
to limit the chattelization of their society derdsenore from orthodox Puritan attempts to make slave
conform to the ideals of Christian servitude.

With the further institutionalization of slaveny New England, Bay Colony Puritans struggled
to define their relationship to enslaved AfricaDsring the late seventeenth and early eighteenth
centuries, despite previous legal attempts to lihatspread of chattel slavery, Bay Colony tiesléwe

trading and provisioning the Caribbean sugar ptanta strengthened, and consequently the number of

%%Records of the Colony of Rhode Islamdl. 1, 242-243; Donoghue, “Out of the Land ofriBlage,” 964.

357 John Winthrop used the phrase “bond of love” tigtmutA Modell of Christian Charity1630). His famous reference to
New England as a “City upon a Hill” in the samensen appears only once; for Winthrop’s convictioatthettling New
England would serve a morally redemptive purpose,FFancis Bremedohn Winthrop: America’s Forgotten Founding
Father (Oxford University Press, 2003), 147-170.

38 Statute 91, “The Body of Liberties,” @olonial Laws of Massachusetts(Boston, 1889), 53. Saltonstall’s petition
against slave trading was received by the Genarait@n October 7, 1645; see Nathanial Shurtleff,Records of the
Governor and Company of Massachusetts Bay in NeylaBd (Boston, 1854), vol. 3, 46. The contents of thitipe is
reprinted in Robert Moody he Saltonstall Papers, 1607-18assachusetts Historical Society, 1972), vol.1&8; see
also Donoghue, “Out of the Land of Bondage,” 961-2.
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African slaves living in or around Boston increasedmatically**® While many slaves in New
England worked as domestic servants, intimateiogisitdid not prevent masters from beating their
slaves, and as in Quaker Pennsylvania, fear oéskawolts and racial intermingling motivated Bay
Colony legislators to pass a series of slave cadelsiding the 1706 law prohibiting miscegenatféh.
The majority of Puritan clerics approved of slavasyChristian, and some, like Cotton Mather, were
slaveowners. Because Puritans viewed slavery thrthelens of patriarchal Christianity and
household order, many of their sermons and maaatdrexhorted servants and slaves to remain faithfu
and obedient to their masters. These tracts pratdd during the 1690s and early 1700s, when
concerns about slavery in New England were linkeithé social and economic anxieties caused by
imperial war with France, piracy and privateeriogptivity raids by French-allied Indians on the
frontier, and the massive influx into Boston of veaphans, widows, and Huguenot refugees fleeing
Louis XIV.*"*

To Puritan commentators, the moral obligations astars constituted the other half of the
Christian ideal of servitude. Many seventeenthagnPuritan leaders, including slaveowners like
Cotton Mather, repeatedly denounced masters farcheel abuse of slaves. Samuel Willard, the
pastor of Boston’s Third Church and President afvled University, affirmed that masters had the
“right of command” over servants and slaves butiadgthat such a right did not give them “Arbitrary

Power” to inflict “unjust Threatenings which cairnythem the indication of fury and unbridled

39Albert J. Von Frank, “John Saffin: Slavery and Ragiin Colonial Massachusett&arly American Literatur@9 (1994);
Mark A. Peterson, "The Selling of Joseph: Bostosjamtislavery, and the Protestant Internationd8%1733,'The
Massachusetts Historical Reviem(2002).

3% orenzo GreeneThe Negro in Colonial New Englarflew York: Atheneum, 1968); Lawrence TownarGood Master
Well Served: Masters and Servants in Colonial Melsaaetts, 1620-175MWew York & London: Garland Publishing,
1998). Bay Colony slave codes are reprintedtia Acts and Resolves, Public and Private, of tle@iRce of Massachusetts
Bay(1692-1714), vol. 1; see for example p. 130, B35. The 1705 anti-miscegenation law, ““An Act fbe Better
Preventing of a Spurious and Mixt Issue,” appearp.db78.

371 Cotton Mather’s slave, Onesimus, was a gift frasndongregation; see Kenneth Silvermahe Life and Times of
Cotton Mather{New York: Harper & Rowe, 1984), 263-5. Owen Staod, “Protestant Moment: Antipopery, the
Revolution of 1688-1689, and the Making of an Arglmerican Empire,"Journal of British Studie46 (July 2007): 481-
508, argues that the “Glorious Revolution” of 1688-in which the Catholic King James Il was depdsgthe Dutch
Protestant William Ill, was crucial to the constian of a transatlantic, Anglo-Protestant imperigntity. Peterson,
“Selling of Joseph,” contends that the antislavaqcerns of Puritans like Samuel Sewall and Cddather were
embedded within a broader Christian social refogenaa linking New England to a global Protestambmmainity.
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Passions.” In short, he argued, “they must avdi€alelty, both in words and blow$™ Cotton
Mather similarly warned masters to “be not a tyyfasetting them “upon cries and Groans, which God
will hear in Heaven3"® The failure of masters to demonstrate adequatefoatheir slaves, both
spiritually and physically, continually vexed Matheven though he failed to understand that slavery
itself precluded the possibility of humane treatmn&amuel Sewall, the Bay Colony magistrate known
for his scathing antislavery tradthe Selling of Josept1700), which set him apart from his
slaveowning Puritan colleagues, shared with Maginel Willard a deep belief that New England’s fate
was bound up in the spiritual welfare of its housdh and familie$’* For these Puritan moralists,
conversion to Christianity, not violent whippingsdabeatings, would turn African slaves into ideal,
obedient servants. Mather, Willard, and Sewallgrenkd slave marriages, and Mather organized
religious education classes for Africans at his apthe first to do so in New England, assuring Brast
that such a move would transform them into modelasgs®’>

Fit into this wider history of antislavery, Georgex’s view of the question suggests that from
the start, Quaker anxieties about slavery mirrdéhede of non-Quakers in their preoccupation with
gospel order. In 1671, Fox began a three-year amasy trip to North America visiting Quaker
meetings and ensuring that Friends in the colomire following the “order of the gospel’® His first
stop was Barbados, the center of Quakerism in #rédoean. What he saw there shocked him. Disease
and violence were endemic. Large numbers of settleccumbed to disease, and an even greater

number of African slaves died from disease and alatishe hands of white planters who literally

worked them to death. With relatively few white f&es on the island, Barbadian settlers condoned

3725am Willard A Compleat Body of Divinit§Boston, 1726), 615;
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New England. Family, church, town, and countrysathred a collective destiny.” Quotation on p. 217.

37> Mather,Rules for the Society of Negroes, 1§B8ston, 1714); Greendlegro in Colonial New Englan@01, 265-6.

37 Ingle, First Among Friends234-6. Quotation from 234.



125

interracial sex, and mixed-race children were motiacommon sight on plantatiofi€.By the time of
Fox’s visit, many Quaker converts, including wewglfhanters, counted slaves and mixed-race children
as part of their households.

Fox’s concern for the spiritual well-being of Afaics led him to criticize the cruelties he
witnessed on the plantations of Barbados. Chrigtiiagn Africans had been on Fox’s mind at least@sinc
1657, when he wrote an epistle to “Friends Beydhd][Sea” urging them to be “merciful” to their
slaves and reminding them that the freedom of thep@l extended to “every captivated creature under
the whole of heaver™ While on Barbados, Fox preached to large numbeskwves. Impiety and
racial intermixing were chief among his concernariiéd about racially-mixed Quaker households, he
chided masters for their “evil custom” of forniaagiwith African slaves’®

Fox’s preaching stirred Friends to action but fleé& Anglican planter elite nervous about slave
revolts. Eleven Barbadian Quakers manumitted twslatyes in their wills between 1674 and 1720,
and considerably more included provisions to imprskaves’ living and working conditiori&’

William Edmundson, an Irish Quaker convert, was ohthe preachers who had accompanied Fox on
his missionary travels to the Caribbean. ReturtenBarbados in 1675, Edmundson again preached to
throngs of slaves. Fed up, the colony’s magistrdie=atened him with arrest and accused him of
fomenting a slave revolt. Before leaving the islaadmundson met with the Governor of Barbados to
assuage fears that he and his fellow Quakers wemeat to the social and racial order. Protedtisg
innocence, he asserted to the governor and cainatithe real danger was allowing slaves the §bert
to take “common” sexual partners, “like brutes,”iltirestraining them in that which God allowed,”
such as “meat and clothes.” Unmoved by these argtanthe Barbadian assembly, following

Edmundson’s hasty departure, voted to prohibit @mkom assembling for worship and banned them

37" Dunn,Sugar and Slaveg52-255.

378 George Fox, “To Friends Beyond the Sea, That Helaeks and Indian Slaves,” i Collection of Many Select and
Christian Epistles, Letters and Testimoniesndon, 1698).

379 Quotation from IngléFirst Among Friends234.

30Gragg,Quaker Communityl39-140.
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from evangelizing to the island’s slav&s.

A year after Edmundson preached in Barbados, kbkghedGospel Family Ordem London.
Although the tract was based on a sermon he gaBaripados, the printed version reflected a more
critical tone that Fox likely acquired once he ratd to England. I&ospel Family OrderFox
outlined his vision for Barbadian Quaker mastetsigas model Christian patriarchs who treatedrthei
African slaves as they would their own white setgand children. He contended that Quaker masters
sinned when they neglected to bring their slavediberty of the Gospel. By this he meant more than
the slaves’ spiritual freedom to worship as Chais$i Like Edmundson, Fox associated polygamous,
non-Christian households with violence, and nat lpesause it offended Quaker sensibilities about
monogamous relationships. Masters who allowed #tiaires to take “Husbands and Wives at their
Pleasure,” he believed, undermined the sanctiyfo€an households, thus legitimizing their abuse a
“heathens.” Implicit in this argument was the biefiat the legitimation of Christianized African
households would present a moral obstacle for Quaksters looking to break them up at a slave
auction for profit:®?

Fox’s criticisms of Barbadian slavery, rooted ie thnguage of gospel order, resurfaced during
the antislavery debate in late seventeenth-cefannsylvania. Francis Daniel Pastorius, a Bavarian-
born, university-trained lawyer who founded the iBantown settlement near Philadelphia, labored
intensely to make Pennsylvania a beacon of “righgegpvernment®2 During the early 1680s,
Pastorius practiced law in Frankfort, where he tgpex a close relationship with Philip Spener, a
fiery Pietist minister who preached that God’sHhit would soon usher in the millennium. Greatly
influenced by Spener’s eschatology, and wantingst@ape the “Babylonian vanities and disorderd

laws” of European society, Pastorius agreed toesasva land agent for a group of Frankfort Pigtists

34villiam EdmundsonA Journal (Harvey and Darton, 1829), 78; see also FrostptGe Fox’s Ambiguous Anti-Slavery
Legacy,” inNew Light on George Ford.Mullett, 69-88.

32George FoxGospel Family Order: Being a Short Discourse Conasy the Ordering of Families, Both of Whites,
Blacks, and IndianéLondon, 1676), iMhe Quaker Origins of Antislavergd. Frost (Norwood Editions, 1980), 35-55.
33Francis Pastoriugircumstantial Geographical Descriptipd09; Quotation taken from Smolensgkijends and
Strangers81.
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and in 1683, he arrived in Pennsylvania and estaddi Germantown as a refuge for persecuted
Protestants back honi&

Pastorius promoted Pennsylvania as a religiousrhdog he worried that the expansion of
slavery in the colony would deter further Germamiigration>®° In 1688, Pastorius and three other
Germantown Quakers petitioned their monthly meefiige Germantown petition, as it is now known,
centered many of its arguments on the violence Gualasters performed on the bodies of Africans.
The petition characterized the Quaker participaimothe slave trade as “theft” and “adultery” besau
it tore African families apart and forcibly sepa@thusbands from their wives. Although Friends dtoo
for “liberty of conscience,” Germantown Friendswad, in Pennsylvania there was no “liberty of the
body.” Questioning the Quakers’ commitment to tipeiace testimony, the Germantown petition
pointedly asked if “these negers [have] not as nrigttt to fight for their freedom, as you keep them
slaves?®® That September, the Philadelphia Yearly Meetirglézship received the petition but
refused to approve it, reasoning that the subje@uaker slaveholding implicated too “many other
parts.”®’ By endorsing the petition, the Yearly Meeting wbbk effectively condemning Friends
anywhere they owned or trafficked in slaves.

In 1693, less than a year after the trial, Keitt his supporters, including one of the signers of
the Germantown petition, publish&athortation and Caution to Friends, Concerning thging or
keeping of Negroe®©ne of the first printed antislavery tracts taalate in colonial America, the
Exhortationcondemned slavery in such unequivocal terms thaidCBrion Davis considers its

language more resonant with nineteenth-centuryitedragm than late seventeenth-century

34 Alfred L. Brophy, “Ingeniumestfateri per quos peoéris;” Quotation on p. 14 from the online versidrthe article,
accessed at <blurblawg.typepad.com/files/young_trpucierks_collection.pdf>.

3% atharine Gerbner, “We Are Against the Traffik oektBody: The Germantown Quaker Protest of 1688ta@mdrigins
of American Abolitionism,"Pennsylvania History4, no. 2 (Spring 2007): 149-172, esp. 157-158.

3¢ Francis Pastorius, et.al., “From our meeting etn@ntown,” [April 18,1688], reprinted in GerbntVe Are Against
the Traffik of Men-Body,” 168-169.

%’Philadelphia Yearly Meeting Minutes, 1681-1746, MR469, 18, FHL.
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antislavery’® Yet theExhortationdid not break new ground as much as it made aadyrextant
gospel order discourse public, using much strotegeguage for effect. Taking their cue from the
words of George Fox, the Keithians advocated ferGhristianization of slaves and asserted that
“Blacks andTawnedi.e., Native Americans] are a real part of Markin. and are capable of
Salvation, as well ag/hite Mer’ They boldly argued that Friends should not passhAfricans
“unless it were on purpose to set them free” anploned masters to free their slaves “after some
reasonable time of moderate Service.” Going furttrer Exhortation argued that runaway slaves
should not be “delivered into Bondage again” bttiea“have the liberty to dwell” in Pennsylvarifa.
TheExhortationexcoriated Pennsylvania Quakers for the violeheg inflicted on the bodies and
souls of Africans. Using gospel order language Kbghians argued that the slave trade robbed
Africans “from their kindred” and enslaved them &agst their Wills.” They compared the trafficking
of slaves to purchasing of “Prize or Stolen godd&eén in wartime. If Friends “in our Native Couritry
scrupled against war profiteering, they reasortegh tno more are we to buy stollen Slavé8.The
Keithians elaborated by detailing the crueltieslafery in the “American plantations,” particulanty
the Caribbean, where masters separated “Husbamdtfre Wife, and the Children from the Parents”
and subjected them to innumerable punishmentsltiesieand depravations. The rhetorical exposition
of cruelty was intended to shame readers, but magpertantly, it also linked provincial Quaker
merchants and slave owners in a chain of complibéy worked its way back to the violence of the
Caribbean sugar plantations and even further bathet West African coast, where the sin of

enslavement, or “manstealing,” originated. The Kiaihts concluded thExhortationby tying the

38 Davis, Problem of Slavery311, argues that Keith “went well beyond the Gamtown petitioners in foreshadowing the
major religious themes of nineteenth-century atoslism.”

3% xhortation and Caution to Friends Concerning Byt Keeping of Negroe#) The Keithian Controversyed. Frost
(Norwood Editions, 1980), 213-18.

%910 1693, the London Yearly Meeting warned Friendsto outfit their merchant ships with guns beesitisindermined
pacifist Quakers who resisted naval impressmenhodigh the Meeting claimed that Quakers who arrheit ships acted
“contrary to their former principle and practicéhis was in fact a novel application of the peastitony; [London Yearly
Meeting],Epistles from the Yearly Meeting of the People &hQuakers, Held in London (London, 1760), 66-67; See
Hirst, Quakers in Peace and We88-91.
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apocalyptic fate of Pennsylvania to the Quakersiglecity in the slave trade. “Because Slaves and
Souls of Men are some of tMerchandize of Babylghthey warned, the wealth that Quakers accrued
through the continued oppression of Africans “l#l a means to draw Gods Judgments upon them.”
The metaphor of Babylon, evoking the Biblical nawea of Jewish captivity and exile, also carried
apocalyptic overtones. The equation of violencéthe moral corruption of avarice must have
resonated with readers who worried, as the PhiulYearly Meeting did, about the presence of
“tinged curtains” in Quaker householtfs.

The Keithian schism left an indelible mark on lafrraker antislavery, although its influence is
hardly straightforward. Keith, the driving forcehmed theExhortation never addressed the issue of
slavery again, having left the colony for Englahdrsly after its publication. When he finally retwd
to Pennsylvania in 1703, he came not as a Quakeacher but rather as the first ordained missionary
for the Society for the Propagation of the Gosp&lG). As an SPG missionary, Keith’s overriding
preoccupation was haranguing Friends at public imggtnot ending slavery. The record of his former
followers is similarly ambiguous. Some Keithiansnuaitted their slaves in their wills, and they were
among the first in the colony to do so, while othhdike Robert Turner, an important magistrate and
officeholder, kept their slaves in bond&ge.

TheExhortation though indelibly linked to the schism, spurreceRds to debate the issue of
slavery in the latter half of the 1690s, albeitibditlosed doors. In an effort to reassert thethaty,
provincial Friends sought to build collective unmitythin their own ranks. Quaker ministers encoudage
overseers to sanction members for household-retdtedses or for acting outside the authority & th

monthly meeting. Ironically, the enhanced poweowdrseers, as lay members of the meeting,

39 eith, Exhortation in The Keithian Controversyed. Frost, 214-218.

39250derlund and NasFkreedom by Degreed3-44; George KeithA Journal of Travels from New-Hampshire to Caratuck
On the Continent of North-Ameri¢aondon, 1706), reprinted i@ollections of the Protestant Episcopal HistoriGaciety

for the Year 185{New York: 1851).
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accorded with what Keith had originally called thrring the schism?® Between 1696 and 1710, the
number of disciplinary cases appearing before mpmtieetings nearly doubled, with over a quarter of
those cases ending in disownment for the perio®17D5%** In 1701, the Philadelphia Yearly
Meeting reminded provincial Friends to keep to“dhscipline of the church,” and in 1704, the
Meeting reinforced this admonition by compilingy fbe first time anywhere, a disciplinary rule book
for gospel order?® The “Book of Discipline” standardized the varicdQeaker gospel order practices of
monthly meetings, regulating marriages and famdied establishing a clear system of dispute
resolution with the Philadelphia Yearly Meetingiagtas the highest court of appeal. The 1704
discipline played a major role in clarifying and@nmcing gospel order, helping to achieve through it
circulation and adoption by monthly meetings a nuwieerent provincial Quaker identity. The
Philadelphia Yearly Meeting reaffirmed its importarin 1710, urging Friends to avoid those who
have been “factious & troublesome in the Governihand to hew closely to the “Advice given
therein in our Books of Disciplin€® That October, a rejuvenated pro-proprietary Qualety won
provincial elections by a landslid¥’

Ironically, the renewed effort to achieve unity gpd Quaker reformers to question slavery all
the more ardently. In the wake of the Keithian sohinobody epitomized the relationship between
gospel order and antislavery more than William 8ehy. A Quaker convert from Maryland, Southeby
worked as an overseer for the Philadelphia Monthéyeting during the 1690s and early 176Us.

During the schism, Southeby remained adamantlyl loyprovincial Friends, endorsing the Monthly

Meeting’'s condemnation of the Keithians. Keithreturn, accused Southeby of denying the

393 Butler, Awash in a Sea of Faitli20, makes this point.

394 Offutt, Of 'Good Laws' and 'Good Me@54.

3% philadelphia Yearly Meeting, 1704 Book of Discigi PYM Disciplines, Box 1, collection 976, QSCHC.
39%Philadelphia Yearly Meeting Minutes, MR-Ph 469[1],128-136. The epistle was aimed at David Lloyd,Gheker
leader of the antiproprietary faction in the praia Assembly, whom Penn implicitly blames for dags'divisions and
Contentions” in his letter to “Friends in Pennsyli& earlier that year; seeWP, 4: 675-680, quotation on p. 676.

397 For the influence of the Philadelphia Yearly Magton the 1710 elections, see Smolerstiends and Stranger240;
Nash,Quakers and Politigs307-8.

3% enneth Carroll, “William Southeby, Early Quaker tistavery Writetf PMHB 89 (1965): 416-427.
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resurrection of the dead. Southeby was sufficydndthered by the charge of heresy that in 1702,
almost ten years after the fact, he confrontediKehitring a SPG gathering in Burlington, West Jersey
and demanded that he make a retraction.

As overseer, Southeby worked tirelessly to prongotspel order. He was present when the
Philadelphia Monthly Meeting debated the Germantpetition. Later that year, he wrote a petition
reminding Friends not to sue each other in cougftiBe they have Gospel Order given.” Throughout
the 1690s, Southeby arbitrated disputes, assistiming and orphans, settled estates of deceased
Friends, and admonished members for incurring ledodisgl getting drunk at funerals, and in the case of
John Jennet, for “giving way to his daughter mamgybne that was not a friend® In 1698, Southeby
also petitioned the provincial government demandnage holding office be of “good Repute
&Christian conversation” and pleading with the ganee to abolish horseracing and to ameliorate the
“deplorable [drunken] condission of our neighboeslydians.*®* In 1700, the Philadelphia Meeting
approved the publication of his written testimoggiast “prophaneness in Philadelphia & parts
adjacent.” Southeby also admonished Quaker taibwrsorrupting youths with “fashionable” clothing
and warned Friends against “Superfluous furnitoreduses and superfluous appaféf.”

Southeby repeatedly petitioned Friends and theipc@t government to abolish slavery. In 1696, he
presented a paper “in relation to Negroes” to thiaBelphia Quarterly Meeting. While the meeting
did not record the contents of his appeal, Phijadal Friends submitted it to the Yearly Meetingngjo

with George Fox'$Sospel Family Ordefor consideratiofi®® During the 1710s, the Philadelphia

399Southeby’s loyalties during the schism is evidenogdiis signature on a 1692 epistle from the Pkijattia Monthly
Meeting condemning the Keithians, see “Extractaftbe Philadelphia Monthly Meeting,” iKeithian Controversyed.
Frost, 134; Thomas Ellwoodn Epistle to Friends.(London, 1694), 41-42; George Keith Journal of Travels from New-
Hampshire to Caratuck, On the Continent of Northefing, reprinted in theCollections of the Protestant Episcopal
Historical Society for the Year 18%MNew York: 1851), 37.

“Ophjladelphia Monthly Meeting MinuteMJR-Ph383, 74, 108-09, 144, FHL. Quotation on p..13ee also Kenneth
Carroll, “William Southeby, Early Quaker AntislayeWriter’ PMHB 89 (1965): 416-227.

“%villiam Southeby, “To the Governor & them of ye @wsel Inhabitance of this town And to all in Autttgrio all godly
minded people haters of vice & lovers of virtugyhd 23, 1698, Parrish Collection, HSP. Southebgtitipn is mentioned
in Minutes of the Provincial Council of Pennsylvanial. 1, 497-500.

“2philadelphia Monthly Meeting Minutes, MR-Ph383, 182

403 philadelphia Monthly Meeting Minutes, MR-Ph383214
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Monthly Meeting admonished him several times -hpoint of disownment — for publishing and
circulating “disorderly” papers (presumably agaisisivery) without permissiof?* Unmoved by their
threats, Southeby submitted a petition for “theaEgément [i.e., the manumission] of the Negroes” to
the provincial Assembly in 1712. Although Quakegistators, motivated by the recent slave revolt in
New York that year, passed “by many hand€28 import duty to discourage the importation of
African slaves into Pennsylvania, the Assembly dsed Southeby’s petition explaining that “it is
neither just nor convenient to sett [the slavesiparty.”**

While Southeby’s abolitionism was unusual, otheerkals worried about the violence of
keeping human beings in bondage. Friends occa$ydimided this violence to issues of race and
household purity. Cadwalader Morgan, a ministemfiderion, believed that owning a slave
threatened the racial and religious purity of laisfly. In his 1696 petition to Philadelphia Friends
Morgan acknowledged the temptation to own slaveéshbanged his mind after considering the
deleterious consequences:

If I should have a bad one of them, that must beected, Or would Run away, Or when | went

from home, & leave him with a woman or Maid, and3t®uld desire or Seek to Comitt

Wickedness ... [then] it would be more Loss and Treub me?®®

Morgan worried that “correcting” his slave would ralby pollute his household, akin to the threat
Africans posed to the sexual purity of his whiteiglaters and servants. Morgan also claimed that he
knew of others who were similarly “not fully Satesfi” with incorporating slaves into their
householdg’’

One recurring objection was that slavery comprothibe peace testimony of Friends. In his
1698 petition to the Chester County Monthly MeetiRgbert Pyle confessed that he wanted to “buy a
negro” so his family “might have ye more libertyAtcording to the petition, Pyle changed his mind

after dreaming about climbing a great ladder tosbealn the dream, Pyle was carrying a “black pott”

04 philadelphia Monthly Meeting Minutes, MR-Ph383; 15, 37 (repaginated).

“9PA Archives8th Ser., Il, 1012-13.

“0%Cadwalader Morgan, “Petition to Philadelphia Mopthleeting” (1696), irQuaker Origins of Antislavered. Frost, 70.
7 Ibid.
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that made it difficult for him to make his ascddyle concluded from this dream that he must “lett
black negroes or pots alone.” Having decided tgdawning slaves, he warned Friends that slavery
would implicate them in “wicked work,” includingéhcrime of manstealing. If slaves in the colony
rebelled, he reasoned, it would “doe us much mesgbkcept we keep a malisha [sic]; which is agains
our principles.” Pyle also contended that it wast“tawfull” to purchase slaves in this “gospel time
and reminded Quaker slave owners that Christ daddll mankind, [the Africans] being a part,
though yet ungathered.” While Pyle could not tdietthe idea of owning a slave himself, he urged
Quaker masters to bring their slaves to meetings/éoship and suggested that Friends free their
slaves only if they “bee not too much [at a] 108¥.”

While few advocated for abolition, as Southeby, didny Friends registered serious doubts
about the moral rectitude of the slave trade. ResteTeague was a successful Quaker merchant who,
like Southeby, worked assiduously to cultivate dsd®uaker households in the Philadelphia Monthly
Meeting. In 1699, at the behest of the Monthly NtegtTeague circulated a paper of self-
condemnation from William Boulding for “beating &asing” his wife, Elizabeth. Philadelphia
Friends had shamed Boulding into marrying Elizaladtér they discovered them living together
outside of wedlock. When Teague and the Monthly tMgeheard rumors of his domestic abuse, they
shamed him into submitting a paper condemning éfsbior*’® Teague used his position as an
overseer in the Philadelphia Monthly Meeting torebavealthy Friends for dominating the meetings
for worship and business, arguing, much like Gedtgigh had, that all Quakers, “whether poor or
rich,” ought to participate in congregational afédi® In September of 1698, Teague submitted a paper
to the Monthly Meeting related to the violent treant of slaves at the “publick marketplace &

outcry.” As a merchant, Teague had personally eedy@ayand profited from slave trading, and he

“%Robert Pyle, Petition to Chester Monthly Meetireprinted inQuaker Origins of Antislavered. Frost, 71-72.
“%Philadelphia Monthly Meeting Minute$71. Southeby was one of the overseers whaedisiith Boulding about his
living with Elizabeth unmarried in 1692. He marrieelr sometime after he condemned his actions béferhiladelphia
Monthly Meeting in 1693. See ibid, 117, 119, 1223.

1% pentecost Teague petition to the Philadelphia Kgr¥eeting (February 27, 1699), Parrish Collect$53, Box 3,
HSP.
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undoubtedly witnessed Africans being whipped aratdseon the auction block. While the contents of
his paper are unknown, the Philadelphia Meetingkisaconceded that Friends “ought not to sell thei
slaves] after that manner,” leaving little douldtteven slaveowning Quakers were hard pressed to
morally justify the intimate violence associatedhthe slave trad&?

Reconciling slavery with gospel order, howevervegbto be an elusive goal, particularly when
economic interests collided with religious idedlawilling to treat slave trading as a disciplinary
offense, provincial Friends tried to limit the gribmof slavery in Pennsylvania. Prompted by Teague’s
paper, the Philadelphia Monthly Meeting directeditBeby and eight other members to write to
Friends in Barbados, asking them not to send mdneah slaves “to these parts.” Among those who
signed the letter were wealthy merchants whosediahinterest in slavery did not preclude themnfro
worrying about slave revolts and other moral hagzassociated with policing a large enslaved African
population**? William Penn, a slave owner whose concern fogielis liberty and Native Americans
did not translate into abolitionist sympathies, ethreless tried to legalize slave marriages in 1700.
Quakers in the Assembly defeated Penn’s bill, passie first round of slave codes insté&tiThe
Philadelphia Monthly Meeting, acting on Penn’s stsnce, charged Southeby with establishing a
separate religious meeting for Africans and adnf@dQuaker masters to discharge “a Good
conscience” in dealing with their slaves. Althowgkeparate meeting for blacks never materialized,
Philadelphia Friends reprinted George Fdasspel Family Ordehoping that the antislavery critics

within their own ranks would be assuadét.

“phijladelphia Monthly Meeting Minute$59.

*12The letter is reprinted in H. J. Cadbury, “Anotiirly Quaker Anti-Slavery Documerithe Journal of Negro History
27, no. 2 (April 1942): 210-215. Samuel Carperaer of the signers, was an English-born Quakerednvho established
himself as a prosperous sugar merchant in Barbaefose immigrating to Pennsylvania in 1683. Althbute experienced
financial setbacks, he died in 1714 with a sizeabtate that included white servants and at légist African slaves
valued at £115; sdd P, 1:257-264.

“3/otes and Proceedingsol. 1, 120-1Col. Rec, vol. 1, 598, 606, 610

“UPhiladelphia Monthly Meeting Minute$75-6; see also Frost, “George Fox’s Ambiguouti-Btavery Legacy,” ifNew
Light on George Foxed.Mullett, 69-88.
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The compromise measures failed. Quaker objectmstatery continued, led by those who
took gospel order discourse seriously. After thegmoprietary faction of Quakers swept the 1710
provincial elections, Friends from Chester CourdgmPhiladelphia lobbied the Yearly Meeting to end
slavery in the province. Caleb Pusey, a prominergk@r politician and key overseer of the Chester
meeting, spearheaded this effort. Pusey actegabla spokesman for Pennsylvania Friends, having
written almost a dozen printed tracts against theghans, including one of the first published
narratives of the schism. As an overseer, he atbdrdisputes, cleared engaged couples for masriage
and disciplined members for a variety of offensgair@st Quaker morality. Most important, he played a
major role in compiling and circulating the 1704dBoof Discipline. In 1711, Pusey and the Chester
Quarterly Meeting added their own provisions todiseipline against “Superfluity in Apparell” and
warning Friends “against selling Rum &c: to ye ks and against buying Indian slavé&s. The
Chester meeting also noted its dissatisfaction ®itnds “buying” and encouraging “ye bringing ih o
Negroes.” That year, the following year, and agaih715, Chester Friends petitioned the Philadelphi
Yearly Meeting to condemn the practice of holditayss and “their Posterity ... without any
Limitation or Time of Redemption.” Southeby alludi® these petitions in 1714 when he reminded the
Philadelphia Yearly Meeting that his antislavergition enjoyed “the countenance and unity of some
of the best of men” in the Society. The Yearly Miegtin response, only reiterated its position that
Friends should not import any more slaves intoréggon?*®

Despite their unwillingness to condemn slavenyfit$eading Friends in the province tacitly
admitted that the slave trade was too violent stifygon moral grounds. In their 1712 epistle to
London that year, Philadelphia Friends relatedrtaiorts to slow the importation of slaves from

Barbados, but they disingenuously blamed the grafviavery in Pennsylvania on non-Quaker

“1>The reference to buying Indian slaves likely refdrto Pennsylvania’s legal prohibition on the &rdslave trade, which
at that time originated from Carolina.

“1® Soderlund and Naskreedom by Degree$6-67; SoderlundQuakers and Slaver0-21. Southeby’s address to the
1714 Yearly Meeting, which was not included in theeting minutes, is reprinted in “William Southébyhe Friend
XXVIII, no. 38 (Philadelphia, 1855), 301.
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traders who “flocked in among us over whom we had@iospel authority.” The epistle elided the fact
that Isaac Norris and other Quaker merchants weaily involved in the trad&’ In response, the
London Meeting agreed the following year that intimgy slaves violated the “Peaceable Principle” of
Friends and encouraged provincial Quakers to “cmmsvhether your Children and white servants may
not be Injured” by holding Africans in “a Domineegi Spirit ... extending Cruelty to them at their
Pleasure.” The Philadelphia Meeting again protesiddndon in 1714 that they were not “bringing
[Africans] out of their own Country and are of tseme mind with you®® This was, at best, a half-
truth: provincial Quaker merchants were not impwtslaveglirectly from Africa — they were mainly
importing them from the Caribbean — but the dismgmis response reveals the extent to which the
Quaker elite demonstrated its willingness to prioéin a trade in slaves that they recognized as
inherently immoral.

In 1719, Friends took a major step in confrontitaysry as a gospel order issue. That year, the
Philadelphia Yearly Meeting issued a revised digtgpy book for its subordinate meetingg.In
keeping with the 1704 version, the 1719 discipafferned the strict regulation of Quaker housekold
admonishing Friends not to engage in excess dignkieep “company with Women or any other
scandalous persons,” or marry outside “of our msifen or with any bound Servant without ye leave
of her Master or Mistress.” Using the regulatiorQafaker households as a moral precedent, the 1719
discipline introduced novel provisions sanctionindian slavery, the rum trade, and the Quaker
engagement in the slave trade:

It is desired that friends so not buy or Sell Imdi&laves, also that none among us be concern’d
in the fetching or Importing negro Slaves from tH@ountry or Elsewhere — And it is the advice
of this meeting that all friends who have any @rthdo treat them with Humanity and in a
Christian manner — And as much as in them lyes rtfak® acquainted with the principles of
truth and inculcate morality in theth?

“I’Philadelphia Yearly Meeting Minutes, MR-Ph469, 185-HL.

8 bid, 163.

19 The quotation is from thehiladelphia Yearly Meeting Book of Disciplif704), MS, PYM Disciplines, Box 1,
collection 976, QSCHC.

“2Philadelphia Yearly Meeting, Book of Disciplift719), Transcription of original, FHL.
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While no specific penalties were outlined for theg® violated these prohibitions, the 1719 Book of
Discipline established a crucial moral precedeng that reformers used decades later to sanction
slavery as a practice contrary to “ancient” Qugka&rciples and traditions.

In the eighteenth century, Quaker reformers repiatmked the motifs of slavery, violence,
and household corruption together, forming a catteaiatislavery narrative. In hsmerican Defence
of the Christian Golden Ruld715), John Hepburn, a West Jersey tailor amtradr Keithian,
denounced masters for wearing “fine powdered Pagsitwvhile their wives painted “their Faces, and
Puff, and powder their Hairs” and their childreogrup in “Idleness and Wantonness.” Hepburn also
noted in his fictional dialogue between a “Negrosiéa” and a “Christian” that Pennsylvania Quakers’
alleged “innocence” from the “Wars of Albany” didtpreclude them from owning slaves and
embracing political power, “like the rest of the Wb”*** Benjamin Lay, a former slave owner in
Barbados, smashed teacups in Philadelphia to ptoefuakers’ consumption of West Indian sugar
and stabbed a bladder of pokeberry juice to dematestheir “blood” guilt in slavery. His antislayer
tract referenced George Fox@spel Family Orderas did John HepburnAmerican Defence
In the 1750s, the relationship between gospel aaddrantislavery strengthened as Quaker reformers
in the Delaware Valley and beyond enforced a migagous discipline of Quaker households.
Anthony Benezet and John Woolman, the two leadoudittonists of the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting,
both viewed slavery as a problem they linked todetwld piety. Woolman and Benezet wore plain
clothing as a testimony against vanity, and botoasted alcohol consumption with slavery as vices
of immoderate consumption. Woolman, a onetime ssfaétailor and clothing merchant, argued that
a “too liberal ... use of spirituous liquors” arektwearing of “costly apparel” undermined familger
and that slavery was a “snare” that entrapped Quaksters and their children in corrupting weéfth.

Benezet similarly employed gospel order languagmtalemn the “Ease and Plenty” that was gained

21 3ohn HepburnAmerican Defense of the Christian Golden Ral15), reprinted in Frost, eQuaker Origins of
Antislavery 82-122.
22 3ohn WoolmanSome Considerations on the Keeping of Neg(®kgadelphia, 1753), 7, 13.
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through “the Toil of those whom Violence and Crudiave put in our power,” tainting “pure and
sober” Christianity’?®

In Britain and America, gospel order discourse puodly shaped abolitionist rhetoric in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. In the 1708Benjamin Rush in Philadelphia argued that
“Slavery and Vice are connected together” and conmzl the slave trade as immoral because African
“Husbands have been forced to prostitute their syia@d mother their daughters to gratify the brutal
lust of a master®** The British abolitionist Thomas Clarkson also demmd the avarice of slave
owners who sent “whole families, fathers, brothrtsbands, wives, and children ... in chains to the
merchants*° In the nineteenth century, Frederick Douglass|isvil Lloyd Garrison, and Harriet
Beecher Stowe reiterated similar charges that sfamélicted violence and cruelty on African
households. The discourse connecting slavery toavand household violence was so commonplace
it became a veritable trope that appeared eveatathismal form, such as in Thomas FishBegro’'s
Memorial (1825):

[Question:] How does the system of West Indianataaffect the morals of the subjects of it?
[Answer:] It demoralizes them ... [in their] disredasf, and disinclination towards the domestic
relations of life; a forgetfulness of moral obligat; and a mean subserviency to the passions
and lusts of their employe‘r@‘.3

Gospel order tropes appeared most profoundlygal lpetitions to end slavery. Perhaps not
surprisingly, Quakers deployed such language im getitions to the United States Congress in
Philadelphia in the 1790s. In their 1797 petitifum,example, the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting
protested the re-enslavement of 134 “of our bretlofehe African race” in North Carolina that Freen

there had recently manumitted. In making their appgbe Yearly Meeting expounded on the evils of

3 The quotation is taken frodin Epistle of Caution and Advice, Concerning thgiBg and Keeping of Slavesprinted

in Quaker Origins of Antislavered. Frost, 168. Woolman may have drafted thellepigth Benezet, or Benezet may have
written it himself. Either way, Benezet presenteel épistle to the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting ilb4;7on the epistle, see
Jackson, Let This Voice Be HeaB8-54.

424 Benjamin RushAn Address to the Inhabitants of the British setélats in America, upon Slave-Keeping...
(Philadelphia, 1773), 16, 18; on Rush’s religiooffuences and their relationship to his advocacypf@son reform,
temperance, and abolition, see John M Kl#oSense of Deity: The Republican Spirituality of Benjamin Rush
(Brooklyn, N.Y: Carlson Pub, 1991).

“®Thomas Clarksomn Essay on the Slavery and Commerce of the Humecie.. (London, 1786), 48-9.

“2Thomas FisheiThe Negro’s Memorial, or, Abolitionist's Catechighondon, 1825), 65.
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slavery, arguing that the re-enslavement amoumtédtiel bondage ... husbands and wives, and
children, separated, one from another, which weeimnd to be an abominable tragety.Quakers
were far from alone in making these appeals. Id1@nslaved African-Americans in Massachusetts
petitioned to the Governor Thomas Gage and the ¢lotiRepresentatives for their freedom,
peppering their arguments with the language ofmahtights and gospel order. The petitioners, whose
fate is unknown, made emotional appeals to the ®ohthmily and the domestic obligations that
blacks and white patriarchs were supposed to hmgermmon:

We were unjustly dragged by the cruel hand of pdveen our dearest friends and sum of us
stolen from the bosoms of our tender Parentse .etfdearing ties of husband and wife we are
strangers to ... Our children are also taken frerbyuforce and sent many miles from us ... How
can a slave perform the duties of a husband tdeaawia parent to his child? ... How can the
wife submit themselves to there [sic] husbanddlitheags/ How can the child obey thear
parents in all thingé?

The slave petition, written on the eve of the Aro@ni Revolution, easily harkened back to the
gospel order rhetoric of seventeenth-century Prat¢sntislavery opinion. In the words of Philippe
Rosenberg, abolitionists often invoked “themes thatle as much sense within the ideological
context” of such seventeenth-century commenta®iEh@mas Tryon, Morgan Godwyn, and Richard
Baxter?*?® Like their antislavery predecessors, abolitionistthe eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
invoked gospel order language to argue that slawasyinconsistent with Protestant Christianity,
household harmony, the moral order of the Britishpe, and the evangelical mission of the new
American republic. Perhaps Benjamin Franklin irgdithis continuity when he wrote to British
Friends in 1789 congratulating them on their effaot abolish the slave trade. “The epistle fromryou

[1758] Yearly Meeting,” he reminded them, “was tia¢ not the first sowing of the good seed you

“?'peter M. Bergman, ed., et alhe Negro in the Congressional Recordl. 2 (New York: Bergman Publishers 1969),
166.

“28 petition reprinted iMass. Hist. Soc. Coll. Fifth Serid$l, 432-3.

42 Rosenberg, “Thomas Tryon,” 641.
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mention, for | find by an old pamphlet in my posses, that George Keith ... wrote a paper against

the practice **°

4398, Franklin to John Wright, 4 November 1789, refmihin The Writings of Benjamin Franklivol. 10 (Macmillan
Company, 1907), 61.



Chapter Four
‘Filthy Lucre’: Indians, Alcohol, and Violence on Pennsylvania’s Borderlands

In July 1686, Zachariah Whitpaine, a Philadelph&chant who supplied the Quaker
government in Pennsylvania with the “blankitts @whns” they needed to exchange with their Indian
partners for more land, greeted Governor Willianrifiam with some disturbing news. The evening
before, Whitpaine had attended an Indian “cantioo,eremonial dance that usually involved heavy
drinking, near his home. Around 11 p.m., after hd retired to his bed for the night, he was suddenl
awakened by one of Nicholas Scull's servants, wbartie Running to his house Crying his [master] ...
and all the rest in the House were Kill[ed]” byragp of intoxicated (and presumably male) Indians.
The servant warned Whitpaine that the Indians W€oeming with Fyrebrands” to set his house on
fire. Alarmed, Whitpaine fled to Philadelphia torvaMarkham of the attack’

Later that day, Markham and the Provincial Courexkived word that Scull was in fact alive,
but a struggle between him and a group of Indiaom® fthe cantico had taken place. The conflict
started when the Indians (most likely Lenni Lendpe,dominant Native group in the area) ran out of
alcohol at the cantico and decided to visit Sautlp “used to sell them Rum.” Scull, perhaps out of
fear, flatly refused them any. According to thevsyor, the Indians returned later that night and
entered his house through a window. After a briefreation with Scull, they managed to acquire his
rum “by Force.” Looking to punish the offending lads “according to Law,” Markham and a
delegation of Indian traders went in search of thalthough they never found the alleged attackers,
the delegation did run into a group of Lenape saxsheho threatened to kill one of their provincial

surveyors if he continued to survey more land il&uCounty without their permissidtf

“LpwpP3: 106-7, 190.

432pWp3: 107;MPCP 3:187-8; James O'Neil Spady, “Colonialism and tligchrsive Antecedents of Penn's Treaty with
the Indians,” inFriend & Enemies in Penn’s Woods: Indians, Colajisind the Racial Construction of Pennsylvaeids.
William A. Pencak and Daniel K. Richter (UniversRark: The Pennsylvania State University Press4RB5-7.
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Alcohol and in particular rum lay at the root oéthltercation at Nicholas Scull’s residence. In
early Quaker Pennsylvania, settlers and Nativége albnsumed great quantities of alcohol. Despée th
seemingly vast cultural gulf separating them, cigitsnand Indians drank for similar reasons. Both
groups drank to get intoxicated, but they also kifan ceremonial, social, and religious reasons.
Alcohol became central to treaty negotiations.dndiand colonists frequently drank together in
Philadelphia taverns and public ordinaries, as a&ih Indian country, where settlers like Nicholas
Scull and their Native partners socialized and betitogether during trading sessidfrs.

Alcohol greatly troubled both Native peoples andyeBennsylvanians. Natives experienced
alcohol as a serious problem in their communibe®, that was woven into the very fabric of
colonialism itself. For the provincial governmeihtsowed disorder on Pennsylvania’s frontier, where
Native military and trading alliances were espdgiatucial for the Quaker colony’s expansion and
security. For Quaker reformers, the alcohol trade & “filthy lucre” to be eradicated from the badie
and souls of Friends. The alcohol trade with Natipesed far more of a moral problem for
Pennsylvania Friends, in fact, than pacifist Quakegarded supplying their Indian allies with
firearms, which, as it turned out, never reallynawed them much. It was the trade in rum, far more
than firearms in fact, that destabilized the fradibng peace” of Quaker-Indian relations during th
late seventeenth and early eighteenth centfitfes.

Identifying alcohol as a destabilizing force on thentier casts the early period of
Pennsylvania’s colonization in a new light. Pennaglia occupies a unique space at the intersection o
early American and Native scholarship. As PencackRichter point out, an ahistorical reading of

early Pennsylvania history looks like a “set piebebkended by a pacific William Penn on one side

43 peter Mancallpeadly Medicinelndiansand Alcohol in Early Americéithaca: Cornell University Press, 1995); Sharon
Salinger,Taverns and Drinking in Early Amerig®altimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2002).

434 Historians have traditionally characterized theesedecades of Indian relations in Pennsylvaniar pa the Seven

Year's War as the era of the “long peace” becatiskeeorelative absence of outright hostilities dgrthat time. The term
suggests that William Penn and pacifist Quakergwesponsible for Pennsylvania’s supposedly beretglolicies

toward their Indian neighbors. On the historiographthe “long peace,” see Jane T. Merritt, “ThengdPeace in
Pennsylvania,History Compas® (2004), 1-4.
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and the militant Paxton Boys on the otfi&framed in this way, the history of Pennsylvania’s
colonization fits easily within a longer narratioklndian declension. According to James Merrell,
there was no “middle ground” in early Pennsylvaalan to what Richard White described for the
Great Lakepays d’en hautMerrell, moreover, dismissed the possibility thet “go-betweens” were
able to create anything mutually comprehensibleenn’s wood§>°

Yet if Penn sowed the seeds of Paxton, Indian demea looked far from inevitable in 1700, or
even in 1710. And while cultural misunderstandiogdainly pervaded the Pennsylvania frontier,
Quakers and Native groups forged a mutually congmeible alliance, built on an arms trade, that
clearly benefitted both group®’ For pacifist Quakers, armed Indian allies helpexgzt their colony.
For Natives, the alliance enabled them, at leasptearily, adapt to and even resist the pace of
colonization. Whether that alliance was actualtynaddle ground” or not, both groups clearly
understood the mutually-beneficial arrangementl &gue, it was alcohol, not mutual
incomprehension, that undermined the Quaker-Nati@nce?*®

Ultimately, the Euro-Indian alcohol trade in Perapia functioned as a form of colonial
violence. As such, it was a moral problem and dlera of governance that intersected in the strigggle
over sovereignty and space between Natives andietdo Alcohol both signified the creation of
“frontier” space and enabled the advance of colmmg undermining Native sovereignty well before

the first wave of settlers arrived into the Sus@umta Valley. Although that violence was largely

3 Daniel Richter and William Pencak, “Introductioiy’Friends and Enemiegds. Pencak and Richter,

3¢ James H. Merrellnto the American Woods: Negotiators on the Pemwasya Frontier(New York: WW Norton, 1999),
see esp. p. 26-7; see also Richard White, Middle Ground: Indians, Empires, and Republicthe Great Lakes Regipn
20th anniversary ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge UniteeRiess, 2011). Daniel Richter has more broadiyed that “in most
times and places of American history, Indians antbpeans failed to create a lasting Middle Grouség Daniel Richter,
“Whose Indian History?,YWMQ 50 (April 1993): 379-93. Quotation on p. 390.

37 For the Quaker-Indian arms trade in 1680s Penasjdy see Fred Anderson and Andrew Cayftm Dominion of War:
Empire and Liberty in North America, 1500-2008=w Y ork: Penguin Books, 2005).

“38|n the preface to the 20th anniversary editiofiteé Middle GroundWhite argues that Merrell's “go-betweens” seemed
“incapable of generating anything beyond misund@ding and mistrust ... [In Merrell’s interpretatjdhere was no
possibility of mutually comprehensible worlds .heTpath through the woods led nowhere.” White, diyjtiast, is
convinced that at least partial “mutual comprehamsind accommodation, although hardly without cplarg and
violence, has been historically possible betweelims and Europeans and their descendants.” Quotatim White,
Middle Ground 20th anniversary ed., xx, xxii.
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symbolic, it could be as visceral and destructwvevarfare itself. This was especially the caseantye
Quaker Pennsylvanfa?

Any discussion of drinking in early America mustlagss long-standing racial stereotypes. As
scholars have noted, the myth of the “drunken Imtiveas a recurring colonizing discourse, one that
endures in modern-day popular culture and to aireeixtent is replicated in the scientific litenagu

examining whether Indians have a genetic predisiposio alcoholisnt

% Alcohol was a European
import virtually unknown in much of precontact NoAmerica. Yet during the colonial era Indians
shaped their own drinking patterns in ways thatrditinecessarily correlate with European norms or
depend on interaction with settlers. Natives, faraple, believed intoxication unleashed great
spiritual powers, and for that reason they incaapeat alcohol into their mourning ceremonies and
religious rituals. As Peter Mancall argues, Northe&ican Indian drinking was “not random but often
integrated into a web of social relations assodiatith other aspects of [Native] public lifé**

But alcohol was clearly an intractable problem.rfthe beginning of European settlement in
the Delaware Valley, rum dominated the alcoholdrahd it was an inherently imperial drink. Rum
was the creation of West Indian plantation slavaerg sugar production, with molasses, a sugar by-

product, as its key ingredient. By the time of Paiwvania’s founding in 1681, the American colonies

were already enmeshed in an imperial economy with serving as a critical medium of exchange.

439 According to Pierre Bourdieu, “symbolic violenaedcurs when marginalized individuals or groups lingly”
participate in their own subjugation through misigition. For misrecognition to take place, a maatized group must
believe their domination is part of the “naturafter. Violence is said to be “symbolic” when a sutiated group
becomes so thoroughly enmeshed in the power refatppressing them they no longer objectively beeviblence
constraining their actions; see Pierre Bourdielerier and Symbolic Violence,” Wiolence in War and Peace: An
Anthology eds., N. Scheper-Hughes & P. Bourgois (OxforécRWell Publishing, 2004), 339-42. Although | am
borrowing the term from Bourdieu, my use of “synibaliolence” to characterize alcohol is intendedomvey a more
complex notion of violence that is embedded in & wkcolonial relations that ties the struggle ohagd in early
Pennsylvania, via a frontier exchange economyhéditlantic slave trade and the production andspartation of rum
from the West Indies to North America. For the antof a frontier exchange economy, see Daniel Udndians, Settlers,
and Slaves in a Frontier Exchange Economy: The Ldississippi Valley Before 178&€hapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1992).

40 Gilbert Quintero, “Making the Indian: Colonial Kmtedge, Alcohol, and Native Americangénerican Indian Culture
and Research Journ&b (2001): 57-71.

41 Mancall,Deadly Medicine71. Precontact Natives inhabiting parts of whestame Mexico and the American Southwest
drank a fermented juice that was incorporated timédr religious ceremonies. Alcohol was virtuallgkmown elsewhere in
North America prior to European contact; see Mdn&aadly Medicine16, 132-3.
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Pennsylvania farms sold grain to Caribbean slaaetations, which in return shipped sugar and
molasses to distillers in New England and Pennsydyvavhere traders carried it to the frontier, tingd

it with Natives in exchange for furs and peltry titlesd for European markets. Wherever Indians and
colonists traded, rum was present. Traded alongsg#gpons and other European manufactured items,
rum was a staple of Indian land deals with segjtarernments. Rum, though the mechanism of colonial
exchange, became a tool of colonial expansion,ifigwke many rivuletsnto Pennsylvania’s

interior**?

In the Delaware and Susquehanna Valleys, Indianshmave consumed rum and other forms of
alcohol on their own terms, but they could not asilg extract themselves from the violence it
engendered in their communities. Long before WhlliBenn arrived, Lenni Lenape groups interacted
with Europeans, beginning with Dutch and Swedidbrasts and traders in the early 1600s, and then
with the English after 16642 Dutch and Swedish settlements in the DelawareeYallere no more
than small military and trading outposts, with tislaly few settlers inhabiting thef? While
European disease epidemics took their toll on #ralpe, the relatively modest numbers of Dutch and
Swedish settlers meant they remained utterly dego@rah Native groups for their survival.
Unfortuantely, even the modest European preseniteibelaware Valley did not prevent William

Kieft, the Director General of the New Netherlanidsm starting an ill-advised and brutal war agains

“2Richard S. DunnSugar and Slaves: The Rise of the Planter ClasisarEnglish West Indies, 1624-17@CGhapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1972); 195-idir®@y Mintz, Sweetness and Powéthe Place of Sugar in Modern
History (New York: Penguin Books, 1985), 43; and Peterriijppgon,Rum Punci& Revolution Taverngoing & Public Life
in Eighteenth Century Philadelph{®hiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pre€99). As John McCuskeRum and
the American Revolution: The Rum Trade and therg&af Payments of the Thirteen Color(fdew York: Garland
Publishing, 1989), 444, argues, “there is no reas@uspect that the Quaker settlers of Pennsywaare in any way slow
to begin distilling their own rum.” On the fur tradh the Delaware and Susquehanna Valleys, seaiberE. Williams,
“Indians and Europeans in the Delaware Valley, 3d855,” inNew Sweden in Americad. Carol E. Hoffecker (Newark:
University of Delaware Press, 1995) 112-20; Fradeisnings, “The Indian Trade of the SusquehannkeyaProceedings
of the American Philosophical Societt$0 (1966):406-24.

443 At the time of European contact, the Algonquinadpeg “Lenni Lenapes” (“Original Peoples”) wereitig in the
Hudson and Delaware Valleys as loosely affiliatadbased groups. Though historians have clasdifiedh into three
major clans — the Munsee, the Unami, and the Uh#tgz— in reality they were more socially and podilly decentralized.
“44The peak of the pre-English settler populatiothisn 1650s was less than 1,000; see Thomas Sugitue Peopling and
Depeopling of Early Pennsylvania: Indians and Cislisn 1680-1720,PMHB 116 (January 1992): 14.
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the Lenape in the late 1630s that led to the dedthandreds of Europeans and more than one
thousand Indian$"

Relations between Lenapes and European settled fat much better after the English
militarily usurped Dutch and Swedish claims to Bredaware Valley in 1664. The source of Lenape
discontent around this time was undoubtedly thekethmcrease of European settlers moving into the
region, particularly after the colonies of East &dst Jersey were established in the 1670s.
Undoubtedly, conflicting cultural assumptions ablaumtd use greatly exacerbated tensions. When the
Lenape “sold” Delaware Valley land to English st| they were likely negotiating shared usage
rights, rather than exclusive ownership, in keepitfp Algonquian understandings of how to properly
manage a territory with multiple stakeholders. ther Lenape, shared land use required the
maintenance of relationships among all the stakksnslthat were periodically renewed through gift
exchange and a distribution of goods. By contiasglish settlers, following European notions of
property, expected Lenapes to vacate their rightsd land they “sold” them. Thus when English
settlers “bought” land from Lenape groups, theywad their exchange of trade goods for that lana as
final purchase, whether the distribution of goodswred as a lump sum or as a series of payments.
Even if English settlers implicitly recognized teeistence of a relationship behind these land deals
they certainly did not view their payment of tragieods as a form of gift exchange requiring periodic
renewal in return for shared usage righfs.

Settler encroachment fueled conflict in the Delaadalley, but deeply interwoven into the

power struggle between Indians and colonists wasead of mutual dependency centered on firearms

“45 For the impact of disease epidemics on the LersgeeSchutPeoples of the River Valley$0-1; In the 1640s, there
may have been as many as 4,000 Lenape Indiane iDalaware Valley; see Francis Jenninigse Ambiguous Iroquois
Empire: The Covenant Chain Confederation of Indi@ibes with English Colonies from its Beginningdhe Lancaster
Treaty of 1744New York: W.W. Norton Co., 1984), 118. For Kiaftvar, see Jeffrey Dowattivasion and Insurrection:
Security, Defense, and. War in the Delaware Vallép1-1815Newark: University of Delaware Press, 2008), B2 the
1655, there were still only about 400 Europeanesstand traders in the Delaware Valley; see LarasiiMiddle
Colonies,” 354.

448 Schutt,People of the River Valley82-5; JenningsAmbiguous Iroquois Empir&25-8; Sugrue, “The Peopling and
Depeopling of Early Pennsylvania,” 19-22.
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and alcohol, both of which were intimately connddi@the fur trade. Disease and the increased
migration of settlers into the Delaware Valley caadishe Lenape population to rapidly decline in the
1670s. One Quaker settler, arriving in 1678, olegrguch a sore distemper among the Indians that
they died so fast that, in some places, their [sodi@sted above ground.” While the Lenape suffered a
serious decline in population, Delaware Valley oodts nevertheless depended on the goodwill of
Indians for their safety and economic secutffyAs a potential ally or formidable opponent, the
Lenape could not be safely ignored. The provingtalernment at New Castle faced serious difficulties
from rebellious Swedish colonists who resented iEhglule and from incursions by Maryland settlers
who believed the entire Delaware Bay belonged ¢éanthwWith good reason, New York Governor
Francis Lovelace ordered Captain John Carr, gareid@t New Castle, to maintain good diplomatic
and trading relations with local Lenape groups. @atr invented a story involving a Swedish-Lenape
plot to overthrow the government as a pretext ibeseore land by force to enrich himself and his
fellow business partners, a foolish scheme thatraptished nothing but raise alarms throughout the
Delaware Valley that a general war was loonfiffg.

The weakness of the English position became apparérctober 1670, when a delegation
from New Castle met with Lenape sachems to disthesansolved murders of ten settlers. The English
blamed the Lenape for the murders and held theesaghesponsible for finding the killers. The
sachems seemed eager not to upset their Englistatling partners, assuring the delegation thagy‘th
did not seek war and that they desired to go ontihg and trade up and down among the Christians
just as before.” After an exchange of gifts, thedge reiterated they had no interest in startingua

with the English, which would cut off their accéss'‘gunpowder and lead, along with many more

*4"For the general decline in the Lenape populaticer the course of the seventeenth century, seai8Litfthe Peopling
and Depeopling of Early Pennsylvania,” 12. The Siebgnnocks, whom the Lenape were allied to, weza avmore
formidable armed presence in the region. Jenniigdiiguous Iroquois Empird 24, argues that had the Dutch made a
stronger alliance with the Susquehannocks, Newétksthd would have easily repelled the English takeof the
Delaware Valley in 1664.

48 Dowart, Invasion and Insurrectigr37-41.
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similar things.**° Those reassurances must have rang hollow wheatshoé Indian warfare filtered
back to New Castle that same year, including onamof Lenapes who reportedly told settlers they
“would do [the Dutch and Swedish] no hurt but foe €nglish and all new Castll thay would kill man
woman and Child and burne the howll pla&€.Another report stated the Lenape threatened war
because “where the English come they drive them fitbeir] lands.*>* New Castle ignored the
reasons for Lenape discontent and instead madse fdaa preemptive military offensive in 1672. The
purported military campaign was pure fantasy; wthie New York governor and officials from New
Castle and New Jersey attempted to organize thkiias) they privately conceded their planned
offensive would not work without Indian allies. Age Delaware official revealed in a dispatch to
Governor Lovelace, New Castle needed to recrudedt “fifty or sixty North Indyans” (Iroquois?)
because they would “doe more than 200 [of our] inesuch a warr?

While the English settlers of New Castle could afbord to disregard Native military power,
Indians in the region found it increasingly difficto disentangle themselves from the Europearetrad
goods they desired. As the Lenape admitted in 16&y, feared war with the English would cut off
their access to gunpowder, lead bars (to cassimbd), and “similar things.” Those “similar things”
included rum, a key item in the Native fur trad¢hagettlers. Rum facilitated convivial social
encounters, but its destructive side was also appaarly on. In the 1660s, the Dutch colonist Jan
Becker regularly hosted Indians and settlers tagathhis Fort Nassau tavern, but Becker’s drinking
establishment was also linked to the burning ofiaian canoe by drunken soldiéré Reflecting the

symbolically violent nature of the alcohol tradedians repeatedly complained about its destructive

*9“Report of a Meeting with Indians on the Delawat®ut a Murder,” October 6, 1670,New York Historical
Manuscripts: Dutchvol. 20-21:Delaware Papers: English Periped. Charles Gehring (Baltimore: Genealogical
Publishing Co., 1977), 17-8.

50« etter to Capt. Carr about Threats Uttered By 8dntians,” [n.d., ca. 1670], Mew York Historical Manuscripts:
Dutch ed. Charles Gehring, 19.

**Lewilliam Tom and Peter Alrichs to Gov. Lovelaceaalh Indian Affairs,” March 9, 1670, iNew York Historical
Manuscripts: Dutched. Charles Gehring, 11.

2«Magistrates of Delaware to Gov. Lovelace ConaegniVar with the Indians,” [1671], iMork Historical Manuscripts
Dutch, ed. Charles Gehring, 49-50; Dowadrtyasion and Insurrectigr1-3.

453 Schutt,Peoples of the River Valleys7-8.
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aspects, even as they consumed European-supjpjiex In great quantities. As one Lenape elder
would later recall to the Quaker Thomas Budd, ‘sgrbquor’” made his people “mad,” causing them to
“not know what we do ... [and to] abuse one anothéand to] throw each other into the fifg*

Dutch and English magistrates also worried intgnabbut the destabilizing effects of the
alcohol trade. But unlike the Lenape, who were eomed about their own communities, colonial
magistrates linked the problem of alcohol to frensecurity. Because they could not overwhelm the
Lenape militarily, and because they needed Ind&dlirig partners to access the continental fur trade
provincial officials proscribed the sale of rum astter liquors to prevent alcohol-related troulstent
escalating out of control. Dutch magistrates in Mawstel took the issue seriously enough that they
indicted Jan Becker in 1660 for illegally sellingw to Indian customers. Becker was fined 500
guilders and removed from his position as clerkisflocal churcf> In his defense, Becker claimed
he acted as a commissary and diplomat, providiogl lmdian sachems with alcohol in return for the
gifts of “fowl and deer” they brought to him. Gify alcohol was a customary part of Indian
diplomacy, and as Becker argued in court, “neifitchmen nor Swedes disdain openly to provide
with liquor to drink at the tavern, which is doreefsee, frank and open, as anything, that is
allowed.”*®

After 1664, English authorities similarly attemptedregulate the rum trade, though in
seemingly contradictory ways. The Duke of York'w$a which governed the provincial legal system
in the Delaware Valley outside of New Jersey, idelth a statute that prohibited the selling of “any
Strong Liquores” to Indians without a license apgia by the Governor of New York, under a fine of
forty shillings per pinf>’ Crucially, the governor made an exception for N2astle, allowing vendors

to sell Indians aninimumof a quarter of an anchor of alcohol, which waséhuivalent to about ten

>4 Thomas BuddGood Order Established in Pennsilvania & New-Jersefimerica(Philadelphia, 1685), 28-9.
5> galinger;Taverns and Drinking in Early America01.

“5® Quotation from MancalDeadly Medicine47.

*57“Duke of York’s Laws,” inCharter to William Penn32.
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gallons. The law’s intent was to discourage Indiastomers from drinking in taverns, where liquor
was consumed in smaller amounts. The loophole aliosolonists to profit from alcohol sales, yet
encourage Indians to drink far away from New C&Sfl@he ban on alcohol sales was coupled with
another statute prohibiting traders from furnishivegives with “Guns Powder, Bullet, shott, Le&d®”

A third law forbade settlers from participatingtive fur trade without an annual license. All three
regulations demonstrated just how integrated allicalas to the trade in fur and weapons. Despiteethes
laws, or more accurately, because of the intentimogholes left in, the trade in alcohol continued
apace, and so did the anxieties about its potefotialisorder.

In 1680, on the eve of Pennsylvania’s founding,aid@re Valley colonists petitioned the
governor of New York about Gilbert Wheeler's “setjiof strong liquor to the Indian&® Wheeler
owned property on both sides of the Delaware Ravel operated a tavern in present-day Bucks
County. Wheeler’s tavern became a center for Intteting, which made him far more prosperous
than many of his neighbot&! The petitioners, though, were not concerned abisuwvealth; they
worried about his Indian customers, whom they ckalrgathered nearby his house “by great numbers”
to drink and “revill and fight together.” Like tHautch authorities in New Amstel, Wheeler’'s neighdbor
were not so much concerned about the Indians’ weeta they were about their own safety. In their
petition, they complained to the governor that Wéeg intoxicated Native customers “com furiously
and break our fences and [steal] our corne, arehlyrour windows and dores and [carry] away our
goods ... which oppression if it continue will fersom of us from our Plantation$?

Wheeler’s neighbors may have exaggerated the tto¢heir safety to win the governor’s

sympathy, but they also may have been tellingrlié tor at least their version of it. According to

58 \WeslagerPelaware Indians138-9.

59 Charter to Penn32.

40«Complaint of the Inhabitants of Crewcorne agai@gbert Wheeler for Selling Liquor to the IndiahSeptember 13,
1680, inNew York Historical Manuscripts: Dutckd. Gehring, 340.

L LP 1:745-6.

462 «Complaint of the Inhabitants of Crewcorne agai@gbert Wheeler,” 340-1.
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Mancall, “Indians drank at least in part becauseviorld they knew was eroding around thefif.”
Drinking was also a mechanism of resistance, englNiative men to use one symbol of colonialism —
alcohol — as a weapon to attack other symbols, aadiheeler’s neighbors’ corn, fences, windows,
and doors. The violence that Wheeler's neighborsthave felt was as “real” as guns and bullets, for
they feared for their lives. The fear was greatuginothat the Delaware colonists who petitioned the
governor of New York about Wheeler’'s tavern beletee intoxicated Indians capable of driving them
“from our Plantations.” In the end, Wheeler’s ndaghs’ efforts to shut down his drinking
establishment failed. Wheeler was indicted forafiolg the law against selling alcohol to his Indian
customers, but the censure did not prevent him ftoninuing his tavern operations, even though
several years later courts in Pennsylvania andsadhe Delaware River in West Jersey indicted him
repeatedly for the same offerf$é.

The arrival of William Penn did not resolve thesaggly intractable disorders associated with
alcohol and colonialism. Penn’s treaty with the &e@ at the Indian village of Shackamaxon in 1682
has captured the imagination of generations of fgaas and Americans. Penn was still alive when the
British historian John Oldmixen decreed in 1708 tha “friendship and civility of the Pennsylvania
Indians are imputed to [Mr. Penn‘s] extreme humaaitd bounty to them.” The passage of time only
bolstered Penn’s image as a benevolent colonizdtaive famously quipped in 1733 that the treaty at
Shackamaxon was “the only [one] between thesedhg]iand the Christians that was never sworn to
and has never been brokéfi”Benjamin West's 1771 painting of that treaty qlydkecame an
iconographic symbol of Quaker and Indian harmorfycd@rse, the myth greatly distorted the
historical reality. Pennsylvania was ndalula rassaupon which a new era of colonization was

written, no matter how benign the intentions of sdfniends who believed they had the best interests

%63 Mancall,Deadly Medicine8.

44LLP 1: 745; for Wheeler's indictment for selling rumNatives in Bucks County, s&ecords of the Courts of Quarter
Sessions and Common Pleas of Bucks County Pennisylt&84-170qMeadville, PA: Tribune Publishing Company,
1943), 77.

%> \/oltaire, Philosophical Letters: Letters Concerning the EslgiNation ed. and trans. Ernest Dilworth (Mineola, NY:
Dover Publications, 2003), 18.
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of their Indian neighbors at heart. From its meagart on the west bank of the Delaware River above
New Castle, the colony of Pennsylvania was builslifting networks of Native trading relationships
that Penn intended to take full advantage of, aajhgthe ones that yielded land for his colony and
lucrative furs for European markets. Pennsylvamagschants, traders, and government agents
subsequently intertwined themselves in those exgdhaetworks. Alcohol, as before, was a crucial
component of this exchange, and the eagerness péiticipants, Native and settler, to circulatd an
consume it amplified the force of its symbolic @nte.

The founding of Pennsylvania coincided with dramatianges for middle-Atlantic Indians.
For most of the seventeenth century, Natives irre¢lgeon made ever-shifting alliances with Indiawl an
European groups, usually to gain better accedsettrade in furs, which were exchanged in return fo
more European goods, including guns and alcohairi®éng in the 1640s, the Lenape made a strategic
alliance with their former enemies, the Iroquoigeaking Susquehannocks who inhabited a major
river valley that now bears their name. The Susgnea River served as a veritable highway linking
Iroquois and Algonquin-speaking groups from NewRrtwr the Chesapeake. Via the western branch, it
provided easy access to the Ohio and Mississip@rRi In the Delaware Valley, the number of beaver
and other fur-bearing animals available for comnaétwunting were already going into steep decline
by the mid-seventeenth century. By allying wite Busquehannocks, the Lenape could position
themselves as intermediaries between Delaware Wsdittlers and Indian trading networks further in
the continental interiof®®

But the alliance would not endure. For a time,Slisquehannocks benefitted from on again, off
again alliances with Dutch and Swedish colonisthenDelaware Valley, as well as English settlers
from Maryland and Virginia and Iroquoian-speakirgpples in the Great Lakes. But European disease
epidemics, land pressures from colonization, arsd-nenstant warfare took their toll. During mid-

century, the Iroquois, armed with Dutch weaponSaat Orange, sought to replace their numbers in

¢ JenningsAmbiguous Iroquois Empird 16-9; SchuttPeople of the River Valley§4-5.
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mourning wars that stretched from Quebec to the@Qrakes region. The Susquehannocks were able
to repel a Seneca assault in 1663, but war andsbseirther decimated their numbers by the 1670s.
After a bloody assault by Virginia and Marylandtkes in 1676 had defeated their surviving remnants
Governor Andros, as part of his “Covenant Chaifidate with the Iroquois, resettled most of the
remaining Susquehannocks in New York. By the tiraerParrived on the banks of the Delaware in
1682, the Susquehanna Valley, although still imparpassageway for the fur trade, had been largely
emptied of Native inhabitanf§’

William Penn believed Pennsylvania would ushemaprecedented era of peaceful relations
between Indians and colonists. Penn knew he ndgdtke allies to ensure his colony would be
successful. Above all, he needed their lands. Aigiohe ultimately undermined Native autonomy by
encouraging a massive migration of settlers tdxékaware Valley, Penn wanted to avoid the kinds of
violent conquest that marked much of the previaasly of European colonization of North America.
His attitudes reflected the peace testimony corscefifrriends to avoid direct engagement in warfare,
whether against Native or European enemies. Shogfiyre leaving for America, Penn wrote a letter
addressed to “the King of Kings of the Indiansthe Delaware Valley, in which he greeted his
imagined Native readers with salutations attestadg “God hath written his Law in our hearts by
which wee are taught and commended to Love & hedp2oe good to one another and not to Doe
Harm.™®® The letter, written a mere five years after the-padian uprising known as King Philip’s
War had decimated the New England frontier, reldd®enn’s fervent desire to avoid having a similar
destructive confrontation with Natives in his pladrcolony.

Early Pennsylvania ethnographies portrayed the heaa a peaceful people whose culture and

ways of government were compatible with the Qudkémrtain ethnographic accounts, such as

%7 JenningsAmbiguous Iroquois Empir®9-112, 128-157; Daniel Richt&fhe Ordeal of the Longhouse: The Peoples of
the Iroquois League in the Era of European Colotima(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pred992), 145.

%8 william Penn, “For the King or Kings of the Indi&im Pennsylvania,” London, October 18, 1681, Bar@ollection
(#1653), Pemberton Papers, Box 2, HSP. Facsimitgiginal.
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Gabriel Thomas'slistorical and Geographic Account of the Provinecela&ountry of Pennsylvania
(1698), provided readers with a lexicon of the lmmknguage to grammatically illustrate how the
“English and they live very peaceably.” Thomas,drample, praised Lenape speech as “high and
lofty,” but his lexicon focused instead on peacefxthange. Juxtaposing a pidgin form of Lenape
alongside its English translation, Thomas constdiet fictive dialogue between a “Christian” and
Indian trader meeting “in the Woods.” In the dialegthe imagined Indian informs the Christian trade
he has “good strong Skins, with very good Turkeys vhich the latter promised he had “good
Powder, and very good Shot, with red and blue [matats]” at his hous&® The dialogue’s aim was
to highlight the peaceful nature of Lenape tradiglgtionships with Pennsylvania colonists (even
though part of that trade consisted of powder dad, s Thomas had unwittingly revealed). Pastprius
the founder of the Germantown settlement, praised_enape for their peaceable character, viewing
them as “much averse to war and the shedding ohhutood, and would far rather be at peace with
all men.*"° By portraying the Lenape as a single people withiform and pacific culture, early
Pennsylvania ethnographic accounts were more aspigathan anthropological. As John Smolenski
argues, provincial Quakers “saw in their [Native]ghbors a people with similar methods of
constructing public order, which in their minds &iped the harmonious nature of Quaker-Indian
relations.*"*

To attract investors, Penn portrayed the Lenamnasninently governable people to colonize.
In his 1683 letter to the Free Society of Tradarspndon-based chartered company of Quaker
merchants, he praised the Lenape for their staggbgarance, though he resorted to using ethnographi

stereotypes, such as comparing their eyes to &ggbktrlook’'t Jew” and their noses to “East-Indians

“%9 Gabriel ThomasHistorical and Geographic Account of the Provinagl&Country of Pennsylvanigondon, 1698), in
Narratives of Early Pennsylvania, West New Jersey Belaware, 1630-1707ed. Albert Cook Meyers (New York:
Scribner’s Sons, 1912), 342.

"% Francis Daniel Pastoriu§jrcumstantial Geographical Description of Pennsylia (Frankfurt, 1700), ilNarratives of
Early Pennsylvaniaged., Meyers, 419-20; Quotation from SmolenBkiends and Stranger94-5.

4’1 SmolenskiFriends and Stranger95.
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and Blacks.*”? Penn’s ethnography is generally sympathetic, anpays particular attention to their
family patterns and method of “government.” Of tatter, he describes their justice as “pecuniand a
notes that in “case of any wrong or evil fact, trurder itself, they atone by feasts and presants
wampum, which is apportioned to the quality of dffence or person injured”® Penn believed in the
compatibility of Lenape and Quaker notions of jestiand he touted an agreement with the Lenape
that Pennsylvania courts would include mixed juaéBlatives and colonists. Although there is no
evidence this actually occurred, Penn was sinecehgsibelief that his government in Pennsylvania
would be scrupulously fair in dealing with théfiPenn’s letter to the Free Society of Traders i fa
contains what is probably his most succinct remdeof his philosophy on the importance of
maintaining peaceful relations with Natives in figevice of advancing colonial ends: “Do not abuse
them, but let them have Justice, and you win théM.”

Though Penn sincerely wanted to establish peaogiations with the Lenape, his ambitions to
populate their land with settlers risked underngtimat proposition from the outset. As proprietor,
Penn wanted his colony to become the trad@griterof all the English Colonies upon the Continent
of America”*’® In 1690, Penn announced his intentions to bugdand city along the Susquehanna
River that would provide him access to the Chedep&ay. Although the planned city never
materialized, Penn sold advance subscriptionsii ila the Susquehanna Valley in 1696, raising over
£4,000 from approximately 450 investors, even tinolg had not yet managed to extinguish rival

claims to the region, particularly from New Yorkdatheir Iroquois allies. Penn knew the Susquehanna

#72|_etter from William Penn to the Committee of theé Bociety of Tradetsondon, 1683), iMNarratives of Early
Pennsylvaniaed. Meyers, 230.

473 etter from William Penpin Narratives of Early Pennsylvaniad. Meyers, 236.

474 _etter from William Penpin Narratives of Early Pennsylvaniad. Meyers, 236. According to John Smolenski,&Th
Death of Sawantaeny and the Problem of Justice®Fitontier,” inFriends and Enemiegds. Pencak and Richter, 116,
“There is no evidence ... that [a mixed jury ofiams and settlers] was ever called” from 1683 2217
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Valley was a critical Native route in the fur traded he wanted to build an entrepdt there thatadvou
draw Indian furs away from Albany, his main comfmetin the tradé’’

In the Delaware Valley, where the pace of colommaproceeded more quickly, Native
tensions with settlers occasionally boiled oveo iotitright violence. As with the sachems who
threatened to kill one of Governor Markham’s sunusyin Bucks County, Lenape groups vented their
frustration at settlers who sometimes took landhaut permission. Penn’s treaty negotiations
frequently involved several groups of Lenape whid leeerlapping claims to the same territ4f¥.
Negotiating on Indian terms slowed the pace of @edings. If Penn appreciated the nuances of Indian
protocols, many of his colonists eager to farm idetef Philadelphia did not bother to wait for the
negotiations to conclude before taking up land#leelaims to exclusive ownership of land also
provoked Native groups. In December 1684, Nichdase informed the proprietor that “Indians are
Mutch displeased at our English settling upon thaind, and seeme to Threaten us, saying that
William Penn hath deceived thedfY® Thomas Holme, a provincial land surveyor in Bu€ksinty,
also reported that Tamanen hindered “our peopfeatat & seat” upon lands he granted to Penn the
previous year. Tamanen, according to Holme, threat¢o burn some houses in the area, causing
frightened settlers to flee across the Delawar@Rito New Jersey. Holme called Tamanen a “rogue”
who betrayed his promises, but in all likelihoodvds the Lenape sachem who felt betrayed by Penn’s
assurances that Native interests in his colony &belprotected®

Although Tamanen threatened his settler neighbdiswiolent action, most Lenape groups,

faced with their own dwindling numbers due to dsgeand colonization, turned to Pennsylvania as a

" PWP3: 671-8; Gary Nash, “The Quest for the Susquehafailey: New York, Pennsylvania, and the Severiteen
Century Fur Trade,New York Historyl8 (January 1967): 3-27.
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trading partner. For the Lenape, the choice wdgageglic one born out of necessity, but it leadrio
alliance with the Quaker-dominated government, tbaé put the colony on a stable (if ultimately
ephemeral) footing. The Quaker-Indian alliance éokgn the 1680s was the basis for Pennsylvania’s
“long peace” in the late seventeenth and earlyteggith centuries. Unlike the mythic “long peace”
celebrated by Voltaire and commemorated in BenjaMast's painting, the Quaker-Indian alliance in
early Pennsylvania was underpinned by a lively arge of European trade goods for Indian lands. If
Native leaders offered land, what they asked foetarn was the European manufactures upon which
they increasingly depended. Throughout the 168@sl.énape received numerous trade items in
exchange for more land, including beads, duffelsnfkets), match coats (duffels Indians fashionéal in
outer garments), and metal tools, in addition tongwam, alcohol, and firearms. When the Quaker
government was slow to provide what was promisedivids sometimes demanded more, as
Nanacussey did in 1684 when he asked for moregthah “was agreed before because [Penn] has
not paid him” for lands he previously granted te government near the Schuylkill RivV&t.

Even Tamanen could not stave off the need to tnatiehis Quaker interlocutors. Long after he
threatened to burn settler homes, his name appeprevincial land “deeds” in 1692 and again in
16974%? The latter deed was signed by Tamanen, his s@nbrdther, and Weheequeckhon (another
brother or nephew), whom Tamanen claimed througitanpreter “would be king after my death.”
Tamanen and his clan received a bounty of traddgjooexchange for ceding much of the same
territory in Bucks County that he had originallyagted to Penn in 1683. The re-granting of territory
was probably intended to coincide with Tamanenisoamcement of an heir, but it also reflected the
Lenape insistence on shared usage rights and s@yt@Euroamerican neighbors that their recently
“purchased” territory neither gave them exclusiee perpetual rights. The grant also reflected

Tamanen’s need for those goods, which as sachamdwibtedly redistributed through his own

81 pWp2: 608; for Nanacussey’s original land grant, Be¢P 2: 261-3.
82 Samuel Hazard, edRennsylvania Archivedst. Ser., (Harrisburg: 1852), 1: 116-7, 124-5.
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patronage networks. Among the items the Lenapeesachceived were “Twenty Matchcoats, Twelve
White Blankets, Ten Kettles, Twelve Guns, Thirtydsof Shirting Cloth, one Runlett of Powder, Ten
Barrs of Lead, Forty yards of Stroud Waters, Tweydy of Stockins One Horse, Fifty pounds of
Tobacco, Six dozen Pipes, and Thirty Shillingsaste™®® In return, Tamanen promised his Quaker
neighbors more than land to settle on — he wasvalting to forget past animosities. As he reminded
provincial Friends in 1694, “We and the Christianfiave alwayes had a free road to one anothdr; an
though sometimes a tree has fallen across the yeadiee design to continue the old friendship that
has been between us and y8%.”

The firearms trade undergirded the Quaker-Indidarale. The success of this alliance can be
seen in provincial government treaty records fr&@821.to 1687, when Penn and his agents bought up
much of the in the land in the Delaware Valleynglavith prime acreage adjancent to the Susquehanna
River. In return, the Quaker-dominated provinciavgrnment handed their Lenape allies over 130
firearms (probably smoothbore matchlocks), 140 pswf gunpowder, and 380 lead bars to cast into
shot (not counting the thirty barrels of lead bgix®n in one treaty in 1683} As these figures are
compiled from extant sources only, the actual eizde trade was probably far greater, and moreover
do not reflect the weapons supplied by EuroamesicarNatives operating at the margins of the
officially-sanctioned trade. And the flow of militasupplies to Indian customers continued into the
eighteenth century. In 1715, for example, the Pgmasia Governor Charles Gookin presented the
“chiefs of the Delaware and Schuylkil [sic] Indi&nssiting Philadelphia dozens of pipes, stroud and
duffel match coats, blankets, and fifty pounds @ivder?®® While Natives certainly used firearms and
gunpowder for hunting and the fur trade, militageds drove this exchange as much as commercial

ones.

“83 pennsylvania Archivedst Ser. 1:124.
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The Quaker-Indian arms trade thrived because hdés sought security and stability in the
emerging frontier space of Pennsylvania’s woods ¢tolony governed by a pacifist Quakers with no
organized militia during a time of imperial contlithe provincial arms trade effectively createtka
factoIndian militia that protected Pennsylvania’s fientegion from potential incursions by the
French or their Native allies. While early Penngylia Quakers argued over the morality of the death
penalty, war taxes, temperance, and slavery, tthamnarms trade elicited almost no debate. The
Keithian schism was the exception that proved tie During the schism, George Keith and his
supporters pointedly asked in print whether Friemaight to “provide théndianswith Powder and
Lead, to fight against othéndians”*®’ After that one instance, the issue never surfaggaih as a
point of contention among Friends. Part of the@adsad to do with the particularities of the peace
testimony itself. Arming Indian allies would notyegabeen generally perceived as a transgression for
early modern Quaker pacifist But the deafening silence from provincial Frieodsthis issue was
also a testament to just how beneficial the arrarege was for a provincial government dominated by
a pacifist sect under intense pressure from thev@weind neighboring colonies to provide for the
common defense of the Anglo-American frontier.

Lenape groups also benefitted from the arms thakih the Susquehanna largely open for
resettlement in the 1680s, they could afford tddytgp more land in the Delaware Valley in exchange
for much-needed weapons and trade goods. PenredaasdFurther Account of the Province of
Pennsylvanig1685) that Quaker benevolence “has obliged [thigalms] so far, that they generally
leave their guns at home, when they come to otlesetnts.*®® What he failed to mention, but surely

knew, was that his Lenape trading partners neddesktguns. The Susquehanna Valley was a strategic

87 [George Keith] An Appeal from the Twenty Eight Judges: To theitSgifruth & True Judgment in All Faithful
Friends, Called Quakers. (Philadelphia, 1692), 7.

88 Eor most of the seventeenth century, the consegsiton among Quakers was that they should ovibjdadirect
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York: Oxford University Press, 2001).

89 william Penn A Further Account of the Province of Pennsylvafiiandon, 1685) ifNarratives of Early Pennsylvania
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territory for hunting and fur trading coveted bytkgs and Indians alike. The Lenape would cenainl
not be alone by relocating there. Although the limgq were hardly in a position to enforce their wil
unilaterally, they nonetheless asserted their sighver the region and any Indians residing withfi’;
But the Iroquois were not the only and probablyewen the worst threat. Strategically located
between New York and the Chesapeake, the SusqueeNatley remained vulnerable to Indian
raiding. In June 1696, Governor Markham advisedhRkat twenty “Strange Indians raided the
recently settled Indian village of Conestoga, “weheur Indians live that removed from Schoolkill.”
The “strange Indians,” according to Markham’s Imdiaformant, were Tawetawe, or Miami Indians
from the Ohio River Valley. Evidently looking folases or mourning war captives, the Tawetawe
seized an “Indian man and his wife” in their coelds. After they “took away the man and Scalpt the
Woman,” the Tawetawe raiders promised the Conestitigge that they would return to “take all their
men and Scalp all their womeff* For good reason the Lenape relocating to the Simsmquna desired
all the firearms, powder, and shot they could nmusten their provincial Quakers allies.

The Lenape were not the only ones to benefit fioenQuaker-Indian alliance. Beginning in the
1690s, other Native groups began settling in treg8ehanna Valley and forming new Indian identities
with and alongside the Lenape. Just as Pennsylvaniéd boast a diverse settler population, the
Susquehanna Valley attracted what Francis Jenoimggs called “a veritable united nations of Indians,
including Shawnees, Tutelos, Cayugas, Senecasafuas, and Nanticokes, among otféf€ven a
remnant of Susquehannocks returned from New Yotk thie Seneca to reestablish a community in
their old hunting grounds. The Indian village ofr@éstoga, raided by the Tawetawes in 1696, was

itself a polyglot community comprised of Senecasdbiehannocks, and Lenape. Their identity as

9 For the weakened position of the Iroquois at the & the seventeenth century, see Jennitugiguous Iroquois
Empire,204-213. Though they would never be able to unitdlieimpose their will on “subordinate” Native gmps, the
Iroquois remained a formidable military and pobiiforce in the Middle Atlantic, see John Parmeritafter the Mourning
Wars: The Iroquois as Allies in Colonial North Arioan Campaigns, 1676-1760)/MQ 64 (January 2007): 39-76.

9 william Markham to William Penn, June 25, 1688VP 3:451-2

92 Francis Jennings, “Iroquois Alliance in Americaistdry,” in Jennings, et alThe History and Culture of Iroquois
Diplomacy(Syracuse, 1985), 41; quoted in Eric Hinderakdusive Empires: Constructing Colonialism in thei®Walley,
1673-180Q(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 26.
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“Conestoga” Indians was partially a colonizing nolature given to them by settlers, but it also
reflected their reality as a newly-constituted Matgroup. To the north of Conestoga lay Paxtang, a
Shawnee and Lenape village that formed aroundutimedf the eighteenth century, and Pequea, a
Shawnee town that was settled in the mid-168ds.

If Pennsylvania was a religious sanctuary for Quakaany Native groups viewed the
Susquehanna as “a last, delightful asyldfiMany Indian groups in the Susquehanna were refugee
fleeing settler and Indian violence in the Cheskpead Carolina backcountry, or elsewhere. The in-
migration of Indians into Pennsylvania’s backcoymtrthe 1690s and early 1700s stood in marked
contrast to the displacement and dispersal of Matir other Anglo-American colonies, especially in
the wake of previous violent conflicts like Kingiliis War and Bacon’s Rebellion. United by
common interests, these newly-formed Susqueharmianitommunities comprised an alternate
“covenant chain” alliance with Penn and the Qual@mninated provincial government. Penn needed
these Indians groups to legitimate his claims @Sbsquehanna Valley over rival claims from
Maryland, New York, and the Iroquois. Native groupshe Susquehanna equally needed
Pennsylvania for trade goods and to fend off Iregjpoetensions to rule over them. Penn cemented
this alliance with a major treaty in 1701, while tihoquois merely watched as bystand&tdhe 1701
treaty, from Penn’s point of view, extended Perveryla’'s sovereignty over the Susquehanna Valley
and its Native inhabitants, who vowed to “behawntkelves Regularly & Soberly according to the
Laws of this Govermt.” The treaty also mandated tha Susquehanna Indians “not sell or dispose of
any of their Peltry or furr” with none but thosetlaarized by the Pennsylvania government. In return,

Penn promised that he and “his heirs and succesbkalistake Care to have ... [the] Indians duly

93 Hinderaker Elusive Empires19-20, 25-6. On the Native migration into the @uehanna Valley, see Barry Kent,
Susquehanna’s Indiar{slarrisburg: The Pennsylvania Historical and MuseCommission, 198458-61; SchuttPeoples
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resettlement.
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furnished with all sorts of necessary Goods foirthge at reasonable raté§>\Whether or not the
Susquehanna Valley Indians ever really intendgdeiol up their sovereignty and lands, the offer of
protection, weapons, and other trade goods waglgxetat they wanted.

The 1701 treaty marked in ritual political form thigh water mark of an alliance that began to
unravel after Penn’s departure from the colonynsonths later. Yet for the period roughly spanning
from the late 1680s to around 1710 the Susquehdalhay came as close to reaching a cultural
“middle ground” as it ever would. Contrary to wiila¢ term may suggest, the middle ground that
White described for the Great Lakes region in #te seventeenth and early eighteenth centurieawas
violent place. And just as importantly, it descdleeforced accommodation between Natives and
French traders that led to a novel political anitucal synthesis because neither side could wholly
dominate the other nor dictate the outcome of e/@hThe Pennsylvania frontier certainly differed
from thepays d’en haut the most important difference being that theetategion did not attract
anywhere near the number of settlers as the fortwruntil around 1710, when the pace of settler
migration to the Susquehanna Valley quickened amdieclension and dispersal looked far from
inevitable, and Pennsylvania Friends and theirandillies remained locked in a mutual
interdependence that resulted, at least tempoyamnily new political order. That alliance would be
tested by violence and threats of violence in thegBehanna Valley, but it was the alcohol trade, as
force of symbolic violence, that proved the keytsoundoing®®®

Though Pennsylvania escaped the French-alliedmiids that New England and New York
endured in the late seventeenth century, tensemsained high, abetted by frequent rumors of Indian
discontent and possible French infiltration inte Busquehanna Valley. Even before the onset of King

William’s War (1689-97), the provincial governmentPennsylvania showed great concern for its

9 The treaty is reprinted IMPCP 2: 14-18; quotations on 16-17.

497 \White, The Middle Groung20th anniversary ed., see esp. 50-93.

498 \When Pennsylvania Governor Gookin traveled to Gwga to meet with the Shawnee sachem Opessa in h&1
brought gifts from William Penn “to acquaint yolathe is about to settle some people upon the beanaf [the]
Potowmack” and asked him to extend his “friendghithe Palatines settled near Pequea.” Quotatam fMPCP 1: 533.
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frontier security. The Quakers’ unwillingness tgamize or legally establish a provincial militidtle

the colony especially vulnerable to attack, whetheFrench colonials or from Natives. For the
Pennsylvania government, maintaining good diploonaiations with Indian allies was not merely
prudent — it was a matter of survival. In 1688pmasding to a rumor about an “Indian insurrectiahg
Provinical Council immediately dispatched a delegato Chester County, where settlers near Marcus
Hook feared over one hundred Indian warriors wetheying to attack them. The rumor turned out to
be false, but when the delegation confirmed thibh@t_enape community of Brandywine, the sachem
there used the rumor — or more precisely, thedéan Indian attack — as an opportunity to remirsd h
Quaker visitors that he had not yet been paidiferand that William Penn had negotiatedfdr.

The Pennsylvania government worried incessanthyglosing the loyalty of “their” Indians to
French saboteurs. In July 1689, Governor John Blattka staunch English Puritan who loathed
Pennsylvania’s non-defensive military posture, reded the Provinical Council of the recent
“Crueltyes and barbarous usage of ye French Indipns ye people of New England” before
informing them of the “severall Rumors of dangedm “Papists in Maryland” who were allegedly
“tampering with ye french & Northern Indians” indar to surround their color{° A few months
later, John Hill, an Anglican planter from Delawasaggested the Council forbear arming the colony
for fear the “Indians would rise against us suspgatve intended harm.” In response, the Councit sen
Lasse Cock to the Schuylkill to enquire “ye stond guantity of Ammunition” in the hands of the
several known French traders operating there anehtind “ye Chief Sachem” that he “may be
assured of our good Intention towards theéf Rumors of a French plot resurfaced in 1693, when

“Polycarpus Rose” informed the Council that “a agrtindian king called Hickoqueen” told him that

99 Robert ProudThe History of Pennsylvania, in North Amerighiladelphia, 1797), 335-8.
SOMPCP 1: 299.
IMPCP1: 334.
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the French “would come in the spring ... [and] Buthe English, and take the Countrey for
themselves>®?

Pennsylvania’s Indian allies also worried aboutiggtpulled into a destructive war with the
French or the English. Hickoqueen, a Lenape sachenrned to Philadelphia the following year with
a Susquehanna delegation complaining that the Nenk $enecas were pressuring them “to be
partners with them to fight against the French,vibe [being] ... a peaceable people ... [and] waad,
verie few number, cannot assist them.” The delegatlso confronted Markham, then governor, about
rumors of “a great number of men [assembling] wiithms and guns, &c., and the same at New
Castle.” The delegates from Conestoga also reptinsdsome Cayuga visitors travelling through the
Susquehanna were attacked by “nakees [naked] mfii@n Miami from the Ohio Valley].” Markham,
then governor, quickly assured the delegation‘ih& not our design thereby to make war upon
you.”® Though rumors of war persisted into the eighteestitury, the Quaker-Indian alliance,
marked in ceremonial form by Penn’s 1701 treatgyjaled a mechanism for ensuring frontier security,
as far as imperial conflict was concerned.

Not so with alcohol. For Pennsylvania Friends,alo@hol trade was a gospel order problem, a
spiritual violence that had to be rooted out of¢b#ective Quaker body. This proved immeasurably
difficult to accomplish, if for no other reason thiriends drank alcohol, sometimes heavily. Drigkin
was also tied to medicinal practices, and Friemdaldat funerals, suggesting a strong parallel to
Native drinking at mourning ceremoni&é It was hardly coincidental that the Quakers’ effor
remove themselves from the Indian alcohol tradeaded with their attempts to enforce temperance

within their Society. The Philadelphia Yearly Me®fis circulated epistle for 1694 cautioned Quaker

%2 Thomas Jenner, Information on Indian Affairs, 1&Bmber 1693, William Penn Miscellaneous Paperdammiiments,
1665-1801, vol. 1, p. 242, APS; also reprinteMinRCP 1: 357.

3 MPCP 1: 447-9; quotation on p. 449.

04|10 1729, the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting imploredmbers of monthly and quarterly meetings in thiaare Valley
to “observe decency and moderation in their intesni® ... [and that] when wine and other strongdiglare served (which
many sober-minded amongst us think needless)tthatlhut once.” Quotation from Ezra Michen&riRetrospect of Early
Quakerism(Philadelphia, 1860), 235.
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youth against “Looseness & Vanity,” which includ@&tinking to One another, Rideing or going from
House to house, to drink Rum or other Strong LiguorExcess ...” The yearly meeting equated the sin
of drunkenness with such disorders as “corrupt bagg, Manners & Vain needless Things &
Fashions in Apparrel [sic] & Immoderate & Indec&moaking of Tobacco ...” For early Quaker
reformers, activities like consuming alcohol, snmugkiobacco, and wearing fashionable apparel were
all vices rooted in addiction and vanity that kir physical marks in different ways on the bedié
wayward Friends, thus undermining the collectivieisal unity of the corporate Quaker body. Despite
early efforts to sanction drinking, the problemaifything, worsened in the eighteenth century, as
evidenced by the yearly meeting’s repeated warningsFriends drink moderately and refrain from
serving “rum and other strong liquors” at publictons>®

Another barrier to temperance was that tavernsadgttbuses dotted Pennsylvania’s landscape.
In keeping with his idealism, Penn initially wantedban all drinking establishments from his colony
but this idea was never taken seriously by mo#ieset Since the civic culture of Pennsylvania was
inseparable from Quaker religious culture, manynpnent Friends nevertheless periodically called on
the provincial government to rid the colony of galdrunkenness. In 1695, dozens of prominent
Friends signed a petition demanding that only nféig@od Repute & Christian conversation” hold
provincial office. The petition, addressed to tleeernor and Provincial Council, also observed with
dismay the “many Ordnaries [sic] & Tippling houseshis Towne of Philadelphia, kept by such as are
not well Qualified for that undertaking, rendingttee Debaucherie & corrupting of Youth.” Perhaps
recognizing that closing all the taverns in Philpt& was quixotic, the petitioners suggested axste
that “only Sober, honest conscientious personaiffersd to keep [public] house2®®

Similar efforts by early Quaker reformers to previeir coreligionists from selling rum to

Natives proved difficult if not impossible to enéer Many early Quaker merchants were deeply

0> Ezra MichenerA Retrospect of Early Quakeris®il2.
%% petition to the Governor and Provincial Councill,\ay 1695, William Penn Miscellaneous Papers aaduents,
1665-1801, vol. 3, p. 10, APS.
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implicated in the liquor trade. When the Provin€aluncil passed an excise tax on alcohol in March
1684, nine Philadelphia merchants, protestingttiatax would ruin them, proposed a voluntary
subscription “upon reasonable terms” instead. Se¥éne nine merchants who signed the petition
were Quakers, the majority of whom were leading tmens of the Philadelphia Monthly Meeting. As
with the issue of slavery, the prominence of thesechants in Quaker meetings comprised reformers’
efforts to ban the sale of alcohol as a lucratiaee item with Natives®’

Nevertheless, provincial Friends struggled to dilesmselves from the trade. Even before
Pennsylvania’s founding, the Burlington Monthly Mieg inquired in 1679 whether it was morally
“lawful” for Friends to sell rum to Native¥® The question was taken up with greater force 8516
when the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting declared “ih& not Consistent with the Honor of Truth a. t
sell Rum or other Strong Liquors to the Indiangdsoning that Natives “use them not to Moderation,
but to Excess & Drunkennes¥? The yearly meeting reissued the caution in 168baain in 1687, a
good indication that the problem was deeply rodatettie political and economic life of early
Pennsylvania Quakerism. The caution in 1687, ity @@ressed dismay that Friends, especially
merchants, remained “not wholly clear of it.” Thiwe, the yearly meeting greatly broadened the scop
of its sanction, cautioning against the “SellingiRar other Strong Liquors to the Indians directly o
Indirectly or Exchanging [alcohol] ... for any Gaodr Merchandises .>* By “indirect” means of
exchange, the meeting was likely targeting Quakenchrants who outfitted traders with rum and other
goods, which were then transported to the frontidde exchanged with Native customers. The

sanction established an important moral precedénth Quaker reformers in the meeting used to

7pwWp2: 558.

%8 Michener,A Retrospect of Early QuakerisB08.

%9 phjladelphia Yearly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph469, Asigs, 1685, p. 11, FHL.

*1% phjladelphia Yearly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph469, t8eber 8, 1686, p. 12, FHL; Philadelphia Yearly kiteg minutes,
MR-Ph469, September 7, 1687, p. 14-6, FHL. Quatatimn p. 15-6.
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pressure several members to finally stop — orastlpromise to stop under the threat of disownment
their involvement in the Indian rum tracfe.

While the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting was concertiedindian alcohol trade would
compromise the moral and spiritual purity of FrisnQuaker magistrates attempted to balance moral
and strategic concerns. Following their Dutch poedsors in the Delaware Valley, the Pennsylvania
government attempted to strictly regulate the tiadwder to prevent alcohol-related disorders from
overtaking a frontier region they largely had natcol over. The “Great Body of Laws” passed by the
Quaker Assembly in December 1682 included an chttbgn that forbade any colonist from selling or
exchanging “Rum or Brandy, or any strong Liquotsaray time, to any Indian within this Province.”
The preamble of the statute acknowledged that “Bipersons, as English, Dutch, Swedes, &c. have
been wont to sell to the Indians rum and Brandythim past, but the Assembly also partially laid the
blame on Indians’ inability “to govern themselvaghe use thereof,” which, as the legislature cklm
“makes them sometimes destroy one another, andogiséy annoy and Disquiet the people of this
Province.®*? In addition to concerns about frontier securibg Assembly was likely responding to
pressure from Quaker constituent groups who werenal the same time complaining to the provincial
government about the “disorder in publick housgs.”

Contrary to the designs of Quaker reformers, Nadilies in the region pressured the
Pennsylvania government to repeal the ban. Théqadlpressure reflected the extent to which Indian
customers willingly demanded alcohol, both as pgedtade good, and to an increasing degree, a
commodity they were dependent on. In March 1684 ernen two years after the comprehensive ban

on the alcohol trade was enacted, the ProvincianCibintroduced a bill about “letting [Indians] Ve

*11n 1687 the Falls Monthly Meeting pressured menthilliam Biles to stop selling rum to Native casters. After
several visits from overseers, Biles protestedithafis not “any evil; however, if Friends desiienmot to do it, he will for
the future forbear it.” It is not known whetherfor how long he desisted; Michenér Retrospect of Early Quakerisi309.
*12Charter to William Penp111.

SBMPCP1: 74.
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Rum.”** That May, Penn informed the Council that he hatlwith several unnamed Indian groups
and promised he would repeal the ban on the ruwiged “they would be Contented to be punished as
ye English were; which they did agree £6On paper, the agreement Penn reached with hiarindi
allies ratified a formula that seemingly workedhe provincial government’s advantage. Natives
exchanged their sovereignty for continued accefisstoum trade. In practice, Indians had readyssce
to markets in the Chesapeake and elsewhere anddhlsmanage without Pennsylvania’s official
sanction. But the demand for rum was already greatigh that the Indian delegation meeting with
Penn pressured him to repeal the law. The Asseaddgrdingly amended the law to allow Penn and
the Provincial Council to suspend the comprehensareon the rum trade as they “shall think fit."eTh
amended law, of course, was predicated on the setlagreement to punish any Indians that “abuse
themselves with those Drinks unto Drunkenness” @ting to “the Laws of this governmernt-®

Almost as soon as the law was amended, howevesradvenape groups began protesting the
destructive intrusion of alcohol on their front@mmunities. One delegation in July 1685 complained
to the Provincial Council that servants of Jasanter were “making ye Indians drunk [and] Lying
with their and of their beeting [sic] both men amigtes.”*” The delegation also complained that the
provincial government had not fully paid them foe 5,000 acres of land allotted to Farmer, which
was situated along the Schuylkill River near préskty Conshohocken. Jasper Farmer died at sea en
route to Pennsylvania with his household in 1685.46én, Edward, would later become a prominent
Indian trader and interpreter for the provincialgmment. The Farmer estate was located near the
home of John Steelman, a long-time Swedish settldmprominent Indian tradet® Jasper Farmer's
servants probably drank with Steelman’s Indian@ugtrs on numerous occasions. The Lenape

delegation blamed alcohol for the perceived setaakgressions and violent altercations between

S1“MPCP1: 98.

SI*MPCP 1: 105.

518 Charter to William Penn169.
S"MPCP 1: 147.

S8 pwWpP2: 485
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Farmer’s servants and their Indian neighbors, hag lemanded the provincial government take
appropriate action. A week later, Farmer’s servapiseared before the Provincial Council to answer
their summons, but as the Council noted, becawseltidian neighbors were “drunk in ye woods,” the
servants were afraid to return home until the matt¢heir unpaid land was settled with the Lenape
delegatiorr*®

Only two months after meeting with the Lenape dafiey, the Provincial Council issued a
proclamation reinstating the prohibition on theesafl “Rum, brandy, & other strong Liquors to ye
Indians.”® Following the proclamation, quarter sessions coindicted several colonists for illegally
trading alcohol with local Indians, with mixed résuln Bucks County, Gilbert Wheeler was indicted
twice “for selling Rum to the Indians” in 1687 bednvicted only on the second count, with a £5
fine.>?* In Chester County, Thomas Colborne was also iaditiiat same year based on eyewitness
testimony that a “drunken Indian” returned from tefendant’s home with “two Bottles which he saw
full of rum.”?2 Despite the witness’s testimony, the jury deenhedeividence insufficient and found
Colborne not guilty. By comparison, the predomihat@uaker juries were far more severe when
alcohol consumption led to violent encounters.883, a grand jury indicted John Powell of Chester
County for drunkenness and “Attempting to Ride aevrerall Indian women and being with held [by
the women] Drew his knife [and] thretned to riprthap.”?® Powell was fined five shillings for public
intoxication, but the court imposed a hefty £40gaelond to ensure his future good behavior. The
provincial government periodically reaffirmed thenbon trading or exchanging alcohol with Indians in
the 1690s, but its lackluster enforcement allowsddonsumption and open exchange of alcohol to
continue unimpeded, so long as outright violence maimized. Yet both Natives and colonists

continued to acknowledge alcohol as a problem.iPultbxication among both groups was apparently

*9MPCP1: 148.

S29MPCP1: 154.

%21 Records of the Courts of Quarter Sessions and Caniteas of Bucks County Pennsylvania, 1684-1K0gadville,
PA: Tribune Publishing Company, 1943), 77-8.

22 Record of the Courts of Chester Coyri§-7.

2 Record of the Courts of Chester Coyri§7-8.
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sufficient enough that the 1695 Quaker petition aeding “sober and honest” ordinaries in
Philadelphia also called for measures to bringdnsi“to more sobriety and not to goe Reeling and
bauling in the streets, Especially by night, to digturbance of the peace of this towf*”

By the turn of the eighteenth century, Native caammgk about alcohol intensified, no doubt
owing to weak enforcement of existing regulationd the expansion of the liquor trade in the frantie
In 1706, then governor John Evans met with a délmgaf Conestoga Indians in Philadelphia and
promised them that he would “prevent any injuridsihe to them “from Christians” by “laying greater
Punishments on [those] that should Committ them ihthey were done to the English
themselves > Governor Evans then referred to a bill he intr@tlio the Provincial Council the
previous year that would give the Indians “the adage of all our Laws,” including a £5 penalty on
those illicit traders operating without a licerté&The bill was meant to replace a similar law thed h
recently lapsed because the Crown government faileatify it.>?’ Whatever his sympathies to Native
problems, Governor Evans, an Anglican, was primanibtivated by a concern for Pennsylvania’s
frontier security. With Queen Anne’s War (1702-1yd&surrecting the specter of French imperial
sabotage and Indian raiding, the governor spengald part of 1705 and 1706 meeting with
Susquehanna Valley Indian communities in an etfogecure their loyalty “in this dangerous time of
War, %8

Indian complaints about alcohol during this timeeaed a far greater and more deeply rooted
problem, one that would not be resolved with Evamspty reassurances. Lenape and Shawnee leaders
at Conestoga captured the essence of the problammigeting with Pennsylvania Governor Charles
Gookin in May 1710. At the conference, Governor opmuch to his satisfaction, “found the Indians

very well inclined to the English, & to the Progdgy, & this Govmt in particular.” The sachems at

24 Quotation inHazard's Register of Pennsylvan{@hiladelphia, 1830), vol.5, 8.

S MPCP 2: 247

2 MPCP2: 212

2" The lapsed statute “Against Selling Rum and O8tesng Liquors to the Indians” is found $tatutes at Largevol. 2,
168-9.

S MPCP 2: 251.
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Conestoga, for their part, complained that unsdoysutraders were waylaying their hunters “making
them drunk with rum, & then Cheat[ing] them of th8kins.” The charge was a familiar one, but the
delegation further warned the governor that urflessie method be not taken to prevent” alcohol-
related disorders, their community would soon lmecéd to remove themselves or starve, their
dependence being intirely upon their Pelfi§’ By linking alcohol abuse, unscrupulous traders, e
fur trade together, the Conestoga delegation simngle moment recorded by European observers, laid
bare the ways in which the consumption and cirautadf liquor, especially rum, facilitated their aw
destruction. Alcohol, in other words, was morenthest an item of conspicuous consumption, and its
abuse had little or nothing to do with the Indialagk of self-control. When Governor Gookin lecuire
the Shawnees in 1715 “to forbear Excessive Drinkingince it disorders them so very much & ruins
their health,” he completely missed the pdiittAlcohol was a visceral and symbolic form of impéri
violence, inextricably tying Indian communitiesaoniebs of dependence that hampered their ability to
resist colonization. Alcohol, by itself, was noetproblem. The problem was that alcohol could mot b
separated from empire.

In the early eighteenth century, no person emboattiediiolence of alcohol more than James
Logan. Logan was a Scots-Irish trader from Ulstbom William Penn recruited to be his provincial
secretary. He first arrived in Pennsylvania in 188 William Penn on the latter's second and final
trip to the colony. He accompanied Penn on hisrfzarlt treaty with Susquehanna’s Indians in 1701.
And almost as soon as Penn left for England l&isryear, he began to undermine that treaty, and
Susquehanna Valley Indians in general. Logan paddnys position as provincial secretary to the Penn
family and as member of the Provincial Council heags a fortune by controlling the fur trade in the
Susquehanna Valley. At the center of Logan’s opmratwas a cohort of French traders centered on

James Le Tort and Peter Bizaillon, who traversetl Wwidian hunters and traders through the

S29\MPCP2: 511.
SOMPCP2: 603.
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Susquehanna Valley to trading destinations in the@nd Mississippi Valleys. Logan amassed his
fortune by lending his traders goods on credit,clwlwere then exchanged with Native traders in netur
for skins and furs that were transported to Phif#ua — at the trader’'s expense — on wagons owged b
Logan. Logan operated like a one-man company stosnaring his traders — and by extension, his
Native customers — through debt. While his traded Indian customers became indebted to him,
Logan accumulated vast profits. Between 1715 a2®% 1Pennsylvania’s fur and skin exports to
London remained well over £1,000 per annum. A goardion of this wealth, of course, accrued to
Logan’s personal estaté"

From the start, alcohol played a significant rolé.ogan’s operations. In describing Logan’s
fur trading operations in the early 1700s, Ericdd#iraker argues that “Guns were not yet articles of
trade in Pennsylvania, and rum changed hands intokén amounts>®? While the trade in alcohol
was certainly much larger by the mid eighteenthusnits presence is recorded for the earlierqakri
in official government account books that Loganspeally maintained. The government ledger for
1701-1710 was littered with references to beerrand just as Logan was beginning his fur trading
operations* And while the number of firearms accounted fottie government ledger was far less
than the quantity of weapons traded during theyel&g80s, when Penn went on a land buying spree
and was busy arming his Indian militia, militarypglies also made an appearance, especially
gunpowder. For government business, Logan occdbiaraorded sizeable amounts of both alcohol
and military supplies. In March 1704, for examplegan noted that the Indian delegation at Pennsbury
received six blankets, eight gallons of rum, amdgeunds of powder. Twelve gallons of rum travelled

with government agents to Conestoga in October %06 June 1706, the provincial secretary

3! Hinderaker Elusive Empires22-5.

32 Hinderaker Elusive Empires23.

%33 pennsylvania Journals, vol. 1: 1701-1710, Pennilfdapers, ser. 4: Government Records, 1687-1Z80ection
0485A, HSP.

34 pennsylvania Journals, 80, 116.
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recorded ninety pounds of lead (for casting intotshnd two-and-a-half gallons of brandy “given to
the Conestoga Indians the 8th Inst”

Ultimately, the size of the alcohol trade mattexssithan how it functioned in the ledger.
Throughout the “official” account book, Logan irtiemed his personal fur trading operations with
government business, mixing both accounts. Theolaicof Indian treaties” for September 1706,
ostensibly official government business, directidost over 100 pounds of lead, worth over £2, to
Conestoga for skins given to the governor, who asly there [with] Martin Chartier,” one of
Logan’s key French fur trading partnéf8 The names of other key traders operating in the
Susquehanna Valley — Peter Bizaillon, Nicole Godimd Edward Farmer among them — also appear as
suppliers or carriers of Logan’s goods in “offitigbvernment treaties or negotiationln almost
mundane detail, Logan recorded his business oflgmgraders with the weapons of empire,
blanketing the Susquehanna Valley with match cao@ts,tools, and of course, gunpowder and alcohol.
Many of the day-to-day exchanges of liquor witld&es were not significant in of themselves — one
gallon of ale here, two gallons of rum there —dnltectively, over the ten years the account book
records, they add up to a material and symboliguaering of the Susquehanna Valley though an
expansion of Native debt in the fur trade, lubechby rum, well before the first German settlers
arrived in Conestoga by the second decade of geesinth century.

Logan’s provincial government account book is thg to explaining why efforts by Quaker
reformers, Native allies, and provincial governmagents to tackle the problem of alcohol and femnti
violence were in vain. Logan’s cohort of Frenchdés in the Susquehanna occupied an ambiguous
position, alternately serving as “go-betweens” lestwthe Pennsylvania government and their Native

allies or as a threat to frontier security. In 1,7/Bdovincial Council employed James Letort, a key

%3 pennsylvania Journals, 134.

3¢ pennsylvania Journals, 144.

37 See for example, Logan’s peltry account for Au@@st1703, in which he paid £15 to Peter “Bezalitor’his bear
skins; Pennsylvania Journals, 63.
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figure in Logan’s trading ring, as an interpretethie Iroquois delegation visiting Philadelphiattha
year. Yet Letort and Peter Bizaillon, another keygan figure, also came under suspicion for harlgorin
treasonous associations with French saboteursrtlvess jailed at a time when news of the Deerfield
massacre had just reached Philadelphia, and RimaNbs similarly jailed off and on around this

time >*® When Nicole Godin was called in to inform the Rnmial Council about rumors of Indian
raiding in the Susquehanna, the French traderedlaythout irony the Conestoga sachem Ortyiagh’s
concern about "great Quantities of Rum” floodingithtown, “insomuch that they [were] ruined by it,
having nothing left [after laying out] even theilo@ths [for it.]**° Antiproprietary factions in the
Assembly blamed Logan for the problem in Deceml@®61] singling out the provincial secretary’s
dubious connections to traders who “exact uponefrdd the Indians & Committ such vile
abominations with them ... to the great Scand&uistianity.”*

Christianity aside, the Quaker Assembly had goagedor concern. Logan bailed out
Bizaillon and Letort numerous times, both literalyd figuratively. Taking advantage of his influenc
with the land commissioners, Logan granted Bizailoime land “above Conestoga” and in March
1712 had his official license to trade furs withtiMes reinstated “as he had formerly dor&.When
the Lenape sachem Sasoonan complained once agaihthb great “Quantities of Rum brought
amongst them” and demanded that the Pennsylvanergment do something about it in June 1715,
Governor Gookin, with James Logan standing at idis, sesponded by pleading ignorance. Because
“It was impossible for us to know who came thith@o the woods,” Gookin suggested that Sasoonan
remedy the problem by acting as an informant fergbvernment and “stave all the rum that came
amongst them>? Sasoonan’s reaction to Gookin's suggestion waseuatrded, but one wonders if he

was tempted to finger Logan as the responsiblericulyot surprisingly, in 1722, when John and

%38 Jennings, “The Indian Trade of the Susquehannkey/ak11-2; Merrell Into the American Wood412.
SIMPCP 2: 141.

>9MPCP 2: 301.

4 Jennings, “The Indian Trade of the Susquehannkey/ak13.

*2MPCP 2: 604.
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Edmund Cartlidge, two fur traders connected to Inpgaurdered a Seneca man named Sawantaeny
during a fight over rum after an all-night drinkiagd trading session, the Pennsylvania government,
with the diplomatic cooperation of the Iroquoiseatually let the white traders go fr&g.

By the time of Sawantaeny’s death, the Pennsylvgovernment, under Logan’s direction, had
already made strategic alliances with the Irogabithe expense of their old Native allies in the
Susquehanna Valley. With Penn gone, and Logantatigeevents, the Quaker-Indian alliance was
rapidly giving way to a new era predicated on dicanquest of the Susquehanna Valley through
Native land dispossession and European settletfiEfihat story, which in many ways began with the
Walking Purchase of 1737 and ended tragically withPaxton Boy’s murder of twenty
Susquehannock Indians at Conestoga, depended sgrtimlic and material conquering of frontier
space though alcohol. Not coincidentally, in 17422, same year Sawantaeny was killed by two of
Logan’s business partners, the Philadelphia Yéddgting issued an epistle condemning in strong
terms the “filthy lucre” of the rum trade. Withowotentioning names, the Meeting lamented that,
despite repeated warnings, “some people” withiir tinen ranks have “continued in this evil
Practice.?® Ironically, the best efforts put forward by Quakeformers to divest from the Indian

alcohol trade were undermined by one of their own.

43 Smolenski, “The Death of Sawantaeny and the ProbleJustice on the Frontier,” 104-128; Merréito the American
Woods 115-121. James Logan and John Cartlidge hadadwendred acres of adjacent property surveyechsuitthe
Indian town at the mouth of the Conestoga and Saisajuna Rivers; see the Taylor survey map of Cogastiated
February 1, 1718, Penn Family Papers, ser. 5: Gradts, Surveys, and Deeds, 69-70, Collection 0488¥. In March
1722, the Provincial Council sent James Logan ahd French to Conestoga in order to conduct asiaFfinquiry into the
matter of Sawantaeny’s murder. Given his connesttorthe Cartlidges, Logan could hardly be congidem impartial
arbiter.

%4 Jennings, “Pennsylvania Indians’ and the Iroqyidis Beyond the Covenant Chain: The Iroquois and Theighbors
in Indian North America, 1600-18068ds. Daniel Richter and James Merrell (UniverBityk: Pennsylvania State
University Press, 2003), 82-87.

%> philadelphia Yearly Meeting, 1722 epistle, A Cofien of Christian and Brotherly Advices ... For Psylvania & New
Jersey (vol. 1), Collection 129, HSP, call# AM .704



Chapter Five
We Shall Not Be “Dipt in Blood”: The Quaker Peace Estimony and Sovereignty
on the Anglo-Atlantic Margins of Empire

On February 24, 1681, the Privy Council’s Lordd cdde and Plantations committee submitted
a revised version of Penn’s charter to Charlesrlhis approval. The original draft of the charter,
which Penn’s lawyer had forwarded to the committgear before, asked for sweeping powers to be
granted to the proprietor. The draft charter waslehed on Charles I's proprietary grant to Lord
Baltimore in 1632 for the province of Maryland. HAdnn received a grant similar to Baltimore’s, his
sovereign authority within Pennsylvania would havaled the king’s, such as possessing the power to
pardon treason and murder and issue writs in hisrmame. But the charter Penn received from
Charles Il in March of that year, based on the atedrversion drawn up by the Lords of Trade,
granted the Quaker proprietor far less than whataueasked fot*° The revised charter retained
provisions that ensured sufficient imperial ovensigf the colony’s juridical and commercial affairs
including requiring Penn to admit all royal custofofficers and their deputies” in Pennsylvania’s
“ports, creeks, and quays ... for the time beifddné provision reflected the Crown government’s gesi
to assert greater administrative control overwsreeas colonies. Significantly, the charter alsmgd
Penn a power he never asked for — the power ty, lewuster, and train all sorts of men ... and t&ena
war, and to pursue [the king’s enemies] by seaydaril, even without the limits of the said
province.®’ Pennsylvania, by order of the king of England, weesstablish a militia, the backbone of
imperial defense in early Anglo-America.

Yet Penn never formally established a militia imP&ylvania. Neither the original Frame of

Government in 1682 nor the revised Frames in 16836, and 1701, which remained in effect until

*4®\Webb, “The Peaceable Kingdom:’ Quaker Pennsyklamid the Stuart Empire,” World Of William Penneds. Dunn
and Dunn, 173-94; see also “Charter of Pennsyly@nMarch 1681,” ilWilliam Penn and the Founding of Pennsylvania
ed., Soderlund, 39-50.

47 «Charter,”William Penn and the Founding of Pennsylvarid. Soderlund, 46-7.
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the end of the colonial period, provided for a tiglf*® Remarkably, Pennsylvania would not establish
a provincial militia until 1777, one year aftehiad entered the American Revolution as a new fate.
Only once — during the Seven Year's War — did thlerty come close to forming a compulsory,
provincial-wide militia. But the colony’s first mila law passed in 1755 exempted Quakers from
service, and non-Friends suffered no penaltiesafusing to mustet>° Another militia bill surfaced in
1757, but it was allowed to die because Penn’s Booimas, then proprietor, and the Assembly could
not agree on the particular®.On another occasion, in 1747, during King Georyéas, Benjamin
Franklin organized a militia known as the “Assocrat” but it was an all-volunteer paramilitary ferc
albeit ten thousand strong within a year of itsrfation>>? During William Penn’s own lifetime, the
ruling Quaker majority made no attempt to formasgablish a militia. Pennsylvania is probably ofie o
the only extant states in world history to haverapel for as long as it did without a legally-
established military force.

The peace testimony’s connection to early Pennsidvgovernment has a relevance that
extends well beyond questions of Quaker pacifismsit\tudies on the Quaker peace testimony
revolve around the question of warfare and whetnends were sufficiently “pacifist” in their
response to >2 During the late seventeenth and early eighteesttucies, Pennsylvania experienced
relatively little of the warfare and captivity rand that New York and New England endured at the
time. Yet the Quaker-dominated government was utrdarendous pressure from all sides to provide

adequate military measures in support of the ingp&rar effort. And the Keithian schism provided

**8 See “The Frame of Governmantd Laws Agreed Upon in England,” William Penn and the Founding of
Pennsylvaniagd. Soderlund, 118-38aws of Pennsylvanj@245-256;MPCP 2:56-8.

*%9 Hannah Benner Roach, “The Pennsylvania Militid 77,” ThePennsylvania Genealogical Magazi#@ (1964): 161-
230.

%0 Jeffery Dorwart)nvasion and Insurrection: Security, Defense, arat W the Delaware ValleyNewark: University of
Delaware Press, 2008), 84.

! Jack MariettaReformation of American Quakerisf5-7.

52 Dowart, Invasion and Insurrectigri71-3.

3 See for example, BrocKhe Quaker Peace Testimomassim; More recent work, however, has beguxaméne the
broader cultural and social dimensions of the péestimony, see Jack Marietta, “The Things Thak®Méor Peace’: The
Context of Pacifism in Quaker Pennsylvaniékie Pacifist Impulse in Historical Perspectiesl. Harvey L. Dyck (Toronto:
The University of Toronto Press, 1996), 159-181.
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fresh opportunities for royalist and Anglican @#ito raise the peace testimony repeatedly as gaved
issue to question the legitimacy of Quaker goveminrePennsylvania. More than just pacifism was at
issue. Max Weber contends that the state’s monapoljolence derives from its claim to be the sole
legitimate arbiter of force>* The legitimization of sovereignty, to frame Welsatesis in another

way, depended on the state’s ability to reguladéevice. And if the regulation of violence is cehtca

the production of political authority, then the @aapeace testimony, as a form of gospel order
discourse, played a pivotal role in the construcbbQuaker sovereignty in early Pennsylvania.

Framing the peace testimony in terms of sovereigntyauthority helps explain why it
generated contention at a time when there werépagifists” (in the expansive, modern sense) in
Pennsylvania and Quaker pacifism itself was sitid would remain) in flux. The expansion of English
rule in North America depended in part on the Craveovereign right to regulate violence on multiple
fronts — through the conquest of Native lands;ulgiothe development of slavery and other forms of
unfree labor; and through military conflict with prial and Native rivals. The peace testimonyllin a
its permutations, was a form of gospel order diss®upredicated on an ideal of noncoercive
government. As such, it posed a challenge to tleev@s monopoly on violence, and thus its claim on
absolute sovereignty. The absence of a militiataedlebate over war taxes in early Pennsylvania wer
then not simply logistical problems; they becanmalsgls and metaphors for the incongruence between
English imperial and Quaker modes of authority.

From its inception, the Quaker peace testimonyavamiltifaceted and complex discourse that
regulated individual and collective behavior iratednship to violence. Because Quaker pacifist
expression fundamentally addressed issues of ganeenand the nature and limits of authority, it was
never apolitical or merely “passive” in acceptingejecting the political order that it was engaged

with. Fox’sDeclaration written shortly after the Fifth Monarchist revadtassure the newly-restored

*4Max Weber, “Politics as Vocation,” From Max WebEssays in Sociology, eds. Hans Gerth and C. Whitjlig (New
York: Routledge, 1991), 77-128.
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King Charles Il that English Friends had no revioiuary intentions, exemplifies this poifit.
Historians enamored of the Quakers’ militant remalism during the Interregnum argue that Fox’s
1660Declarationinaugurated the Quakers’ wholesale embrace ofipacand simultaneous
withdrawal from politics — and by implication, frohistorical relevance®® But Fox’s carnal/spirit
dualism, which fundamentally shaped peace testingsgourse, implicitly relativized the sovereign
authority of temporal governments in favor of thea®ers’ own authority, whether individually or
collectively.

That pacifist dualism was evident even when moginés were still committed to militant
republicanism. During the 1650s, the Quaker moverdesw many of its ranks from soldiers and
sailors who had served the Commonwealth and Postetregimes®’ Quakers attracted Leveler
converts, most notably John Lilburne, the Levetadier who served prominently as an officer in the
Parliamentary army during the English Civil War. gvhLilburne converted in 1656, he swore that he
would “never hereafter be an user of temporal sfang] more, nor a joiner with those who d6*
Lilburne’s embrace of pacifism as a Quaker congecurred long after he had retired from his militan
career as a Parliamentary soldier and Levellerughdhe timing of Lilburne’s conversion did not
lessen the sincerity of his convictions, Quakeifisan did not always appear at such politically
expedient moments.

In locales where Friends remained outside the #d®wohreligious and political orthodox, the
peace testimony often conflicted with establishettharity. The extent and nature of the conflict

depended on local circumstances. In RestoratiomaBdgas John Miller notes, persecution of Quakers

%5 See chapter 2, p. 74.

% The classic articulation of this interpretatioriagsnd in Alan Cole, “The Quakers and the Engligivélution,” Past and
Presentl0 (1956): 39-54; see also Barry Reay, “The Quake359, and the Restoration of the Monarchijstory 63
(1978): 193-215; and Christopher Hillhe Experience of Defeat: Milton and Some Conteares(New York: Viking,
1984): 129-69. An excellent discussion of this lafénterpretation is found in Weddlé/alking in the Way of Peaceé-11,
245-53.

7 Barry ReayThe Quakers and the English Revolut{dtew York: St. Martin’s, 1985).

%8 John Lilburne;The Resurrection of John Lilburne, Now a PrisomeDbver CastlgLondon, 1656); Quotation in
Weddle,Walking in the Way of Peacé1.
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depended heavily on the willingness and collaboredif local officials and non-Quaker neighbots.

In areas where Quakers were especially hated eifseqution could be severe. In Colchester around
1663, the mayor called out the local militia todk@ip a Quaker meeting. According to an eighteenth-
century account, the militia beat the Quakers termtance and sacked the meetinghouse, smashing the
windows and destroying the seat®When the mayor subsequently blocked their accestr now
badly-damaged building, the Colchester Friendsagathto worship in the street. Royal troopers,
arriving in the following weeks, beat the Quakerthwewords and clubs, some of the latter equipped
with iron spikes. The troopers spared no one, bgatien and women, young and old alike, including
an “aged widow.*®* One man died from his injuries. At first, the tp@os embraced their task with
relish, but the Quakers persisted in meeting,rtgstie endurance of their persecutors. Eventutiéy,
troopers grew tired of the whole affair and thespeutions stopped.

As the Colchester Quakers’ experience suggestsyitliegness to suffer and invite persecution
for the sake of conscience became the basis fqyahee testimony’s potential to challenge temporal
authority. Seventeenth-century Friends around tigdigh Atlantic suffered fines, distraint of propgr
and in some cases imprisonment for refusing toeserthe militia or send substitutes in their place
The persecutions varied according to locality anclienstance. In England, Quaker meetings were
especially hard hit in Kent and Sussex, where fefifsreign invasion by sea were the great&st.
Despite their willingness to suffer persecutionghsh Friends were still working out the parametsirs
the peace testimony in the late seventeenth certu@y693, the London Yearly Meeting chided

Quaker “ship-masters” for “carrying guns in theirgss, supposing thereby to defend and secure

9 Miller, “A Suffering People’: English Quakers arleir Neighbours,” 71-103.

*%william Sewel, The History of the Rise, Increase, and Progresb®People called Quakers (London, 1722), 385-6;
The incident is referenced in Ronald Huttdhe Restoration: A Political and Religious HistafyEngland and Wales,
1658-1667(New York: Clarendon Press, 1985), 212.

%1 Sewel History, 386.

%62 Hirst, Quakers in Peace and Wat5.
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themselves and their ship€*The practice of arming merchant ships was a commefense against
piracy and privateering attacks, in addition tdfigg off Barbary corsairs, but Friends in Londoaym
have been concerned about impressment. Quakerermaften resisted impressment into naval
service by pleading pacifist scruples — a tactat tould be employed regardless of the sincerity of
conviction®®* As the yearly meeting noted, Quaker merchantsrayttieir ships gave “occasion of
more sever[e] hardships and sufferings to be teition such Friends as are pressed into ships of
war.”®® The London Yearly Meeting’s warning to Quaker shigners underscores the growing
relevance of the peace testimony, even as Fridratply disagreed over its proper scope and limits.
In the West Indies, Quaker missionaries had a#thotany converts, and island governments
worried that a growing Quaker population in theidst would compromise their security. An official
on Nevis barred the entry of Irish Quaker missign&illiam Edmundson in 1671 on the grounds that
“there are seven hundred of our militia turned Garakand the Quakers will not fight°® The pressure
on Friends to perform military duties was at tirgeasiderable. Anglo-Caribbean plantations always
faced the possibility of attacks by rival naviesyateers, and pirates, and militias were needed to
temper the ever-present threat of slave revoltsinguhe second half of the seventeenth centugy, th
Barbados government jailed hundreds of Quakerdeaned tens of thousands of pounds in fines,
mostly assessed in the value of sugar, for thesabfof Friends to serve in the milii& A stricter
militia act was passed in 1675 following the disegvof a planned slave revolt, which the Barbadian

planters blamed on Friends’ evangelization effdtsn 1693, persecution of Friends intensified

%53 [London Yearly Meeting]Epistles from the Yearly Meeting of the People &hfuakers, Held in London to the

Quarterly and Monthly Meetings in Great Britaingland, and Elsewhere: From the Year 1675 to 1758ondon, 1760),
66-67.

54 Hirst, Quakers in Peace and Wat8-91. As early as 1678, the Meeting for Suffgsiin London was inundated with
cases of Friends “being impressed into the Kingipsof war;” Quotation from HirsQuakers in Peace and Wat8.
*5[London Yearly Meeting]Epistles from the Yearly Meeting6-7.

%% A Journal of the Life ... of that Worthy Elder aRaithful Servant of Jesus Christ, William Edmund@ammdon, 1829),
57; also quoted in Weddlgyalking in the Way of Peacé?2.

%7 For a meticulous record of the persecution Cagabteriends suffered for refusing to muster in tliktien see Joseph
BesseA Collection of the Sufferings of the People Calfadikers, vol. 2 (London : L. Hinde, 1753), 278-351.

%8 Katharine Gerbner, “The Ultimate Sin: ChristianigiSlaves in Barbados in the Seventeenth CentSigyery &
Abolition, 31 (March 2010): 57-73
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following fears of another slave revolt, coupledhathe threat of attack by French fleets. When one
Barbadian Friend refused to muster that year, giandfficer shot back, “God damn your conscience,
if | cannot make your conscience bow, I'll make yetubborn dog’s back to bentf® In the

estimation of one historian, had it not been fer thilitia issue, the Quakers presence on Barbados
would have been toleraté® By the turn of early eighteenth century, the clienaas so poisoned that
Friends began leaving the island for Pennsylvantaaher locales in North America.

On the North American mainland, the Quakers’ refathip to colonial militias was far more
varied. In northern colonies where Friends compreeelatively small proportion of the overall satt
population, the Quakers’ refusal to serve in thitiawas seen as less threatening than in the
Caribbean and therefore could be more readily antodated, even unofficially tolerated, especially
during times of relative calm. During extended pdsi of imperial conflict and Indian attacks,
however, colonial governments proved more williagtinish refusa’* In New England, contempt
for Quakers was supported by the enforcement oflatany militia service laws. Two Quakers from
Bristol, Rhode Island, John Smith and Thomas Madmmwere imprisoned in 1704 for failing “to
appear in Arms against the French and Indiansdmpthsent War>? Sometime before their trial
began, Thomas Story, a prominent itinerant Endgllsiaker preacher who lived in Philadelphia at the
time, met with the justice to privately make an eglpon behalf of the two men. The judge, though
cordial, wanted to make an example of the prisohecause, he claimed, Friends in New England
refuse “to fight against a common Enemy so bartmesuare thindians wishing us all in the Front of
the Battle until we had learned better.” For thefusal, the two defendants received a £7 fine, in

default of which they were to be transported totl@dsland in Boston to work as bound laBb6t.

%% Hirst, Quakers in Peace and We813.

>0 Simon SmithSlavery, Family, and Gentry Capitalism in the BfitiAtlantic: the World of the Lascelles, 1648-1834
(Cambridge University Press, 2006), 28, f. 70.

"1 Arthur Worrall, Quakers in the Colonial Northea@tianover: University Press of New England, 1988)-5.

"2 Emily Moore, Travelling with Thomas Story: The Life and Travaflsin Eighteenth-Century Quak@retchworth,
England: 1947), 72-3; Quotation frofnJournal of the Life of Thomas Story(Newcastle, 1747), 266.

3 A Journal of the Life of Thomas StpB66-270; Quotation on p. 266.
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Toward the end of Queen Anne’s War, in 1712, thedehsland Yearly Meeting reported in an epistle
to their yearly meeting counterparts in Philadedpthiat “friends in several places [in New England]
Since ye Last Year have suffered Deeply on AcchiatfPaying ye Presbyterian Priests [i.e.,
mandatory church tithes] and for their Refusin@éar Arms.®"

Complicating the Quakers’ refusal to serve in thigimwas the fact that not all seventeenth-
century Friends were pacifists, and the peacattesty was far from codified in the late seventeenth
century. This is most evident in the ambiguous easp of Rhode Island Quakers to the pan-Indian
uprising known as King Philip’s War (1675-6). Aettime of the war, Friends held prominent
positions in the Rhode Island government. The guweand the deputy governor of the colony were
Friends, and Quakers comprised the majority optlowincial council. As Meredith Weddle argues,
the Quaker-dominated government in Rhode Islantidety assisted the United Colonies, a loose
confederation of New England militias, in their itaity offensives against the Wampanoag and
Narragansett, including the notorious “Great Swadfght,” a December 1675 assault on a
Narragansett fort that killed around 600 men, woneen children, some burned alf/8 At the same
time, the Rhode Island General Assembly in 1673¢gxha resolution against compelling pacifists “to
fight or kill any person nor persons by Reason.dhis Collony civill nor military.” The Assembly
intended the exemption for “divers persons of salVsocieties,” but it was clearly meant to
accommodate the large Quaker population in thengol® A monthly meeting in Rhode Island,
moreover, circulated a “testimony” directed agal@aaker magistrates in August 1675, just a few
months before the United Colonies offensive agamsiNarragansetts. The testimony employed the
familiar Quaker carnal/spirit dualist language emdemn “watching with Guns or Swords to kill ...

[and] Offending, or defending with Carnal weapor<.Directed at Friends in the wartime

" philadelphia Yearly Meeting Miscellaneous PapetR;Ph 477, p. 14, FHL.
>>\Weddle,Walking in the Way of Peac#53-7.

>"®\Weddle,Walking in the Way of Peac238-9.

>"Weddle,Walking in the Way of Peac242.
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government, the 1675 testimony provides furthedewce for Weddle that the “peace testimony was
ambiguous, variously interpreted, and variouslyliapp®"®

By the time of Pennsylvania’s founding, the peastitnony had shifted significantly, though it
still remained ambiguous. In Pennsylvania, the pdéastimony played an important role in shaping the
colony’s governance, particularly around the issiar taxes and the militia. Like their co-
religionists elsewhere, Pennsylvania Friends gdgeaiirmed the right of magistrates to use fotoe
keep civil order, including those in Quaker goveemts. Presumably, a majority of Pennsylvania
Friends also affirmed the right of magistratesdtbect taxes in support of the government, even if
portion of those taxes helped finance the Crownlgary campaigns irother colonies. This is the
traditional “narrow” interpretation of the peacstienony, what scholars identify as the unwillingnes
of Friends in this era to question thidirect complicity in warfare, in contrast to the presuigab
more uncompromising pacifist stance taken by Pduasia Quaker reformers in the mid-eighteenth
century or later’? And yet, as the Keithian schism made evidentalidériends agreed with the
“narrow” interpretation of the peace testimony. Afeends still had to work out whether or how their
peace testimony should govern Pennsylvania’s oglatwith the Crown government.

Despite these ambiguities, the peace testimongachein Pennsylvania was far more profound
than in Rhode Island, where Friends only brieflidimwer. Aside from Native affairs and religious
toleration, Penn’s opposition to having a militiehis own colony, contrary to the express mandate
given to him by the Crown’s charter, was one ofrh@st lasting legacies. Penn’s pacifism was
complex — he was far too much of an aristocratitesiman like his admiral father for it not to be. H
clearly abhorred warfare, and there was plenty iof the Europe of his day. After William Il nufied

his proprietary charter in 1692, Penn went intarfgdduring which time he wrote and anonymously

>’ \Weddle,Walking in the Way of Peac#95.

*®Weddle,Walking in the Way of Peac228, contrasts early modern and modern Quakéfigaas a shift “from the
vertical concern with the personal transaction leetwGod and the believer to a more horizontal aoneéh the lives of
others,” which she characterizes as a “feminizatibpeace principles.” See also Wellenruether, iteal Dilemma,” 135-
72; Marietta,Reformation of American Quakeris8-42.
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publishedAn Essay Towards the Present and Future PeacermoipE(1693), a work that has been
reprinted more than any other of his writin§SIn it, Penn proposed a diet, or an annual league o
European powers, through which international cohfliould be resolved by a complex system of
voting. Penn argued that the combined strengthefdague would encourage member nations to
cooperate and compel recalcitrant ones to subrthiowt resort to military action. Penn’s plan for a
league of nations reflected his belief in the prite power of governments to fashion peaceable
conduct. Without princes spending their treasurgiomies or worrying about invasions, he contended,
the resources of nations would be better secumegréonoting the commercial prosperity and the
moral good of their subject&!

As in his imagined league of nations, Penn believedlitary would not be necessary in
Pennsylvania, so long as his government passethjustand his subjects internalized the moral
precepts of Quaker rule. Penn, as an English stibbgtained a deep suspicion of standing armies, an
he knew all too well how powerful and dangeroustiad potentially were. As a religious dissenter,
Penn witnessed firsthand the destructive poweoadlIEnglish trained bands violently breaking up
Quaker meetings. Militias were not technically sliag armies, but Penn feared a militia in
Pennsylvania would function like one. He was alsoywof militia acts that in other Anglo-American
colonies createdosses comitathat armed every able-bodied male over the agdteéh. As
proprietor, he knew the potential always existadafoned mobs to turn against the government, as
disgruntled settlers did during Bacon’s Rebellioirginia.>®* Thus, beyond the peace testimony,
Penn had practical reasons not to establish aamiitPennsylvania. In lieu of a militia, Penn sasd
those who invested in his colony that civilian offils — such as the sheriff and justices of the@ea

would preserve order. To Friends, he boasted thatemaining guns found in Pennsylvania “would

*%illiam Penn,An Essay Towards the Present and Future Peace mipE(Hildesheim: Olms, 1983; originally
published 1693).

31 The above summary of Penn’s essay follows Maryhhn, William Penn: Politics and Conscien¢@rinceton:
Princeton University Press, 1967), 164-6.

%82 Dorwart, Invasion and Insurrectiord6, 52.
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goe to new york, for they belong to that place.”fasas he knew, there was “not one soldier, nor ar
born, or malitia man seen, since | was first infiéimania.”®* With Philadelphia and most the
surrounding counties almost 100 miles upriver fitia mouth of the Delaware Bay, Penn (and many
Quaker settlers) believed Pennsylvania’s greatfsindes were natural. As he reassured Queen Mary
in 1694, “there can be no danger from the Frendbecause] there is not any one Province [otham th
Pennsylvania that] lyes higher from the Oce@iPenn’s assessment of his colony’s natural defenses
contrasts markedly from his earlier claim to thed=Society of Traders that Pennsylvania’s tributary
rivers, such as the Schuylkill, were deep enoughdy up the royal navy of England®

There were limitations to Penn’s pacifism. Whilefaged to provide for a militia in the colony,
he had no problem supplying his Indian allies Viitharms. Natives, of course, appropriated the
firearms for their own purposes, but provincial gmgument officials, acting on Penn’s behalf, ceftain
envisioned using their Indian allies as a potemtgitary force to protect the colony’s western and
northern flanks. Responding to the demand thatdheny be put in a better military posture, the
Provincial Council in April 1690 charged Markharheh acting as provincial secretary, Robert Turner,
and Lasse Cock, the fur trader and Indian integpyéd recruit “trusty” Natives from the Schuyilkill
River “to Range along the most likely parts ffor@escovering of any Designs of ye ffrench, or their
Indians, against the peac®®Penn himself was not immune to imperial visiongm@indeur. In a
revealing 1709 letter to John Churchill, Duke ofrMarough, commander of the allied forces during
the War of the Spanish Succession, Penn relaydubpiss that the “English Empire on the [North
American] Continent” would eventually extend frohet‘North Bounds” of the “St. Lawrences [sic]
River yt feeds Canada .... to ye River Mississipp[whereby we may Secure 1000 miles of ye River

Down to ye bay of Mexico.” Penn conceded to Mariugh that it would be necessary for the English

*83William Penn to Stephen Crisp, [February 28, 1685PWP3: 28-9.

%84 Breviate of Petition to Queen Mary, [ca. July 894], inPWP3: 395-6; an undated and unsigned manuscript atsoy
found in p. 76, vol. 1, William Penn Miscellaned®apers and Documents, APS.

%8> etter from William Penn to the Committee of thee=Bociety of Tradefsondon, 1683), ilNarratives of Early
Pennsylvaniaed. Meyers, 238.

¥ MPCP 1:334.
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to conquer everything east of the Mississippi beedwithout such a Settlement of our American
Bounds we shall be in hazard in being Dangeroustpi$&ed .... by the French and their Indians
Especially if they send but12 Ships of War to [eifaus by Sea>®’ It is doubtful that Penn, in arguing
for the necessity of English expansion in Ameregected the French to be removed by anything
other than armed force.

Penn’s flexibility with his pacifism was also evigan his appointment of John Blackwell, a
Boston Puritan, as lieutenant governor of Pennsyédvin the summer of 1688. Blackwell was an ex-
soldier who served under Cromwell as his war tresasn Ireland during the 1650s. He also was one of
the first proprietary governors of the Anglo-Bahanaad held government positions in his home
colony of Massachusetts. Penn had many strateggons to appoint Blackwell governor, aside from
the latter’'s extensive government experience. Indom, where he was residing at the time, Penn could
see James II's hold on power steadily slipping.idpating (correctly) the political trouble his
association with James would soon cause him, Pearaply calculated (incorrectly) that
commissioning a militant Puritan to govern his eglovould temper accusations that he was a crypto-
Catholic and Tory sympathizer. Penn also belieuatb(rectly) that Blackwell would be able to
suppress the powerful antiproprietary Quaker facimoPennsylvania government, led by the Welsh
Quaker leader Thomas Lloyd, president of the PralrCouncil®®® In a letter to Hugh Roberts in
December 1689, shortly before Blackwell's dismigeain office, Penn praised the Puritan governor as
“a wise & virtuous man.” But the letter also hintadanother reason for Blackwell’'s commission.
“Being not a [Friend],” Penn reasoned, Blackwelbtitd better deal with those yt were not & stopthei
1589

mouths & be stiff without our neighbors upon ocoas

Although left unstated in Penn'’s letter, there waly one overriding concern that kept many

*87Wwilliam Penn to the Duke of Marlborough, May 2209, p. 102, vol. 1, William Penn Miscellaneous &apand
Documents, APS.

%88 Nicholas Wainwright, “Governor John BlackwelPMHB 74 (October 1950): 457-72; Nasbuakers and Politigsl114-
23.

*9william Penn to Hugh Roberts, December 6, 168%2pvol. 1, William Penn Miscellaneous Papers Boduments,
APS.
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non-Quaker settlers from “stopping their mouthghe relatively defenseless posture of the Delaware
Valley. For most of the 1680s, Pennsylvania enjagtatively peaceful relations with Native allies,
and the threat of attack by privateers or othetileogrmed forces seemed remote. Blackwell’s
appointment as governor, however, came only mdmtfare the Revolution of 1688-9 put English
colonies on a war footing with France and its daama. In April 1689, the Lords of Trade announced
the Crown’s declaration of war and notified the Aio@&n colonies “to take the necessary measures for
defence.” That November, Governor Blackwell introéld to the Provincial Council a separate letter
from the Crown directing the Pennsylvania governitemake “all necessary Preparations to be made
for a speedy warr with the ffrench king® With the onset of King William’s War (1689-97),
Pennsylvania Friends would no longer be able tihdlly ignore the issue of military defense in their
colony.

With the declaration of war in hand, Governor Blaek ordered the Provincial Council to
draw up a declaration of loyalty to William and Mamnd demanded a response to the Crown
government’s request for military assistance. TtwviAcial Council’'s response to Blackwell’s
demands reflected the political divisions alreatBspnt in Pennsylvania, divisions worsened by the
ever-loudening drumbeats of war. Dominating bothRinovincial Council and Assembly was a strong
antiproprietary faction, comprised chiefly of prespus Quaker merchants and landowners who took
advantage of Penn’s prolonged absence from theagdtomaximize their own political power. As
Penn’s appointee for governor, Blackwell raiseditbef the Quaker antiproprietary faction in
government, opposing him at every step. Intra-Qudkasions intersected with a widening split
between Pennsylvania Friends and non-Quaker seftten the lower counties of Delaware. Up until
1701, when Penn finally granted the province its degislature, the three Delaware counties were
under the jurisdiction of the Pennsylvania governin8ettlers from the lower counties elected

representatives to the Provincial Council and AssgnWhile their political presence in Pennsylvania

%0 CcSCP13: 20-33;MPCP 1:302.
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government was significant enough to cause Quakauble, Delaware representatives were never
able to dictate their own affairs, much to the gomasternation of their constituents. Non-Quaker
inhabitants of the lower counties greatly resemednsylvania Friends for ignoring their need for
defensive fortifications. The royal charter for Behre, which was long claimed by Lord Baltimore for
Maryland but was hastily granted to Penn one dégrbelames Il was forced to vacate his throne,
empowered the proprietor to “make War and pursadrtians or other Enemies ... by Land as by
Sea.® The lower counties, with the Delaware Bay andAtiantic Ocean forming its eastern border,
stood greatly exposed to attack by enemy privat&@sduring Penn’s absence from the colony, the
Quaker-dominated government in Pennsylvania pravidelaware with no military assistance
whatsoever, whether in the form of militias or blinlg defensive fortification¥? On the Quakers'’

part, this was not simply a matter of pacifismyés also a stubborn unwillingness from a rulingypar
to recognize the needs of settlers they regardedlagal outsiders.

After approving a proclamation declaring the pnoé’s loyalty to William and Mary, the
Provincial Council debated what measures, if dmg,cdolony should take in response to the Crown’s
declaration of war against France. Predictablypibigical rift between Quakers and non-Quakers on
the Council, as well as between the Quakers ana@ov Blackwell, steered the debate. With ten
present, the Council was divided evenly betweenk@uand non-Quaker members, the latter mostly
representing the lower counti¥s.The non-Quaker members of the Council urged imatediction.
Johannes De Haes, a Dutch settler from New Cé&tlkaware, recommended the Council give “notice

... to all the people to get powder & shott, anelithrmes in a readiness against [should] there be

91 Manuscript Copy of James II's Delaware Charteéitiam Penn, p. 16 (p. 17 in bound volume), valP@&nn
Manuscripts: Charters and Frame of Government (BE3HSP; see also William Shepheiistory of Proprietary
Government ifPennsylvanigNew York: Columbia University, 1896), 122.

92 My summary of the tensions between Delaware settird the Quaker antiproprietary faction in Pelasya
government follows Nasl@Quakers and Politics68-70, 130-2, 235-6.

*%3The Council’s deliberated over two sessions thak place on November 2-4, 1689. The non-Quaker lneesrpresent
at the first session were William Markham, Johrl,Hilke Watson, Peter Alrichs, and Johannes De HE®s Quaker
members present were John Simcock, John Bristoiffittedones (later a Keithian), and Bartholomewppock. Markham
was absent from the second session, giving the @ua&mbers a 5-4 majority that day; $42CP 1:304-11.
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occasion.” Markham concurred that “we ought to haarearmes well fixed ... for we know not how
soon warr may come upon uS:"Luke Watson, another non-Quaker councilor fromloieer

counties, voted in favor of organizing a militiatfl do not think ourselves saf&’® Watson also
worried “if the thing be not done, & any hurt cothe Contrey, ... [the King] may require our Lives
and Estates.” “Twenty men, as things are now,” hened, “may come & do what they will.” The
Quaker members of the Council, however, demurm@th Simcock, a Quaker from Chester County,
bluntly told the meeting he saw “no danger but fritve Bears & wolves ... For my part | am against it
clearly: and, Governor, If we refuse to do it, Thwilt be excused.” Other Quaker members of the
Council agreed with Simcock. Griffith Jones suggdsEvery one that will may provide his armes ...
[but] that [the matter] be left to the discretidintloe Governor to do what he shall judge necessary.
Samuel Carpenter concurred that he was “not agtdnase that will put themselves into defence, but i
being contrary to the judgm[en]t of a great parthaf people, & and my owne to, | cannot advisdo t
thing.”% Finally, after conferring separately from the resthe Council, the Quaker members
reported back to Governor Blackwell that they “wbuabt tye others’ hands, But We cannot Act.”
Blackwell, resigned, promised he “would consideatvas his duty,” and with that, the Council
dropped the matter’

In the short run, it looked like the Quakers hadwaut appearances were deceiving. Shortly
after his confrontation with the Council, Blackwedkigned his commission as lieutenant governor,
writing to Penn that Friends “have not the prinegpbf government amongst them” and that the
mosquitos in Philadelphia were worse than armed, thexigh not nearly as troubling as “men without
Armes.”®®® The Quaker councilors’ intransigence won thempaiege on the issue of defense, but it

proved to be a pyrrhic victory. Even before the iagan, Natives began attacking English settlements

94 MPCP 1: 306.

% MPCP 1: 310.

9 MPCP1: 306.

*"MPCP1: 310-11.
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in Maine, looking to settle old scores with thearosts since King Philip’s War had displaced mahy o
them from their former homes and hunting groutiddhe French in Canada were all too willing to
assist their Indian allies with supplies, and omraaly, soldiers. By the early 1690s, the New Emgl
and New York borderlands regions were once agarasiated by Indian raiding and captive taking,
made worse by the political confusion following thester of James II's appointed governor for New
York, New England, and New Jersey, Sir Edmund Asdim 1689. Without a unified military
command, the northern colonies were left to detbethselves, with meager resources at their
disposaf® A 1691 petition to the king from “divers inhabitarof Charlestown, Boston, and places
adjacent” complained the “late Revolution” has ded the region into separate colonies, “thereby
debilitating all and giving great advantage to enemies.” The petition lamented that “many hundreds
of people have been murdered or captured. Pem@auianglish garrison decimated by the
Wabanaki], all Maine except three towns, and Sewlcisic] have been destroyed, and depredations
[i.e., Indian raids] have been made in New Hamjgshind Massachusetts to the imminent danger of the
frontier towns.” The petitioners also reported thmany died” on the ill-fated Anglo-American assaul
on Quebec, which would “leave Massachusetts iméurarrears of £50,006%

Despite the great logistical need for military afioation, many northern colonies refused to
look beyond their own borders. Faced with the imentrdanger to his own colony, Governor
Sloughter of New York, whom the Crown appointedeplace Andros after 1689, requested the
immediate assistance of every province north oblia. Sloughter asked each colony, including
Pennsylvania, for 150 men. “I need not tell you hoyortant the preservation of Albany is,” the

governor hastened to add. “Only Albany keeps tliglms [i.e., the Iroquois] faithful to us; the laxs

%9 Jenny Hale PulsipheBubjects Unto the Same King : Indians, English, taedContest for Authority in Colonial New
England(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pre§)%), 254.

%9 Owen Stanwood, “The Protestant Moment: Antipopttg, Revolution of 1688-89, and the Making of argidn
American Empire,"Journal of British Studie46 (2007): 481-508; Peckhaiitie Colonial Wars25-76; Craig Yirush,
Settlers, Liberty, and Empire: The Roots of Eanyetican Political TheoryCambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2011), 84-5, esp. f. 4.
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it means the loss of them, and the loss of thenmjatary allies] means the loss of the Englistritery
on this Continent®” Despite this grave warning, and the implicit acktesigment that Anglo-
America could not win any military engagements withNative allies, New York’s neighboring
colonies refused to help, especially those colothiasfaced their own security problems. Simon
Bradstreet, governor of the newly-royalized Progint Massachusetts Bay, pleaded with Governor
Sloughter for understanding. “[W]e have strengtlgethe out-garrisons and are keeping rangers
constantly on the frontier against surprise,” Herimed Sloughter, but “Our efforts in the King’s
service have been a vast expense to us ... amagupreparations make it impossible to give any hel
Westward.?*® Rhode Island’s governor complained of French peieeng attacks on Block Island and
extended Sloughter no more than his best wishes.ffBm giving [you] help,” he relayed to the
governor, “we rather expect it from our neighboisdt surprisingly, Pennsylvania, along with other
colonies farther away from the theater of war, Wasned for not contributing their fair share.
Nehemiah Blakiston, the leader of Maryland’s shiwged Protestant Associators, informed Sloughter
that he had been “ill informed as to the true stditithis province since you equalise [sic] us with
Virginia, which has four times our wealth and patign, and prefer us to Pennsylvania, which much
excels us in eithe® Yet the government in Pennsylvania proved no mdiing than any other
colony to assist New York.

Pennsylvania’s unwillingness to contribute moneynen to the war effort must be viewed
within the wider struggle over sovereignty in thegksh Atlantic. Scholars have traditionally assdme
the peace testimony was the primary reason thedyksmia government temporized on the issue of

defense in the late seventeenth and early eiglt@enturies, but Friends had other related reafsons

02 cspC13: 503; Winfred RooRelations of Pennsylvania with the British Governm&696-1765New York: Burt
Franklin, 1970), 259.

%3 CcsSpPC13: 475.

804 CSPC13: 515; RootRelations of Pennsylvaniaé0.



193

resisting the Crown’s demands for military supg8tfar from the center of metropolitan power in
London, Pennsylvania’s ruling Quaker oligarchy @rohants and landowners feared losing their
political autonomy to proprietary or imperial inésts, the latter of which grew increasingly resatge
in the 1690s. Following the Revolution of 168848 Crown made serious attempts to subordinate the
American colonies under its centralizing authoritile need for military coordination coincided with
an increased emphasis by metropolitan officialsegulating overseas commerce as a vehicle for the
expansion of metropolitan and imperial power. Hetlee Crown government imposed a series of
regulations designed to curb the colonies’ indepand, the most important of which was the
Navigation Act in 1696. The Act empowered royaltounss officials to inspect colonial seaports in
order to stamp out illegal smuggling and tax ewasamd it imposed vice-admiralty courts to try
offenders without the benefit of a jury. Coordimgtimperial policy was the Lords of Trade,
reformulated as the Board of Trade after the pase&the Navigation Act in 1696. In addition to
overseeing military matters and enforcing custoeggilations, the Board of Trade also attempted to
curb piracy by policing the colonial seaports thiatvided safe harbors for pirates to fence cheauglgo
and spend hard curren®.In Pennsylvania, the imposition of Crown authorvitys increasingly
noticeable by the turn of the eighteenth centurystwisibly in the presence of customs officials in
Philadelphia and the establishment of a vice-adtyicaurt in 1698. Though David Lloyd, as attorney
general and the leader of the Quaker antipropyidtantion, thwarted the imposition of imperial laats
every turn, the hegemony of Quaker rule in Penmgyb/was seriously threatened. Customs officials,
royal agents, and sympathetic provincial official®ther colonies all pointed to the Quaker civid a

religious culture of gospel order in Pennsylvargdree main obstacle preventing the colony’s

%% |saac Sharples§uaker Experiment in GovernmedbnesQuakers in the American ColonjeBrock, Quaker Peace
Testimony

% yirush, Settlers, Liberty, and Empir84-5; lan K. SteeleRolitics of Colonial Policy: The Board of Trade @olonial
Administration(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968); Robert Ritchiaptain Kidd and the War Against the Pirates
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1986), 144-7.
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integration with the empir&’

The peace testimony, as part of gospel order &yjlthus became a crucial site of debate in the
Pennsylvania Quakers’ fight to preserve their seigeity. When Benjamin Fletcher demanded
Pennsylvania contribute its share in the imperial @ffort in 1693, the Quaker members of the
Assembly and Council sought a compromise that weatsfy his demands while still preserving their
autonomy and avoiding as best they could givingdimilitary assistance. Theoretically, the peace
testimony ought to have posed few constraintsudbing Friends. For moral precedents, the Quaker
government could look to the example of Rhode Bllanends during King Philip’s War, or they could
refer to the longstanding consensus position ankoeyds that accepted the magistrates’ right to use
force, so long as oaths, compulsory militia servareother laws that violated Quaker consciencegwe
avoided. The peace testimony, moreover, was dtrtteestill insufficiently codified to be a formal
matter of religious discipline, like the regulatiohfornication or marrying a non-Quaker were. Yet
none of that eased the difficult moral dilemma pmoial Quaker rulers faced. If they conceded too
much to imperial interests, they risked sparkingagition from among their own coreligionists in the
colony. Give too little, they risked losing themlony to their political enemies.

Their solution was a politically ingenious compremiialthough one that was not arrived at as
easily as scholars might assume. Less than a naftethhis arrival in April 1693, Benjamin Fletcher
set out to undermine Quaker authority and wreshftiee Pennsylvania Assembly military support for
his own colony in New York. Fletcher probably knkeswould not get a militia, but he also knew he
could pressure the Quaker members of the provigoaernment to provide him with financial
assistance. To strengthen his hand, he appointdidhwwMarkham as lieutenant governor and packed
the Council with non-Quakers and other placemebdiieved sympathetic to his intere¥&Meeting

with the representative of the Assembly that Mdgidher reassured the Quaker members of the

97 Nash,Quakers and Politics192-8; For Lloyd’s attempts to thwart the impiwsitof royal authority, particularly via
Robert Quary and the vice-admiralty courts, seel&nséi, Friends and Strangerd.82-5.
%08 Nash,Quakers and Politics183-5.
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Council and Assembly that those who “Scruple [asfithe giving of money to support waar, ther
[sic] are a great many other charges ... for tippstt [of government].” Fletcher also promised them
that their money “shall not be dipt in blood” bathrer would be used for the building of defensive
fortifications, which he compared to “the wall abgor gardens & orchards; yor doors & Locks of yor
houses; Mastiff dogs and such other things as yakemse of to defend yor goods & propertie agt
theeves & robbers’® The Assembly subsequently passed a levy “towdlsupport” of the province
at the assessed rate of a penny per pound otedl estates, with half the total amount earmarked f
“the protection of this Government,” but it weakdridetcher’s control over the tax by assuming
responsibility for its collectiofi'® The legislature also considered a militia bilegumably introduced
by non-Quaker members, but it failed to pHssletcher, before leaving for New York, found the t
bill not to his liking and upbraided the Quaker niems of the Assembly for not including more
specific language acknowledging the Crown’s renedesdand for “assistance to New yorke tho
proposed in Such a way as is agreeable to the terdér Consciences among ySi?”

As they had with Blackwell, the provincial Quakevgrnment had found a way to stymie the
imposition of royal authority, and with it, Fletatfedemand for military assistance, but the exigenc
of war kept the pressure on ruling Friends forréraainder of the 1690s. The urgency with which
Friends maneuvered to balance their sovereignty mat unduly compromising their peace principles
can be seen in an undated (and probably unseitippeb William 11l “for the restoring this
Government to W: Penn,” which was probably writseiortly after Fletcher had left for New York.
The petition, written by provincial Friends, thoughsigned, credits Quaker settlers for turning the
Delaware Valley “from uncultivated wilderness twall frequented Country with town and villages &

Plantations,” and it reminded the king that Penvesyla performed an invaluable economic service by

®9MPCP 1: 400

6191 aws of Pennsylvanj@21-4. Quotation on p. 221.
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“send[ing] many vessels to yr Kings Plantaciondwhitead flour beef pork beer & other Provisions.”
Having justified their governance of the colonye tmhnamed Quaker petitioners then begged the king
to keep the province “distinct from [new] york iespect of its conveniency of our religious
perswasion,” most especially “in respect of wargasing & other things of the like nature.” The
petitioners promised William Il that if he presed/their colony’s autonomy from outside political
interference, they would “answer the King & Quedasires ffor ye support of Govermt to ye uttmost
of our Ability.”®*® Around the same time, ruling Friends drafted aeothvealing proposal to the
Crown government for “what may be done for theufatgood of the Province in respect of the
Govermt.” The proposal, which was never sent, esqeé the Quakers’ willingness to “perfectly adjust
the method of Govermt” with Penn “to prevent allufie disputes between ye people & him.” If Penn’s
proprietary could not be restored, the proposaltba@rs continued, Penn should be allowed to find
another governor “committed to a person who maigleesmong us” and — more importantly — “be
gratefull to us.” The proposal concluded by reitieg@Penn’s assurances that Pennsylvania possessed
natural defenses that would thwart foreign enertaclt which the Quaker authors believed would
justify the king allowing them to have a “Civill @ermt ... in manner of a corporacon ... [with]
magistrates of their own choosing.” According te groposal’s authors, Maryland could then take
responsibility for the military defense of the m@gi while Pennsylvania would annually “rayse a
Supply ffor the King & Queens occasiorfd*By “occasions,” of course, the unnamed Quakers who
drafted the proposal meant taxes in support otamylioperations along the New York frontier.

The euphemism revealed a certain anxiety on theopanling Friends to acknowledge the
compromises they made in negotiating their impegaponsibilities during wartime. When the Lords

of Trade recommended to the Queen the restoratiBemnsylvania’s proprietary status in August

®13 petition to William 111, “for the restoring this @ernment to W: Penn” [ca. 1693], f. 120, box 1#ing Collection,
HSP; reference to petition originally foundLibP 1:40.

¢14«Some Proposals what may be done for the ffute@dgf the Province in respect of the Govermt,” [t393], f. 122,
box 14, Etting Collection, HSP.
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1694, Penn promised he would “dutifully comply” vitoyal orders for the “supplying such Quota of
men or the defraying their part of such Chargdsr. the safty and preservation of their ffa
Dominions in that part of Americd*® The Crown government knew the risks involved inseting
Penn’s proprietary charter. In February of thatrydee Lords of Trade “agreed to represent to thgK
the danger from the number of Quakers in North Acaeand the little help that they contribute

towards defence®*®

But metropolitan officials gambled Penn was betteted to persuade Friends in
military matters than Fletcher or some other raffitial.®*’ Penn at first apologized to the Council for
the “Streitness of time [and] the Circumstanceshhd put them under by agreeing to the Crown’s

stipulations>*®

But within a year he lost his patience and beggplaring his “Loveing Frds” in several
letters to consider how “your not only refuseingsemd menr-er {but} mony to N.Y. for a common
defence” would once again imperil his charter. hgland, he lectured them, Friends “pay [taxes] to
carry [on] a vigorous war agst France,” while thagmire at the difficulty of [Friends in
Pennsylvania] to pay, saying it seems to Contradidiere; especially, sinc[e] It may be given under
the Style [of] Peace & Safety, or to defray thegexicies of Governmt. & deposit it in such hands as
may keep frds cleer from th[e] breach of their gEarestimony.®*®

Penn’s admonishment betrayed little sympathy farmBglvania Friends, and it also hinted at
the possibility that Friends were not entirely gréement over even the issue of war taxes. Prelibit
by law from serving in government, English Frietha@sieved they could safely remit their taxes to
other “hands,” as Penn put it, and thus morallybiesthemselves of responsibility for any military
uses it might be put to. Provincial Friends in Pstwvania government tried a similar tack with

Fletcher and the Lords of Trade, shifting the blam® those who used their tax money for military

purposes. Penn’s letter indicated that the peatineny theoretically should have caused littleible
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for Friends on the issue of war taxes. But Englisti Pennsylvania Quakers’ cultural expectations
about behavior were divergent, owing in part towast political differences between the two groups.

In the 1690s and early 1700s, English Friends wdrabout impressment, piracy on the high seas, and
securing tolerations for themselV&80n the other side of the Atlantic, Pennsylvanief@swerethe
established political order, and they confrontesvaty and other colonial forms of violence in a
manner English Friends rarely had to confront.

As Penn’s letter suggests, Friends in Pennsyhas@mbalked at paying monies assessed for
war taxes. The reasons for doing so were complaiigally motivated, and cannot be satisfactorily
explained solely in terms of “pacifism.” Instealdetpeace testimony became an integral part of &amuc
larger debate over sovereignty and government,twtiling Friends found politically expedient to use
in their negotiations with royalist officials togserve their political autonomy. In April 1695,

Benjamin Fletcher, writing from New York, once agdemanded military assistance from
Pennsylvania. This time, in addition to money, ¢het told Markham, who was serving as governor at
the time, he needed “Eighty men and their offisgith armes Ammunition and pay ffor one ye&t™”
Fletcher needed the military assistance to plduatelaudenosaunee (Iroquois) allies, who were
engaged in a long-running battles with the Freidtha treaty conference with the Mohawk in August
of that year, Fletcher’s Indian allies exhorted glogernor to “give notice ... [to] all the brethrérat

are in covenant with us and come up with five heddnen and Cannon and let us go hand in hand to
see what the enemy do at Cadaracqui [Fort Fronggf&d-letcher, who could ill afford to ignore his
Native alliances, pressed Markham in Septembemflitary assistance and sternly reminded him of

the “ill consequences of the ffrench so neere [te@ghbourhood [of] the five Nations and that they

20 The Act of Toleration, despite repealing penaldawm Protestant dissenters, nevertheless retainathber of
restrictions which negatively affected English Rds. The Test Act mandated oaths swearing, whielctéfely barred
Friends from holding public office, and Quakers atiikr dissenters were also required to pay tiéimelsobtain a license
for their meetings from bishops in the Church ofland; see MurphyConscience and Community59-60. For the
continued sufferings of Quakers in the post-16&0 see Braithwaitesecond Period of Quakerish79-87.

621 Benjamin Fletcher to William Markham, April 15,9%, p. 15, vol. 1, Penn Manuscripts: Official Cependence, Penn
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%22 Treaty at Albany, August 28, 1695, p. 298, voMdlliam Penn Miscellaneous Papers and Docume6851.801, APS.
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have easyre & nearer access to Pensilvania thanyese.®?* The provincial Assembly, however,
under the antiproprietary leadership of David Llpggbuffed Markham, using Fletcher’s urgent need
for military aid as an opportunity to enhance tlwaun constitutional power at the expense of the
Provincial Council and governor. The committee pemiings of the Assembly indicated that “money
may be raised to answer the Queens Letters [eenadd for military assistance]” on the condition of
winning a “Salvo to the Proprietary and the Peoplithe provincé?* By that, the Assembly meant
altering property requirements for suffrage in fagbrural areas (where Quakers enjoyed a
demographic majority) at the expense of urban @wasre Friends were increasingly in the minority),
thereby ensuring the electoral supremacy of Friemdélse province. Most importantly, the Assembly
sought the right to initiate legislation and adjoat its own accortf The proposed changes were a
bold gamble on the part of the Assembly to wrestgrdrom the Provincial Council and governor.
Markham initially resisted, complaining to the Qaaknembers of the legislature that they had “forced
me into [a] Channell you have now mad&But Markham knew as well as the Assembly thaeif h
could not obtain military assistance from the cgl®®nn risked losing his charter again. The palitic
blackmail worked. Quakers in the legislature wareas constitutional settlement in 1696 that
buttressed their power at the expense of the exedmtanch and the bourgeoning non-Quaker settler
population in the colony. In return for the new stitutional framework, the Assembly remitted £300
in tax revenues to Fletch&’

In their negotiations with the governor, the Assgmised the peace testimony as a political
expedient to win concessions from the governor thait fact does not preclude the possibility of

genuine moral anxieties, even among powerful Qukgpslators, about supporting military operations

623 Benjamin Fletcher to William Markham, Septembet&95, p. 302, , vol. 2, William Penn Miscellane®apers and
Documents, 1665-1801, APS.
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in neighboring colonies. Around the time negotiasidor the new settlement were being finalized, the
Quaker members of the Assembly dispatched a messdgarkham and the Provincial Council noting
their willingness “to performe our Dutyes [sic] thi soe farr as in us lye&?® The phrase, “so far in

us lies,” suggests there were limits to how fdeast some Quaker assemblymen were willing to
concede to Fletcher, no matter how politically ekpat it was to base their objections in pacifist
discourse. For one, the Assembly remitted mondiginof the eighty men Fletcher asked for. Taken
by itself, such a move is not necessarily evideigeacifism, as many other colonies besides
Pennsylvania were also reluctant to send Fletcheps. But in another, more revealing letter torPen
shortly after passing the tax, Friends betrayehiadf reluctance about the bargain they were abmut
make. In the letter, the Quaker members of the bbereassured Penn that they were “alwaies ready
to Answer [Fletcher's demands for military assisgraccording to our Abilities .... Considering the
Religious perswasion of the Major part of us.” Aftehearsing a brief history of their alleged
cooperation with Fletcher's demands for money aihors of the letter announced they had passed a
new tax “for the support of Government Three Huddreunds.” Inserted below that remark, almost as
an afterthought, was the rationale that Friende darvthe money: instead of it going for military
purposes, the tax would go “towards Relieving tistréssed Indians Inhabiting above Albafi§? It

was a bald-faced lie. The Quaker authors of therlevhich included such prominent Friends as
Samuel Carpenter, Caleb Pusey, John Blunston, aftblds Waln, knew the money was for

Fletcher’'s military operations, and they probalhheWw the “distressed Indians” in New York were
Fletcher’s Iroquois allies who had asked for thétamy assistance in the first place. Penn probably
knew Friends were lying as well. Yet, at first blugthere was no apparent reason to lie, espedmdy
private letter addressed to Penn, who expectedngplss than full compliance with Fletcher’s

demands. The Quaker authors of the letter weré# lik@ihood lying to themselves, or at least

528 General Assembly, Message to Governor and CouBctbber 7, 1696, p. 326, vol. 2, William Penn Mitaneous
Papers and Documents, 1665-1801, APS.
629 Assembly letter to William Penn, November 7, 1606, Box 54, Etting Collection, HSP.
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rationalizing their compliance with levying a waxtto other Friends, rehearsing a narrative that
Fletcher had previously given them, which was thair hands would not be “dipt in blood.”

Whatever their motivation, the Quakers’ instruméunse the peace testimony to either forestall
royal demands for military assistance or gain malitconcessions from the governor ironically rdise
Pennsylvania’s profile as a “pacifist” colony. Itlchot matter that not all Friends were pacifisst
Friends were not in agreement about the peacen@syi, and that Friends generally excused
themselves when, acting in the capacity as matgstréhey supported indirect support of war measure
such as levying taxes. When other northern colpsiash as Massachusetts, balked at giving the
governor of New York his due in money or troops,ome accused their leaders of pacifism. This was
true even of Rhode Island, which had a sizeablék&uaopulation on Aquidneck Island and for a time
in the late seventeenth century legally exempteifipts from military servicé® Yet numerous
political actors, from royalists, Anglicans, andgi#oring colonial officials, accused Quakers in
Pennsylvania of holding their peace testimony alibe# loyalty to the Crown and the empire. The
peace testimony was, in the eyes of the Quakersyrpalitical enemies, a dangerous pacifism that
bordered on treason.

The absence of a militia was the most salient dasgegospel order culture in late seventeenth
century Pennsylvania, and it inspired either featayision from many contemporaries. In the early
1690s, almost as soon as King William’s War begeports about dangerous Quaker pacifists
circulated around Anglo-America. Francis Nicholseas a former military commander under Sir
Edmund Andros whose patronage connections with @mifficials and Anglican bishops in London
won him appointments to the office of lieutenamtgmor of Virginia in the early 1690s and the
governorship of Maryland in 1693" Nicholson, a devoted Anglican and high royalisspised the

Quakers and warned the Lords of Trade in 1691“Betnsylvania being in the hands of Quakers and

830\Weddle,Walking in the Way of Peac£00-1.
831 Nash,Quakers and Politicsl87-9; Randy Dunn, “Francis Nicholson’s Empiri@, English Atlantics Revisited: Essays
Honouring lan K. SteeJeed. Nancy L. Rhoden (Montreal: McGill-Queen’s isity Press, 2007), 59-80.
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having few or no militia for defence if attacked &y enemy, may be a retreating place” for what he
characterized as a “mob” of “debtors and slavds®?ehnsylvania setters “be of William Penn’s
pernicious principles,” Nicholson complained, “thegpy hold correspondence with the French and
Indians by land with the French by sea.” Nicholassured the Lords of Trade that he had issued a
proclamation about Quakers in Virginia and thatvoelld be “very watchful of them and of all the
loose Governments* Nicholson’s fear of “loose governments” was untierdable given that the
Revolution of 1688-9 cut short his own career asligutenant governor of the Dominion of New
England®® In Nicholson’s Virginia, as in many other coloniésars of Indian attacks were
compounded by fears of political insecurity andabgity that followed the toppling of Andros’s
Dominion regime and the proprietary government gryfand in 1689. Pennsylvania escaped the
Revolution of 1688-9 with its government intactt bwe Provincial Council in Virginia heard rumors
that the Quakers in Pennsylvania “have given tat, if the French and Indians come against them,
they will go out and meet them without arms, anguamt them they had no quarrell with them, nor
would not fight.®** The rumor alarmed members of the Virginia Counveilp worried that an
intercolonial alliance of Quakers and hostile Imdiavere descending into their regfin.

In the Delaware Valley, opposition to Quaker ruld’ennsylvania centered on the issue of
defense. Non-Quaker settlers in the lower coursgecially resented Quakers for leaving Delaware
homes and plantations exposed to attack by pieatdd-rench privateers. Rumors of war and the threat
of invasion fueled anxieties. In April 1689, thessff of Sussex County alerted the Provincial Caunc
“touching a Rumor of an invasion made on Marylag®000 Sennekers [Senecas] & ffrench.” The

Council assured the sheriff the report was “groassll and cautioned lower county officials not to

832 CSPC13: 473; RootRelations of Pennsylvania61.
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“presume to rayse the Contrey without more manifasse.®*® By the early 1690s, Delaware settlers
had formed private militia companies in lieu of trag for an actual invasion to take place. When
Fletcher visited New Castle in 1693, the local tiailfwent to the Townehouse” to publish his royal
commission and greeted the new governor with fiigedf guns, great Shouting and jd§*Security
considerations were foremost on the minds of ssttigefore returning to Philadelphia that day,
Fletcher and other newly sworn-in officials “spém rest of the forenoon in finding the most
convenient place at New Castle to build a f6ff. The seeming indifference on the part of ruling
Friends to the plight of Delaware settlers’ segucitncerns hastened the lower counties’ secession
from Pennsylvania, which Penn reluctantly authatire1701%°

The need for defense became most pressing whddelbgvare Valley was attacked by pirates
and privateers. One such attack caused great alattme end of the seventeenth century. In September
1698, the Provincial Council received word fromi@éls in Sussex County that a pirate sloop had
attacked a coastal town with “about 50 men welledtrwho “plundered almost every house ...
breaking open doors & Chests and taking away alleyar plate to be found.” The Council learned
that a pirate named Canoot stole a sloop from amaared Jonathan Redwood in Philadelphia. Canoot
and his men took Redwood and “His Boy” prisonerlevkihiey commandeered the sloop. Besides
sacking the town and taking “about eleven of yee€bf [our] town prisoners,” the pirates “killed
several Sheep and Hogs” and remained at anchbeiB¢laware Bay unmolested until an unknown
brigantine sailed nearby and frightened them offe ©f the settlers who reported the event was Luke
Watson, the former Provincial Councilor who argé@dmilitia establishment during Governor

Blackwell’s tenure. After recounting the eventdloé attack, Watson and the others bluntly told the

O MPCP1: 277.

3" MPCP 1: 369.

% MPCP 1: 370.
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Provincial Council, “This place is verie open tondar & verie naked for defenc&®®

Pennsylvania’s growing Anglican community, centere®hiladelphia, also lent its voice to the
growing chorus of resentment over the issue ofrdefén the colony. Beginning in the mid-1690s, the
Anglican population in Pennsylvania grew signifitgnas Quakers slowly lost their demographic
majority by the turn of the eighteenth century. Pinesence of Anglicans in the colony coincided with
the fourfold increase in Pennsylvania’s non-Qualattier population overall during the fifteen year
period spanning from 1685 to 1700. The influx ofghcans and other non-Quaker settlers contributed
greatly to the growing commercial prosperity of todony, helping Philadelphia outpace New York to
become the second largest city in Anglo-Americaéytury’s end. Ironically, given the Anglican
opposition to Quaker rule, the lack of a militiaRennsylvania, along with low taxes, attracted many
non-Quaker settler families from neighboring co&sif"* The erection of Christ Church in
Philadelphia in 1695 was a fitting symbol of Angircambitions for the colony. Christ Church also had
two important imperial benefactors: Robert Quargt Brancis Nicholson. Nicholson, as governor of
Maryland, successfully lobbied the Privy CounciLiondon to provide Church with a £50 annual
stipend for a minister. Robert Quary, another farraf Christ Church, was a committed Anglican who
once served as deputy governor in South Car6ffnia. 1698, the same year as Canoot's pirate attack,
Quary arrived in Philadelphia appointed by the BlaafrTrade to serve as judge of the powerful vice-
admiralty court for Pennsylvania, West Jersey, adyland. As vice admiralty judge, Quary was
charged with the task of enforcing the Navigatiart &nd suppressing illegal smugglitfg.

The sovereignty of Quaker rule in Pennsylvaniaaiathe heart of Anglican complaints about
the absence of a militia in the colony. At stakéhia contest between Quakers and Anglicans in the

colony were two competing visions of sovereigntige Tormer was rooted in gospel order, while the

*9MPCP 1: 539-40.
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Anglican vision was decidedly imperial. The peaegtimony became a locus of debate, as did other
Quaker-inflected provincial laws, such as thosevalhg for affirmation in lieu of oaths in court. &h
Quaker-Anglican debate demonstrated the extenhtohAPennsylvania was situated within a
contested imperial space. Pennsylvania was qtateliy “in the kingdom but not of it,” a colony
positioned at the margins of imperial rule, yetroked by the Crown government as one of its
dominions. Because violence regulation was fundaahémthe perception of public order and a vital
to a state’s legitimacy, Anglicans and imperiai@#ls (who were often one and the same) seized on
the militia issue, even when the actual threat affare was far more pressing in New York or New
England. Sometime around 1695, as Christ Churchtentadirst appearance in Philadelphia, several
prominent Anglicans submitted a petition to Willidh Styling themselves as “Loyall Protestant
Subjects,” the Anglican petitioners complainedhe €rown that “the whole Government [of
Pennsylvania] is putt into ye hands of the Qualsdrs not only refuse to [settle] ye Malitia but giak
[discouragement] they can to so good A worke.” pastioners begged the Crown to abrogate Penn’s
charter so they could be “Governed by the lawsrgfl&nd [so that] the Mallitia of this province may
be settled as to secure this Contry an all his Majebjects therein from all their Enimies [si¢}"”
Tellingly, the Anglican petitioners equated Quagacifism with disloyalty, as their reference to
themselves as “loyal Protestant subjects” implied the Quakers by contrast were neither loyal, nor
Protestant, nor properly good English subjects.

The issue of defense in Pennsylvania intersectddamnost of other issues related to the
Quaker governance of the colony. Robert Quary, dtsadicholson, Edward Randolph, surveyor
general of customs, and other royalist officiatestiously lobbied the Board of Trade to annul Penn’
proprietary charter. By the turn of the eighteesghtury, as the House of Lords considered a hill fo

the revocation of all proprietary charters in Angaricomplaints that Friends in Pennsylvania wete no

844“The Humble Address & Petition of his Majestiesiyiall Protestant Subjects living in the ProvincéPehnsylvania, [ca.
1695], p. 33, vol. 1, Penn Manuscripts, Indian &faalso reprinted in PWP 3:443-9. Quotations fromginal manuscript.
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fit to govern intensified*> Reports filtered back to England that “pennsilaaisibecome ye greatest
refuge & Shelter for pirats & Rogues in Ameri®4®Pirates reputedly roamed Philadelphia without
fear of arrest. Randolph and Quary claimed thatgBaw Markham took protection money from
pirates. Another local non-Quaker official informiéag Board of Trade that Markham had married his
daughter to James Brown, a reputed member of Heveyy's crew’*’ Pennsylvania’s alleged
toleration of pirates symbolized the Quakers’ ifetgnce to royal authority. For officials like Qyar
piracy, illegal smuggling, and the issue of defeinsdeennsylvania were all interrelated problems
underpinned by the Quakers’ irresponsible goveraafitche colony. Matters pertaining to defense,
however, took prominence even in official reporsailing a much broader survey of the Quakers’
alleged derelictions. On April 16, 1702, the Boafd rade received a report from Quary outlining
several “irregular proceedings” and “undue pradtiad Friends in Pennsylvania. While Quary
focused on illegal smuggling and Penn’s allegedtita of the Navigation Act, his report to the Boar
emphasized that “the country [is] left defenceldsslack of a militia and that Penn invited “fogei
and French Indians, known to be villains” to tradth his colony. Quary also targeted the Quaker
Assembly’s unwillingness to raise a “small quot&E850 “towards the defence of New Yorke,” and
he railed at the “hainous” crimes that Friendsgabily got away with, including “the son of an enmhe
Quaker” accused of rape but “gott off without tiya*®

As if the unwanted attention from imperial offigalere not enough, George Keith returned to
the Delaware Valley in 1702, this time as an SP&smnary. Keith’s mission to America was an

ambitious undertaking, financially supported byostof wealthy benefactors and prominent local
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officials. During his time in America, Keith’s befaetors included Francis Nicholson, who once
supported Dr. Bray while he was organizing Churckmgland parishes in Maryland, Colonel Lewis
Morris of New York, the wealthy, slaveowning Quakenvert, formerly of Barbados, Colonel Joseph
Dudley, the despised Anglican royal governor of 8éehusetts Bay, and the equally hated Edward
Hyde, Lord Cornbury, then governor of New York. Wihe support of such eminent officials, Keith
and his companion John Talbot traversed the Attasgaboard from New England to North Carolina
from 1702 to 1704?° Keith visited his former supporters, whom he cedritabove Five hundred
persons” in about fifteen congregations in Wess&gand Pennsylvania, and he worked to establish
multiple Anglican parishes and convert “a consideraumber of People that were formerly Quakers,
and other Dissenters in a good dispositidfi Keith’'s SPG mission demonstrated the profoundslink
between sacral and temporal forms of sovereigstraylicans and sympathetic provincial officials
worked together to build a Church of England pasigstem that would internalize both royal and
ecclesiastical authority among Anglo-American sotge

Not surprisingly, Keith was eager to settle oldresowith Friends, and he used the peace
testimony as a trope to undermine Quaker authoriBennsylvania. Keith and Talbot wrote numerous
reports to John Chamberlayne, the secretary cdB@, Henry Compton, the Bishop of London, and
Dr. Bray appraising them of their missionary wondairging them to send more ministers, prayer
books, catechisms, and anti-Quaker tracts like IEbd&reslie’sSnake in the Gragd697), which
Talbot believed had “given Quakerism a deadly woupe never to be heale®f* In November
1702, at the beginning of their missionary journegith and Talbot convened a meeting in New York
with Evan Evans, the rector of Christ Church, Rlielahia, and several Anglican dignitaries, inclgdin

Edmond Mott, the royal chaplain for the Queen’smemts stationed in the colony. Together, they
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compiled an “An Account of the State of the ChuirciNorth America,” which was sent to the SPG in
London. With some exaggeration, the report blameehBs and other dissenters for the “chief
opposition and discouragement” of winning over et to the Church, and it singled out the
Quakers’ “refusing to swear and fight” in Pennsyliaaas the primary means “by which many [other
settlers] come over to them, to excuse themseteas being jurymen and serving in the Militi&? In
subsequent letters, Keith and Talbot warned SPiGia# that Pennsylvania “lyes very naked and open
at present to both French and Indians” becausei@fds who “pretend they can’t fight so much as in
self-defence *° As the SPG’s first missionary, Keith labored tondastrate that Friends were moral
hypocrites. “Where they have the Government,” hetevm his journal, Friends profess not “to fight
with a Carnal Weapon,” yet Quaker magistrates mnBglvania had “put several Persons to Death
judicially, for suspected Murther§>* Keith was no longer interested in convincing Figthat they
had deviated from their “ancient principles,” ashael during the schism. He was now broadcasting to
an Anglo-Atlantic public that Friends, and not the®wn, were the real arbitrary power in America,
having “set up their own Traditions, to throw dotile Commands of Chris$t®

A broader, transatlantic network of moral commentallowed Keith’s lead in denouncing
Pennsylvania Quakers for their moral hypocrisy isegt governance. On the American side, one of
the most prolific anti-Quaker polemicists was Daheeds, a former Quaker turned Keithian who in
the late seventeenth century penned several sgdtiicts against Friends, includime Great
Mistery of Fox-Craft Discoverefl705)°*° Leeds amplified Keith's charges that Quakers vegfgest
borderline seditious subjects of the Crown, prongdealty but refusing to swear oaths or disavow

fighting — though only when it suited them politigaln The Great Mistery of Fox-Craft Discovered
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Leeds rhetorically asked his readers whether “&guivocators as these be fit Persons to be trusted
the Government?®’ As evidence that Pennsylvania Friends cried manifivhen it only suited them,
he pointed to the May 1706 security incident tiadtied Philadelphia and embarrassed the government.
Pennsylvania Governor John Evans, frustrated withk@r Assemblymen who consistently obstructed
his efforts at organizing a provincial militia, mdround Philadelphia warning of impending attagk b
six French vessels in the Delaware Bay. In redlitgre was no French attack — Evans made it ug — bu
he threw the city into a panic. Much to the disgfgtrivate militia volunteers, some provincial
Friends attempted to flee Philadelphia, while a feustered with arm%? Leeds exaggerated events,
implying that more than a few Friends had resporfded Military posture, with their Guns charged,”
and arguing rather smugly that they had either dneither to save themselves or join the Frénth.
Across the Atlantic, religious controversialistsyeled many of Keith and Leeds’ attacks on
Quaker authority. Edward Cockson, a rector wrifiogn Oxfordshire, wrot&igid Quakers, Cruel
Persecutorg1705) ostensibly in response to a local debatiwdsn an Anglican and a Quaker, but the
tract makes repeated references to “Friend®emsilvania who hired men to fight, tho they themselves
declared fighting to be SinfuP* Invariably, polemical commentary on the peacertesty turned to
attacks on Quaker-inflected laws and Quaker authoriPennsylvania. Bugg, an ex-Quaker who like
Keith later joined the Church, could barely contais invective. Pennsylvania’s weak defenses, he
claimed, “are a fair Road into other of His MajestColonies.” According to Bugg, French privateers
reportedly told a group of English captives thaytmtended to “plunder” Philadelphia “in hopesaof
good Prey, since there were none but Quakers,@ndrsequently no Oppositiof** Bugg also
resorted to gendered attacks, impugning the adyhafrPennsylvania Quaker magistrates with

innuendo and allusions of sexual impropriety. e amstance, Bugg accused Pennslyvania magistrates
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of whipping non-Quaker women for trivial offensebilg allowing a certain male Friend, “being found
upon a Quaking Woman,” to get away with nothing enibvan a token fine. From Bugg’s point of
view, when Friends, whom he called “this Lunatioktof People,” settled Pennsylvania, they “were
resolved ... that the Arbitration of Friends shos#ave instead of Laws,” but those laws were thg ve
cause of disorder in the colof%.Gospel order, in other words, was to blame.

Yet Friends deftly used gospel order discipline gretoric to dramatically reverse their
political fortunes. In 1710, after years of poktiénstability and infighting, the pro-proprietaigction
of wealthy Quaker merchants and landowners in Bévarsa swept provincial elections, driving out
the antiproprietary politicians, led by David Llgystho had dominated the Assembly for much of the
previous decade. The landslide elections in fa¥oh® proprietary party spelled the end of an dra o
rancorous politics (and according to Gary Nashatinetly democratic rule) that had begun with the
Keithian schisn?® The election’s timing could not have been moréuitous for Friends. While
imperial authorities were making common cause Witlglicans and non-Quaker settlers in the
Delaware Valley, William Penn was negotiating tt Bis proprietorship back to the Crown
government in order to pay off his enormous dé¥ts June, only a few months before the election,
Penn sent a letter addressed to “Friends in Pevarsg,” enjoining them one last time in the langriag
of gospel order to pursue “the amicable wayes atBd.ove & Unity,” by which he meant that
Friends should abandon David Lloyd and embraceruiprietary rule. Echoing the same language
Thomas Chalkley used ten years before, Penn remdiRdends that the “eyes of many are upon you,”
but he also warned them that he was “answeralileet@€rown if the Administration [of the province]
shou’d fail.**

Although Penn'’s letter failed to reach Friends befitie election, the Philadelphia Yearly
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Meeting intervened to convince voters of the maritQuaker rule and to reassert their authorityrove
subordinate meetings in the Delaware Valley. Int&aper of that year, one month before the
elections, the meeting sanctioned the publicatidsaac Norris’s-riendly Advice to the Inhabitants of
Pennsilvania(1710)%°® Norris, a wealthy merchant, usdendly Adviceto convince non-Quaker
voters in Pennsylvania that proprietary rule, agiated through the a ruling class of Quaker gentry,
would best secure their lives and liberties. Tastalinternal Quaker support for Norris’s partye th
yearly meeting circulated an epistle reminding ikdiein the Delaware Valley “to be of one mind: that
so our Enemies may not see any Divisions amongst BReproach us therewith.” The meeting also
stepped up its enforcement of gospel order dis@phassigning “Substantial Friends” to “Visit every
Family amongst us” to inquire about their “Worldigtate” and to “& See how things are with them.”
For those who “will not take the Advice of Friendie meeting promised it would “give them Gospel
Order & proceed therein against thef" The actions taken by the yearly meeting helpecpthe
proprietary party of Friends win the election, qmst as importantly, shored up the loyalty of Fden

to their rule through their reassertion of gospékeo discipline.

The consolidation of power within a powerful cligopeQuaker merchants and ministers was
timely, and not just because they had narrowlydewiPenn’s sale of the colony to the Crown
government. In 1711, one year after the electiBesnsylvania faced its most serious request for
wartime assistance yet. The formal end to King Mhif's War in 1697 did not put a stop to ongoing
settler-Indian conflict along the New England arelANYork borderlands region, and it hardly slowed
the pressure on Friends to provide for their owienige, as well as to offer military assistance to
neighboring colonies. In 1701, during what turnetito be his last stay in the colony, Penn receated
least three petitions from settlers in the lowarrdees complaining French privateers were about “to

fall on us naked & defenceless, being without Néilfort powder or shott tho’ wee are the Frontigfrs
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elections, see Smolenskiiends and Stranger240-243.
%7 philadelphia Yearly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph469198, FHL.



212

this River.®®® Penn recognized that the issue of defense wascais@olitical liability for Friends. The
“Malitia,” as he wrote to James Logan in 1702,dlkthey have to hitt us with®*® When Penn

addressed the Assembly for the final time the Yedore, he relayed the Board of Trade’s request for
£350 toward the building of fortifications in Newol, but the legislature refused to budge. The
Assembly pled poverty as its rationale for withhiogtax support for New York’s defense, but this

was hardly pacifism; other colonial assembliesreffieup the same flimsy excuse when imperial
officials approached them with the same reqf@®y 1709, however, the stakes became much higher.
With Queen Anne’s War and the resumption of Angterdieh imperial hostilities fully under way, the
Crown government announced a planned two-prongéthrgioffensive into Canada involving five
regiments of British troops, augmented by proviheiditia from the northern colonies, Pennsylvania
included. Then deputy governor Gookin requestenh fiize Pennsylvania Assembly an eyebrow-
raising £4,000 in support of the expedition, mdsly to compensate for the legislature’s expected
unwillingness to pass a militia bill. The Assemldtill in the hands of Lloyd and the antiproprigtar
party, passed a tax bill for £500 “for the Quearss,” stipulating that the money could not be used
military purposes. The planned expedition failedntaterialize until 1711, when a joint Anglo-
American assault on Quebec was attempted with i¥@00 soldiers and sailors. Under the imperial
war plan, Pennsylvania was to contribute 240 méms ime, Gookin requested £2,000. Because of the
magnitude of the offensive, and the involvementadwn troops, the Assembly could ill afford to play

games with the governor or stall for time. Inste@daker legislators joined with non-Friends in the

858 Quotation from PWP 4: 165, f. 4. Although settifsrared privateering attacks, piracy was a far neoresiderable
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Assembly and voted for the full amout.

The expedition failed miserably, but for Pennsyladfriends, the 1711 campaign left a
different legacy. While Friends’ affirmation of magacy made room for the payment of war taxes,
especially when someone else was conducting thetinere was nevertheless a certain anxiety behind
the Assembly appending rationalizations like “soifieus lies” and “for the Queen’s use” to the
appropriations, as it was when Quaker legislatoedified the support with demands that it go
“towards Relieving the distressed Indians Inhafitibove Albany.” Why the rhetorical fictions? It
was not as if all Friends were pacifists, as Joang so dramatically had demonstrated during the
French invasion he faked in 1706. The Quaker mesntfethe Assembly, moreover, could have
justifiably paid war taxes to the Crown without fla@fare of presenting it to “the Queen’s use.” fhe
were acting in their capacity as magistrates, affleBut Friends were not operating in a vacuum.
Indeed, Penn was right. The “eyes of many” on Isadks of the Atlantic were on provincial Quakers,
both Friends and foes alike. Quaker legislatoreda difficult dilemma. Faced with such a pressing
demand for military support, as they did in 17hkytknew some sort of compliance with the Crown’s
mandate was inevitable, or else their colony wdate further recriminations from imperial agentsl an
their provincial American allies. Too much eagemiescomplying, however, risked drawing
opposition from the Quakers’ own ranks. Whateverambiguities of their peace testimony,
Pennsylvania Friends had a reputation for pacifisioh that reputation substantiated the efforts of
Friends in other colonies to resist militia sernagal impressment for reasons of religious conseienc
And Quaker sovereignty depended on Pennsylvana’saving a militia. Without it, the colony’s
public culture of gospel order, by which Quakerhauity was legitimized, would be severely
undermined.

Hence, on the issue of war taxes and the miliigng Friends moved to protect their political

interest, and in the process, they defined on belhall Friends in the colony, and to a degreégkals

7! Root,Relations of Pennsylvania72-4.
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everywhere, the acceptable parameters of peacmoest discourse. Because the peace testimony was
inextricably bound up with Quaker assertions ofeseignty in the empire, ruling Friends moved
quickly to police the boundaries of Pennsylvanigamilitia policy. In October 1702, the Philadelghi
Monthly Meeting recorded a disciplinary action agdione of its own members. The meeting minutes
are brief, but they speak volumes, for this wasrbnary member; the object of the meeting’s sonuti
was none other than James Logan, William Penn‘gipe@l secretary and, save for the proprietor
himself, the most important political official ine colony?’® And this was no ordinary disciplinary
inquiry either. Earlier that year, Logan and therghof Sussex County, Delaware, responding to
reports from “Spanish and Indian runaways” thatRhench military were at Cohacksink, escorted an
armed posse to the Reed Islands to investigaterurhers proved to be false, as they had so many
other times. The monthly meeting at Burlington $hyifeprimanded four New Jersey Friends for
joining another armed posse in response to the msimiew Jersey had been royalized in 1702, and not
long after that a militia bill was passed throulga provincial legislature. Friends were technically
exempted from the law, but as religious dissentbgsy political footing in the colony was already
tenuous at best. The meeting at Burlington couldadae any chances, and thus it compelled the four
Friends to give an account of their actions. Therfels in question lamely protested that althougly th
had no “design to hurt, much less to kill, man, vaornor child,” they went armed anyway on the
chance that “the sight of [their] guns” might scafethe enemy’® Incredibly, overseers at the
Philadelphia Monthly Meeting also demanded thatelkhogan “give satisfaction for going with
armed men to the reed Island.” Logan, accordirtheéaneeting minutes, “brought a Coppy of a Letter
that he had writ to the Governour which he [hopediild give satisfaction.” When the overseers
decided that the letter did not sufficiently “answehat friends Expected from him,” the meeting

demanded the provincial secretary “give out sometfiiom under his hand to condemn his ... going

672 phijladelphia Monthly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph383t@er 30, 1702, p. 215, FHL.
67 JonesQuakers in the American Colonje&d92-3; Quotation on p. 393.
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with armed men ... when he ought to have gonep@a@eable manner according to the profession he
makes.?”* And thus the Philadelphia meeting, using the pafeospel order discipline, intervened to
admonish a powerful Quaker politician for actiomstbok while executing his duties as a public
official. The disciplinary action was noteworthyodgan advocated for the necessity of defensive war,
and as a pragmatic politician, he clearly saw bi®as on Reed Island as morally justifiable at the
minimum, not to mention prudent. But Logan the Qarakas unwilling to test the monthly meeting’s
resolve, and he accepted their authority to inteevie an action that he took as a public official.
Gospel order discipline, behind the closed dootheimeetinghouse and away from public view, once
again steered public policy in Pennsylvatia.

After the Assembly passed the war levy in 1711erts moved quickly to ensure compliance
within their own ranks. The pro-proprietary pargdreason to feel confident, having won elections i
a landslide the year before. And besides, payirgstaeven war taxes, to the representatives of
sovereign power was not without precedent in Qusieras in Christianity more broadi{f Not only
had Fox affirmed this principle, the London Yedwgeting reiterated it in 1693 in an epistle urging
Friends to remember their “Christian principle gmdfession ... with respect to God and Caesar, that
because we are subjects of Christ’s kingdom, wisictot of this world, we cannot fight ... yet, bgin
subjects of Caesar's kingdom, we pay our taxesytej &c. according to the example of Chrigt.”
Yet, despite this affirmation, the fact that Londénends felt compelled to issue such a remindea, a
time when England was at war and their politicahding as religious dissenters remained tenuous,

implied the existence, or at least the possibibfytax resistance. When Isaac Norris informed ame

674 .ogan complied with the meeting’s demand for “g@pof a Letter that he had writ to the Governotick he helped
would give satisfaction.” When the meeting detemrdiit “did not answer what friends Expected fromnfiithe meeting
sent Nicolas Waln, Pentecost Teague William Hudsah Anthony Morris “to condemn his proceedingseiefviz:) his
going with armed men ... when he ought to have gomepeaceable manner according to the professanakes.”
Philadelphia Monthly Meeting minutes, MR-Ph383, @dair 30, 1702, p. 215, FHL.

7>0n Logan’s acceptance of the political necesdigrmed force, see “James Logan on Defensive Wa?eansylvania
Politics in 1741,"PMHB 6 (October, 1882): 402-411.

7 For a broader survey of Quakers and war taxesBs®ek, TheQuaker Peace Testimon}84-196.

77 [London Yearly Meeting]Epistles from the Yearly Meeting of the People &h{Duakers.. (London, 1760), 67.
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Logan that the Assembly “£2,000 to the Queen’s’usehinted that not all Friends in Pennsylvania
accepted the logic of London’s epistle, either.ddefvoting on the tax bill, he informed Logan, Qelak
members of the Assembly “advised with the most wuttiml of Friends, foreseeing the clamours and
uneasiness.” After “much thought and consideratsnyell as argument,” Norris continued, “we did
not see it inconsistent with our principles to gilke Queen money, notwithstanding any use she might
put it to,that being nor our part, but her8’® While Norris and the other member of the Assembly
argued that paying war taxes did not violate Quakieciples, they expected that their decision wloul
not be met with universal accord.

Norris and the Assembly were right. To deal witkisters, Friends once again relied on gospel
order religious discipline to enforce compliancehithe provincial law. The tax resistance is only
hinted at in the minutes of the Concord quartergeting, suggesting that compliance elsewhere was
widespread. In May 1712, the Darby Monthly Meetiaguested assistance from their quarterly
meeting in Chester to deal with some of their membiRefusing to pay their Assessments to the
Queens use.” In response, the quarterly meetingsaftl] the [Darby] meeting to Proceed against all
Such offenders according to our Gospell order &Rlnée and Discipline Established amongst {8.”
And with that, the meeting records went silent. Begn the yearly meeting minutes that September
commented on the Darby incident or any other inueeof tax resistance in their records. Yet there |
evidence to support the contention that resistémtige tax law was far more serious than the Cheste
meeting records would allow. Sometime after theefdsly passed the levy, William Rakestraw
anonymously published under the pen name “Philegt{tlover of truth”) Tribute to Caesafca.

1713), which criticized leading Friends for thaupgport of the “vigorous expedition against

Canada.*® In the tract, Rakestraw particularly targeted TherBtory, who had close ties to William

678 |saac Norris to James Logan, August 28, 1711, feegan Correspondence 1: 436.

679 Chester Quarterly Meeting Minutes, MR Ph448, MagBL2, p. 77, FHL.

880 1william Rakestraw] Tribute to CaesaHow Paid by the best Christians and to What PurpagBhiladelphia, ca.
1713], Newberry Library Special Collections.
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Penn. Story wrote a rebuttal to Rakestraw’s trabich he entitled, somewhat fittingly, “Tribute
against Caesar discovered under a false titleibfifer to Caesar, &c*®' While the manuscript was
probably intended for printing, it was undoubtedfsed on sermons Story gave at the time in support
of the levy. The sermons were undoubtedly intertddating recalcitrant Friends into line. At the yer
least, the wartime tax elicited some debate. AsyStiaimed in his manuscript, he “found [himself]
concerned to speak” about the issue at the yearting in 1712, despite there being no mention of i
in the official meeting minute¥?

The Story-Rakestraw debate illustrated the cleaitdi of how far Friends’ peace principles
would go in the face of imperial pressures. It wag however, as the historian Hermann
Wellenruether suggests, a simple matter of the rAbseremitting a hefty sum in support of the
Canadian expedition in 1711 and Friends acceptibhgdause the peace testimony did not preclude the
payment of war taxe®: Rather, the Assembly, once they “advised withrtteest substantial of
Friends,” as Norris put it, relied on Thomas Stangl other public Friends in the Philadelphia Yearly
Meeting to guard against nonconformity, as in thgecof the Darby meeting, and ensure the unanimity
of gospel order and Quaker rule in the colony.dswhe mechanism of gospel discipline, in other
words, that shaped the parameters of Quaker pacifish regard to war taxes in Pennsylvania, not the
other way around.

At the center of the debate was William Rakest@W®hiladelphia brickmaker and maltster who
also regularly attended the monthly meeting. Ra&es according to Jack Marrietta, “might have
been a sincere pacifist,” but he was “a poor apdsti the cause of peace” becaiisibute to Caesar

was not much more than a thinly veiled, self-insézd attack on Thomas Story, James Logan, and

%1 Thomas Story, “Tribute against Caesar discoverettua false title of Tribute to Caesar ...” [red. 1713], reprinted in
Moore, Travelling with Thomas Story24-7.

%82 Story, “Tribute against Caesar,” reprinted in Mediravelling with Thomas Stort26.

83 Wellenruether, “Political Dilemma,” 155, arguestttiThe money grants of the Assemblies of 169391a0d 1711 ...
represent the Quaker politicians’ [unproblematiahslations of their religious testimonies intoifichl terms.”

Responding to this assertion, Peter Brddie Quaker Peace Testimo®6, counters that Friends in the Assembly passed
the war levies “with a certain uneasiness and eskittance yet regarded as the best possible aolutithe existing

political situation.”
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other members of the ruling Quaker oligarchy, agfavhom he had borne personal grudges for some
time % To be sure, Rakestraw’s name appears many tintes iRhiladelphia Monthly Meeting
minutes, oftentimes in connection with unnamed utisp with other Friends. Since 1702, Rakestraw
had been engaged in a land dispute with Penn anesJaogan, seeking title to lots in Philadelphia he
coveted or squatted on without official sanctionofly after his appointment as clerk of the AssBmb
in 1707, he joined Lloyd and the anti-proprietaagtfon then in power in impeaching Logan, for
among other things, the provincial secretary’sgatémisconduct as of head of the Land Office. After
the pro-proprietary party swept the provincial états in 1710, Rakestraw lost clerkship of the
Assembly, and the political influence that wenthaitt to the same faction that voted for the wawyle

in 1711%° The Philadelphia Monthly Meeting, for their parad sternly warned Rakestraw in 1708 to
cease his “Scurrilous Language & Abusive & Wickath&s [rhymes] against our Worthy friend &
Governor Wm Penn,” apparently in reference to seerees he had written possibly in response to the
alleged mistreatment he received at the Land Qffftln May 1713, the Philadelphia meeting again
censured Rakestraw for breaking “ye discipline rftfi,” this time for attending his son’s weddingato
non-Quaker (a violation of gospel order) and “Ex@ing” Thomas Stor$®’ The meeting did not
elaborate, but the date of the disciplinary actiakes it likely that the negative “exposing” of §te
reputation was a manuscript copylaibute to Caesgramong other things. For months, the meeting
warned Rakestraw “that he must make satisfactidfriends will move against hinf® Finally, in
September of that year, Philadelphia Friends, ltpsietided that Rakestraw’s few attempts at

reconciliation were not sufficient, disowned hiffi.

684 Jack Marietta, “William Rakestraw: Pacifist Pangther and Party ServanPMHB (January 1974): 53-57; Quotation
on p. 57.
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Rakestraw’sTribute to Caesacapitalized on the Pennsylvania Quakers’ reputdtbon
pacifism in the empire to make them appear as hmtgscBy taking an extreme position with the
peace testimony to score political points, hisagibore strong resemblance to a similar tack taken
the Keithians during the schism. Just as Georgthlsgpacifism was self-interested and politically-
motivated, so too was Rakestraw’s Tinbute to CaesgrRakestraw appealed to Friends, “whose
known Principles from the beginning have been ajdoercive Power and Forc&®Like the
Keithians, he claimed to represent the foundinggipies of Friends, or “such as were cal@aakers
Fifty or Sixty years ago.” Rakestraw, of coursefaworably contrasted the “ancient principles” of
Friends to his fellow Pennsylvania Quakers, whoméleeved engaged in moral declension when they
paid war taxes to the Crown. In reality, it was Bstkaw who engaged in moral innovation, by refusing
to endorse the traditional moral distinction Friemdade between their religious obligation to eschew
war and the duty of a magistrate to enforce cikdlen, even by force if necessary. Rakestraw
challenged Friends to consider whether their atition that God ordained the institution of
government meant even “Wicked Princes, and Pomegath of whom] Tyrannize over their Subjects.”
If “Caesars Weapons are for Punishment of Evil siddre queried, “| wonder how this made for the
Cause in hand, to pay Tribute for a vigorous Waairesgf Canada®* According to Rakestraw, Thomas
Story preached throughout the Delaware Valley ppsut of the war tax, holding little regard for the
death and destruction it helped pay for. Crucidlgkestraw called Norris and the Assembly to
account for their “Queen’s use” formulation, askihgm why it was necessary to obfuscate the tax’s
real purpose. In New Jersey, he noted, the royamonent passed “a larger Fond [fund], directly and
in express words for the Expedition@anada and all the Country (some few excepted) pay’drit]
no body to call them to account.” And yet, he wrgbted, Friends “to a Nicety, scruple, and will not

pay Caesars Militia, nor the Poor Parson, a civitister.” Why then, would Friends not scruple

690
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against the war tax? According to Rakestraw, tai happens, because the Pulpit Sets up too rear th
Chair of State ®? Rakestraw’s reasoning strongly echoed the Keithialaim that the “carnal” state
morally corrupted Quaker gospel order.

Thomas Story’s rebuttal, which was never publishedealed a different set of priorities on the
part of ruling Friends. Story, of course, attemptediscredit Rakestraw by portraying him as
representative member of a factious group of ampipetary settlers who were “very averse to all
Taxes & support of Government.” Pennsylvania’s tawes and lack of a militia attracted settlers from
neighboring colonies, and Quaker or not, most Weathe to pay Penn his quitrents. The
antigovernment sentiments of late seventeenth-cghtiends were also well known, and Story put
many of their complaints in the mouth of William latraw: “[W]e did not come over here into a
wilderness to make a country & then pay Taxes. Wemo need of a Government for we can govern
our own familys. They who want a Governor let thesy him themselve$® Story also rejected
Rakestraw’s contention that Friends were respoaddslthe action of the Crown government during
wartime, claming that the Caesar “to whom Christl paat Tax was a heathen idolator” and that
tyrants like Nero forced Christians to pay “Tribsiend customs to war.” English Friends, he went on,
“paid taxes to the King to support the war agaihstDutch.” If Dutch and English Friends ended up
getting killed during the course of the war, that@ding to Story was the “business of the king and
not of subjects®* In arguing for the Christian obligation to payeaxeven to “tyrants,” Story failed to
acknowledge that the Biblical and English Quakecpdents he cited all assumed a sectarian view of
church-state relations, in which Friends were n@avernment and therefore, according to this logic
not morally responsible for how public funds wesed. He did acknowledge, however, that the
Assembly paid the £2,000 tax to supply the Canaeigedition with “Bread & flour” so that “we

might not offend the Queen & governmt of Great&ntbut show our readiness to assist in any way

92 [william Rakestraw] Tribute to Caesars-6.
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we could.” It was a concession that at least gaeitknowledged the Assembly’s dilemma: how to
preserve Quaker sovereignty in Pennsylvania gikat) as Story put it, “Friends, could not, uponrthe
principles, raise any men for waft’®

In the end, Story and the ruling Quaker oligarchg Becured a victory. The Quaker war tax
debate of the 1710s, such as it was, turned oubrize¢ another Keithian moment. What kept the event
of the early 1710s from spiraling into another 168 the Quakers’ gradual reassertion of gospel
order discipline, which began in the wake of théttkian schism and culminated with the 1710 pro-
proprietary Quaker party’s sweeping victory in glections. With the mechanisms of gospel order in
place, the Quaker-dominated Assembly, working imdémn with public Friends in the Philadelphia
Yearly Meeting, squelched whatever meager resistdrere was to the imperial war levy before it had
any chance to turn into serious opposition. Ruknignds thereby preserved a compromise position
that helped keep them in power and forestall, adtléor a time, Pennsylvania’s cultural and legal
assimilation into the Anglo-Atlantic empire. The tiwations behind the war tax resistance hintechat i
the Rakestraw-Story debate were complex and nqilgiattributable to unadulterated Quaker
pacifism. As Story was quick to point out, Rakestemnd others like him opposed the war tax because
they opposed the regime in power, bore personalggsiagainst provincial officials, or were simply
unwilling to pay any levy, seeing them as unjugpasitions on their liberties as settlers. But rglin
Friends nevertheless felt compelled to rationatied the “Queen’s use” formula was in keeping with
Friends’ “ancient principles” — even though theltt@nal justifications of rendering taxes unto €ae
said nothing about a Quaker government collectiagime taxes —and they dispatched Thomas Story
on a preaching tour of Delaware Valley Quaker nmggstito ensure full compliance with the levy.
Hence, through the application of gospel orderigise®, ruling Friends ensured that the “traditibna
contours of Quaker pacifism — payment of war tawésle holding the line on no militia — became

normative in Pennsylvania. Friends thus achievednapromise position that allowed them to answer

89 Story, “Tribute against Caesar,” reprinted in Madfravelling with Thomas StorL25.
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just enough of the imperial war demands while presg their sovereignty until the Seven Year's War

permanently ended the era of Quaker rule in Penasid.



Conclusion

In September 1687, Theodore Eccleston, a promimamdon Quaker, wrote to his cousin,
James Harrison, in Pennsylvania. In most regangdetter was like many that English and American
Friends wrote to each other from across the Attaiccleston provided Harrison with the latest news
about English Friends, and he also queried abfauinliPennsylvania, including asking his cousin
whether he had “Just Dealings from ye Indians.”cofsing that a “pair of Breeches of duffels or a
Jerkin should greatly please” Native Americans,|&ton suggested that if his cousin only “bestowed
such a Sute on one or two of the chiefs,” it wolle like to make it a fashion.” “If | were a tailéthe
advised Harrsion, “I believe | would venture an Esment.” Besides the subject of Indian fashion
trends, Harrison’s cousin in London inquired abandther grand experiment, that of the Quaker
government in Pennsylvania. His tone was unusyaligted and skeptical, especially given the
general optimism of Friends about the colony atitine. What would Harrison and other Pennsylvania
Friends do, he wondered, with the “Obstinate” amibregn? Would Friends then require a “Constable
with a Carnall Club & a Staff & watchman &c.[?]” Wiout answering his own question, Eccleston
sounded a pessimistic note. “I fancy People mighGbverned very well by friends whom they are fit
for friends government,” he wrote to Harrison, “bMhere that is | cant tell[.{*

Eccleston’s skepticism was prescient. Despite Reinitial optimism and the fervent hopes of
the colony’s most ardent supporters, Pennsylvag@®rnment did not live up to cosmic expectations
of many Friends. Within the first decade alone,itleals of the “founding generation” of Friends
began to buckle under the weight of a contentialigal atmosphere that pitted pro- and anti-
proprietary Friends against each other, and Friegdsst a rebellious Anglican population in the
lower counties of Delaware. Whatever hopes remdioeBennsylvania’s experiment in noncoercive

government suffered a serious blow in the wakdefieithian schism and the colony’s temporary

%9 Theodore Eccles, from London, to James Harrisepteénber 10, 1687, Pemberton Papers, 1654-1806l,8bx 42, f.
25, Etting Collection, HSP.
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royalization under Governor Fletcher. Friends wgirtcolony back in the short run, but in the engui
two decades, they faced unrelenting pressure froow officials to bring Pennsylvania’s laws and
law courts into conformity with British imperialastdards. Pennsylvania Friends avoided establishing
militia, to the great consternation of their detoas, but they could ill afford to tolerate dissenthin

their own ranks on the issue of paying war taxelelthe Governor of New York demanded military
assistance from Pennsylvania’s neighboring colomiesr political leaders pleaded poverty, juselik
the Quakers did. But nobody accused Pennsylvan@isQuaker neighbors of pacifism, a charge that
always seemed to carry overtones of treason. Slaret the colony’s provisioning trade with the West
Indies was a critical source of Quaker wealth,Frignds worried about importing too many Africans
into the colony. A growing number of Friends argueth their wealthy slaveowning counterparts
about the morality of keeping slaves in their hdwadgs, but they remained a minority faction. Eviea t
“long peace” with Pennsylvania’s Native allies vaeseptive, as westward migrating settlers continued
to uproot Indians from the Susquehanna Valley, sguhe seeds of racial conflict that would lead to
the Paxton Massacre and the Seven Year’'s War.

By the early eighteenth century, Friends maintathed hold on provincial government, but
Pennsylvania’s early idealism seemed to be a fagi@gory. The institutionalization of slavery in the
colony was a harbinger of times to come, as thaivel decline in the slave trade at the turn of the
eighteenth century would be followed by periodéi@hvier importation in later decades. Demographic
realities outside of slavery also changed theipaliclimate. Friends were already a minority irith
own colony by 1700. Over the next two decadesy ti@nbers relative to other settlers would rapidly
shrink, as more and more German and Scotch-Iriginamis, many of them indentured servants,
poured into the Delaware and Susquehanna Vallgygezing out not just Friends, but also the
region’s Native inhabitants. Though an increasirggfiuent, ruling class of Friends managed to
convince the colony’s propertied, non-Quaker subjez vote for them in election after election,réhe

was no longer any interest in using the proving@lernment as an instrument to foster gospel
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order®®’

In 1710, the same year pro-proprietary Friends therprovincial elections by a landslide,
Isaac Norris presented his fellow Quakers in Perasia with three scenarios. Faced with the
growing numbers of German and Scotch-Irish settdemsing into Pennsylvania, Norris argued,
Friends could remain “independent and entirely bsselves .... [or] if mixed [i.e., with a non-Quake
population], partial to our own opinion, and ndowel liberty to other[s]; [or] to be dissenters iaro
own country.®®® Since the first option was unrealistic, and thiedtbption was wholly undesirable,
provincial Friends more or less chose the secotidrgghough by cobbling together enough German
and antiproprietary votes to keep them in powee f@sults were a mixed blessing. By the 1740s, the
“Quaker party” in control of the Assembly had sexlFriends’ political hegemony in the colony, but
Friends grew wealthy and complac&ftMonthly meetings were less willing to enforceditri
disciplinary standards. Quaker abolitionism hatledaand during “King George’s War,” ruling
Friends continued to assess war taxes, using they'use” rationalization that by then had become
rather a cliché® Pennsylvania Friends survived the many challettggshad confronted them in the
late seventeenth century, but they were a farromy tthe sectarian idealism that George Keith
envisioned in his “Gospel Order and Discipline loyed” manuscript.

Historians have emphasized a general declensioativar for early eighteenth-century Friends.
“The first half of the eighteenth century is ngiexiod to which any religious body in England caok
back with satisfaction,” wrote Margaret Hif8t.While Hirst was speaking of English Friends, her
observation mirrored perfectly Jack Marietta’s asagent of early eighteenth century Quakerism in

Pennsylvania. When Marietta called William Rakestrdne anti-war tax Quaker who published
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Tribute to Caesain 1712, a “poor apostle for peace,” his benchnfarlcomparison was not
Rakestraw’s Quaker contemporaries but rather tiee éaghteenth century “Quaker radicals who
repeated his arguments in later wa%.In Rakestraw’s own time, Friends’ religious congalacy in
Pennsylvania could be attributed to their wealtiitigal power, and laxity in the marriage discii

For Marietta, the latter point is especially pezhh During the early eighteenth century, childoén
“mixed” parents — in other words, a Quaker and & Qoiaker — were considered Friends regardless of
their religious commitments, even when they becathdts. This practice sustained the Quaker
population at a time when the era of proselytiang conversions had long ago waned, but it came at
the cost of losing much of the religious zeal $&tenteenth-century Quaker converts usually brought
to their adopted faith’?

Beginning in the 1740s, however, Delaware Vallegiids began scrutinizing their households
more rigorously. Many reform ministers and eldarsionthly and yearly meetings were concerned
about the flood of luxury goods that bedecked thvads and bodies of wealthy Friends, but they also
concentrated their hopes on the children of Friemtt®m they believed would become the “saving
remnant” of a revitalized churdfi* To that end, they tightened the discipline agaxsigamous
marriages, on the theory that if Friends marry dfrignds (with the monthly meeting’s sanction)nthe
the children of such households will more willingbllow the religious discipline that the reformers
hoped would gradually revitalize Pennsylvania Quiake. The revitalization of the marriage discipline
marked the beginning of what Marietta calls the Kgmdreformation” era, a period of reform and
religious renewal that would continue through Aroan Revolution.

Many different yet related reform efforts followed the heels of the renewed marriage
discipline. Quaker reformers were a diverse graup they had as a larger goal ridding the Sociéty o

Friends of perceived moral corruptions through @ckd religious discipline and a general purging of
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lukewarm members. Quaker abolitionism was an outtir@f this effort, but so was the push toward a
more aggressive pacifism, as imperial warfare atites-Indian violence consumed Pennsylvania’s
western frontier following Braddock’s defeat in 5/9he Quaker Assembly, in response, passed the
colony’s first militia law, and raised the not imzderable sum of £50,000 for the defense of the
frontier.””® The very next year, under great pressure frontmedes, six Quaker members of the
Pennsylvania Assembly resigned their seats, raftfaerface disciplinary sanctions from their meeting
for their complicity in the war effort. Other Quakaembers of the Assembly followed, and those that
remained faced greater isolation and pressure fedonmers, who by now controlled key ministerial
positions within the monthly and yearly meetingsha Delaware Valley. By 1758, the Philadelphia
Yearly Meeting issued an epistle announcing thak@ts should no longer hold positions “in civil
society or government” that compel other Friendgidtate their “liberty of conscience” with regaial
the peace testimory°

Pennsylvania Friends had long given up on usingptbeincial government as an instrument of
gospel order, but by the time the Philadelphia ¥eslleeting issued its epistle in 1758, Quaker
reformers began to turn actively against it. FonyjnQuaker historians, this was a positive
development. The “sectarian” turn of mid-eighteerghtury Quakerism, historians have argued, was
more than just a rejection of their comprised past state power; it marked the beginning of their
embrace of humanitarianism. Sydney James framedrtmsition as a paradox. In search of religious
purity, Friends rejected state power and graduwaitlydrew from public politics to become just
another, albeit the most significant, religioustsed®ennsylvania. Yet by the American Revolution,
when the transition to sectarianism had largelynkmeomplished, Friends found themselves more
politically relevant than ever, as they becamdehding social reformers of their time, particwari

the realm of abolitionism, making common cause \Wi#-minded religious reformers in other
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denomination$®” Marietta framed his own work on the Pennsylvaniek@r reformation as a revision
of Sydney James’s, seeing the Friends’ later eggtttecentury embrace of abolitionism and other
humanitarian causes not in paradoxical relationghgectarianism but rather as a logical conseqenc
of their decision to tie religious renewal withevival in discipline’®® In any case, both historians, and
many others, have pressed the distinction betwédet game before the 1740s and what followed it.
Private Quaker philanthropists made for better mitadans than public Quaker politicians.

Yet, as this dissertation suggests, the theme spfeJmrder, as a discourse on peaceable
government, spanned the earlier and later peribdslonial Pennsylvania Quakerism, and the
significance of that connection goes far beyondigmeow confines of Quaker historiography. Imperial
warfare, and finally the American Revolution, faddériends from provincial government in
Pennsylvania, but Friends did not — and could notrr-from the problems of violence that warfare,
slavery, and settler colonialism created. To camtfthese problems, Friends turned once again to
gospel order discipline. Though by the Seven Y®éas the social and political context had radically
shifted since the days of William Penn, many ofghablems of violence that Natives, Africans, and
Euroamericans confronted in Pennsylvania had asdhgins a late-seventeenth century context.
Conflicts over land, the alcohol trade, war taxegerial warfare, the slave trade, slavery, and
conflicts within Quakerism itself were persistemtiines interwoven into the very fabric of
Pennsylvania’s colonial history, from the time ofiNdm Penn to the demise of Quaker government in
the mid-to-later eighteenth century.

No wonder then, when confronted with their own grade, and the violence of others, Quaker
reformers in the mid-eighteenth century turnechyearly meeting’s Books of Discipline to
appropriate the older disciplines for their own.dgel 704, when the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting

endorsed its first disciplinary book, Friends jfistl the action on the grounds that “ye Churches y

%7 Sydney Jameg\ People Among Peoples: Quaker Benevolence in &gltti-Century Americ€Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1963).
%8 Marietta,Reformation of American Quakeris809, f.36.
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body of Christ and that the members thereof shbaia ye same care one of another that there be no
schism in ye body™® with the Keithian schism still in the not too @ist past, the discipline was as
backward-looking as forward, with the aim of pretveg another George Keith from threatening the
provincial Quakers’ imperative of maintaining caliee unity. The revised 1719 Book of Discipline
outlined a series of queries that included a litahlriends’ anxieties about the Indian alcohotléra
slavery, and Keithian-style disorders. “It is thesBhess of the Overseers, or other weighty Friénds,
the discipline declared, to deal with those whoiteyrprint, or publish any Books, or writings tendi

to raise contention,” as well as those who “sedlitBr, or exchange directly or indirectly, to theibns

... strong Liquors,” as well as prevent Friendsrfriavolvement “in the fetching or Importing negro
Slaves from their Country or Elsewheré®The same queries appeared in modified form again i
another disciplinary book in 1743, along with tligled proviso that Friends should not “deprive the
king of his duties.”* During the Seven Year’'s War, when the Quaker neésrand abolitionist John
Woolman traveled to Virginia and Rhode Island taitiihe yearly meetings there, he brought with him
the disciplinary queries that he helped draft pugw years previously for the Philadelphia Yearly
Meeting’*?

By Woolman's time, the disciplinary emphasis waglified yet again to fit the new
circumstances, but the function of the Books ofcipiéne, as part of gospel order discourse, renthine
the same. Although Friends slowly yielded up thesef provincial government, they retained their
impulse to discipline, define, and regulate Qudiarseholds against what reformers considered
worldly excesses and worldly violence. Gospel grateother words, remained a discourse on
peaceable government, even if by the mid-eighteestitury the concern for governance had shifted to

reforming the Society of Friends, and away fromitistitutions of Pennsylvania government. The

" philadelphia Yearly Meeting, 1704 Book of Discigi PYM Disciplines, Box 1, collection 976, QSCHC.
"% phjladelphia Yearly Meeting, 1719 Book of Discifgi(Transcription), FHL.

"1 Barbour and FrosThe Quakers109.

"2 35ee Planckjohn Woolman69-70.



230

inquiries contained within the Books of Disciplittext reformers used to prod Friends away from the
coercive state, however, were rooted in the latersieenth-century Quakers’ attempt to use the
Pennsylvania government as an instrument of peatenaral redemption. Gospel order gave early
Pennsylvania a distinctive form of sovereignty. Wiigat died, it gave Friends in the later eighteent

century a distinctive “humanitarian” identity. Botrere deeply preoccupied with violence.
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