Liberty University

“The Jaws of Proprietary Slavery”:

The Pennsylvania Assembly’s Conflict With the Perir4-1768

A Thesis Submitted to the Faculty of the HistorypBement

in Candidacy for the Degree of Master of Arts irstdry

by

Steven Deyerle

Lynchburg, Virginia

March, 2013



CONTENTS

INTRODUGCTION ..ottt et e e e et e e e e e e e e ae e e e eesensnn e e e e eennnnneeeeene 1
Chapter 1: Liberty or Security: Outbreak of ConfBBetween the Assembly and Proprietors ...... 9
Chapter 2: Bribes, Repeals, and Riots: Steps Tow&tetition for Royal Government.............. 33
Chapter 3: Securing Privilege: The Debates andtiBleof 1764 ............cccoooeevvviiiiiiiiiveeennns 63
Chapter 4: The Greater Threat: Proprietors or 8aEnt? ..o 90

BIBLIOGRAPHY . 113



Introduction

In late 1755, the vituperative Reverend William 8nmeported to his proprietor Thomas
Penn that there was “a most wicked Scheme on Baointthings into Destruction and involve
you in the ruins.* The culprits were the members of the colony’s amieral legislative body,
the Pennsylvania Assembly (also called the Houdgepiresentatives). The representatives held
a different opinion of the conflict, believing th&e proprietors were the ones scheming, in order
to “erect their desired Superstructure of desgétiwer, and reduce to a State of Vassalage and
Slavery, some of His majesty’s most faithful angaloSubjects.? The conflict between the
Assembly and Pennsylvania’s proprietors began g @athe 1740s, but it did not explode until
the outbreak of the French and Indian War in 1 54ould define the colony’s politics until the
mid-1760s as clashes over military supply billsdmee the primary battleground.

After inheriting majority control of the propriesip in 1746, Thomas Penn issued
instructions to his governors in an attempt torieisthe Assembly’s taxing and spending
capabilities, instructions the House vigorously aggr. The members did not object to a
measure of external influence. For example, thenetors exerted influence just in their

appointment of a governor. What the representatiigestrenuously oppose was strict

! William Smith to Thomas Penn, 27 November 1755ahn D. Kilbourne and Nicholas B. Wainwright,
eds, The Thomas Penn Papers, 1729-1832, Hist@azaety of Pennsylvania, microfilm, 10 reels (Pidkphia:
HSP, 1968)

2 Joseph GallowayA True and Impartial State of the Province of Pgtremnia (Philadelphia: W. Dunlap,
1759), 6.



instructions that ran counter to the colony’s iagér They objected to the notion of strict
proprietary instructions of any kind, but it wasatlhose instructions wetkat most infuriated
them. The House believed that they not only hazhtie colony’s liberties and privileges, but
also endangered its wealth and security. Eventudliy quarrel led to efforts by the Assembly to
oust Thomas Penn and have their government braunglgr the direct auspices of the Crown.
This movement for royal government ultimately résdifrom Pennsylvanians’ fear of the loss of
their rights, lives, and prosperity.

Pennsylvania had maintained its proprietary govemrsince being settled by the
Quakers under William Penn. A new charter in 17@hted the system of government that held
until the American Revolution. The colony had acamneral legislature: the popularly-elected,
34-member Pennsylvania Assembly. It also had aipc@il council, but this body merely acted
as an advisory board for the governor. The govenas ostensibly the head proprietor, but by
the 1750s the Penns had not lived in the colongfiitie some time. Thus, the Penns appointed a
lieutenant governor to fill the executive. Thoma&n P and Richard Penn were both proprietors
during this time, but Thomas was the elder of ttwehers, owned three-fourths of the estate, and
handled most of the colony’s business on his own.

During the first half of the eighteenth centurye #hssembly had become used to a great
deal of autonomy as the proprietors had utilizegthga@ hands-off approach. William Smith
wrote that Pennsylvania had become much more epabtic over the years, usurping power for
itself and minimizing that of the governdWhen Thomas Penn took over as proprietor in 1746,
he was determined to reverse this trend. His attemtbreaking the power of the House,

legitimate or not, were directly responsible fog political confrontation.

® William Smith, A Brief State of the Province of Pennsylvaiiad ed. (London: R. Griffiths, 1755), 13-
14.



Thomas Penn certainly did care about the well-befrtge colony. He made plans for the
defense of the backcountry, expressed sadness setiters slain by Indians, and even
compensated those whose lands had been overrulgdibe war. Nevertheless, he always
seemed more concerned with his personal inteddstbelieved that if left unchecked, the
Assembly would take every opportunity it could e advantage of him; therefore, he spent
much more time attempting to safeguard his lanoi® fraxation than he did trying to
appropriately govern the colony. Further, beingasithe Atlantic severely handicapped his
proprietary rule. It took approximately two monfios a message to cross the ocean on a one-
way trip. Thus, it would take at least four monttisPenn to respond to any change in the
colony’s situation. In peacetime, strict instruaBdo his governor may not have been too
detrimental. Indeed, the evidence suggests thairited fine. The largest political conflicts
between Penn and the House always started wittmaltwous, quickly developing event in the
colony? Strict, inalienable instructions simply would mabrk during wartime. Events happened
too quickly, with the colony’s situation changingrin day to day. Penn’s heavy-handed
approach proved unrealistic from 3,000 miles away.

Several men were key political figures in the Askbnthroughout the conflict. Isaac
Norris was the Speaker of the House until 1764reiped shape the beginnings of the political
clash. The biggest movers, however, were Benjamankin and Joseph Galloway. They
quickly became the leaders of the Assembly (or @gaRarty and the main proponents of the
change to royal government. The two developed segbartnership, with Franklin working in
the halls of the Ministry in England while Gallowmaintained control of the situation back in

Philadelphia. Numerous allies followed their lesdch as colonial agent Richard Jackson,

* Principally, Braddock’s defeat and the Paxton Bags which will be covered in Chapters 1 and 2
respectively.



assemblymen Samuel Foulke and John Hughes, fanahyds Samuel and Thomas Wharton,
Indian relations secretary Charles Thomson, andlaorprinter William Strahan. The coalition
was only effective with both Galloway and Frankiorking towards the same end. Galloway’s
political, oratorical, and legal acumen allowed howield considerable power in Philadelphia,
but it was Franklin’s international fame and infige that would be required to effect a change
in London. In the end, Franklin’s abandonment efphkan in 1768 stopped all pursuit of royal
government. Without his support, it did not matiew much Galloway pushed for the change—
it was not going to happen.

The personalities, skills, and even finances of thfferent governors also played an
important role. Robert Hunter Morris assumed theegaorship in 1754, and his spiteful
personality exacerbated the political tensionsifigikver in 1756, William Denny’s poor
financial situation and weak-willed constitutiohosted the Assembly to successfully control
him. James Hamilton oversaw the most peaceful geridhis time, keeping the political
hostility to a minimum from 1759-1763. Finally, taecension to the governor’s office of
Thomas Penn’s relatively unskilled nephew, JohmPalso greatly affected events, as his
bungling after the Paxton Boys riot directly brotigh the petition for royal government.

Franklin and Galloway also had other Pennsylvanjgmnents to contest. Reverend
William Smith, a rector at Philadelphia Collegefresponded often with Thomas Penn and
wrote many pamphlets against the Quaker Partynhews in 1755 withA Brief State of the
Province of Pennsylvani&hief Justice William Allen, who also served mamars in the
Assembly, was probably their most vigorous politmaponent in the House as the leader of the
Proprietary (or Presbyterian) Party. He had angtfamilial connection to the proprietors and a

personal interest in maintaining their power. Altefather had been close with William Penn,



Allen himself married proprietary friend James Hiom's sister, and his daughter Anne married
John Penn. In 1764, John Dickinson emerged as faiheio most dangerous opponents.
Dickinson was no friend of the proprietors, butdpposed the change to royal government and
became a vigorous pamphleteer and avowed enemyltafviay.

The Assembly’s conflict with the Penns and the nmoeet for royal government have
received little attention from historians. Histarief colonial Pennsylvania usually reference the
conflict, but quickly pass over it to focus on etgedoser to the American Revolution. A few
have offered a more detailed look at the moventemtexample, Joseph lllick devotes a chapter
to the movement iolonial Pennsylvania, A Historyllick believes the conflict “symbolized
dangerously divergent attitudes toward the natbieuthority in the British empire” that would
eventually become untenable and lead to the RewalufTheodore Thayer also discusses the
movement in a section &ennsylvania Politics and the Growth of Democrd&40-1776 He
blames Thomas Penn, “a grasping, stubborn andndieied man,” for the struggle. Thayer
asserts that Penn was “obsessed by the fear thabagession to the province might jeopardize
proprietary interests,” and his unbending approaas responsible for his difficulties with the
Assembly®

William S. Hanna offers a more favorable opiniorPeihn inBenjamin Franklin and
Pennsylvania Politigscalling him an “honest, capable, conscientiousiaformed man.” In
Hanna's eyes, the political conflict was basedlgala the pursuit of power and not on any

fundamental principles. Penn’s attempts to reaggeprietary power threatened the small,

® Joseph E. lllickColonial Pennsylvania: A HistorfNew York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1976), 235.

® Both quotations from Theodore ThayBennsylvania Politics and the Growth of Democrd40-1776
(Harrisburg, PA: Pennsylvania Historical and Musebammission, 1953), iii.

" William S. HannaBenjamin Franklin and Pennsylvania PolititStanford, CA: Stanford University
Press, 1964), 16.



privileged upper class that ran the Assembly, &edefore they opposed him at every ttitrost
in Hanna'’s account is the principled interest Pglvasiians on both sides of the battle had in
safeguarding their privileges. The importance af@ple is evident in much of the political
discourse during the conflict, from the letterswen the governor and the House, to the
numerous pamphlets published during the electidthebaf 1764.

Benjamin H. Newcomb’&ranklin and Galloway: A Political Partnershipxamines the
longstanding coalition between the two leaderhefAssembly Party. In the 1750s, the two men
forged a partnership that dominated Pennsylvanitigsofor nearly two decades, but when the
storms of the Revolution began, they chose diffesetes, with Galloway becoming a loyalist
and Franklin a patriot. In the course of this waoYlewcomb discusses their pursuit of royal
government at length. He gives Galloway much priséis work in local politics, as he held
the Assembly Party together in Franklin’s absehmvcomb argues that the two partners
eventually split because they had different priesit While Galloway held the preservation of
the empire to be of supreme importance, Frankkcgd more weight on the preservation of the
colonists’ rights’ This analysis is intriguing, and this differenoepierspective can also be seen
in the movement for royal government, where Gallps@emed more willing to give up certain
rights if it meant securing the overall goal of g the proprietors. On the other hand, Franklin
and most other Pennsylvanians were concerned plymaath preserving the privileges they
believed the proprietors had abridgéd.

The most extensive monograph on the subfeetnsylvania Politics, 1746-1770: The

Movement for Royal Government and Its Consequenaesswritten by James H. Huston in

® Ibid., ix, 2-3.

° Benjamin H. NewcomtFranklin and Galloway: A Political PartnershiiNew Haven: Yale University
Press, 1972), 1-2, 35, 63, 69, 132.

10 Chapter 3 will show the primary place the questibprivilege had in the political debate over the
petition for royal government.



1972. He studies the petition for royal governnigsth as a lens to view the Paxton Boys riot as
well as an opportunity to understand Pennsylvamegesy. The book also describes the revolt
against the proprietors as a precursor to the ragaiinst George Ifi* This is true in some ways
as much of the rhetoric was very similar. Howeteis analogy should not be carried too far, as
the coming of the Revolution transformed the pdditiparties of Pennsylvania, with former
opponents becoming allies and former friends bengranemies. For example, Galloway and
Franklin worked together against the proprietots,dnly Franklin became a patriot while
Galloway remained loyal to the Crown. Among theppietors’ defenders, William Smith
supported the Revolution, while William Allen becaim loyalist. Charles Thomson was an ally
of Galloway’s and opposed Dickinson during the figbainst the Penns, but became one of
Dickinson’s closest associates during the Revatutio

Hutson also repeatedly claims that the represeetafought the proprietors because they
opposed any form of external contfoHowever, while it is true that one of the Assenwly
chief grievances was Penn issuing proprietaryuesivns from England, this alone did not
prompt the petition for a change to royal governmm&he House was mostly concerned with
certain arbitrary and unjust instructions that étee@ed the liberty and safety of the people. The
representatives verified the existence of propmyetastructions in 1755, but they continued to
try to reconcile their differences with the Penmily for many more years.

The leaders of the movement for royal governmegtabedo seriously consider the plan
in 1758 when Thomas Penn rejected Franklin's ovestéior compromise. Nevertheless, the rest
of the Assembly finally decided to seek an altaugadnly when the ineffectiveness of

proprietary rule manifested itself in a riot thiatdatened to unseat the government. The Paxton

1 James H. Hustom®Rennsylvania Politics, 1746-1770: The MovemenRoyal Government and its
Consequence@rinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1922,
?1bid., 4, 34-36.



Boys uprising and the governor’s poor responséc¢onvinced the majority of the members that
the time had come to follow Franklin and Gallowalgad. The debate that ensued in 1764
showed that the representatives and their constgweere concerned primarily with protecting
the liberties and privileges they believed werétfiglly theirs. This is reflected both in the
language of the pamphlet wars as well as in tha fiording of the petition itself. When, during
the turmoil surrounding the Stamp and Townshend Abe House discovered that Parliament
and the Ministry threatened their rights just a<imas the proprietors did, support for the
petition quickly lost its momentum. The movementrayal government was not merely a play
for power or an objection to external control; @asvabout principle and privilege. It eventually
failed because Pennsylvanians discovered thatpheiteges were actually safer under the

proprietors than they would be under the directraof the Ministry.



Chapter 1

Liberty or Security:

The Outbreak of Conflict between the Pennsylvarsaeinbly and Proprietors

The Assembly had always had intermittent difficestivith the proprietors and their
governors. Political clashes always occur in representativeegnments. The conflict between
the Assembly and the proprietors did not explodeydver, until the outbreak of the French and
Indian War and Braddock’s defeat at Fort Duquenrie/rb4. These events brought to the
forefront disagreements that had been bubblings#éte surface since Thomas Penn’s
ascension to the proprietorship in 1746. The Hepsat several years attempting to work
through these issues. First, they appealed torthgriptors’ appointed governor Robert Hunter
Morris. When this did not work, they sent Benjargianklin to England to negotiate with
Thomas Penn personally. Only in 1758, when Penrptately rebuffed these overtures, did
Franklin, Galloway, and the other leaders of thevemeent begin to seriously consider a petition

for royal government.

! For example, they had complained during the Waleokins’ Ear that the proprietors were ignoring th
problem of the colony’s indentured servants beingressed into the British army without compensatireir
owners. Sed@he Pennsylvania Gazette4 August 1740; 10 June 1742; 17 June 1742. Tdwesgts also presaged
the future conflicts between the House and Thoness Pin the 10 June 1742 issue, the House complaibeut
the “arbitrary Power” being used to remove magisgaOn 14 August 1740, Penn upbraided the Hougsgofo
providing troops for the war effort, showing anlga@ontempt for its members.
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Disagreements between Thomas Penn and the Houae begn after he became head
proprietor. The conflict began to grow in the edf§60s, with Penn determined to curtail the
power of the House. Conflicts arose over simpladsdike the regulation of ferries, as well as
over more serious matters such as the creatioewfahancery courtsPrecursors to the later
conflicts over money and military issues also appealn 1751, Parliament passed a law
forbidding the creation of legal tender paper moiey confined it to New England. Still,
Thomas Penn urged his governors to be cautioutoiniag the Assembly to emit large amounts
of paper currency, for fear of parliamentary intriton. Due to these instructions, many
conflicts over paper money occurred during Jamensiltan’s first term as governor from 1748-
542 In addition, the Assembly rejected an offer by fflas Penn to construct a frontier fort in
1749, mostly due to the influence of a staunchlyifisd Quaker, Israel Pemberton. The
proprietors frustrated the Assembly’s attemptsriotpnoney, while the Quakers in the House
effectively prevented the defensive measures tbprtors sought.

At this time, pacifist Quakers still controlled thi®use and often prevented the passing
of military measures. This led to later accusatithas the Assembly purposely sabotaged the
supply bills just to avoid funding the war. Aftéret outbreak of the Seven Years’ War, however,
the pacifists quickly lost control of the Assemib\§any Quakers remained, but those that did
recognized the importance of defending the colespgcially a colony with so many who did
not share their beliefs, even if it ran countethiir religion’s pacifistic tenetsNevertheless,

this still did not prevent others from questionthgir willingness to provide military funding.

2 For a more detailed analysis of these early ausflsee William S. HannBenjamin Franklin and
Pennsylvania Politic§Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 19646:43.

3 For early conflicts with Hamilton, see Theodoreayér,Pennsylvania Politics and the Growth of
Democracy, 1740-177@arrisburg, PA: Pennsylvania Historical and MuseDommission, 1953), 27-29.

* See ibid., 31; X. Y. ZThe Plain Dealer: Numb. II: Being a Tickler, Fortheisure Hour's Amusement
of the Author of Cool Though¢Rhiladelphia, 1764), 10.



11

The 1754 appointment of Robert Hunter Morris asegoer also contributed to the
difficulties between the Assembly and the propmet&®ichard Hockley, a member of the
provincial council and keeper of the Great Segdored that he was “much disliked” in the
colony, and Franklin called him “half a MadmahGalloway likewise asserted that “Ambition
and Obstinacy haunted him thro’ every Scene ofakctf Morris often escalated the conflict
with aggressive and offensive language rather thyamg to bring both sides together.

The outbreak of the Seven Years’ War broke thecdtdibalance that had existed
between the Assembly and the Penns. The first ofymmanfrontations over money bills
designed to provide war supplies occurred in |1a®41 The Assembly used a particular method
to raise taxes. Once they passed the bill, the ynaas immediately printed and put into
circulation. That money was then “sunk” by a taxasdo avoid excessive inflation. For
example, a £10,000 bill sunk by a two-year liquor ¢ould be passed and the money
immediately used. Then a tax on liquor would beasgal for the next two years to cover that
£10,000. Morris refused to pass a £20,000 billiB4lbecause he wanted the money sunk by a
five-year tax instead of a twelve-year tax. Theppietors believed sinking the money over such
a long period would be detrimental to the econolgrris also included over thirty other
amendments to the supply bilBoth sides were unwilling to budge on their posit, and they
had reached an impasse for the moment. Pennsylweanila not be providing any supplies until

events forced the House to capitulate.

® Richard Hockley to Thomas Penn, 3 August 175&6nn Papers, reel 8; Benjamin Franklin to Richard
Partridge, 27 November 1755, in Leonard W. LabarekWhitfield J. Bell, Jr, edsThe Papers of Benjamin
Franklin, 30 vols. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 198998), 6:273 (hereafter cited Bsanklin Paper$.

® Galloway,A True and Impartial Stafel55.

"Votes and Proceedings of the House of Represessativthe Province of Pennsylvanials. 4-6
(Philadelphia: Henry Miller, 1775), 4:343, larly American ImprintsSeries 1, no. 13525, 14372, 15000 (hereafter
cited asvoteg; Benjamin Franklin to James Wright, 26 June 178%ranklin Papers 6:90.
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General Braddock’s defeat at Fort Duquesne in Jé5b brought the conflict to a new
level. The defeat shocked the confident Englistiessf The western frontier of Pennsylvania
was now “much exposed to the Incursions of the Bfiemd the back inhabitaritsvere
understandably nervod8The Assembly needed to take immediate actiondwige money to
raise troops for the colony’s defense. On Julyit3@assed a bill to emit £50,000 of paper
currency, sunk by a tax on all estates in the gofdThis included a tax on the estate owned by
the proprietors, not only the executives of Penrayil, but also the principal landowners. The
Penns still owned the majority of the land in tiodoay, renting it out to various tenants. Morris,
however, refused to pass the bill unless it exechpteprietary lands from the takThe
indignant Assembly responded that it was “perfeetjyitable and just” for the proprietors to pay
their fair share for the defense of the colonyeesdly with Pennsylvania in such a dangerous
situation. The House then asked the governor whéinevas acting on the basis of proprietary
instructions or on his own accord. The memberslbiag suspected that their conflicts with
various governors had been caused by the influehicestructions from across the Atlantic and
wanted to verify their existencé.

The governor responded on August 6 that, indesdytaiprietary commission included a
proviso that prohibited him from agreeing to any ¢a proprietary estates, but even such
instructions did not exist, he still would “haventight it my duty” to exempt the proprietary

estate. He argued that governors and proprietalaleays been exempt, and they should

8 Chief Justice William Allen wrote, “The dismal nswf the defeat of our Army has shocked me beyond
any thing | ever met with. It was long before | bhelieve it for it appeared to me to be impossilat so fine an
army could be routed and driven away like sheep€ Bllen to Edward Shippen, 31 July 1755, in Edwaihgbpen
Letters and Papers, 1727-178tmerican Philosophical Society

° In the papers and in most of the correspondendaglthis time, those on Pennsylvania’s frontierave
referred to as “back inhabitants.”

©The Pennsylvania Gazetf August 1755, “Extract of a Letter from Carlidle

!'Votes 4:419.

2 Ibid., 4:420.

Y 1pid., 4:421.
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remain so. In addition, since the Penns agreeddet@opular election of the Assembly and to that
body’s hegemony in the assessing and laying oktakevas only sensible to exempt the
proprietary estate from that taxatitn.

The Assembly expected the same sacrifice from émm®as of themselves and the
colonists. The amount of money the proprietors wdnd taxed was very small compared to the
whole (the Assembly estimated it at 1 percent eftdx, or about £500). Thus, the Assembly
could not see how it in anyway could be a burdethéon. Furthermore, since the proprietors
owned most of the land, it was in their best irgete protect it

Morris’s lengthy response on August 13 outlined ynafithe arguments the proprietors’
defenders would use for the next decade. The gowérnied to cut to the core of the issue,
writing that in the past the Assembly had arguetth wqual vehemence against royal
instructions, and now they railed against propnetastructions. “You would, it should seem,”
he charged, “Be willing that the Lieutenant Goversioould be independent of every Body but
yourselves.*® The governor believed that the Assembly was usiiagsituation in order to
increase its control over the government and dishiprroprietary authority. Morris further
argued that since the proprietors did not haveta wothe election of the Assembly, they could
not be taxed by that body. The Assembly could dd power over the very source that gave
them power?’

The governor continued his attack on the Assendalying that it was not the proprietors

trying to assume power beyond their rights, butHbese that had usurped “great and mighty

% |bid., 4:421-22.
15 |bid., 4:423-25.
18 bid., 4:430.
7 Ibid., 4:431.
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Powers...unknown to an English constitutidf The chief of these were the Assembly’s claims
to the privilege to dispose of all public money dhd ability to pass money bills without
amendment. Morris also foreshadowed later propgieteguments by contending that only
through the proprietary charter were the peopleantaed their rights, and that they would lose
these rights with the interposition of royal auibhorMorris made it clear that for the proprietors,
the debate was not about the “Payment of a smatl &Money,” but about preserving “the
Rights of their Station®

For the Assembly it was also about the principlere€ days after the governor’s
message, a group of men offered to pay the £5QQ@htbadHouse estimated the proprietary taxes
would cost. These men included some of the pragseprominent allies, such as William Allen
(who offered to contribute £100) and Philadelphiasyor William Plumsted (who offered
£50)%° The fact that the Assembly declined this offefuisher evidence that it cared less about
the money, and more about the principle and theepient that would be s&t.

On August 19, the Assembly responded to the goverfast message. The
representatives argued that the lieutenant goveriniie colony needed to have as much power
as any governor since he acted in the propriesaead? This argument that proprietary
instructions inhibited the discretion of the gowatrwhich in their eyes was required for
effective executive control, was another that wdaddome a fixture in the political conflict over
the next decade. Benjamin Franklin, who was becgnmareasingly influential in the Assembly,

wrote to one of the colony’s agents in London:wk cannot have a Governor of some

®Ibid., 4:431-32.

1bid., 4:432-33.

2% bid., 4:440.

2L |n fact, the House used the offer to add to its angument, resolving that “the House presumesthisat
said Proposal may have arose from the Subscribdgndent of the Equity of taxing the Proprietarissate equally
with all other in this Province.” See ibid., 4:441.

%The House wrote, “No Prohibition of the Proprietarcan lessen or take away from the Lieutenant
Governor any Power he is vested with by the Royadrr.” Seebid., 4:442.
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Discretion fully impower’d to do what may be neaaysfor the Good of the Province and the
King’'s Service, as Emergencies may arise, this @ouent will be the worst on the
Continent.*®* The Assembly thus placed great importance on atigthe discretion of the
governor. He should not be restricted by instruissued by men who lived across the ocean
and could not react to sudden changes in the c@aityation.

The House also voiced its fear that if Penn suceg@dwresting away their rights, “the
Province will soon empty itself much faster thaeer filled.”®* The Assembly believed
Pennsylvania’s prosperity depended on the colomyigue privileges, and that if those
privileges disappeared, the colony’s prosperity M@o along with them. Without this
prosperity, the frontier sections of the provinaawad empty, its inhabitants flying to greener
pasture$® The members believed that if they gave into M&iemands, Pennsylvanians
would lose something more important than safety-+theuld lose their rights and be subjected
to a tyranny “even more slavish than Slavery its&lf

The Assembly then adjourned until mid-Septembeth wothing accomplished for the
defense of the frontier. Nine days after it hacdseabled on the 15th, the governor finally
replied, accusing the Assembly of trying to destt\the power of the governor’s position. He
believed that their “true Design” was “to set up@mocracy.?” Morris again refused to pass a
supply bill on their terms. He further charged Hmuse with using the desperate situation of the

province to their own advantage “to encrease andeepermanent your own Powef&.”

%3 Benjamin Franklin to Richard Partridge, 27 Novembg5s5, inFranklin Papers 6:273.

**\otes 4:444.

% The Pennsylvania Gazetias already full of reports of families fleeingthhomes on the frontier in the
face of Indian attackSeeGazette 28 August 1755. The Assembly believed that inltimg run this would hasten if
they caved to Morris's demands.

*®\/otes 4:450.

" pid., 4:459.

*®1bid., 4:461.



16

The Assembly responded on September 29. The repatises denied his charge that
they wanted a democracy, but said, “Such a ConduxGovernor, appears to us the most likely
thing in the World to make People incline to a Denagy, who would otherwise never have
dreamt of it.?° Morris’s actions were driving them further awagrfr the proprietors. The House
also continued to rail against proprietary instits that were “as unalterable as the Law of the
Medes and Persians.” The present situation, istedj was not due to the Assembly’s
unpatriotic, selfish interests, but due to “theg?retaries claiming that invidious and odious
Distinction, of being exempted from the common Bunsl of their Fellow Subject§*Everyone
else who owned land in the colony would pay taxds; should the Penns be excepted? The
Assembly believed there was “a Design in the Petgries and Governor, to abridge the people
here of their Privileges® The proprietors’ actions seemed devised solelgya®ase their own
power and wealth at the colonists’ expense. ThesH@ugued that it was resisting not to
increase its own power, but to protect the colomights.

At the end of September, the Assembly adjournedrbe¢he annual election on October
1. The newly elected Assembly (only 5 of the 34 rhera changed this cycle) met for a few
days in mid-October as it usually did, and thermadjed to December. The members did not
stay gone long, however, as another crisis ledytivernor to reconvene them on November 3.
The number of Indian attacks had escalated duhiegast month, and the governor had received
many petitions for assistanteln a message to the House, Morris outlined theyelaus

situation in the western part of the colony andgber state of the settlers there. He called for

% |pid., 4:464.

¥ 1pid., 4:465.

*'pid., 4:467.

% The Pennsylvania Gazett October 1755 told of 50 Indians burning houses taking prisoners near
Green Briar River; 30 October 1755 reported thatesé 500 French and Indians were gathering on teiér; and
6 November 1755 contained a letter from Shippergsdeclaring the westerners’ resolve to fight, lmut“iVant of
Arms and Ammunition.” Franklin reported in a letterRichard Partridge on 25 October 1755 that tigkains had
killed thirteen adults and kidnapped twelve childet Penn’s Creek near ShamokinFhanklin Papers 6:230.
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the Assembly to pass a bill granting the necessapyplies to defend the colony and declared
that he would not under any circumstances “enterarDispute whether the Proprietaries ought
to be taxed or not®® Morris wanted immediate action and had grown tséthe repeated
debates with the House.

The Assembly did not completely accommodate hineyTdgreed to all the amendments
he had previously made, save for the one exemptmg@roprietary estate. The bill's exact
wording left it up to the Crown to determine thstlpoint>* They again highlighted what they
believed to be the injustice of proprietary instioies, writing that “All Debates and all
Reasonings are vain, where Proprietary Instructiuss or unjust, right or wrong, must
inviolably be observed. We have only to find otitye can, what they are, and then submit and
obey.”® The Assembly felt it had done all it could for tthefense of the frontier. The
representatives would not sacrifice the colonyieltiy for the sake of its defense, penning for
the first time the oft-repeated quotation, “Thod®wvould give up essential Liberty, to purchase
a little temporary Safety, deserve neither Liberty Safety.®®

The House began to receive pressure from othepgras well. After reconvening in
early November, they quickly received petitiongrirbancaster and Bucks counties for
assistance against the Indians. On November 12Znéyer and other leaders in Philadelphia also
sent the Assembly a petition requesting they pasgply bill to provide for the defense of the
colony, and Cumberland County soon followed suitth® same time, the House received a
petition from a group of Quakers, requesting thatAssemblyot provide funds for the war, as

it ran counter to their pacifistic inclinations. i$lmequest would leak to the public (the

33 \otes 4:498.
341bid., 4:500.
% \bid., 4:501.
36 |bid.
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Assembly’s doorman was dismissed for the breactho@used as evidence against them by the
proprietors’ supporters.

The Assembly’s enemies had long accused it of bgwarthe pacifist beliefs of the
Society of Friends. William Smith wrote a pamphieearly 1755 titledA Brief State of the
Province of Pennsylvanidike Penn and Morris, Smith believed that theié€lsource of the
Evil” in the colony was the Assembly’s claim to &élsole Disposal of all public money, in
manifest Contempt of all the Instructions of thef®ietary Family.®® In addition, He accused
the representatives of seeking “a kind of Indepangérom the Mother Country*® Similar to
Morris, Smith believed that the Assembly wanteéxoise all external control from the
Pennsylvanian political system.

The pamphlet offered a scathing indictment of thakgr leadership, who he accused of
“turning religion into a political Scheme of pow&f.He blamed the “stubbornness and
madness” of the Assembly for the French successbal situation had been caused by the
“detestable Policy of a Set of Men who mind no Gapuences, provided they can secure their
own Power and their Seats in the AssemBhHowever, if the Assembly lost control over the
disposition of funds, the situation could be reetifeven without their approval. The proprietors
and their allies would repeat many of Smith’s argatead infinitum The publication oBrief
State as well as a follow-up the next year titledBrief View of the Conduct of Pennsylvania for

the Year 1755placed Smith near the top of the Assembly’sdfstnemieg?

37 bid., 4:494, 502-04, 496, 500; Daniel Dulany, fitéiry and Political Affairs in the Middle Coloniés
1755," The Pennsylvania Magazine of History and Biograptiy(1879): 23-24.

% William Smith, Brief State 14.

¥ bid., 15.

“©bid., 11.

*bid., 26.

2 The House would eventually charge Smith with limel 756. For full details of the resulting
confrontation, see William R. Riddell, “Libel ongtAssembly: A Prerevolutionary Episod@fie Pennsylvania
Magazine of History and Biograpt®2 (1928):176-92, 249-79, 342-60.
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The conflict between Morris and the Assembly camith without resolution. On
November 22, the governor sent another letter gathaaccused the House of using the war to
try to gain new privileges. The members’ latesinslavas that they had the right to pass money
bills without amendment, an argument they basepgreocedent set in the House of Commons.
Morris replied that this was ridiculous, as the ivania Assembly was not the House of
Commons. He observed that their arguments “onlywshdat nobody denies, that, by the
Constitution ofEngland the Commons have long claimed the Privilege ofrigatheir Supply-
Bills passed or rejected without Amendments; battar no Means applicable to the
Circumstances of this Provinc&The House saw itself as a little parliament, bariig, like
Parliament during the Revolution, called this cldirdicrous. Morris saw this argument as
merely the Assembly’s latest invented excuse tacaftmding the war, echoing Smith’s
assertions that the Quaker influence made the Asiyamt want to support the militafy.

Shortly after this message, two factors convergezht the dispute, at least temporarily.
First, on November 24 Morris announced to the Addgitinat the proprietors had offered a
£5,000 gift to the colony for use in its defenselight of the donation, the Assembly agreed to
count that as the tax that would have been laitherproprietary estate, and proceeded to pass
the £60,000 supply bill (how at £55,000). But thiss not the only reason they agreed to
compromise?

The second factor was the arrival in Philadelpffia group of disgruntled frontiersmen.

On November 23, Richard Hockley had written Perat thany in the city feared “an

*Votes 4:512.

*4 |bid., 4:508-13; Morris further wrote, “Upon thehle, it appears clear to me, that you never irgend
that any of your Bills should pass for raising Mgite defend the Province; and this seems now toldeed beyond
all Dispute, since those People, under whose Inflag/ou are chiefly known to be, are said to haadated
publicly to you, that they would sooner suffer theay towards such Purposes.” See ibid., 4:514.

**Ipid., 4:519-23.
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insurrection should arise, from the perverse obsiirof the Assembly®® His prophecy was
quickly fulfilled. Under the leadership of a taveawner named John Hambright, several
hundred men (reports varied from 200 to 700) adiee the evening of the 24th, the same day
Morris announced the £5,000 diftThey gathered outside the Assembly during itsiseske
next day and demanded that they provide assistartbe frontief'®

This protest placed the Assembly in a dangerousi@osA visiting, prominent lawyer
from Maryland, Daniel Dulany, wrote that those gaifd “demanded protection in such manner
as threatened outrage if it was denied, and, indaethe symptoms of a civil convulsion
appeared?®® William Smith reported to Penn that if the Asseynivhd tried to reopen debate on
the bill, “they would have been torn out of the idetf® Franklin addressed the crowd, telling
them that the Assembly had been doing their bedétend their liberties and privileges, but
“some of the People answered that they did not kimawtheir Liberties were invaded, but they
were sure their Lives and Estates weYelb avoid a riot, the Quakers in the Assembly
capitulated. They were not happy about having teesder, and some even believed that the
proprietors had instigated the uprising and “malisly endeavoured to inflame their Minds
against the Assembly?William Smith told Penn, “You may be sure they em@ardly burning
with Rage & Disappointment, & will take the firspPortunity of pouring it forth upon your®
The representatives had lost this battle, but Whene now more committed than ever to win the

war.

“® Richard Hockley to Thomas Penn, 23 November 1if5Benn Papers, reel 8.

" Galloway estimated 200 as did Quaker Party pangdrldsaac Hunt. Robert Hunter Morris put the
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(Philadelphia, 1764), 10; Robert Hunter Morris twomas Penn, 28 November 1755Fmanklin Papers 6:279.
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This led to a short interlude in the political cactf but the peace did not last long. On 13
April 1756, Morris reported to the Assembly thab#rer group of back inhabitants was
gathering at Lancaster and planned to march omé#jhia to make demantfsNothing came
of the threat this time, but it shows that tensionghe colony remained high. On May 9, Morris
sent a letter to the Assembly imploring them tospasother militia bill. The House had passed
one late in 1755, but the proprietors and theipsujers believed it wholly insufficient as it did
not compel service and allowed officers to be elétt The Assembly refused, arguing that the
Pennsylvania frontier was safer than any other,thatithe laws in place were sufficiéfitThe
Assembly and the governor clashed over more thetmjoney bills.

On June 29, the confrontational time clock tickeevd, with Morris reporting to the
Assembly that the money from last November was atragpended. The House needed to pass
another supply bill. This time, instead of tryin¢pad tax, the Assembly avoided the issue of
taxing the proprietary estate by passing an exaisen liquor:’ Morris nevertheless again
refused to sign it because it violated anothen®frstructions—it gave the Assembly the sole
right to dispose of the funds. The Assembly respdrtiat an identical excise had been passed
in 1746 and received royal approbation; therefiorggw no need to adhere to Morris’s

amendment2® Morris and the Assembly had once again reachéalensate.

> Votes 4:552.

%> William Smith, A Brief View of the Conduct of Pennsylvania for Ytear 1755London: R. Griffiths,
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Although the stalemate remained unresolved, thitebaith Morris soon ended. On 19
August 1756, William Denny arrived in Philadelphisassume the governorshitBoth sides
hoped this new governor could break the impas#eeicolony. Denny proved to be much more
hospitable than Morris, but a lack of political dnasiness acumen would his downfall. Richard
Peters, a councilmember and friend of Thomas Reatlled Denny “a careful sensible Man, but
rather too slow® He was assuming leadership at a pivotal time. &wyhad officially declared
war against France in May, and the papers weredilip with accounts of naval battles between
the two powers. The same paper that announced Beimayiguration also contained news that
the French were threatening Fort Oswego on New "¥drantier

Denny’s inaugural speech to the Assembly on Aug8dtighlighted that the money
raised last year was exhausted and troops ondhg&dr were already due back pay. He therefore
exhorted the Assembly to take the necessary measuemsure the troops on the frontier could
be well supplied. In an effort to be open with H@euse, Denny agreed to their request to lay out
his proprietary instructions on money bills. Thpgancipal instructions stood out. First, all
money raised could only be used for the specifippses defined in the bill. The House could
not have any discretionary funds. Second, the ptayy estate had to be exempt from all land
taxes. Third, Penn provided set limits on the lbrafttime taxes could last. Land taxes, for
example, could not last more than one year. Dedmisad the House to pass the supply bill so
that it did not violate these instructions, andhtpetition the king if they felt they had

grievance$? He also refused to give reasons for rejectingtbese’s bills other than his

% Richard Peters to Thomas Penn, 17 August 175Bidn reel 8:The Pennsylvania Gazett9 August
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instructions, as he hoped to avoid getting emhdaieneated, pointless debates as his
predecessor had dofte.

The Assembly wholly objected to these instructidds.September 1, they wrote to
Denny saying that they could not pass a bill tloitesed to them, and asked if he would be
willing to break them. Denny quickly answered, &éinnot recede from my Instructions without
risquing both my Honour and Fortun®.Ten days later, the Assembly tested Denny by sendi
him a £60,000 bill sunk by a 20-year wine and ligiax. Denny refused to pass the bill because
it violated his instructions by leaving the fundgsposition in the hands of the Assembly and by
extending the tax for such a long period. In adl gave a list of ten objections. Denny then
reiterated the distressed state of the frontierthadiesperate need for a supply bill that he could
assent t6° On the 18, the Assembly answered that they chose an exiisestead of a land
tax to avoid the issue of proprietary taxationp*tive still think a well proportioned Tax on
Property, the most equal and just Way of raisingqito” The members made the term so long
because it would take that many years to raisad¢leeed money. To the other objection, the
Assembly said they doubted that there would besanglus money left to spend anyway. Thus,
the representatives did not see any reason tothédill, and as they “cannot admit of
Amendments to a Money Bill,” they asked Denny tespthe legislation unalter&d.

Denny’s second rejection inspired a series of v&sohgainst the proprietors. The first
declared that “Proprietary Instructions are arbjtiand unjust, an Infraction of our Charter, a
total Subversion of our Constitution, and a maniféslation of our Rights as freeborn Subjects

of England.” Another railed against the “tyrannjaaiuel and oppressive” proprietors who were

%3 Richard Peters to Thomas Penn, 30 October 1756idn reel 8.

% \/otes 4:594; Richard Peters to Thomas Penn, 16 Septeli®®, in Penn Papers, reel 8.
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trying to gain greater control of the province utk a time of distress. Finally, the members
resolved to create a new bill, and to “wave theghs on this present Occasion only,” because
of the desperate need for the mofA&Yhey decided to pass a £30,000 bill with a ter-peaise
tax on liquor’® Some on the council disagreed with Denny’s asettite bill because it still left
the disposition of the funds to the Assembly, keihad the support of the majority and signed
it.°° Thus, the Assembly was able to pass this stopgagsune without conceding any major
points. However, since the tax lasted only ten ya@@stead of twenty, the representatives could
only raise £30,000 instead of the £60,000 theyihhded. This meant it would be that much
sooner before the conflict over money bills woudgjim again.

That time would only be a few months later, asftimels had run out by early 1757. Near
the end of January, the Assembly passed a £108108ily bill using the only method that could
raise so much money—a land tax. This set off amsbees of debates. In messages on January
25 and February 11, Denny laid out his chief olipexst to the bill: It taxed the proprietary estate
and the land tax lasted for four years insteadchef @he Assembly cried foul, arguing that it was
impossible to raise the amount of funds needetkif followed the proprietors’ provisiors.
Franklin wrote to the colony’s agent in London, RdiCharles, that the House was “so confin'd
as to the Time of Raising, the Property to be tattid Valuation of that Property and the Sum
per Pound to be Tax’d on the Valuation that tis destrably impossible by such a Law to raise

a1l

one Quarter of the Money absolutely necessaryfiendeus.”” Penn’s instructions were not

only despotic, but also impossible to follow.
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Denny’s refusal to pass the bill “enraged the HguBeters reported. They drew up a
remonstrance against the governor, and the whalg tharched “in a formal manner thro the
Streets to Alarm every Body with the Sight and Gama.”? Still unable to get Denny to bend to
their will, the Assembly on February 3 formalizée tong-rumored appointment of Benjamin
Franklin as their agent to EnglafitHe would sail across the Atlantic in an attempietress
their grievances with Thomas Penn in person. Tham@ittee of Grievances submitted a report
on the proprietors on February 22, citing five céairds that would roughly comprise the issues
Franklin would bring up in England. First, they quained against proprietary instructions,
asserting that the proprietors had “abridged asttioted their late and present Governor’s
Discretion in Matters of Legislation, by their gjal, impracticable and unconstitutional
Instructions and ProhibitionSecond, the Assembly would have to give up thgits and
privileges to assent to the money bills becausént$teuctions of the proprietors were so
tyrannical. Third, the Penns were attempting todafer the right of the Assembly to dispose of
the money it raised. Fourth, the proprietors wowtlallow any land tax that did not exempt
their estates. And fifth, the Penns had appoiniddgs only at their will and pleasure, giving
them control over the judiciafy. The Assembly objected to Penn giving instructianall, but it
was these specific actions that most irked themleshtb the appointment of Franklin to
London.

After going on the record in protest, the Assenti@grudgingly decided to accede to

most of Denny’s requirements because of the greed for the money. It passed a supply bill,

"2 Richard Peters to Thomas Penn, 27 January 17%&rin Papers, reel 8.
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which the governor signed on March 23[he battle in Pennsylvania was over for the time
being, with the focus shifting to Franklin’s missim England.

Franklin’s appointment had long been rumored, aadifreached Thomas Penn’s ears a
month earlier. Penn was not worried, however, ngiRichard Peters on January 8 that “Mr.
Franklin's Voyage to this place gives me no con¢éfiindeed, he told James Hamilton that he
wantedthe House to send over complaints about his iotms, because he had great
confidence the British authorities would side wiim.”® Still, Penn’s aides in Pennsylvania
warned him that Franklin could be dangerous. Mdrad warned Penn back in 1755 that
Franklin was no friend of the government and canelgt for his own power. He told Penn that
Franklin was “a sensible thinking man, whose desigye deeply layd and | am afraid are very
extensive.” Hockley wrote Penn on two separate occasionsfnanklyn is capable of
anything and does when it suits his purpose” aat‘the is extremely smooth & sensible but has
as much Art and Sophistry as can be collected yroae Person®

Although he may have had greater private ambitibremklin asserted to others that he
left for his mission “with the sincerest Desireppbcuring Peace” and hoped to settle the dispute
amicably®* Speaker Norris told him in a letter that he hogeglproprietors could “be brought to
understand their true Interests as it is and otaghée connected with the good of the Peoffe.”

At this point, the Assembly still hoped to work @utompromise. Appealing to the Crown for

redress was still just a backup plan. Franklin edgight weeks in New York before sailing,
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finally embarking for England on June 3. Franklimddis son William, who traveled with him,
finally arrived at Falmouth on July 7.

As Franklin’s visit approached, Penn remained uneamed. He wrote William Logan in
June, “I believe neither Mr. Franklin’s art, orénést, will alter the opinion the Leading People
of this Kingdom have of his Republican Schermf@$?enn thought the visit was good news,
telling Hamilton, “I rejoice much that the PeoplédlWwe soon convinced that they have not a
right to Powers of Government they claim, whichytiagll be told by the House of Commons, as
well as the Ministers® He related a similar situation that had occurredamaica, where the
ministry had ruled that the Jamaican Assembly ladght to raise and disperse money without
the governor’s consent. As the Boards would sogouad at the end of summer, however, Penn
believed it would be some time before they couldkena ruling®® That turned out to be the case,
as Franklin did not arrive to confer with the Peans| August, after the Board of Trade had
adjourned. It would be some time before he coudtk skeir opiniorf’

Penn did ask Franklin for a list of grievances rigivay. Franklin complied on August
20, giving Penn a very informal document he titleel Heads of Complaint. He listed three main
grievances. First, proprietary instructions preedrthe governor from using his discretion when
passing money bills. The royal charter clearlyestahat governors could consent to the
Assembly’s money bills “according to their best @etion.” The distance of the proprietors
meant that they could not be as good a judge afrafés their governor who lived there. Second,

the Assembly had the right “to judge of the Modesadure and Time of Granting Supplies,”

8 Benjamin Franklin to Ezra Stiles, 2 June 1757bid., 7:233; William Franklin to Elizabeth Graenig
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which the proprietors had denied them through timsiructions. Third, the Penns had instructed
their deputy to refuse any money bill that did eeémpt the proprietary estate from taxation,
which appeared to Pennsylvanians to be “both umjndtcruel.®® Again, the complaints

centered on instructions in general as well asipelirectives.

Many months would pass before the proprietors arehvinese complaints. In the
meantime, a war of words broke out in London pecald. Although Penn seems to have treated
Franklin civilly in their personal visits, this q@sct did not carry over into the public forum.
Thomas Penn had anonymous attacks against Framdithe Assembly published, and both
Franklin and his son William responded with artscteé their own. These publications incensed
both parties and created further distance betwean?

Franklin, meanwhile, was becoming increasingly itigrd with the proprietors. In a
letter to Galloway, he explained that they contthteeclaim that they wanted to settle everything
amicably, but their delay in answering the Head€ainplaint had him questioning their
sincerity?° At this time, Franklin began to seriously consitter possibility of not only
appealing to the Crown for a redress of their gmmees, but also petitioning them to replace the
proprietary government with a royal one. On 24 Apri58, He asked Richard Jackson whether
Pennsylvania could retain its privileges underyakrgovernment. Jackson answered that “altho’
the Rights the Quakers enjoy in Pensylvania [gie]Jrauch more extensive than they enjoy in

England, I think so far as they are Warranted amgpS8rted by the Legislature of Pensylvania

8 All quotations in this paragraph from “To the Priefors: Heads of Complaint,” 20 August 1757, in
Franklin Papers 7:248.
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they cannot be legally abridged. This was exactly the answer Franklin had hopedaiod
despite Jackson later backtracking from his pasitivanklin pressed forward without
reservation.

In September, Franklin asked Isaac Norris’s opimnra change to royal government,
asking both for his “Sentiments on the Point” alst avhether he thought it would “be generally
agreeable to the Peopl® He wrote Galloway at that time that a change afegoment was
probably “at some Distance, unless the Provincaitigtird of Proprietary Rule, should
petition the Crown to take the Government int@itsr Hands.** Franklin had clearly begun to
think through such a petition and sought to gaagerést in it, but he understood that many in
the colony were not yet ready for it.

Penn finally answered the Heads of Complaint ohN@8ember 1758, unconscionably
blaming the delay on “Means of Obstruction giverobg of your Agents.” He brushed off the
complaints, arguing that the proprietors “have ghRiand are so advised, to prevent any Injury
being done” to their estafé Further, he claimed they had contributed a greatgortion to the
defense of the colony than anyone else and thaddise therefore had no right to demand more
taxes from them.

Franklin was astounded at the proprietors’ respdpaseen wrote that when Franklin came
to receive their answer, Penn'’s aide “Mr. Parisegiavn the words in writing to prevent
mistakes, to which he answered not a word, look’d enuch disappointed, & took no notice of

him when he went out”® Once he recovered from the shock of Penn’s complistegard for
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the colony’s grievances, Franklin began soundirtch@inext step and became fully committed

to bringing about a change to royal governmen& inessage to Isaac Norris, he wrote:
If the House, grown at length sensible of the Dantgethe Liberties of the
People, necessarily arising from such growing Pamer Property in one Family
with such Principles, shall think it expedient tv/k the Government and
Property in different Hands, and for that purpdsallsiesire that the Crown
would take the Province into its immediate Cafgglleve that Point might
without much Difficulty be carried, and our Privgles preserved; and in that |
think 1 could still do Servicé®

Joseph Galloway, who would become Franklin’s sepastner in the crusade to oust the
Penns, had begun to share Franklin’s concernsdrlib8. He wrote in June of that year that
despite the Penns’ “large Professions of Sincéritg,could not “help Suspecting them” and

7 After the proprietors’

believed that proprietary government was “the worshe world.
answer to the Heads of Complaint confirmed his isumps, he published True and Impartial
State of the Province of Pennsylvaffidhe work acted as an answer to SmiBrief Statefrom
four years earlier and as a scathing indictmemtroprietary government. Galloway averred that
the Penns’ instructions were “calculated for thevé@atement of private Interests and
ambition.”® He asserted that if the proprietors had their Wlgnnsylvania, the Seat of Virtue,
Liberty and Commerce, would be transformed into@a&tchy more Tyrannical and Despotic,
than that of an Eastern Sultan; and nothing leftiie unhappy People, but either to submit to

the grievous Yoke, or depopulate the Country bingyfrom Slavery.*® The only solution was

for the king to save Pennsylvania “from the JawBRmiprietary Slavery” by taking the colony
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“under his immediate Government and ProtectithGalloway, like Franklin, was now fully
convinced that Pennsylvania needed a change tbgoyarnment. The two partners, the two
leaders of the movement, had begun their quest.

Attacks against the proprietors also began to cioome other quarters. In 1759, Charles
Thomson, a secretary at the Treaty of Easton ahidcpbally of Franklin’s, published\n
Enquiry into the Causes of the Alienation of théaldare and Shawanese Indians from the
British Interest Thomson cited the complaints of a Delaware ahéehed Teedyuschung and
blamed Indian aggression on unfair proprietarygaihat cheated them of their lands. The
proprietors stood idly by as their allies seatezrtbelves on unpurchased land, and even
encouraged the process by making provisions faiioty warrants on illegally settled land.
This serious charge received some attention indfagas the Privy Council blamed the
proprietors for riling up the Indians with questadite techniques of acquiring land. An
investigation by the Council eventually cleared Bemns of the charges, but the matter was just
one other assault Thomas Penn had to fend off faftarg to come to terms with Franklin and
the Housée??

The rest of the Assembly at this point was notesdaus for a change as Franklin and his
close associates, but they were still exasperaiidtie situation. It was not just a dislike of
external control that caused the Assembly to reagétinst the proprietors; it was the fact that
they seemed entirely hostile to the colony andndidcare about its welfare as long as their own
interests were served. The chief proprietor ThoRe® gave strict instructions to his governors
that could not be broken even the midst of a callatrisis and the outbreak of an international

war. The Assembly assuredly did not like being teltht to do, but it had acquiesced to external

101 ||
Ibid., 172.
192 Charles Thomsorn Enquiry into the Causes of the Alienation of Beéaware and Shawanese Indians
from the British InterestLondon: J. Wilkie, 1759), 1-4, 27-29, 183-85icl, Colonial Pennsylvania234.
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control in the past without pursuing a change imegoment. Fear for the colony’s well-being
and Penn’s overt hostility ultimately prompted k&sembly’s actions.

The Assembly must also be held accountable fod#mgerous state of the colony’s
frontier. Its members often seemed more interast&dnning political battles than in providing
for the safety of their citizens. Ultimately, thggve in and provided the funds without gaining
their political point, but this only occurred aftéey were threatened by a group of disgruntled
frontiersmen. Had Hambright's men not arrived, ltwaise likely would have eventually caved
anyway (as evidenced by them ‘waiving their righitspass supply bills in 1757 and 1758), but
many more unprotected Pennsylvania colonists pitghatuld have died before they did.

Although Franklin and his allies had begun to prtiteepossibility of royal government,
the majority of the Assembly remained unconvinagchsa change would be advantageous to the
colony. Franklin also needed a good reason toipetibr a change. Simple opposition to
proprietary instructions would not suffice becatls®=Crown gave instructions to its governors
all the time. Clear evidence of proprietary misnwiguld be required. Events in the next few
years—Denny'’s bribery by and capitulation to theusk a decision by the Privy Council, and
the winding down of the war—would also lessen temsiand prevent a showdown for several
years. Another conflict would be necessary bottaotovince the rest of Pennsylvania to move for

the change and to give the Assembly better grotordgquesting it.



Chapter 2

Bribes, Repeals, and Riots:

Steps Toward a Petition for Royal Government

The military situation began to calm in the lat®&Qg3, as Britain gained the upper hand in
the war against the French. Therefore, althougtiitieeyears after Penn’s answer to the Heads
of Complaint were filled with conflicts between tHe®use and the proprietors, no event forced
either side to give in. Each had its successedriyng the governor, the Assembly finally
succeeded in passing a land tax that includedrthy@riptary estate. This victory was short lived,
however, as just over a year later Thomas Penressfidly secured its annulment by the Board
of Trade. The six amendments the council appligtiédax became the primary battleground of
the early 1760s, with neither side willing to commise. Only in late 1763, with the arrival of
the Paxton Boys, was this stalemate broken. Attiime, the proprietors’ response to the crisis
ignited outrage in the colony and provided thelfimgetus for the creation of a petition for
royal government. Only then would the whole of li®use of Representatives be ready to join
the push for royal government. The Assembly comihto try to negotiate with the proprietors
through the early 1760s, but the Penns’ responeetmarch of the Paxton Boys finally

convinced the majority of the members to join thevement for royal government.
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While Franklin had been working in England in thgl1750s, the battle in Pennsylvania
had continued. On June 6, 1757, just days afteridirasailed from New York, Denny once
again asked the Assembly for additional funds iseranore troop$.Indian attacks on the
frontier continued to cause great damage, anddetietailing their atrocities—houses burned to
the ground, men being scalped, entire familiesdkitied—still filled the Philadelphia papefs.
The Assembly believed it had already given pleotytheir defense, however, and cared more
about protecting the colonists’ rights and privdegThe members replied to Denny, “we shall
think it happy for ourselves and our posteritynfthis Time of Distress, we can guard against
the many Attempts on the Peoples Rights and Lixerand preserve to the Constitution those
Principles of Freedom on which it was originallpfaed.® The situation remained unresolved
and money unraised.

On September 28, the Assembly sent a message ¢oveenor, lamenting that “More
Pains seem now to be taken to destroy than ‘supmarRights; to perswade the World to
believe that we are unwilling to defend the Proeititlt attacked Smith’s “wickedBrief State
and other scurrilous publications, and once agaiced its objection to proprietary instructions.
The representatives implored Denny, “Let not aalpytiProprietary instructions be the sole Rule
of your Conduct; exercise your own Judgement aras&ein your publick Acts>They wanted
to the governor to exercise his own discretion. iyeresponded a few days later, defending his
conduct. He noted that the Assembly tended to bleweey governor for their problems, which

showed that “you are not so much displeased w#HP#@grson governing, as impatient of being

1Votes 4:7009.

2 The Pennsylvania Gazettg0 June 1757.
3 Votes 4:718.

“ Ibid., 4:745.

® Ibid., 4:747.
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governed at all®

Like Morris, Denny accused the House of tryindpgmome completely free of
the governor's influence by destroying his powethia government.

Finally, in April 1758 the Assembly had to giveand pass a supply bill. The situation
on the frontier had become untenable, and anoibtewould likely ensue if the representatives
did not provide an adequate defense. On Marcht 2@d sent a £100,000 supply bill to the
governor that did not exempt the proprietary estatasurprisingly, Denny did not agree to sign
it. In addition to previous arguments, he said thatproprietors did not want to be taxed by the
same assessors as everyone else, because they $egin the appointment of those assessors.
This was a twist on the ‘no taxation without remation’ argument that became so prevalent
in the days leading up to the Revolution. Dennthist point did seem more willing to
compromise, as he inserted a plan to tax the gy estate with its own commissioners. The
Assembly, however, believed that the proprietagyoanuting his own assessors would be
tantamount to exempting him from the tax, becahsg would not likely assess his property for
anything near its worthExempting the estate completely was preferab&ith chicanery. In
the end, the House had no choice but to give theseed for supplies was too desperate. The
members also believed that Franklin would be abkettle matters in their favor in England and
thus felt less of a need to take an extremely tamd. Still, while they exempted the proprietary
estate, they made it very clear that they did 49 onder duress. In their published minutes, they

lamented “the unhappy Necessity, by which theyleeh compelled, contrary to Equity, and

® Ibid., 4:750.

" Denny also objected to the old militia law, justMorris had done. He first requested that the Hqass
a new one in late June 1757, but the Assembly diicblige him. He repeated this request twice muday 1758,
along with requests for a new supply bill and &foil regulating Indian relations and trade. Thesé&wmbly refused
to acquiesce to any of these applications and aupbsn at every turn. See ibid., 4:721, 762, 78&at Norris to
Benjamin Franklin, 24 November 1757 hranklin Papers 7:281.

8 Votes 4:802. The bill still did not adhere to all of dhas Penn’s wishes, but he had given Denny
permission to pass it as long as the exceptiohdgtoprietary estate remained in force. See Thdeas to
Richard Peters, 2 February 1758, in Penn Papa&i2re

° Votes 4:805, 815.
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the Usage of their Mother Country, to continue arténd an Exemption of the Proprietary
Estate, by the Bill now sent up to the Governarnfiits just Proportion of Taxes>

This solution did not suffice for long. Money st&dtto again run low in late 1758, and on
December 21 Denny asked the Assembly to draw gwesapply bill. The House put off voting
for a new bill until the spring, as the members tgdrio wait to see what military campaigns
were planned before they voted on a specific suraige. On 27 February 1759, the proprietors’
answer to the Heads of Complaint finally complatsglourney across the ocean and made its
way to the House. Like Franklin, the representatiwere unsatisfied with the Penns’ response,
as it offered not even a small conciliation to Assembly’s wishes. Thus, when they met again
in the spring, the House did not feel like compraimg. When the representatives passed a new
£100,000 supply bill on 25 March 1759, they agathrebt exempt the proprietary estate. After
Denny rejected the bill four days later, the Housanimously resolved not to pass a new supply
bill unless it taxed the proprietors in common vitik rest of the province.Just when the
situation appeared to be heading toward anothlemsse, the Assembly pulled a new weapon
out of its arsenal, a weapon Denny was especiallyevable to: bribery.

The proprietors and their allies had begun to ltouebts about William Denny very early
in his governorship. Just two months after Denrmgab& governor, Richard Peters had already
formed an extremely negative opinion of him, cglmm “a trifler, weak of Body, [and] averse
to business?” In May 1757 Thomas Penn wrote to Peters that$likeil Denny’s handling of
an Indian trade bill and was concerned about lability to deprive the House of the right to

choose tax commissionersHe wrote a few days later that “a continuanceushsbehavior

191bid., 4:817; Isaac Norris to Benjamin Frankli®, April 1758, inFranklin Papers 8:54.
“votes 5:12, 14, 19-21, 34, 38, 41.

12 Richard Peters to Thomas Penn, 2 October 173%tim Papers, reel 8.

13 Thomas Penn to Richard Peters, 9 May 1757, in ibid
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cannot be allowed, whatever the Governor may expeat us. | cannot tell but this | am sure of,
that if he does not change his conduct he shalstayta twelvemonth* In July he sent a formal
request to William Allen and James Hamilton fomimhation on Denny’s conduct. He wanted
their opinion on rumors that Denny had assertedt"kie had deceived him in many Things,
[and] that he would not fight the Proprietors’ Begt™° Denny’s letters to Penn also began to be
increasingly intermittent, with Penn repeatedly ptaming to both his associates and to Denny
himself of “the governor’s delay in writind®

Denny’s financial situation, meanwhile, was detexiimg rapidly, and his requests to
Penn for additional support drove a further wedggvieen them. Richard Peters wrote that as
early as October 1756, Denny was “extremely néaoti[out] of money.*’ Denny’s repeated
financial requests irritated Penn, with the lat&lting Denny a “beggar'® In January 1759,
Penn responded to yet another of Denny’s finamaaiplaints, saying that the £1500 they were
paying him was all they had agreed to, and theylavpay no morée?

By 1758, the Penns had determined to replace Denpgorly kept secret that Franklin
discovered and reported to temporary Speaker Thasesh in Juné® Only in early 1759
would Penn finally find the successor he had beekihg for. He convinced James Hamilton,
who had filled the office from 1748-54, to retumthe governorship. It would be many months

before Hamilton could assume the office, howevehahad yet to leave England. In April,

¥ Thomas Penn to Richard Peters, 14 May 1757, éh,ikéel 2.

!> Thomas Penn to William Allen and James Hamiltoduly 1757, in ibid.

' Thomas Penn to Richard Peters, 14 January 176®jdi

7 Richard Peters to Thomas Penn, 2 October 1756idn reel 8.

18 Richard Hockley to Thomas Penn, 17 October 1757Tdmomas Penn to Richard Peters, 9 May 1757,
both in ibid.

¥ Thomas Penn to William Denny, 12 January 175%ith, reel 2.

20 Benjamin Franklin to Thomas Leech, 10 June 17%Branklin Papers 8:87. Norris had been severely
il and was replaced by Leech for several months.
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Penn had still not informed Denny of the switchhaligh the rumors of Penn’s search had
undoubtedly reached his edts.

Denny’s knowledge of his impending replacemengddition to his poor financial
situation, probably contributed greatly to the @gseaf April 1759. After Denny denied the
money bill in late March, the House again resoltheat they would not pass any bill that
exempted the proprietary estate. On April 12, Deradied on Isaac Norris to meet with him,
and after “a long and free Conference,” he agreagivie his assent to the bifl He returned it to
the House with his signature the next day, and pnl A7, Denny informed Penn that he had
agreed to a £100,000 supply bill that taxed aliifarincluding the proprietary est&felust a few
days later, the Assembly granted £1,000 to Denawtits Support,” and granted a further
£2,000 over the next several months that was tmakout of the money created by the supply
bill. The House also resolved to defend Denny ajainy suit the proprietors would brifity.
Penn observed in a letter to Hamilton, “They caudtl have given Mr. Denny the £3,000 in a
manner more advantageous to us...to make it appeat 8ribe.” The Assembly, which
normally gave governors about £1,000 per year bdtlately withheld that support from Denny,
characterized the payment as merely making upigosdiary in arrears. This defense seems

more semantic than anything else, because regamli@ghether it is called bribery or not, the

% Thomas Penn to Richard Peters, 12 April 1759 ginnfFPapers, reel 2.

22 |saac Norris to Benjamin Franklin, 12 April 1759 Franklin Papers 8:326.

2 William Denny to Thomas Penn, 17 April 1759, imRéapers, reel 8.

**\otes 5:47, 68.

% Thomas Penn to Richard Peters, 9 February 176®e1im Papers, reel 2. The accusation of bribery is
repeated by William Smith in the preface to Johakibison’s speech in 1764 and by Hugh Williamsore Se
Speech on a Petition for a Change in Governmetiteo€olony of Pennsylvania,” in Paul L. Ford, &ithe Writings
of John Dickinsor{Philadelphia: The Historical Society of Pennsyiiga 1895), 11; [Hugh Williamson],he Plain
Dealer: Or, A Few Remarks Upon Quaker-PoliticksdAtteir Attempts to Change the Government Of
PennsylvanigPhiladelphia, 1764), 13-14.
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uncontested fact remains that the House paid Denrtige condition that he receded from his
instructions>®

To avoid stamping the bill into law, councilmemlsichard Hockley disgustedly
resigned his office as Keeper of the Great SeahyMd Penn’s allies asserted that he “deserved
every thing that coud happen by continuing Mr. Desa long, after they had given You such
timely notice of their apprehensions.Penn had waited too long to find a new governod, a
now he would have to respond aggressively to this threat to his interest8.

The proprietor was incensed at Denny’s actiongjivgrito Peters that “the behaviour of
the governor is not to be paralle'®’Putting the taxation of his estate into the Assgtab
hands greatly concerned him, and he declared theviLogan that such a bill was “a fatal
stroke to us.” He asked that a copy of the bilkbet to him as soon as possible, so he could
“shew it is formed on so iniquitous a Plan, asebigrepealed He wanted to take his

complaints to the Privy Council (Board of Trade)hti away.

% For example, they gave Hamilton only £500 of suppp1760, £400 in 1762, and £500 in 1763. See
Thomas Penn to James Hamilton, 8 February 17@®eimm Papers, reel ¥ptes 5:232, 262. Franklin defended the
House by arguing that, yes, they gave Denny mooepdssing the laws, but this was not bribery.dtety
followed the colony’s custom of “purchasing and ipgyfor laws.” They always paid the governor whengassed
laws, and withheld funds when he did not. See Beinjdranklin, Preface tdhe Speech of Joseph Galloway, Esq;
One of the Members for Philadelphia County: In Aesio the Speech of John Dickinson, Esq; Delivaratie
House of Assembly of the Province of Pennsylvanéy, 24, 1764 Philadelphia: W. Dunlap, 1764), iii-vii.
Galloway declared that the money paid to Denny mvaeely making up for the money they had previougithheld
while he was adhering to proprietary instructioMhen Denny agreed to pass the laws they wantednémebers
granted him ‘back pay.’ See [Joseph Galloway],Address to the Freeholders and Inhabitants eRtovince of
Pennsylvania, In Answer to a Paper Called the PR@aler (Philadelphia, Anthony Armbruster, 1764), 9.

" Richard Hockley to Thomas Penn, 21 April 175%&nn Papers, reel 8.

% The Assembly also used the opportunity to pasdrgusther acts that worked against the proprietors’
interests and instructions. Some of these werditegie, such as an act that required Assembly appfor the
dismissal of judges. Others were less legitimateh s banning lotteries, which provided most efftinding for
Provost William Smith’s College of Philadelphiax®if the eleven acts that ran counter to Penntsunogons, not
including the supply bill, would eventually be repe by the Privy Council. The chief battle thoughd the one
Penn stressed the most about, was over the suitiplgde Newcombkranklin and Galloway61-62 for more
details on these acts. For a defense of the juglieiet, see Joseph Galloway] etter to the People of Pennsylvania
Occasioned by the Assembly’s Passing that Impo&anfor Constituting the Judges(Philadelphia, 1760).

2 Thomas Penn to Richard Peters, 28 June 1759 nin Papers, reel 2.

%0 Both quotations from Thomas Penn to William Log2® June 1759, in ibid.



40

Although Penn planned to take quick action, hecéar repeal might take some time
because the Boards of Council and Trade were db@djourn. Thus, the law would probably
be carried into execution before a repeal couldttened. In light of this, he ordered Peters to
do everything he could to avoid the tax by notmgvestate information to the assessors. This
would force the assessors to go to all the indiaidandowners who rented from Penn. By the
time they collected all that information, the lawuwid be repealed, and Penn would not have to
pay any tax. If this plan failed, Penn listed ag&anumber of properties that he believed should
not be taxed for various reasons. He was determimdd everything he could to avoid paying
taxes to the Assembly, and the detailed instrustiorPeters make it difficult to believe his
declarations that his objections to the tax wellg ahout the principle and not about the
money>!

Franklin and Norris had entertained hopes that Renrd not oppose the bill, but they
could not have been surprised when he*@iistanklin had tried to open up a dialogue with Penn
to get a better idea of how he would respond, leanRrebuffed his attempt3The head
proprietor kept his plans secret at first, andHloeise did not know for sure that he intended to
fight the bill until early 176G? Norris was very concerned about a potential reesit would
throw the province’s economy into confusion. They lalready printed and distributed the paper
money issued by the bill. A repeal would rendetlzdlt money worthless and create chaos.
Surely the judges in Britain and even Penn himsalild not wish for such a result. For this

reason, he believed “the Necessity as well asgagsanableness of the Acts themselves... will

3 Thomas Penn to Richard Peters, 28 June 175%in ib

32 Benjamin Franklin to Isaac Norris, 9 June 175% anklin Papers 8:396; Isaac Norris to Benjamin
Franklin, 22 August 1759, in ibid., 8:427.

% Thomas and Richard Penn to Benjamin Franklin,uly 1759, in Penn Papers, reel 8.

34 Benjamin Franklin to Joseph Galloway, 9 Janua§0]hFranklin Papers 9:15.
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protect us from so great a Calamify.Penn’s continued efforts to bring about this ecoito
catastrophe incensed the representatives andestresfations even further. It was an offense
they did not soon forget. When the Assembly findiégided to petition for a change in
government over four years later, Penn’s threagpeal this law would be one of their chief
sources of evidence against his suitability tothencolony*°

The absence of many members of the Privy Courgilvell as the death of Penn’s agent
Ferdinand John Paris, had slowed the progres®aipheaf’ The Lords of Trade did not hold
their first hearing until 18 April 176% Despite the death of Paris, Penn entered with grea
confidence that he would secure a repeélwould be several more months, however, befere h
could get a ruling.

While Penn and Franklin prepared for the Privy Gulisiruling, conflict in the colony
continued. Hamilton’s departure was initially deddywhile Penn determined the best course of
action after Denny’s bribe, and he did not arrivé®ennsylvania to assume the governorship
until mid-November 175%° Franklin had not been able to provide the Hougk &y
intelligence on Hamilton’s instructions, but he wWasly certain they had not been relaxed and
“that the Storm is still to continue longéet:'His thoughts proved correct.

On 29 February 1760, the Assembly began discussimeyv £100,000 supply bill. In
addition to providing new military funds, they neeldo cover £22,000 of debt they had accrued

from the last campaign. They passed a bill idehta#hat given to Denny, but Hamilton

% |saac Norris to Benjamin Franklin, 28 July 1760ikid., 9:180.

% Franklin wrote in August 1764 that the bills emittoy the law had “spread thro’ the Country, anthin
Hands of Thousands of poor People, who had givein tabor for it; how base, cruel, and inhuman dswto
endeavour, by a Repeal of the Act, to strike thenéjodead in those Hands at one Blow.” See Pretathd
Speech of Joseph Galloway

3 Thomas Penn to James Hamilton, 8 February 176®eim Papers, reel 2.

38 Benjamin Franklin to , 8 April 1760Fimnklin Papers 9:42.

% Thomas Penn to James Hamilton, 4 April 1760, innFreapers, reel 2.

“° Thomas Penn to William Allen, 11 July 1759, indibMotes 5:87.

“1 Benjamin Franklin to Joseph Galloway, 9 Janua§01hFranklin Papers 9:15.
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returned it with amendments. The House rejecteof #ihem?? Hamilton argued that he simply
wanted to make sure the proprietors were “burdevidftdno more than their just Proportion of
Taxes” and that the proprietors were being derhed tights because they had no say in the
representatives that were taxing th&€rm April, the governor nevertheless agreed toitie
without amendment because of the desperate ne@d f@peaker Norris and the Assembly had
hopes that this would end the debate, but thisagas wishful thinking?

Thomas Penn approved of Hamilton’s decision, ave ¢am written permission to pass
a supply bill similar to the previous one. ThedetstPenn sent with this permission did not arrive
before Hamilton passed the bill, but Hamilton likalready knew Penn’s wishes from
conversations when he was in England. Penn knewvattwher bill would have to be passed
before the fate of the 1759 supply bill could beided, and just wanted Hamilton “to guard as
much as possible against putting it in their poteetio us injustice® Penn thus gave Hamilton
permission to make concessions to get a supplpadsed. Even if he could not get the House to
agree to “reasonable alterations,” the militaryagiton required that “you must pass it as you get
it from them, and we must be left to our remedyetiéf Penn did not want Hamilton to renew
the dispute with the Assembly. Only when he hadisstthe repeal of the bills did he want
Hamilton to renew battle with the House. He toldefPethat Hamilton “should be better satisfied
to keep out of any dispute, than engage at pré&&&fhe situation had reversed from several
years ago, with the proprietors now being the dwasring their rights’ for the sake of

expediency and hoping to win on appeal.

*2\otes 5:105, 108.

*bid., 5:114.

*Ibid., 5:114, 118.

“5 |saac Norris to Benjamin Franklin, 15 April 1760 Franklin Papers 9:43.
8 Thomas Penn to James Hamilton, 10 April 1760 g@nrPPapers, reel 2.
*" Thomas Penn to James Hamilton, 10 May 1760, ¢ ibi

“8 Thomas Penn to Richard Peters, 10 May 1760, ih ibi
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In late August, the Privy Council finally made d@scision. William Franklin had
expressed wariness at getting a good decisiondon$ylvania, as he thought them to be “a Pack
of d—d R—Is [damned Rascals]” that would only gikiem justice if bribed® Whether from
Penn’s bribes as Franklin charged, or from thein gwndgment, the Privy Council sided largely
with the proprietors. Six of the Assembly’s billachbeen repealed. The £100,000 supply bill
was also deemed unjust, but because of the finasagequences that would accompany its
repeal, the Council would allow it to stay on tleoks if they made six amendments to it. These
six amendments would form the battle lines forribgt three years.

Three of the amendments were designed to protecimeypes of land from excessive
taxation. The first stated that unsurveyed wastkla@ionging to the proprietors could not be
taxed. The second, and ultimately most controversti@ulation asserted that located
uncultivated land belonging to the proprietors nhestaxed at the lowest rate of any other
colonist’s uncultivated land. The wording was anuloigs, howeve?® As read, it could be
construed to mean that even land in the centehitddrelphia should be taxed at the same low
rate as unsettled land on the frontier. This ldckpecificity would create many of the problems
in 1763. The third amendment declared that ungddateds in the cities and towns be rated as
uncultivated lands rather than city lots, which eveaxed at a higher raté.

The last three amendments related more to adnatiisgrmatters. The fourth stated that

any dispersal of funds required the governor’s eahsThis amendment curtailed the

9 William Franklin to Joseph Galloway, 26 August 078 Franklin Papers 9:188.

* The exact wording of the second amendment: “Thetbcated uncultivated Lands belonging to the
Proprietaries shall not be assessed higher thalowest Rate at which any located uncultivated salpelonging to
the Inhabitants shall be assessed.” See Ordersundi, 2 September 1760, Franklin Papers 9:196.

*1 The lands covered by the third amendment were s aside for future use as a public building, th
proprietors had successfully argued, and it wolale the unfair to tax them at a high rate. All theeadments can
be found in thé-ranklin Papers9:196. Thomas Penn also includes a list of themletter to James Hamilton. The
wording is slightly different, but the essentiate the same. See Thomas Penn to James Hamiltdxy@ist 1760,
in Penn Papers, reel 2.
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Assembly’s power over the cash raised by not aligvthem any discretionary money. The fifth
stipulation allowed for the appointment of comnosers that would hear appeals from
inhabitants in the colony as well the proprietdr&enn, or any other Pennsylvania landowner,
had a qualm with the way their property was asskdbey could bring it to these mediators.
Finally, the sixth amendment declared that any papmey emitted by the Assembly’s acts
could not be used at face value to pay quitrentseq@roprietors. Those renting from the Penns
would have to either pay in pounds sterling or @dygher amount in paper money to match the
exchange rate. Thomas Penn had been trying fos yeaet his rents paid in sterling rather than
in the more depreciated Pennsylvanian curréh@is last amendment was the most vexing to
the Assembly. If the colony’s currency could notused to pay rents, then its value would
surely depreciate and cause their monetary sysieroliapse. This would then lead to the
disintegration of the economy, the exodus of marth® colony’s inhabitants, and the demise of
its prosperity’® All the amendments ran counter to the Assembhgéinations, but the sixth is
what made it most unlikely that they would immedigtenact them.

Thomas Penn was pleased with the council’s deciigithough he initially had pressed
for a repeal of the 1759 supply bill, he came &fgarthe method the council used to settle the
mode of taxation in a manner more to his likingisiway, a template bill was created that could
be followed for all future money bills. Penn wasedy optimistic, however, in believing that the
Assembly would agree to the amendments. Penn wesrton the House would cooperate that

he planned to delay presenting the 1760 supplybtil he received another replacing it that

2 Orders in Council, 2 September 1760Fanklin Papers 9:196.

>3 Votes 5:223.

> It was not a complete victory for Penn, howevez.tdd contended for the exemption of many segments
of his estate, especially his located uncultivdéedls. The Lords of Trade decided against him enghint, instead
laying out guidelines for their taxation, and tluevent the proprietary estate from being assesstsad injurious
rate. See Henry Wilmot to Thomas Penn, 30 May 1if6Penn Papers, reel 9.
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followed the Privy Council’s stipulations. He didtrthink the House would go against the
agreement made by the agents they appointed teseqirthen’

When news of the council’s ruling reached the Hanskanuary 1761, they were
infuriated. Richard Peters reported to Penn trettembers would “not yield one Inch” despite
the council’s ruling and were “as deaf as Addeid @anangry and spiteful as evét.They
believed that their agents had only agreed to tihen@ments under duress, to save the law from
being repealed and thus keep the colony’s econoomy being thrown into chaos. The
Assembly was enraged that Penn would hold the gtdarell-being at his mercy and threaten
to repeal the bills “without Regard to the Mischagfd Confusion it must inevitably producg.”
This further added to the House’s belief that teartd cared nothing for the welfare of
Pennsylvania and would use any machination to implosir will.

Governor Hamilton quickly began an effort to fothe Assembly to accept these
amendments. In early 1761, he sent messages oary&8 February 14, and March 10, all
demanding that the House agree to the stipulatbtigeir agents® The House created a
committee to look into the issue on February 4 ,citiinally delivered its report on March 12.
They had looked at the tax rolls and compared theunt of taxes paid by the proprietors (£566)
to that paid by the rest of the province (£27,183s the amount was very small, they saw no
injustice being done to the proprietary estatesawd no reason to alter the law. The House

implored Hamilton to report this state of affaiostheir superiors in London in order to secure

> Thomas Penn to James Hamilton, 18 October 176bidn reel 2; Thomas Penn to Richard Hockley, 12
November 1760, in ibid.

*% Richard Peters to Thomas Penn, 13 January 17@&idinreel 9.

> Votes 5:166.

*%|bid., 5:134, 144, 155.

%9 Even Thomas Penn agreed that he had not beerhavged by the initial taxes and that the assessors
had “acted an equal and an honest part.” He nesleds still believed that if the law remained oa Itlooks, the
assessors would eventually take advantage of tipriptors. See Thomas Penn to James Hamilton, 10 14460,
in Penn Papers, reel 2.
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the passage of the 1760 bill and prevent the ecandmaos that would result from its repeal or
the repeal of the 1759 law. The Assembly then adgdi without a new supply bill being
passed®

William Allen, still one of Penn’s few friends ihé House, asserted that although the
majority of the Assembly was “under no small appretion” that the tax bills would be
repealed, the representatives would not pass tlea@ments because of “their pride.” He
recommended that the proprietors not pursue a rémethe moment, until the Assembly’s
reaction could fully be gauged. Allen was convinteat even if Penn did secure a repeal, the
House would make a new law that followed the sépahs agreed to by their agents, but would
insert additional clauses that would prove “injuisdo the Proprietary interest.” Allen did have
one piece of good news for the proprietor. Isaagitlseemed to be more inclined to
compromise than in the past. In a speech, the &p&akl said that the relationship between the
proprietor and the people is like that between hodband wife, and should continue and not be
torn asunder. Norris was clearly speaking agaihmste proposing royal government. Allen
attributed this change of heart to Quakers as dentecoming tired of the contention and to a
feud between Norris and Galloway. This marked tgirming of Norris’'s separation from the
Franklin faction of the Assembfy.

On April 2, the governor called the Assembly bauk isession. William Pitt had sent
him a message, asking that Pennsylvania raise ane@mfupcoming British campaign. The
House was split on the issue, and the negativeardtecarried 15-12. The winning side argued
that Pennsylvania had already accrued great defot tihe half a million pounds it had raised

over the last five years. It was not willing to ggaa heavier tax burden on the people when the

®votes 5:156-58.
8L All quotations from William Allen to Thomas Perf March 1761, in Penn Papers, reel 9.
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current situation was no longer so desperate. diitiad, the members believed they had more
than done their duty by passing these earlier,l@pecially as proprietary instructions had
forced them to waive their rights on more than ooeasion. Now that the frontier was more
secure, the Assembly was not willing to give upsthprivilege$?

Hamilton answered back, admonishing the Assemlslndd consenting to the judgments
it was constitutionally required to accept and egjpgy the request for troops. Although the
Assembly did not budge on its position with regardhe amendments, it did decide to fund an
additional 500 men for the upcoming campaign. Rathen raising the required funds through a
tax, they sank the new paper money with £30,000Rkhdiament had allotted to the province for
its war efforts. Hamilton still rejected this bilpwever, because it violated two of the
amendments—the House took on itself alone the dispo of the money, and it made the
money legal tender for proprietary quitrents. Asds the governor was concerned, the time for
compromise had passed. The authorities in Engladdiade their decision, and now the House
must accept it. Since the Assembly and Hamiltoim begre unwilling to budge, no money would
be raised for quite some tirfie.

With the war going well and the colony relativelythreatened, the need for additional
funds was not pressing. In March 1762, the Houdedss a bill for striking £50,000 to provide

1,000 troops, the money to be sunk partially byRhdiamentary grant and partially by an

®2\/otes 5: 160, 164-66. In their message to Hamilton,Aksembly wrote that they had passed supply
bills “at a Time when Proprietary Instructions rasied that Discretion and free Exercise of Judgrirethe
Governor which was absolutely necessary for thetgaff the Colony—Instructions that occasioned such
Impediments to the Supplies then repeatedly offatret had not the Assemblies waved their just Rigénd
formed their Bills agreeable to them, no Aids couddre been granted, or the Country defended aghm&nemy
then ravaging its Frontiers.” See ibid., 166.

*1pid., 5:167-69, 171.
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extension of the excise on liquor. They subsequentreased the bill to £70,000, but Hamilton
once again refused to sign it, citing the samer®esons as befofé.

Meanwhile, Franklin finally received permissionr&turn to Pennsylvania. By most
accounts, the five-year trip had been unsuccedsanilton sardonically wrote that despite the
great expense the colony undertook to fund theangall Franklin had managed to do was “get
every point that was in controversy determined rmsggjahem.® Still, although it was failure for
Pennsylvania, the journey abroad was not altogetiiaiture for Franklin. He had acquired a law
degree, developed friendships with prominent Bripsliticians (Lord Bute chief among them),
and even secured the governorship of New Jersdyig@on. Despite failing to achieve the
colony’s goals, he arrived in America on 1 Novembgs2 with more political influence than he
had when he left®

On January 18, 1763, Hamilton once again threatemegpeal the 1759 supply bill if the
members did not pass the Privy Council amendmelgsvarned the House that any further
delay “may be productive of those Mischiefs andbmeniences, which a former Assembly
seemed so much to apprehend from a Repeal of ithé®a.” ®” Hamilton posited that now that
Franklin had returned, he could explain to the Howky he had agreed to the amendments.
Surely the ability to talk directly to the agentavhad agreed to them could convince them to
cooperate. Hamilton repeated the request on FebRBaremphasizing the fact that these
%8

amendments had been fashioned by the “wise andstugivy Council>® His attempt to strong

arm the Assembly failed, and the members did ria kandly to his threats of repeal.

*pid., 5:209-12.

85 James Hamilton to Jared Ingersoll, 8 July 176Eranklin Papers 10:112.

% |bid; Benjamin Franklin to William Strahan, 28 Mar1763, in ibid., 10:235. Franklin told Strahah, “
found my Friends here more numerous and as hesayex.”

°"\Votes 5:235.

*Ipid., 5:249, 252.
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Circumstances would soon force the House’s hanthiktan called it back into session
on July 4 because of a new threat on the frondienonth prior the commander at Fort Pitt had
relayed accounts of Indian attacks at Fort SandasklyFort Detroit. Continued attacks proved
that it was not just the work of a small group giduntled Indians, but part of a “concerted
Plan.”® The Indians of the Ohio were causing considerdisigess, as the attacks were already
forcing frontier inhabitants to once again abanth@ir homes?

Hamilton had received requests for aid from thekhmunties but could not send
assistance because all the money from previoudysbpis had been exhausted. He therefore
exhorted the Assembly to provide him with the neefdmds to raise another body of troops for
Pennsylvania’s defense. The House, about to adjouthe summer, quickly resolved to raise
700 men, and if there was insufficient money inTheasury, they would raise it at their next
meeting. This, of course, was easier resolved ¢nacted

Two months later, on September 12, the Assemblymesned. Although there had not
been a large number of attacks in that time frahey still needed troops to secure the frontier
forts. To fill this need, the House resolved taeak25,000 to keep 800 men in the field. The
representatives proposed to pay for it by extenthegexcise tax on liquor for seven years and
by liquidating goods in the possession of the cossioners for Indian affairs. Hamilton refused

to sign it, however, as it made the emitted bélgal tender for all payments, violating the sixth

*1pid., 5:259.

0 Benjamin Franklin to Richard Jackson, 6 June 1163June 1763; and 27 June 1763; David Hall to
Benjamin Franklin, 23 June 1763; Benjamin FrantdiWilliam Strahan, 28 June 1763, alliranklin Papers
10:273, 285, 295, 293, 303. Franklin believed thatindians were attacking because “we stoop’diaoh in
begging the last Peace of them; which has made viaémand insolent; and that we should never marfieace to
them again, till we have given them some severavBland made them feel some ill Consequences akiog
with us.” See Franklin to Jackson, 27 June 1768&iéh, 10:295.

" Votes 5:259-61.
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amendment of the Privy Council. The House and themor both still refused to budge on that
issue, and the Assembly ended its session witkithation unresolveff

After the Assembly reconvened following the Octoékection, Hamilton again implored
them to pass another supply bill. Many reportsndidn attacks had come in from Northampton
County and settlers were fleeing the frontier iovés. He told them not to delay action by
including provisions they knew he would not ageeTthe governor hoped the crisis would force
the House to accept the Privy Council’'s amendménitisthe Assembly managed to address the
crisis without having to capitulate to his demartisobbled together £24,000—£12,000 from
the rest of the parliamentary allotment to the og]E7,000 from the Philadelphia defense fund,
£1,000 from the tax on imported slaves, and £4{6)@ the Indian trade fund. This bill
provided funds for the immediate future; howeveused up every last bit of the House’s spare
resources. The money from this stopgap measuredwmillast for lond?

The next battle would not be with James Hamiltoredrly 1763, Thomas Penn had
informed the governor that he would be replace®éyn’s nephew, John Penn. Penn made the
switch not due to any dislike of Hamilton or higians, but only because John had requested the
position. Having a member of the proprietary fanmiyhe governor’s office also seemed likely
to be advantageoud$in the past, Thomas Penn had received many regjestis allies to come
govern the colony personally, but while he did want to go, perhaps his nephew would be the

next best thing®

?1bid., 5:264-67, 272.

" Votes 5:281-82

" Thomas Penn to James Hamilton, 7 January 17631im Papers, reel 9; Thomas Penn to Richard
Peters, 23 April 1763, in ibid.

75 John Penn reported in 1754, at the outbreak ofdhdict, that many in the province questioned iy
proprietor did not come over to defend the colang time of war. One of Thomas’s most voluminous
correspondents, Richard Hockley, also repeatedigch®Penn to come over personally. John Penn to @akdiann,
5 May 1754; Richard Hockley to Thomas Penn, 24 bder 1755, 26 June 1756, all in Penn Papers, reel 8
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Despite being a member of the proprietary famibhrdPenn was not nearly as well
suited to the governor’s office as James Hamiltad reen. One of Franklin’s English friends,
Peter Collinson, asserted that he did not havek&ig abilities” and would easily bend to his
uncle’s will.”® Indeed, more than just the Assembly’s allies Haat doubts about the new
governor’s aptitude. When John Penn had livedencthlony during the mid-1750s, he had not
made a favorable impression on the proprietorshfits. Hockley reported in 1755 that John had
gotten into a great deal of trouble, racking uprgé amount of debt and spending his time with
people of “debauch’d principals [sic]”Thomas’s nephew had not improved his abilities muc
since then and would largely leave the tough dexssto the provincial council and, especially
during the coming Paxton crisis, Benjamin Franklin.

John Penn arrived in America on 30 October 1768rAfis arrival, he immediately
began receiving almost daily petitions for assis¢ainom the frontier. The Assembly was not in
session when he arrived, and so he did not officasume the governorship until he convened
the House on December 20. In his inaugural spdecmformed the representatives that General
Jeffrey Amherst had sent a letter requesting theebly raise 1,000 troops for a March to
November campaign that would put down the Indiarisinmg.”® The colony had recently
received good news about the Indians. The Freneargor of lllinois had told them that he
could no longer offer his support. The Ottawas @hgppewas had already appealed for peace. A

short military campaign the next year, if it coblel funded, was expected to end all resistahce.

"% peter Collinson to Benjamin Franklin, 23 Augus63yinFranklin Papers 10:331.

" Richard Hockley to Thomas Penn, 5 October 1758gnn Papers, reel 8.

8 Votes 5:286.

9 Benjamin Franklin to Richard Jackson, 19 Decendi&3, inFranklin Papers 10:403:Votes 5:287 for
Ambherst’s letter to the House and the expectatidribe campaign.
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John Penn, however, rightly expected that althahghAssembly would approve funds for the
expedition, they would again refuse to enact theyREouncil amendment¥.

Before the Assembly could decide on this point,gbeernor relayed some very
distressing news. Under constant attack, the fosmien had quickly ceased to distinguish
between Indian friend and Indian foe. Penn hadivedea report from Lancaster that, on
December 14, a group of men, who became knowneaBdkton Boys, had gone to a peaceful
Indian town in Conestoga Manor, killed six Indiahsre in cold blood, and burned the houses of
the entire village. These were friendly Indianspwiad been granted the land and ensured
government protection. The flagrant violation o taw showed just how desperate those in the
backcountry had become. A repeat of Hambright'scimar 1755 seemed probabile if they did
nothing to provide for their defen&e.

Consequently, the Assembly agreed on Christmagdewemediately prepare a bill to
provide the thousand troops before adjourning @fitdr the new year. In the meantime, Penn
dispatched messages to Lancaster, Cumberland, @kdc®unties in an effort to detain the
perpetrators. He also removed the Conestoga Inthethe protection of the magistrate in
Lancaster and hoped to bring them to Philadelpdrighieir safety. The House agreed just before
adjourning to take the Conestogas, as well as angtioup of Indians from Wighaloufin, under
the city’s protectioff?

After the House reconvened, Penn reported a “h&@tiehe of Barbarity, and insolent and
daring Violation of the Laws” that had occurred €Tiiioters in Lancaster had broken into the

workhouse at Lancaster and murdered the fourtemaining Conestoga Indiafi$He also told

8 John Penn to Thomas Penn, 18 December 1763, mPawers, reel 9.

8L\/otes 5:289; Benjamin Franklin to Richard Jackson, a6ukry 1764, iffranklin Papers 11:19.
%2 Votes 5:290-92.

8 Votes 5:293.
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the House that he had received reports that thgetrators did not intend to stay on the frontier.
They had increased their numbers and were preptringarch on Philadelphia in order to
murder the Moravian Indiarf.The governor feared that their plans might extveh further,
and that an attack on the government was posé$tblen therefore asked the House to
immediately empower him to raise the necessaryeftoquell the rioters. In addition, a
petitioner came on behalf of a group of Moraviadidns that the governor had brought to the
city in November and asked for a ship to carryl@ll of them to England. The House sprang
into action, arranging for the Indians’ removaNew Jersey and resolving to raise £50,000 to
fund the March expedition. The members hoped tttismwould placate the frontiersmen’s
rage and divert their attack. The question, of seuwas how they were going to raise the
money®

On January 11, the Assembly requested Penn reveaigtructions he had received upon
assuming the governorship. Penn obliged, but conteathe Assembly’s hopes, they had not
changed significantly from Hamilton®.The two instructions shown covered the same issues
they had been squabbling over since the Privy Gburiee first stated that no part of any supply
bill should be left for discretionary spending by tAssembly only. The second asserted that he

should try to restrict the amount of paper monejttenh but that if he allowed some to be

8 pamphlets were also circulated that implored nhabitants not to take justice into their own hazod
murder Indians who had done them no harm. See &hReadCopy of Letter from Charles Read, Esq. to the Hon.
John Ladd, EsqPhiladelphia: Andrew Steuart, 1764) and Anonym@uSerious Address to Such of the
Inhabitants of Pennsylvania As Have Cannived ADompprove of, the Late Massacre of the Indianisaatcaster
(Philadelphia, 1764).

8 Votes 5: 292-93, 296; Benjamin Franklin to Richard Jak 16 January 1764, Franklin Papers
11:19; John Penn to Thomas Penn, 15 November 1i7&&nn Papers, reel 9; Samuel Foulke, “Fragmdrds o
Journal Kept by Samuel Foulke, of Bucks County,levhiMember of the Colonial Assembly of Pennsylaani
1762-3-4,"The Pennsylvania Magazine of History and Biograptly(1881): 66. Franklin and Dickinson were both
instrumental in securing the House’s agreementrtd the expedition, as well as playing key rolethandebates on
how to fund it. See ibid., 65, 68.

% The House believed that John Penn’s instructiomg have been relaxed so that, as a member of the
proprietary family, he would have an easier anderagreeable administration. See Franklin, Prefad@&é Speech
of Joseph Gallowayxvii.
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created, the bill must adhere to the sixth amendwiethe Privy Council. The instructions had
not changed—the House would either have to gite these demands or try to find some other
creative way of raising monéy.

Meanwhile, other events added to the Assemblyfcdities. As if they were not in
desperate enough financial straits, the membecsdised the House would have to surrender
nearly £11,000 of the parliamentary grant that leeh provided for Pennsylvania’s
contributions to the war effort. The province hagarently been given a larger than equitable
proportion for the amount of men it supplied. Ii@idn, the Indians they had sent to New
Jersey had been forced to return to Philadelphia.New Jersey government had made them
continue on to New York, and when they reachedtrder, New York’s governor barred their
entrance. After returning to the city, the Assemimdyved that it would still do all it could to
protect them from this “Set of Ruffians, whose auidas Cruelty is checked by no Sentiment of
Humanity, and by no Regard to the Laws of their @pu”®® On January 28, the city received
reports that upwards of 1,500 men were gatherisgwest of the city and in ten days would
descend on Philadelphia to slaughter the Indiadsaagone who tried to get in their wéy.

With the Paxton Boys threatening the city, the Asskly made three key votes on
January 31: to take out the clause in former mdmlés/that made the notes legal tender in all
cases whatsoever, to make the notes legal tendevéoything except proprietary quitrents and
other sterling debts, and to strike the notes abttiey did not bear interest that could be

appropriated by the House. The next day, on Febprliaihe Assembly put to vote “whether the

8 Votes 5:298.

8 \/otes 5:297, 300, 306; Foulke, “Fragments,” 68.

8 Minutes of the Provincial Council of Pennsylvariié vols. (Philadelphia: Theo. Fenn & Co., 1838-
1853), 9:126 (hereafter cited kn. of Prov. Counc)l.
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Bills of Credit now to be emitted, shall be a le§jahder in all Payments, the Proprietaries
Sterling Rents only excepted?” The House, out ¢ibap, resolved in the affirmative.

Despite the Assembly sacrificing its position, Bexton Boys remained unimpressed and
still threatened to attack the city. On Februarintlligence received by the council indicated
that the frontiersmen planned to march on Philddalpnd slay the Indians the next morning. A
distressed John Penn asked the council membershetsdtould do, and they recommended that
the city be put on high alert. They ordered a caggnt of 150 men to guard the barracks the
Indians were in, prepared everyone in the cityuta put for its defense at the sound of the city
bell, purchased ammunition, and constructed rudiargrdefensive works around the barracks.
Penn also sent a request for assistance to Gértevalas Gage, and three companies of royal
troops were dispatched to defend the tdwim addition, the desperate governor turned to
Franklin to help prepare a defense for the citymddnight, Penn ran to Franklin’s house for his
advice, turning it into his headquarters. Franktayed up all night by the governor’s side,
helping to organize the towA.

When the threat was announced, about 1,000 citioahksup arms to help defend the
city. This, combined with the royal troops, made H90 men who had gathered at nearby
Germantown reconsider. A group of men appointethbycouncil, including Franklin as well as
a number of Presbyterian clergy, went to Germantmatry to reason with the rioters who were
armed with rifles and tomahawks. Eventually, theyrevable to convince the Paxton Boys to
peacefully dissolvé® As part of the agreement, two of their number, thaw Smith and James

Gibson, stayed behind and submitted a list of gmees to the Assembly. The list was long and

% Votes 5:310.

. Min. of Prov. Councijl9:132; John Penn to Thomas Penn, 17 March 1@@2emnn Papers, reel 9.
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9 Benjamin Franklin to Richard Jackson, 11 Febrd&4, inFranklin Papers 11:76; Foulke,
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included the lack of sufficient representationhia Assembly. Now that the threat of a riot was
gone, however, the House no longer felt pressub®toto their wishes. The members gave the
grievances scant attention and dismissed the twowitbout ceremony’?

The grievances also sparked an intense religionffictdbetween Presbyterians and
Quakers that would play a large role in the pditiconflict over the next several years. Religion
had not played a major role in the political cartflip to this point, but it exploded onto the
scene after the march of the Paxtonians. The grsrtien were mostly Presbyterians and filled
their grievances with scathing attacks on the Qreladtacks the Quakers then responded to. A
supporter of the frontiersmen, David James Doveerésd that the Paxton Boys “charg’d the
People call'd Quakers with gross partiality to kns, and their being unfit for Government: Nay
they ascribe the greatest part of their sufferioghem alone® He also charged some of the
Quakers with opposing negotiation and calling Fa tioters’ slaughter, which he claimed
proved their hypocrisy. These accusations leddiewa of counter-pamphlets by Quakers that
attacked Presbyterians. This outbreak of religloastility would soon define the colony’s
political parties, with Presbyterians joining thejrietors’ supporters to oppose the Quakers in
power in the Assembl$f

The Assembly, meanwhile, returned to its normalr®ss. Due to the confusion caused
by the frontiersmen, the House did not send thelgupll to the governor until February 24.

They believed that the governor would sign it withdebate, and funds would be provided to

* Votes 5:313-16.

% David James Dové,he Quaker Unmask’d; or Plain Truth: Humbly Addedso the Consideration of
all the Freemen of Pennsylvani@hiladelphia: Andrew Steuart, 1764), 7-10

% A Quaker response to this pamphlet derided Dotlgiisg Presbyterian spirit.” See Timothy Wigwagg,
The Author of Quaker Unmask’d Strip’d Stpsit] Naked, or the Delineated Presbyterian Play’d HolthwWi
(Philadelphia, 1764), 10. One anti-Quaker pamphtetatirically rhymed, “We have for ever carefuebiot to be
often caught in Sin/And still kept up in our Sogiét great appearance of true Piety:/ And to be sveamever
thought/The Sin lay most in being caught.” Sée Quaker’s Address and the School Boy’s AnsweamTlasolent
Fellow (Philadelphia: Edward Merefield, 1764), 12-13. Banore thorough explication of the religious sid¢he
Paxton Boys conflict, see HutsdPennsylvania Politics95-102.
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help defend the frontier and prevent another upgisbespite the House’s surrender on the two
most important amendments, however, Penn on Mastitl Fefused to sign the bill. The chief
reason he gave was that it did not conform to tive/Roouncil’'s second amendment on the
taxation of located uncultivated lands. He hadvadéher changes, relating to dispersal of funds
and the number of commissioners involved, but these easily fixable. The House made these
latter changes and returned the bill to the gowembo again rejected it because it did not
comply with the amendment on taxation of the pmtpris’ unimproved lands and Iots.

The Assembly legitimately did not understand, &y thad included almost the precise
wording of the amendment in their bill, “that tleedted uncultivated Lands, belonging to the
Proprietaries shall not be assessed higher thdowhest Rate at which any located uncultivated
Lands belonging to the Inhabitants theremitler the same Circumstances of Situation, Kind and
Quality, shall be assessetf The House added the italicized phrase to cleahegmbiguity of
the amendment. Penn, however, wanted the exacswabitie stipulation in the bill, with the
added phrase deleted. Without this proviso, thelbads of the proprietors would be taxed at
the same rate as the worst lands of the peoptemodern day terms, this would mean land in
the best neighborhood of New York would be taxetthatsame rate as a prairie in Kansas.
Surely this is not what the governor interpretegldamendment to mean, the House asked. In
response, John Penn refused to give his interpetaf the amendment and simply repeated that
he wanted its exact wording included in the sufgilly His understanding of the bill was clearly
that which most benefited the proprietors, but leeileh not admit that to the Houg®.

To the Assembly, the governor’s insistence on #aeewording of the amendment was

outrageous. The members had given up every paatfised their political dignity, and agreed

\/otes 5:320, 326-27; Benjamin Franklin to Richard Jacks8 March 1764, iffranklin Papers 11:95.
% Votes 5:328, 330.
9 Votes 5:328-29; Franklin, Preface The Speech of Joseph Gallowayii.
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to all of the proprietors’ provisions, but this wast enough. The governor insisted on a distorted
interpretation of the amendments just to save tbprgetors a little extra money. The ruling ran
against all sense of justice, Franklin assertelibt A Philadelphia rated at a tax seven pounds,
for instance, would if transferred to the propristbecome a tax of only seven pefite.
Franklin’s example may have been somewhat exaggeratit the point remained the satffe.
The tax rate for a lot should not change basedsoowner. In their March 24 message to the
governor, the Assembly wrote, “The same Modestyctvisio long prevented your Honour
confessing to us your Opinion of the Meaning ofs#hd@Vords in the Order of Council, will
prevent your insisting on that Meaning as a just8ff In a statement that also portended the
events of the Revolution, Franklin expressed sinsiémtiments to Richard Jackson in England,
“I wish some good Angel would forever whisper i thars of your great Men, that Dominion is
founded in Opinion, and that if you would preseyeer Authority among us, you must preserve
the Opinion we us'd to have of your Justi¢& For many Pennsylvanians, the proprietors had
lost all semblance of being just rulers; thereftihey no longer had a right to rule.

If they had not been ready to petition for royatgamment before, they were now. John
Penn reported in mid-March that already “some efrttembers...were for pulling down the
Arms over the Speaker’s Chair and putting up thegiéi Arms in their place’®* Assembly
member Samuel Foulke declared in his private jdubhed the proprietors’ actions had “roused

up a patriot spirit in ye House which breathedHdhte Genuine principles of Freedom, detesting

1901 pound = 240 pence.

101 Benjamin Franklin to Richard Jackson, 14 March4, 76Franklin Papers 11:105; Galloway claimed
that the governor’s interpretation would mean thatproprietors’ city lots, “worth from £1500 to@20, shall be
rated no higher than half an Acre of a poor Marasd, at Juniata, not worth £5.” See [Galloway}, Address to
the Freeholders and Inhabitants.
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and despising that Monster of arbitrary pow®r.Franklin likewise asserted in a scathing letter
that all hope for accommodation had passed:
These things bring him and his Government into enddontempt; all Regard for
him in the Assembly is lost; all Hopes of Happineeder a Proprietary
Government are at an End; it has now scarce Augheniough left to keep the
common Peace.... In fine, every thing seems in tlisn@y, once the Land of
Peace and Order, to be running fast into Anarcldy@onfusion. Our only Hopes
are, that the Crown will see the Necessity of tgklre Government into its own
Hands, without which we shall soon have no Govemntraeall*?®
The House declared that it would not pass a lawdbiatained a clearly “iniquitous...
Construction on their Lordships’ Word¥* The members then passed series of twenty-six
resolves, listing their grievances against the petgrs. The first and second declared that by
delegating their governmental powers to their chagavernor, the Penns no longer had any
legislative power and their instructions were tifi@meillegal. The rest of the resolves recounted
all the issues the two parties had gone througimduhne previous decade. The House contended
that the proprietors had taken advantage of thpattate situation of the colony to increase their
own powers and had thereby placed the colony’'sysafed prosperity at risk for their own gain.
Finally, the representatives declared that theeim®ed political power the Penns sought,
combined with their vast holdings of land in theyince, made them “as dangerous to the
Prerogatives of the Crown as to the Liberties efRieople.” Therefore, the executive power of
the government should be stripped from the “Powtending that immense Property” and be

placed under the Crown, “where only it can be prigpend safely lodged*® In conclusion, the

members therefore resolved to adjourn and conseilt tonstituents on whether to draw up a

19 Foulke, “Fragments,” 73.

1% Benjamin Franklin to John Fothergill, 14 March 478 Franklin Papers 11:101. The House made a
similar statement at the end of their long serfegsolves: “All Hope of any Degree of Happinessder the
Proprietary Government, is, in our Opinion, novaatEnd.” Se&/otes 5:339
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petition to the Crown and ask it to enforce a séléne province from the proprietor to the
King.'%®

The majority of the Assembly had not welcomed tieught of royal government back in
1759 when Franklin, Galloway, and their allies beegapush for the change. They still believed
that the proprietors could be reasoned with, aatltttey had not done enough to warrant a
change in government. The members still wranglet thie Penns and their governor over many
political points, but nothing occurred that madepretary government completely unbearable
to them. The proprietary response to the marche@Paxton Boys changed that. The House,
extremely rattled by the frontiersman threat, gavi® all the demands the Penns had made.
Then, with the capital in more danger than it hadrbat any previous point, the governor made
yet another demand, the injustice of which wenembeyond previous mandates. Now the
Penns were willing to place the safety of Philabepand the very lives of the Assembly
members themselves, in jeopardy in order to sexammpletely outrageous stipulation that
would save them some extra money. Moreover, matlyarAssembly suspected that the

proprietors had encouraged the march of the Pa&oys in an effort to enforce their wif°

199 The full list of twenty-six resolves can be fouind/otes 5:337-39. John H. HutsoRennsylvania
Politics 1746-1770123-24, argues that the resolves “stressed therAlsly’s principal grievance: Thomas Penn’s
effort to subject the province to external contrble cites as evidence the first resolve, whiclestahat after the
proprietors delegated their authority to a deptltgy “can be justly or legally considered in noesthight than as
private Owners of Property, without the least Shareonstitutional Power of Legislation whateveddwever, this
resolve was only one of the twenty-six. In additiby the very act of choosing a deputy to be theeguor, the
proprietors were exacting a form of external cdnffbe Assembly never sought to deprive the pragrneof the
right to choose the governor. The House did olifeproprietary instructions, but they were mostiyncerned with
strict, unalterable orders that ran counter topttidleges and prosperity of Pennsylvanians. Tlwsd resolve
stated that all the problems in the colony werdéelgoowing to Proprietary Instructionsgspecting the private
interest of the proprietari€§emphasis added). The House’s chief objectiotingoinstructions were that they
reflected the proprietor’s interest and not thengls. The members’ willingness to come to a compse with
external authority is evidenced by the fact th&avdak almost a decade after they learned of Panstsuctions
before they sought an alternative to proprietaly.r@nly when they were firmly convinced that theghts, lives,
and prosperity were at stake did they seek torfiynfone form external control to another that thelyeved would
better secure their rights.

10 Foulke, “Fragments,” 70; Benjamin Franklin to Jdtothergill, 14 March 1764, ifranklin Papers
11:101.
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This charge was almost assuredly groundless, butittuse had risen to such a rage that they
believed almost any accusation made against thesPen

The irony is that John Penn’s insistence on thetexarding of the amendment came
from a misinterpretation of his uncle Thomas’stuastions. After he found out what had
happened, Thomas Penn contacted his agent Hennydivibr his opinion (Wilmot had been
instrumental in securing the Privy Council rulimgthe first place). After receiving Wilmot’s
assertion that the governor’s action was not ctersisvith the Council’s intent, Penn hurriedly
sent a message to the colony that he did not inteedforce the interpretation of the
amendment that the governor propoSedionetheless, the fact that this demand came from a
misunderstanding of the proprietary instructions weelevant to the Assembly. First, the House
only learned of it months later, long after the dgmhad been done. Second, this only further
proved their point that strict proprietary instioats were dangerous and impractical. It was bad
enough that many of the instructions were, in tegés, arbitrary and despotic. Now it had been
shown that a misinterpretation of them could leadwen more damage and tyranny, and with
the proprietors across the ocean it could take hsotat clear up such misunderstandings.

The House could no longer tolerate such strictregtecontrol over their power. It had
tried for years to negotiate with the proprietansl get them to exercise a less domineering form
of control over the colony. By attempting to enrmalterable and unreasonable instructions
from across the Atlantic Ocean, the proprietors, Irathe representatives’ eyes, become
dangerous to the colony’s well being. At this ppaampletely throwing off England’s dominion
did not enter their minds. The members did not sppevery form of external control; they

opposed only what they perceived to be despotiardaus, and greedy hegemony. For

1 Henry Wilmot to Thomas Penn, 30 May 1764, in PBapers, reel 9; Thomas Penn to John Penn, 1
June 1764, in ibid., reel 2; Thomas Penn to Benjadtiew, 8 June 1764, in ibid.
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example, they did not raise strong objections t¢iverother six acts repealed by the Privy
Council; the only ruling they resisted was the onghe supply bill because they believed it to
be unjust. When the arrival of the Paxton BoysInaightened them into accepting the
Council’'s amendments, they still did not petitible Crown. Only the insistence of the governor
on an outrageous interpretation of those stiputatiead to their resolves against proprietary
government. The representatives’ willingness tepta measure of external authority is shown
by the fact that it took so many years of confimtthem to seek an alternative to proprietary
government. The Assembly did not seek to completbblish external control, but instead
believed that a more relaxed and more benevolent & external power would be offered

under the direct control of the Crown.



Chapter 3

Securing Privilege:

The Debates and Election of 1764

After the Assembly adjourned on March 24, a pditigattle quickly swept the province
leading up to the 1764 election on October 1. Tlsesenonths contained numerous political
pamphlets and debates, a religious war of wordsdeat Presbyterians and Quakers, and an
abundance of slanderous personal attacks. Theouignimosity caused by the Paxton Boys
riot inspired numerous religious pamphlets thatrattely argued whether Presbyterians or
Quakers would make the best representatives fegaafding the people’s rights. The foremost
issue in all these debates was securing the pgesl@nd thereby the prosperity of the colony.
Both those who opposed and those who supporteprtipwsed change in government argued
that their form (proprietary or royal) would begthold Pennsylvania’s liberties. Presbyterians
sided with the proprietors, while Quakers suppotteir representatives in the Assembly. These
arguments show that both the leaders of the Asseamtal those who opposed them were most
concerned about maintaining their privileges araisty. Therefore, the character of the debates
surrounding the 1764 election demonstrates thét thet House and the electorate did not object
to external control itself, but rather the natufréhat control and whether it was best suited for

maintaining the colony’s rights.



64

Shortly after the House adjourned, Benjamin Frankkgan a media blitz, publishing the
resolves against proprietary governmentie Pennsylvania Gaze@ad penning an
accompanying pamphldéExplanatory Remarks on the Assembly’s Resoleslso asked a
friend in England, William Strahan, to publish tiesolves in théondon Chronicleln this
pamphlet, Franklin outlined his plan for convincthg Ministry to take the colony from the
Penns. He based it on an agreement between Witiein and the Crown for the sale of the
government. Although the sale never took placeatireement was still in effect. The Ministry
merely had to pay the money to the current proprsetand the government could be
transferred.

Even in these early stages, Franklin wanted tdb&skathe status of Pennsylvania’s
privileges in the event of a change to royal goment. The opponents of the change would
argue that by giving up proprietary government,dbny would be giving up their
government’s founding charter. This would leavegheileges established in that charter at the
mercy of the Crown. Franklin did not believe thiswd happen, writing Jackson, “We confide
in the Opinion you once gave on the Case statatiptir Privileges could not, on such a Change,
be taken from us, but by Act of ParliamefiThe charter privileges would be safe unless acted
upon by Parliament. Since only the Crown would $eat the sale, Parliament would not be
involved, and therefore Pennsylvania’s chartertagtould be safe through the transaction.

These privileges were of the utmost importancegionBylvanians. The Assembly’s

debates with Penn and his governors usually cehtargoolitical privileges it claimed to have,

! The Pennsylvania Gazet®9 March 1764; Benjamin FrankliExplanatory Remarks on the Assembly’s
Resolvesin Franklin Papers 11:134; Benjamin Franklin to William Strahan, [8@rch 1764, Benjamin Franklin to
Richard Jackson, 29 March 1764, both in ibid., 49;1148. In addition, the Penns were supposedvithe Crown
half the rents collected from the lower countielseyl had never done this, so in Franklin’s eyestie of the
colony would cover this debt and the Ministry woolde the proprietors nothing at all.

2 Benjamin Franklin to Richard Jackson, 31 March4l, #6Franklin Papers 11:150.
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such as the right to pass money bills without ameard. However, the colony also had a
number of unique religious privileges that werenearportant to the populace, especially in
light of the recent explosion of religious animgsafter the Paxton Boys’ march. Dissenters had
more rights in Pennsylvania than they did in ottedonies, some of which required religious
oaths or completely barred dissenters from offitegather. Because of the religious freedom
offered in the colony, Pennsylvania had become datad by two dissenting religions—
Quakers in the east and Presbyterians in the \netste wake of the Paxton Boys’ march, a
pamphlet war began between these two religiouspgtolhe grievances issued by the
frontiersmen were full of malicious attacks agath&t Quakers, and the Society of Friends
responded in kind. This religious conflict quicldgilled over in the political theater. As the
majority of the back inhabitants were Presbyterifimsy entered into a coalition with the
proprietors’ supporters to oppose the Quakers wegpan the Assembly. Thus, the political
debate and subsequent election took on an extrewleijous quality, in the worst way possible.
It quickly shaped up to be the Presbyterian/PregmyeParty against the Quaker/Assembly Party,
with other dissenters and the established Chuftinléhe middle as the swing voters.

One of the early anti-Quaker pamphlets Wwhs Quaker Unmask’d; or Plain Truth
penned by David James Dove. The pamphlet not afgndled the actions of the Paxton Boys,
but also blamed the Quakers and the House forrttie esituation that predicated their march.
Dove highlighted that the Indians had perpetratedmworse actions against the frontiersmen
than the frontiersman ever did in return, but theakgrs seemed unconcerned with the murders
of the back inhabitants. The Friends had repeatediised to give financial aid to the frontier, in
contrast to all the other religious, “even the Ror@atholicks,” who had given plentyThe

Quakers seemed to unconscionably love the Indgoisg as far as concealing murderers in

% Dove, The Quaker Unmask’d,
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Philadelphia. They also loved to “plead consciengkén asked to take up arms and defend the
frontier, but the moment their own lives threaterftiie Quaker [was] unmask’d, with his Gun
upon his Shoulder...and thirsting for the Blood afgé his Opponent$.Thus, Dove concluded
that the Quakers could not be trusted and shouldaallowed to represent the province in the
Assembly’

The opponents of royal government believed thati not the proprietors who had been
infringing on the rights of the people, but rattlee Quakers that held power in the House.
Shortly after the publication of the resolves, HWghliamson, a professor at the College in
Philadelphia, publishe@ihe Plain Dealer: Or, A Few Remarks Upon Quakeriisis, And
Their Attempts to Change the Government of PerausivThis attack against the Quakers
focused more on the political issues. He asseftédyve seen this very faction raise the hue and
cry about liberty, while they were stealing the pamains of liberty from the miserable
inhabitants of the provincé€. The people of the western counties had been atmigbdir
privileges by being deprived of proper represeatatn the legislature. Williamson declared that
“this grievance is the foundation of all our troepénd has its origin from Quakerslfi order to
maintain their political preeminence, he claimeel Quakers had contrived to have the majority
of the Assembly’s representatives come from théeeagsounties, where the Quaker population
was highest.

Williamson'’s charges did not end there. He accuBedQuakers of entering into a cabal
with the Indians, and setting them loose on thatfeo inhabitants. The House had done all it

could to avoid passing supply bills because thdyngdit care about the backcountry. Even when

* Ibid., 9-10.

® Ibid., 12-13.

8 Williamson, The Plain Dealer3.
" Ibid., 4.
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they were finally forced to pass supply bills, tltkyerted the money to other purposes and gave
very little for the defense of the frontier. Willieson declared that the situation in the
backcountry had become so terrible that “the paarlsurned African comes to a more desirable
slavery in this province than we; for his masteatiteast careful of his life; but ours diligently
pursue such practices as bring us to destrucfion.”

The Plain Dealemwent on to question the efficacy of a change wmegoment. It pointed
out that the King could not personally appointredl officers; they had to be recommended to
him. Thus, the only difference between proprietang royal government was who gave the
recommendation: the proprietor, who would bestdygesl by a prosperous colony; or some
nobleman who had no interest or perhaps even knulg@lef the province. In addition, a change
in government would carry with it a change in caarfhe old privileges and laws would be
replaced with new ones, and who could say whettear would be better or worse? Right now,
they had a charter that granted them undeniabldgges that the proprietor could not abridge.
England had already begun to place new taxes ocolbeies, and a switch to royal government
would only encourage them to also bring the esthbtl Church. This would create required
tithes on top of those taxes. Why should Pennsydvask its current liberties in pursuit of a
dubious new governmerit?

The real danger to the province came from the sgmtatives in the House, Williamson
asserted. The Assembly itself could address thdibesties of the people by passing a supply
bill to defend the frontier and by finally grantitigem proper representation in the Assembly.
Then the privileges of the province would be restipmvithout going to such an extreme measure

as changing the form of government. The Quakep®wer would not do this, however, as it

8 Ibid., 6-8. Quotation from ibid., 5.
? Ibid., 17-18, 14.
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would mean the loss of their station. Williamsoméants, “We are told that the change is easy,
from Proprietary Slavery to Royal Liberty. It i@y the change were not easy, from Quaker
Slavery to British Liberty* Early in the debate, the themes of liberty andlilege were

coming to the fore.

In response to the religious and political attaakBove and Williamson, Isaac Hunt
pennedA Looking Glass For Presbyterianshich defended both the Quakers and the political
party in power. The stated purpose of the piecetaaglp every citizen in the colony choose
which religious persuasion would be the best “Gigardf his civil and religious Liberties:
Since the political parties were largely split beén Quakers and Presbyterians, Hunt sought to
examine the suitability of each religion to rule tjovernment. Even though liberty of
conscience should be respected, Hunt asserted thah’s religion was still important in
determining whether to elect him to office, espigihen he could use that office to impinge
on the religious liberties of opposing confessidthsnt naturally concluded that an impartial
examination of the Quaker rule in the colony proited be virtuous and wisg.

Hunt averred that, on the other hand, Presbyteneme incredibly unsuited to be part of
the government. They were rebellious and collaledratith Catholics. In light of the numerous
rebellions Presbyterians had propagated againdisBrigngs, Hunt believed they should not be
“intrusted with our lives, liberties, and propestig® In addition, the march of the Presbyterian
Paxton Boys caused the present political disputet idointed out that the Germans who lived
on the frontier were equally distressed; neverglg was not them but the Presbyterians who

murdered the Indians and threatened the governrRerther, Presbyterians would work hard to

% 1pid., 16.

" 1saac Hunt] A Looking-Glass For PresbyteriaBhiladelphia, 1764), 5.
 Ipid., 5.

2 bid., 8.
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ensure that all other religions in the provinceev@iminished. The many murders of Quakers in
New England proved this. Hunt warned, “Beware, noyi@rymen, of men who wou’d cram
Laws down your throats with muskets, daggers, t@wils, and scalping-knives,” referring to
the Paxton Boys. Pennsylvanians enjoyed “extenmiviieges both civil and religious-* They
should not risk them by handing the government ewetolent, rebellious, vengeful
Presbyterian§® Hunt's pamphlet thus continued the focus on whaldibe the best defenders of
Pennsylvania’s liberty.

On April 12, Benjamin Franklin released a pampbfétis own in an attempt to provide
a reasoned defense of a change in government, @aisady tittedCool Thoughts on the Present
Situation of Public AffairsFrom the onset, Franklin focused on the point pinaprietary
government infringed on the privileges of the people asserted that it was not necessarily the
proprietors themselves that were bad, but the fafrgovernment. As the principal landowners,
they could not possibly be impartial judges. Furtllee government had proved to be not only
despotic, but also unable to provide for the colemsafety. Franklin believed the murders of the
Conestoga Indians, and the subsequent riot thatymaarched its way into the capital, were
proof enough of the instability proprietary goveemhoffered-°

As far as the objections raised concerning religiiveaedom, Franklin had no doubt that
the “privileges of dissenters” would easily survitie switch to royal governmetitHe cited

examples in the Carolinas and in New Jersey to shatnchanging from proprietary to royal

14 Both previous quotations from ibid., 12.

" Ibid., 6-12.

16 Benjamin FranklinCool Thoughts on the Present Situation of Publfeifs, In a Letter to Our Friend
in the Country(Philadelphia: W. Dunlap, 1764), 7-8.

7 bid., 10. Franklin also attempted to calm dowa teligious furor that had swept the province, gt
that “religion has happily nothing to do with ouepent Differences, tho’ great Pains is taken gatlinto the
Squabble.” He pointed out that both PresbyteriaabsQ@uakers opposed the introduction of the estadati<Church
of England, and both supported liberty of consateAheir goals should thus be the same—the maintenaf the
colony’s freedoms. See ibid., 9.
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government not only preserved liberty of consciebcg actually increased dissenters’
privileges. In Carolina, the proprietors had atteedo abridge religious rights, but the royal
government passed laws to increase them. Simillaranklin pointed out that New Jersey’s
generous religious liberties for both Quakers aresByterians survived their own change to
royal government®

Finally, Franklin asserted that the only real chatitat would occur was who appointed
the governor. Indeed, rather than a change in govent, the Assembly’s proposal was more
just a “change in governofInstead of being appointed by a biased propri¢hergovernor
would be chosen by a benevolent King. In addittbis new governor would not have the power
to curtail their rights, as he would have to asstimegovernment in the same manner that it
currently existed. All the privileges currently Hddy Pennsylvanians had been confirmed by the
Crown. Therefore, only a parliamentary act couféctfthose liberties, and Franklin believed
that “the united Justice of King, Lords, and Comsiomould prevent them from ever passing
such an act?

Galloway also contributed a pamphlet to the caredeased almost simultaneously with
Franklin’s. Aptly tittedAn Address to the Freeholders and Inhabitants efRfovince of
Pennsylvania, In Answer to a Paper Called the P@&aler, Galloway’s work provided a more
direct answer to Williamson. Galloway asserted thaPlain Dealerwas full of lies and its
author showed a “total disregard for the Rightthefpeople.” Conversely, he declared to the
people that the current representatives were “Asserters of your Right$” The accusation

that they had done nothing for the defense of theipce was preposterous. Not only did the

‘% bid., 13-16.

Y bid., 20.

2% bid., 19.

2L Both previous quotations from GallowaAn Address to the Freeholde&s
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members vote to raise £500,000, but they did sao after being repeatedly forced to give in to
the iniquitous and unjust demands of the proprigtof he majority of it was indeed used to
supply the troops. However, Galloway assertedlibaduse the proprietors wanted to leave the
frontiers defenseless, the governor kept the casaingops inside their forts rather than sending
them on offensives against the Indians. The Peramded the backcountry in a state of distress
so “that they might the more easily be broughtuionsit to the iniquitous and unjust Measures,
which were to be pursued®Thus, Galloway argued that the proprietors shbelthlamed for

the defenseless state of the frontier, not the rbbe®*

Galloway also addressed tR&in Dealets assertion that their rights were already
protected by their charter. Indeed, the charteigdaht such privileges to the people, but they
could not enjoy those privileges because the petqns had usurped them. He argued that by
giving strict instructions to their governor, therids had seized the totality of legislative power.
As long as these instructions constrained the gmrePennsylvanians would be “in a Condition
not more eligible than the Slaves of FranteCombined with their ability to remove judges at
their will and pleasure, the proprietors had takentrol over every branch of government. Their
despotic rule was destroying the colony’s freedamd prosperity. Galloway concluded by
asking, “What Objection then can you have to a Gawecommissioned by His Majesty, and
independent of the Proprietaries, whose Viewsjgldriterests and Instructions, are

incompatible with the Rights of the Crown and yW\elfare?“® The message was again clear—

% Galloway further asked, if the money raised haehbmisspent, how could the Assembly be responsible
for it when they were not allowed to handle itgpdisition? Due to proprietary instructions, its éigal was
determined by the governor and the provincial cossioners. See ibid., 5.

2 1pid., 6.

*Ipid., 3-7.

% bid., 8.

*®1pid., 12.
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royal and not proprietary government would bettetgct the lives and privileges of
Pennsylvanians.

The proprietary pamphleteers soon issued respo@sellay 7, an unknown author
using the pseudonym X.Y.Z. publish&te Plain Dealer: Number II: Being a Tickler, Fdret
Leisure Hour's Amusement of the Author of Cool Tidsl The pamphlet specifically addressed
many of Franklin’s points. For example, the autimacked Franklin’s attempts to blame the
riots on the form of government, sardonically wiggi “For were we under the Government of
the King, his veryName without the Assistance Military Force, would quell suchRioters and

make them shrink into Nothing”

He also objected to Franklin’s negative portrafahe
proprietors, citing benevolent actions such ag #®i000 gift and Thomas Penn'’s offer to fund
the construction of a fort in 1751 as evidencehefrtgenerosity and interest in the colony’s
well-being. It was the Assembly that should be tddrfor the deleterious state of the frontier. In
fact, the House refused to increase representitidhe frontier counties because they would be
more willing to compromise with the proprietorsYXZ. accused the representatives of seeking
a change in government for the sole purpose ofgfeg] the Noses of the Paxtonians to the
Grindstone.?® Only by obtaining royal government would the Quakee able to maintain their
tyranny over the backcountry. If they were to lmpped, the author warned, all non-Quakers had
to unite to prevent the end of proprietary governti&

Five days later, on May 12, Hugh Williamson pubéidithe Plain Dealer Number LI

He began by reiterating the arguments of the Rfain Dealer—that the Quaker faction held

responsibility for the miseries of the colony, dhdt the attempts to change the government

27X. Y. Z., The Plain Dealer: Numb. II: Being a Tickler, Foreti.eisure Hour's Amusement of the Author
of Cool Thought¢Philadelphia, 1764), 9.

*®1pid., 16.

#1pid., 9-11, 15-16.
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were designed to maintain the Quakers’ power aadgmt the frontiersmen from gaining their
rights. In addition, he charged the members oHbase of using shady tactics to the petition
sighed®® He then addressed specific issues raiseddmt Thought@andAn Address to the
Freeholders

Williamson charged the Assembly with bribing thezgmor in order to pass laws that
were harmful to the colony but would increase gq@esentatives’ own personal wealth. Like
X.Y.Z., Williamson listed many benevolent proprigtactions, including the £5,000 gift and his
decision to exempt from quitrents any landowner Whd been attacked by Indians. The
proprietors were self-interested, as all men wienéthey had also considered the interests of the
colony. Williamson also addressed the controvexkgyr the sixth amendment. In the past,
Thomas Penn had acquiesced to the province’s deso@y quitrents in colonial money. To
compensate him for the loss, the Assembly grantadEh,200 and an annual payment of £130
through the year 1749. In doing so, the proprigeore up £4,000 that was rightly due him. Now,
Williamson contended, the Assembly not only wistdontinue the practice of paying
quitrents in Pennsylvanian paper money, but alsate@daPenn to absorb the whole cost on his
own3!

Franklin and Galloway also had other details wraffgliamson insisted. The

government of Carolina was changed because ofttaaldnfirmity in...their Charter,” not

% williamson wrote, “Taverns were engag'd, manyha poorer and more dependant kind of labouring
people in town were invited thither by night, tlearf of being turn’d out of business and the elogeef a punch
bowl prevailed on many to sign a petition.” See gHWilliamson],The Plain Dealer: Or, Remarks on Quaker
Politicks in Pennsylvania, Numb. (Philadelphia, 1764), 4.

3 |bid., 5-8. The pamphlet also countered sever&ranklin and Galloway’s other points. Williamson
conceded that some of the money raised had notibebe disposition of the Assembly, but £200,00@ was
(from the 1759 and 1760 supply bills). In additibe,accuses Franklin of overestimating the Peneglti in order
to turn the colonists against them. The amountafey collected from quitrents in the lower countiess nowhere
near Franklin’s estimate, and therefore his schimapplying the proprietors’ imaginary debt towainé price of
buying the province would not work. See ibid., 18%-1
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because of the natural weakness of proprietaryrgavent®” The allowance of religious
privileges in other colonies had been borne outeakessity. Dissenters were allowed to fill
offices in New Jersey only because not enough qiteeple existed to fill them. Similarly in
Massachusetts, tests were not imposed becausatdisseomposed the majority of the colony.
If royal government came to Pennsylvania, it woadly be a matter of time before those who
belonged to the established Church rose to powebagan infringing on the rights of
dissenterg® Again, Williamson emphasized that the Quakersthrit proposal for royal
government would do inestimable damage to thesightl liberties of the peoplé.

On May 14, two days after Williamson’s latest pameplwvas published, the House
reassembled. The gathering members were a bit ngras there had been reports that another
mob was gathering to march down from the backcgufirtunately, the threat never
materialized®® The resumption of business was delayed a few asgpeaker Norris’s health
prevented his attending, but after several engsdorris finally made it down to the Assembly.
On May 17, the governor sent a message in resgorise House’s last letter in March. He still
insisted that his interpretation of the Privy Calisénterpretation was the correct one (it would
still be several months before his uncle’s cormecteached him) and that the House “had
explained away the meaning of them, by a Clausstliyr contrary to the plain Import of the
Terms made use of by the King in CouncfiAs to the charges of the injustice of such a
stipulation, the governor refused to offer any anguats in support of his interpretation. He said

only that the words were plain enough and that &g findispensably bound” not to vary from

*2pid., 18.

% |pid.

% williamson claimed that it was the Quaker-led Asbéy that had “deprived us of our charter privilege
and then delivered us up to destruction.” See ,il2i8.

% Benjamin Franklin to Richard Jackson, 1 May 1764ranklin Papers 11:185.

% Votes 5:341.
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the ruling of such an august bodyOn May 18, the House once more sent up the £55,000
supply bill with the same wording as before, andimd’enn refused his assent. They had tried
one last time to resolve the dispute. With the gooestill stubbornly refusing to recant his
inaccurate interpretation, the business turned badhe petition for royal governmetit.

Several different petitions had been crafted byowsr groups and circulated around the
province. They all focused on the injustice of pmeprietors that abridged the people’s rights.
The petition of the freeholders and inhabitantBefnsylvania declared that the many disputes
with the Penns along with their propensity to rialéheir own selfish interest had rendered
proprietary government untenable. The petitionegsewdesirous of enjoying the Privileges
granted them by your Majesty’s Predecessors” anttam longer do so under the proprietors.
Therefore, they requested that the Crown “takebeernment of this Province likewise into
your own Royal Hands, making the Proprietaries sghtable Compensation for the same.”
The petition took care to mention the privileged baen granted to them by the Crown, and not
by the proprietors. They also wanted the Crowrake the province “likewise” into his hands. In
other words, they wanted the Crown to preservethwieges the colony already had. The
petition crafted by the Quakers similarly stateat tthey wished the King would take over the
colony in order to provide “for the Continuance &uahfirmation, to us and our Posterity, of
[our] inestimable Religious and Civil Liberties aRdvileges.®® Securing privilege was the

dominant theme not only in the political pamphléist, also in the petitions themselVés.

" Votes 5:342.

% Votes 5:343.

39 All quotations in this paragraph frovotes 5:344.

0 Meanwhile, in order to comply with the royal regtiéor troops, the House gave in to the governor’s
demands and inserted the Privy Council’s amendmetashe bill word-for-word. The members compliegcause
they did not want the House to appear unwillingitbroyal endeavors while at the same time applioritpe
Crown for a change in government. The House'sshillldid not please John Penn, however, as hetedgithat the
same hill apply those stipulations to the 1759 &6 land tax laws. Each time the Assembly gavéhengovernor
insisted on taking a little more. S¥etes 5:346.



76

On May 23, the Assembly overwhelmingly approvedappointment of a committee to
draw up a petition to the king for a change in goweent. The victory Franklin and Galloway
had worked so long for finally seemed to be at hdm& next day, however, a new foe appeared.
After staying home on the 23rd with a fever, d siling John Dickinson returned to the
Assembly on May 24, and he came prepared for ateleba

Rising before the House on the afternoon of thé,2aickinson carefully began: “No
man, Sir, can be more clearly convinced than | &the@inconveniences arising from a strict
adherence to proprietary instructions... [and] if thange of government now meditated, can
take place, with all our privileges preservedjtl@tstantly take place.” However, “if they must
be consumed in the blaze of royal authority,” Hetfee risks were too great and the potential
advantage too smdit. The grievances against the Penns were not lamsgérto risk the
colony’s precious liberties. Further, even if atsWito royal government was proper, the
Assembly’s approach had many problems.

First, the timing for the petition was terrible.&bolony currently “labor[ed] under the
disadvantage of royal and ministerial displeastf@®&nnsylvania’s conduct in the French and
Indian War had caused the British to view them vesgatively. They believed Pennsylvania
had shown disrespect for the Crown’s orders armvakl the colony to be ravaged by England’s
enemies by not passing good militia and supplygbifi addition, the refusal of the Assembly to
insert the wording stipulated by the Privy Counib the taxation bill would hardly endear the
House to the ministers. The proprietors were alsggood stead with the Ministry and had many
friends among them. Therefore, although the fagyg be in favor of the Assembly, the

representations of the facts that the Ministry Hemould be unfavorable. If they waited,

*I Dickinson, “A Speech on a Petition for a Chang&ofernment,” in Ford, edThe Writings of John
Dickinson, 22-23.
*21pid., 24.
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Dickinson believed, these prejudices against theeAwbly could subside and offer a better
opportunity for success at a later d&te.

Pennsylvania held many privileges denied to otbérges, the foremost being “a perfect
religious freedom” with government offices not reqg religious oaths or test8 Like many
others, Dickinson feared that with royal governmarght come the established Church of
England and more restrictions for dissenters. Theipce also had a unicameral legislature that
was not restrained by an upper house like Parliaimashwith the House of Lords. They had
power over their own adjournment and a short terwffice that ensured the Assembly would
always represent the will of the people. Finalheyt had greater control over the appointment of
tax commissioners, and the colony elected offidi&s sheriffs that were appointed in other
colonies. Dickinson asserted that many of theselgges were contrary to the laws of the
English constitution and to the royal prerogataed therefore stood no change of being upheld
through a change in governmént.

Dickinson thus reiterated Williamson’s arguments hthey abolished the proprietary
charter granted to the Penns, the colony’s priesegould be abolished with it. He did not see
how the House could request a change to royal govent and at the same time insist on
maintaining their unique privileges. By asking foyal government only if their privileges were
preserved, they were essentially asking for a fé&aon the Ministry, yet not trusting them
enough to protect their right8.

In addition, it was folly to think that all the gyoetary poisons the House complained of

could be solved by applying the antidote of roy@leynment. Other royal colonies had just as

43 \bid., 24-26.
4 bid., 34.
45 bid., 34-39.
% bid., 29.
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many problems with their government. Virginia, &ample, was being forced to bend to an
instruction on paper money that they deemed disa@dgaous to their prosperity. With
remarkable foresight, Dickinson also highlighted tact that the Ministry was currently trying
to gain more complete control of the colonies, #msl petition was playing right into their
hands. The Sugar Act had recently been imposedusndrs abounded of stamp duties on the
horizon. By giving England a pretext, they wereyamlaking it easier for the Ministry to exact
greater controf’

Dickinson concluded that it was not certain that ¢blony would lose their privileges
with a change in government, but there was alsguamantee they would keep them. If the
House wished to continue the enterprise, it shaad for some sign that the Ministry would
preserve the colony’s rights. Dickinson did notidet such a sign would be forthcoming.
Therefore, a better course would be to simply petithe Crown to rule in their favor on the
matter of proprietary taxation. A victory would prde the removal of their complaint and
remove the need for a change in government. Agwigainst them would show that the hoped-
for victory that would be brought about by a changeild not happen. They should not risk
their privileges in order to “remedy the presentiphdisorder.*® Other methods of recourse
were available and the proposed change would expeseto even greater abuses than those
they currently opposed.

Dickinson’s well-reasoned opposition would provéo#othe biggest impediment to
Franklin and Galloway’'s schemes. It made veryditthpact in the House, but once published,

his speech would prove influential in swaying vetdt was especially troublesome as he was

“"Ibid., 31-33, 46-47. Dickinson also pointed outtrepresenting the colony as beset by numerous,
uncontrollable riots might occasion the Crown todsenore royal troops to occupy the colony, furtthecreasing
their liberty.

**1pid., 48.

“1pid., 41-47.
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not deeply connected to the proprietors, nor waa Reesbyterian. In fact, Dickinson had usually
sided with the Quaker/Assembly Party in the pastniver officially joined the Society of
Friends, but he embodied many Quaker principlesidentified with them. His decision to side
with the Presbyterian/Proprietary Party on theassiua change in government therefore seemed
entirely on the basis of principle, giving furtredence to that party’s arguments. Indeed,
although Dickinson supported the opposition partylos issue, he was never fully a part of that
sect. In addition to his published dislike of therent government, a mutual grudge with
Benjamin Chew also prevented him from being brodigly into the proprietary fold. He gave
his allegiance to what he perceived to be the $sfsiguard to the colony’s privileges and
especially its religious libert3f

Nevertheless, the Assembly was very little movedpkinson’s sentiments. Neither did
the opposition of Isaac Norris sway them. On MayN@érris resigned the speakership, citing
health concerns. However, because of his proteshstggthe change in government several days
before, it was widely assumed that he resigneduseche opposed the actions of Franklin’s
faction>! After Norris’s resignation, the House chose Framtd be the new Speaker. A day
later, on May 27, the Assembly resolved “by a greajority” to transmit the petitions for royal
government to the Crowti.Many in the House wanted to send Franklin oveh wie petitions
personally, as they feared Jackson would not lzea®us a defender of their privileges as a
Pennsylvanian would be. Franklin convinced them Jaakson could be trusted, and so for the

time being the petition would be sent to him. Didan, uncooperative to the last, requested

* For more on Dickinson’s religion, see Jane E. €a)Quaker Constitutionalism and the Political
Thought of John DickinsofiNew York: Cambridge University Press, 2009), PA9+or grudge with Chew, see
John Penn to Thomas Penn, 22 November 1764, in Papers, reel 9. For early signs of Dickinson’sngfgain
allegiance, see also William Peters to Thomas PeiMay 1764, in ibid.

*1Votes 5:347; William Peters to Thomas Penn, 4 June lif6Benn Papers, reel 9. Norris, after being
reelected later in 1764, again resigned officeraft@as clear the petition would be sent. Therefdrseems clear
that his opposition to the change played a lar¢girohis decision to step down.

*2\otes 5:348.
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permission to record a protest on the official nsubut was defeated by a 24-3 vote. Only Isaac
Saunders of Lancaster County and John Montgome@uatberland County voted with him.
The protest was essentially a shortened versi@iakinson’s speech and was later printed in
The Pennsylvania Gazefté
To cover all their bases, the House took great twal@y out that their Agent should not
pursue a change to royal government if he thoughtolony would not keep its privileges
through such a change They included this very §pe@rbiage in their instructions to Jackson:
The House desire this Application may be proceadedth the utmost Caution
for securing to the Inhabitants, under a Royal Gowvent, all those Privileges,
Civil and Religious, which, by their Charters arais, they have a Right to
enjoy under the present Constitution; and acquamtwithal, that if, upon the
most careful Enquiry, and mature Deliberation anl¥iée, he should see Cause
to apprehend that, in the Change proposed, thé&anger of our losing those
inestimable Privileges, he is, in that Case, podyidirected and enjoined to
suspend the presenting the said Petitf8ns.
This business taken care of, the House adjourngldSeptember. Nevertheless, the
political war continued in the papers and in paregghiDickinson published his speech in late
June, which included a preface by William Smith.ithia work contained a more personal

attack against the Assembly and the way it obtagguatures for the petitioh.He accused the

representatives of using devious methods to inthast, ignorant, and inconsiderate people” to

%3 Benjamin Franklin to Richard Jackson, 1 June 1it6Branklin Papers 11:214:Votes 5:349. Allen,
who likely would have led further resistance, wagngland at this time. See also John DickinsérPfotest
Against a Resolution of the Assembly of Pennsyladar Petitioning the King to Change the Colony of
Pennsylvania From a Proprietary to a Royal Govenijha Ford, ed., 53-59. The protest boiled higuament
down to six main points: (1) Something as drastia @hange in government should require “almosteusal
Consent”; (2) Letters from the Secretary of Statkdated that the Crown currently viewed Pennsybvaery
negatively, and therefore would not likely respdaedorably to such a petition; (3) The colony wobklin danger
of losing its unique privileges and religious lites; (4) The petition represents the colony asd@i a riotous
state, which is far from the truth and could ocoaghe Crown sending armed troops to enforce pgagé&ot
enough time has been taken to fully consider thesipte consequences; Bgfore sending the petition, the opinion
of the Crown should already be known.

> Votes 5:349.

> The Pennsylvania Gazett®8 June 1764, advertised the speech would b&hbieafor purchase the next
day.
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sign the petition® Conversely, the intelligent majority refused tgrsthe document and “barter
away that glorious plan of public liberty and cleanrivileges” that formed the basis of
Pennsylvania’s current governméhiThe focus of Smith’s preface, like Dickinson’s spl,
was on maintaining the colony’s rights and libestie

Galloway soon after began working on a counter-gdetpGalloway finally published
what he called his ‘speech’ in early August. Thasvgupposedly the answer he had given in the
Assembly to Dickinson’s speech in May. How muctegembled what he actually spoke that
day is unclear. Dickinson insisted that Gallowayg hat spoken a word of it at the Assembly,
referring to it as a “pretended speech.” SeverakeAtlymen attested that Galloway spoke the
“substance” of the published speech even if it natsa word-for-word reproductiofi. Although
the published version may not have been very sirtol&alloway’s actual speech in the House,
it became a very important pamphlet that outliredlAssembly Party’s position.

Just as Dickinson’s speech included a preface byhS@alloway’s included a preface
by Franklin. Franklin reiterated most of the argmtsanade irCool Thoughtsbut also defended
the recent actions of his party. He asserted ktwatrtanner of collecting signatures was
irrelevant, as the number of signees was not besed as the basis for sending the petition. Each
representative has been satisfied by his invegtig#hat his own constituents supported the

move. In addition, they refused Dickinson’s petitizecause there was no precedent for it. It was

23 Smith, Preface to Dickinson’s Speech, in Ford, &2.
Ibid.

8 When Dickinson cited Galloway’s speech in his yepk referred to it as “pretended speech.” JohmPe
also was adamant in a letter to his uncle thawés never spoke.” In response to these accusataimway had a
broadside published, signed by many members dfithese, that confirmed he spoke the “substancefi®f t
published speech. Dickinson asserted in a broadsidis own that ‘substance’ was a very loose temeed, and it
showed that “evetheseMembers do not pretend to say, that Mr. Gallowasr spoke in the House, one Page or
even one Sentence, as | said, of his pretendedisf&ee John Dickinson, “A Reply to the Speecliadeph
Galloway,” in Ford, ed., 82n; John Penn to Thomaisr? 22 September 1764, in Penn Papers, reel&ldos
Galloway, To the Public, Philadelphia, September 29, 1badside (Philadelphia, 1764); John Dickindoast
Tuesday morning Mr. Galloway carried a writing caiming some reflections on m&eptember 29 Broadside
(Philadelphia: Printed by William Bradford, 176fpm Library of CongressAn American Time Capsule: Three
Centuries of Broadsides and Other Printed Ephemera
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common practice in the House of Lords, but notHbese of Commons. Again, the House saw
itself as the American equivalent of the Commbdhs.

Galloway emphasized at the beginning that the sightkinson was so worried about
losing had already been taken away by the propseRrivileges such as not having an upper
house and having power over their adjournment meaithing because they were restricted by
proprietary instructions. The representatives hniad £very other approach, “essayed every
domestic Expedient to restore the lost Libertiethefr Colony, [and] found nothing would save
her, but a Revolution®® The House was not risking Pennsylvania’s libefgsppealing for a
change in government; it was trying to get therrki$ac

Galloway took issue with several other parts ofgdheech. Contrary to Dickinson, he
believed this was the perfect time for a petitiamtwo of the Penns’ friends on the Privy
Council had recently died. He claimed that “misesgntations” by the proprietors in England
had caused the Board of Trade to deny their previeguests, but the “prudence” and “justice”
of the present ministry would prevent any atteropturtail their liberty once the proprietors
were out of the wa$? Galloway also charged Dickinson with misrepresenthe purpose of the
petition. It was not about a mere few hundred psuwfdaxes, but about the proprietors stripping
the legislature of its power, “our first and mossential Privilege,” through arbitrary
instructions, the appointment of judges at thezaplire, their refusal to pass an equitable militia
law, creating large numbers of taverns to colleetgermit fees, and many other unjust actfdns.

Further, Galloway failed to see how the petitionlddoe construed as a surrender of their

privileges, when the reason cited for the petiti@s the abridgement of those privileges. These

% Franklin, Preface t@he Speech of Joseph Gallowayiii-xx, XXXiv-XXxv.
¢ Galloway, The Speech of Joseph Gallowdy5.

®!pid., 2-5, 30.

®2pid., 5.

®pid., 19-20.



83

rights were not bound to the charter, but existelgépendently of them. The Crown approved of
the privileges in the original charter; therefdteey had no reason to reverse their former
decision. Furthermore, if these powers wished tb toeir rights, they could do so even without
the switch to royal government, because they weeady supreme to the propriet6fRoyal
government was not perfect, Galloway conceded;itsulimits...[were] known and confined,;
and rare it is, that any attempts are made to exteem.®® Proprietary government, conversely,
seemed to have no limit to its level of oppression.

As was the nature of this scurrilous campaign, @l also included numerous
personal attacks. For instance, he mocked Dickisspnotestations of sincerity” and charged
him with having “mischievous Passions, so frequedéstructive of Public Liberty®® He also
called William Smith a “common Enemy to the Libestiof America.®” Smith was used to such
attacks, but they enraged Dickinson to the poiat lie challenged Galloway to a duel. The latter
declined, but their feud was just beginnffig.

To fully vent his anger, Dickinson penned a replyaalloway’s “pretended speech,”
which he published on September 4. He hurled iagtdin the beginning, referring to
Galloway'’s “shattered style and abusive languagel’ facetiously “resign[ing to him] the
undisputed glory of excelling in his favorite artefwriting confusedly and railing insolentl{®
Dickinson never failed to take advantage of an ofmaty to slight his opponent, from whom he
had to “defend myself from those darts, which wittiriendly hands he has aim'd at my heétt.”

At various points Dickinson called Galloway a “magimous bug,” proclaimed his “utter

®bid., 21-22.

% |bid., 41.

% bid., 3.

®7|bid., 32.

® Ford, ed.Writings of John Dickinsqri1.

% Dickinson, “A Reply to the Speech of Joseph Gadlgyin ibid., 77.
©bid., 78.
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ignorance of the English language,” and accuseddfibeing “addicted to the occult
sciences.” Dickinson concluded that Galloway’s writing wascamfusing that it “may cause
persons of weak sight sometimes to mistake a lama fion, or Mr. Galloway for a
gentleman.™

When he was not slandering Galloway, Dickinson caga&n focused on privileges. He
pointed out the two principal things they wishedlfg the change in government—the point on
the Penns’ taxation that the dispute began with“tdrat our privileges should be perfectly
secured.” Dickinson believed that neither of these wouldbgined. Galloway’s argument
that the Crown would change its rulings in thisecags full of suppositions. He assumed that
the Ministry ruled against the Assembly in the gestause of “proprietary misrepresentations”
and that the death of two of the Penns’ suppoiteitse Ministry would change its outlodklf
these suppositions were the best reasons to eskallony’s privileges, the petition for royal
government was too dangerous. The Crown had grédrdsylvania its privileges in a time
when the New World was sparsely populated and timeskly wanted to encourage its
settlement. They would not have been granted ggbtsrhad they been given their charter now.
The Crown would therefore not hesitate to use thEodunity to strip the colony of liberties it
no longer wished America to ha{eDickinson also questioned Galloway’s assertiot tha
Parliament would protect their rights. Why woul@ylobject to placing Pennsylvania on the
same level as all the other American coloni®sPthe end, the Ministry and Parliament simply

could not be trusted with the preservation of tipevileges.

bid., 92, 121-22, 124.
2 bid., 125.

bid., 79.

bid., 81.

S bid., 82-83.

% bid., 101-03.
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The publication infuriated Galloway. One day in spber, he caught up to Dickinson
just as they were leaving the Assembly. He immetiiatemanded to know if Dickinson had
authored the latest pamphlet (Dickinson had pubtishanonymously). Upon Dickinson’s
answer of, “Yes, sir,” Galloway struck out with ltane and the two came to blows. The two
men were quickly separated by their colleaguesthmit mutual hatred would resonate through
Pennsylvania politics for many yedrs.

Meanwhile, other pamphleteers continued their mggi On August 1, Isaac Hunt
publishedA Letter From a Gentleman in Transilvanan allegory that framed Pennsylvania as a
kingdom in Central Europe. He compared the authofithe Penns to that of a domineering
prince, abridging the rights of all that had mowedhe kingdom in pursuit of freedom. The
pamphlet also continued the religious hatred, mglihe rioters and friends of the prince “Piss-
brute-tarians,” and blaming them for all the traulsi the provincé®

In addition, an anonymous author publisiée Scribleylargely a defense of the
Assembly and its members’ characters. It begarelslading that “the Proprietors have been for
many Years past wresting from the People their @hd&tights and Privileges® The Assembly
tried to reason with the proprietor and wait fanhb cease issuing strict instructions, but its
patience had run out. Now, to prevent the represieat from pursuing the noble cause of a

change in government, the proprietor’s partisamksliea about the current members of the

" David Hall to William Strahan, 12 June 1767, invidbHall PapersAmerican Philosophical Societin
a pamphlet two years later after Dickinson lost-@lection bid, Isaac Hunt made an amusing referemthe
incident: “So Galloway was humm’d with a wild-Goas€hase/But alas! when grown well, he with Sticknith
Cane,/Broke the Head of poor pitiful, luckless Jdain.” See [Isaac Hunt]The Birth, Parentage, and Education,
of Praise-God Barebone, To Which is Added, An EBledallad, Or the Lamentation of Migs ******x
(Philadelphia: Jack Northwester, 1766), 16.

8 [Isaac Hunt]A Letter From a Gentleman in Transilvar(idew York, 1764), 2-10.

9 [Anonymous],The Scribler, Being a Letter From a Gentleman imiido His Friend in the Country,
Concerning the Present State of Public AffairshvéitLapidary Characte(Philadelphia, 1764), 2.
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House and held themselves up as “Champions of #yiti&} To any thinking man, this
designation was preposterdys.

Hugh Williamson also came back for more adventuresurrility with What is Sauce
for a Goose Is Also Sauce for a Gandar epitaph of Benjamin Franklin. Williamson deeta
that Franklin received his title of philosopheryttirough begging for and buying degrees. He
further accused Franklin of “aiming to overturn thesst of Governments, and dispossess the

People of their Charter Rights, and inestimableileges. ™

Even in a personal attack, the focus
on privilege remained.

This was countered by the anonymously-auth@bdervations on a Late Epitaph
published on September 3. The author began by btafiesbyterians for the danger to the
colony’s privileges that had seemed so securefdtdgn years earlier. The pamphlet then
focused on the libel of Franklin, declaring the mattacks against him to be “absolutely
false.”® In addition, the author addressed the scurril@isre of the entire campaign,

lamentably conceding that both parties had empldipeters. The author hoped that in the

future, authors would focus more on the issuesusednore righteous and uplifting language,

¥ bid., 6.

8 The author also went to great lengths to defeaalffin’s character, writing that “while a F——a—
continues to support the Rights of his Constitughtsill be impossible for servile Minions to desy his popular
and good Name.” Those who slandered him were sipgalpus of his successes. In an effort to defaraalin
among the Germans, the proprietary party had dumpipce about the German immigrants that he phédisiine
years earlier in th&entleman’s Magaziné-ranklin had written of the large number of “Rila boors herding
together.” In their translation to the Germans,driemies explained that this meant he was caliemt‘a Herd of
Hogs.” Extremely suspect translation asitlee Scriblempoints out that such attacks were extreme hyppcas
William Smith, “a stranger to Godliness and dewoiidPiety,” had been much harsher to the Germans Fnanklin
ever came close to. On the contrary, Franklin @adfriends of Liberty” had worked hard to presetie rights of
German and Englishman alike. See ibid., 7-8, 12184Benjamin Franklin to Richard Jackson, 11 ®etal 764,
in Franklin Papers11:397.

82 Hugh Williamson],What is Sauce for a Goose Is Also Sauce for a GaBeéng a Small Touch in the
Lapidary Way OR Tit for Tat, in Your Own W@hiladelphia, 1764), 5.

8 Observations of a Late Epitaph, In a Letter froi@entleman in the County, To His Friend in
Philadelphia(Philadelphia: Anthony Armbruster, 1764), 5.
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rather than being slayers of character, “the mosiacdly of all murderers® This of course was
a vain hope in that heated political climate.

As the October 1 election neared, the questiomivilgges continued to be at the
forefront of everyone’s minds. Merchantman Samuetédith wrote to his cousin that he was
very apprehensive about the plans for a changevergment. He believed that the Crown
would welcome the petition, as they despised pedgrs that limited the direct control they
could apply. He feared that if the change occurtteely would “be deprived of those darling
Priviledges we at present enjoyy.”

When the petition reached Richard Jackson, he gdiequalms about the potential
change. He told Franklin that the present minigtoyld likely guard Pennsylvania’s rights, but
he could not guarantee that a future ministry turkiking would not strip them. Following the
Assembly’s admonition to safeguard the colony'senirliberties, he would not present the
petition at that time. While he believed the Houses in the right, Jackson thought it would be
best for the colony to remain in proprietary haffds.

When election day finally arrived, both sides hahdat a slew of pamphlets to the
voters, some addressing the change in governmednitaers personal attacks on Dickinson,
Galloway, Franklin, or others. Franklin and histpdrad lined up a list of candidates called the
Old Ticket, while the Presbyterian Party’s candédawere known as the New Ticket. Each side

released a broadside, a final volley in the eleckiattle®”

#Ipid., 7-8.

8 Samuel Meredith, “American Politics Discussed m@nercial Letters, 1764-1766The Pennsylvania
Magazine of History and Biograpty’:2 (1893): 211-12.

8 Richard Jackson to Benjamin Franklin, 11 Augu$i4l, inFranklin Papers 11:311. William Allen,
aware of Jackson’s opinion, assured Penn that beazfithese instructions, the petition would likebt be
presented. See William Allen to Thomas Penn, 25e®eiper 1764, in Penn Papers, reel 9.

8 william B. Reed, edLife and Correspondence of Joseph Ré&edols. (Philadelphia: Lindsay and
Blakiston, 1847), 1:37.
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The Old Ticket broadside immediately laid out tthet people had to choose who would
best defend their rights and privileges. It imptbtlee voters to choose “those honest and firm
Freemen who have faithfully served you a great Nemalh Years.®® Continuing the focus on
rights, the broadside listed several privileges$ tha New Ticket would supposedly take from
the people, including the right of pacifists to mvmilitary service and the ability to vote by
ballot. The New Ticket would also increase the I®feepresentation in the frontier counties,
even though they pay only about 5 percent of tkegas the larger eastern counties. This was
important to those in the eastern counties, esiheQaakers, who wanted to keep the back
country from taking their political power. They weeroncerned not only with maintaining the
unique liberties of Pennsylvania, but also in kegghe privilege of political power in the E&2t.
The New Ticket broadside declared that the Houstéésnpt “to deliver up your Charter Rights”
disqualified them from service. It also chargednkfim with using the petition for royal
government as a scheme to become the next gov&woitbr broadsides asserted that only their
ticket would preserve the colonists’ privileg8s.

The election on the first of October turned oubéoone of the closest in the colony’s
history. In Philadelphia County, the top eight vetaners were elected each year. This year
Galloway polled tenth (with 1,918 votes) and Framkhirteenth (1,906 votes), barely falling

short of the eighth place John Hughes who recely@a5 votes. Rowland Evans and Plunkett

8 To the Freeholders and other Electors for the @itgl County of Philadelphia, and Counties of Chester
and Bucks [Old Ticket BroadsidéPhiladelphia, 1764), 1. The importance of ther@ar vote also showed here. In
an effort to appeal to the German electorate, thadside pointed out that Smith, a key proprietifender, had
proposed reducing the rights of Germans irBrief StateandBrief Viewpamphlets.

8 |bid., 1-2. The importance of the German vote alsowed here. In an effort to appeal to the German
electorate, the broadside pointed out that Smikeygproprietary defender, had proposed reduciagitihts of
Germans in hi8rief StateandBrief Viewpamphlets.

% To the Freeholders and Electors of the City and i@pwf Philadelphia [New Ticket Broadside]
(Philadelphia, 1764), 1-2.
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Fleeson, two other supporters of Franklin, were atted ouf® The Lutheran, Calvinist, and
German vote made the principal difference. OvedQ Bermans voted against the Old Ticket.
The New Ticket also carried about half the ChurtErmland and all the Presbyteriafis.

The Proprietary Party was less successful in thergiarts of the colony, as the Old
Ticket retained all sixteen of its seats in Buckd &hester counties. Only in small Northampton
and Lancaster did the New Ticket have any realesgcoutside Philadelphia, and these counties
were already tilted in favor of the Presbyterianty?al hus, despite its leaders being ousted, the
Quaker Party maintained power in the Assembly aedtan for a change in government pushed
onward®?

The prevalence of the topic in 1764’s politicalatisrse shows that the question of
securing the colony’s privileges was the centrahpof contention over the plan to pursue a
change in government. Those in favor believed rggakrnment would best protect their rights,
which had been heavily curtailed by a distant agiflisterested proprietor. Those opposed to the
change feared that royal government would brinth&rrdestruction to their liberty. In addition,
many on the frontier believed that the House wasrtktrument of oppression, by denying
privileges to western colonists. Both sides wergagdly concerned about maintaining their own
power, but the debate had a higher purpose. Itavast principle, liberty, and the privileges

Pennsylvanians felt entitled to.

%L Election Results in Philadelphia County, 1764Fianklin Papers 11:390;Votes 5:373.

92 william Allen to Thomas Penn, 21 October 1764Penn Papers, reel 9; Benjamin Franklin to Richard
Jackson, 11 October 1764,Fnanklin Papers 11:397.

% John Penn to Thomas Penn, 19 October 1764, Wililem to Thomas Penn, 21 October 1764,
Benjamin Chew to Thomas Penn, 5 November 1764h &&nn Papers, reel 9; Benjamin Franklin to Ridhar
Jackson, 11 October 1764,Rnanklin Papers 11:397.



Chapter 4

The Greater Threat: Proprietors or Parliament?

After the election in October 1764, the Propriet@eyty celebrated the ousting of Joseph
Galloway and Benjamin Franklin from the Assemblyt they quickly realized that their success
would ultimately be inconsequential. The two QudRarty leaders still maintained control of
the Assembly, as their partisans retained a samti majority. The petition went forward, and
the House sent Franklin to England to presentotvéler, his mission was hijacked by the
passing of the Stamp Act and the colonial protesgmrliamentary taxation. As Parliament
continued to impinge on the colonies’ libertiesartklin began to doubt the efficacy of the
change in government. When the Ministry rebuffeglbtition in 1768, Franklin gave up on the
change, effectively ending any chance it had te f@lkce. The movement ultimately failed
because of the English government’s lack of berenad and lack of interest. The Crown’s
efforts to control the colonies with parliamentacts made Pennsylvanians realize that royal
government would create an even more tyrannicat fofrexternal control than they had under
the proprietors.

When the Assembly returned after the electioreetected Isaac Norris to the speaker’s

chair. One of the first orders of business wasrelated to the petition, the first step toward what
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would become the new dominant issue in the colopglgics. On October 18, a letter from the
Rhode Island General Assembly arrived, suggesticgjlaboration of the colonies to present a
remonstrance to the king against the stamp dutssaere to be imposed on America and to
defend their collective liberties. The Assemblyrtloedered the creation of a committee to draw
up instructions for their agent about the colongésle and the deleterious effects England’s
mercantilist restrictions were having on their pexsty. The House saw these barriers to free
trade combined with the proposed internal taxatistiDangers...to our Rights as Englishmén.”
Before, the proprietors had been the only souraaafer to their liberty; now it seemed
Parliament was beginning to pose a similar threat.

On October 20, Speaker Norris rose before the Handeold the members that he did
not want to completely dismiss the petitions foralogovernment, but he believed it necessary to
give Jackson an order not to present them untiebeived specific instructions from the House
to do so. This led to three votes in the Assembhe first asked whether the petitions should be
recalled. The House resolved this in the negatyva ote of 22-10. The second vote was on
Norris’s suggestion, whether to send instructiandaickson not to present the petition unless he
received additional orders to do so. This was adsolved in the negative, 20-12. The last vote
was whether to send an instruction to Jacksont ttha House desire the Application for a
Change in Government may be proceeded in with titm@st Caution, for securing to the
Inhabitants, under a Royal Government, all thosgleges, civil and religious, which by their
Charters and Laws they have a Right to enjoy utfgepresent Constitutiorf.1f there was a
danger of losing those privileges, he should suddirpursuit of the change. The Assembly

resolved this in the affirmative by a vote of 20that was split along the same lines as the

1Votes 5:373, 376.
2 |bid., 5:380.



92

second vote. Those in favor of a change remainednitrol, and the principal issue was still the
preservation of privileges.

Events continued to go in the Quaker Party’s fa@r.October 22, Norris sent a letter to
the House asking to be replaced as Speaker. He ei¢ed health concerns, but he more likely
resigned because he did not like the directiomefHouse. Joseph Fox was unanimously voted
to be the new Speaker. Then, on October 26, apasteed to appoint Franklin as an agent to
London, by a tally of 19-11.

Franklin’s opponents worked hard to prevent hisoament. After they failed to win
the vote in the Assembly, John Dickinson pennedparidished a protest against it outlining his
unsuitability for the post. They argued that he badn the brains behind the petition, which had
caused much “uneasiness and distraction” in thengol Further, Franklin had a vituperative
relationship with Thomas Penn that would prevent@mpromise from being reached with the
proprietors. Many in the Ministry also held an wdeable opinion of Franklin, making him a
poor choice to represent the House’s wishes to theaddition, he had just been ousted by the
late election, and so he should not be chosemtesent the people that had just rejected him.
Finally, in Franklin’s last appointment to Englai& had subverted the Assembly to put public
money in stocks, which resulted in a loss of £6,0@tich in addition to his £5,000 in expenses,
cost the state £11,000 tofal.

To defend himself, Franklin publish&emarks on a Late Protestearly November
1764. He asserted that it was not his measurestbatted uneasiness in the province. The

already-existing uneasiness created the needdan#asures. Franklin declared that he did not

® Ibid., 5:379-80.

*Votes 380-83.

> John Dickinson, “A Protest Against the AppointmehBenjamin Franklin As Agent for the Colony of
Pennsylvania,” October 26, 1764, in Ford, &ickinson Writings151.

® Ibid., 151-53.
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have numerous enemies in the Ministry, but margnfis. In addition, losing an election by
twenty votes could hardly be construed as beirertegl by the entire province. As far as a
dislike for the proprietors, he wrote that “ouryatie Interests never clashed, and all their
Resentment against me, and mine to them, has etre @ublic Account.”Finally, the money
was put in the stocks at the Assembly’s request,fahhad not been too hastily withdrawn, it
would have made the House money instead of losihg i

Franklin also went on the offensive, questionirtg/wt took so long for the governor to
admit that the Penns had agreed to the Houseipmetation of the Privy Council amendment
when it had come over in September. John Penndlicetease this news until after the election
in October. Franklin asserted that the governonhétd the proprietors’ concession in the hopes
that the new Assembly would be elected in theiofaand that the fervor would calm down
without them having to capitulate on that poinartklin believed they were only mentioned to
the new Assembly as a last ditch effort to appdas®uaker Party and prevent his appointment
as agent.

William Smith took on the task of replying to Frédink asserting that the only uneasiness
in the colony came about not because of animos¥aids the proprietors, but because of the
Assembly’s unconstitutional attempt to usurp thartdr. He also pointed out that Franklin had
received several rebukes from the Ministry, inchgda letter from Lord Hyde (Thomas Villiers),
Postmaster General, threatening his removal franpbsition as a postmaster. Further, it was
true that Franklin only lost in the county by abbménty votes, but the city, which he had

represented for the last fourteen years, rejeatadoly a much wider margin. In addition, if the

" Benjamin FranklinRemarks on a Late Protest Against the AppointmielroFranklin an Agent For
This Provincg(Philadelphia, 1764), 5.

® Ibid., 2-6.

? Ibid., 4.
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dispute stemmed from their interpretation of theateon amendment, was it not time to end the
movement for royal government since the Penns bqdi@sced to the Assembly’s viewpoint?
Smith concluded, “certainly there was room to thim&t a professed enemy to the proprietors,
was very unlike to accommodate disputes, whichdtk long and industriously worked up with
unexampled calumny?®

The protests against Franklin’s appointment weneain, as he embarked for London on
November 8, seen off from Chester by 500 admireAdlen told Thomas Penn to “expect
[Franklin] fully freighted with rancor and Malicestermined to use every measure to injure the
Proprietary family.*? Heeding Allen’s warning, Penn initially seemed fmucore concerned
about Franklin’s arrival than he had been the firse. He wrote to the governor in early
December, “Franklin is certainly destined to be plague and we must deal with him here as
well as we can. | fear nothing from any publick @artion, but if his lyes are believed, and |
have no opportunity to remove the impressions thay make, it will be injurious to us®
Shortly thereafter, however, conversations withfieads and advisors eased his spirits. On
Christmas he reported that he was “in very liténp about Franklin’s visit, and believed that if
the petition was actually presented it would ordgws to vindicate his famil} He had been
assured that the Crown could not force the Pengs/éoup their colony without their consent,

which he would never grart.

O'Wwilliam Smith,An Answer to Mr. Franklin’s Remarks on a Late Psb{@hiladelphia: William
Bradford, 1764), 5-8, quotation from 10.

" Benjamin Franklin to Sarah Franklin, 8 Novembe84 and Benjamin Franklin to Thomas Wharton, 9
November 1764, both iRranklin Papers 11:447-51; John Penn to Thomas Penn, 22 Novehit&t, in Penn
Papers, reel 9.

2\illiam Allen to Thomas Penn, 21 October 1764ibiid.

3 Thomas Penn to John Penn, 7 December 1764, in ibil 2.

“Thomas Penn to Richard Peters, 25 December 1i7@idi.

> Thomas Penn to Richard Hockley, 12 January 176jd.
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Franklin’s job in England was not only to push gatition for a change in government,
but also to protest parliamentary taxes. He platoedgratiate himself with the Ministry by
acting as a mediator on the taxation issues, amluke his newfound influence to obtain the
change. His enemies believed Franklin’s real obyex to receive patronage for himself just as
he had done for his son William. Allen accused birselling out both America and the Penns in
order to satisfy his own ambitidf.

The “pretended errand” of addressing parliamentagsures, as Benjamin Chew called
it, would ironically become the focus of Franklimgssion'’ He arrived in England on
December 9, but did not do anything to addrespétiéion right away® He managed to get
himself chosen as the Speaker of the various agétite colonies to wait on Prime Minister
George Grenville with their grievances and protaginst the Stamp Act. Not only did this put
him in a position to directly communicate with thReme Minister, it made it impossible for
Penn to paint him as “a Person of no estimatiohnrerica.”® In addition to working against the
Stamp Act, Franklin worked with Thomas Pownall taftia measure for the creation of
American paper currency. This issue, along witlatim, would become extremely important to
the Assembly over the next several yeéd®espite his work, Franklin could not obtain thghti
for colonies to print their own money, nor couldgrevent the passing of the Stamp Akct.

Franklin’s inability to halt the progress of theaBip Act portended the same difficulties
he would have securing Pennsylvania’s libertiesugh a change to royal government. As

Thomas Penn reported to Allen, those in Englandiégaly think Assemblys claim too great

18 william Allen to Thomas Penn, 13 December 1764bid., reel 9.

" Benjamin Chew to Thomas Penn, 5 November 176ibjdn

18 Benjamin Franklin to Deborah Franklin, 9 Decemb#84, inFranklin Papers 11:516; Thomas Penn to
John Penn, 11 January 1765, in Penn Papers, reel 2.

¥ Thomas Penn to William Smith, 9 February 1765bid., reel 9.

2 Thomas Pownall and Benjamin Franklin to Georgen@itie, 12 February 1765, ifranklin Papers
12:60.

2L Benjamin Franklin to David Hall, 14 February 1765ibid., 12:65.
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privileges.™?

Pennsylvania wanted royal government but insistechaintaining its current
privileges. The Ministry, however, was not liketytake over the government under the same
charter and thereby endorse all the privilegestienial Assembly claimed it had. Franklin
assured the Assembly that once the present geler@lican affairs had been attended to, he
would be able to effect a change. Nevertheleszaifiament and the Ministry would not accede
to American claims of liberty with regard to intafriaxation, why would they accede to the
continuation of all Pennsylvania’s privileges ugoohange in government (assuming they could
be convinced to enforce the change at ll)?

Meanwhile, the Assembly reconvened on 7 Januar$.IliBose in favor of the change
continued to dominate the proceedings, so muchatdahe opposition made little attempt to halt
the movement. John Dickinson had become so dighesttthat he declared he would not serve
as a representative the next term. A quarrel betwédiam Smith and William Allen also
chipped away at the unity of the Proprietary Pdrtyaddition, the situation on the frontier
seemed to be improving, as peace terms were readgtiethe primary aggressors, the
Shawanese and Delaware Indians. The House woneanotory when, after a long delay, the
governor also agreed to pass a supplement to gwveopss supply bill that would insert the
altered wording of the Privy Council amendment.Haid Penn also asked Thomas to consider
addressing the complaint in regards to fixing tbeegnor’'s salary rather than having it tied to
income from license¥' Later, Thomas Penn attempted to negotiate sortteefupoints with

John Fothergill, a Quaker leader in England, areheseemed willing to compromise with

% Thomas Penn to William Allen, 15 February 1765P&nn Papers, reel 2.

% Benjamin Franklin to John Ross, 14 February 1#t66ranklin Papers 12:67; Thomas Penn to William
Allen, 8 March 1765, in Penn Papers, reel 2.

4 The number of tavern licenses granted had beedisténcreasing because under the current systean,
governor was encouraged to grant as many as pessilihat he would receive more money. Quakersufse,
opposed the creation of additional taverns.
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Franklin. He also refused to appoint William Allerson Andrew to the office of Attorney
General in order to avoid the appearance of fagaritConciliation was on the mind of the
proprietors, as they sought to address the prigaeyances of those in favor of the change and
erode popular support for Franklin and Gallowaygkemnes?>

Although the debate over the Stamp Act had weak&naaklin and his allies’ trust in
Parliament and the Ministry, they still wished wélmkartedly for the ousting of proprietary
government. On May 20, John Ross wrote that umgilgroprietors were removed, the province
had “only the form without the powers of Governm&HtA week later, Samuel Wharton
similarly asserted that until they achieved royalernment “neither our persons, Rights, or
properties will be safe’® At the same time, letters began to discuss tHs efrproprietary
governance in one paragraph and the evils of Paetia in the next® Even if it was only in the
back of their mind at this point, these men begesee the contradiction in exposing their
privileges to one opposing body (Parliament) ineort protect it from another (the proprietors).

By June, the Stamp Act had become the dominanbalydopic in Pennsylvania’s
public discoursé® The act was vigorously opposed not just by thek@uRarty, but by the
Proprietary Party as well. William Allen assertedtt“the amount of the Stamp duty, being like

to take place is grievous to all America...[and] veaeive we are thereby disenfranchis&d.”

% Thomas Penn to William Smith, 15 February 1765bid.; Joseph Galloway to Benjamin Franklin, 23
January 1765, Samuel Wharton to Franklin, 19 Deegrhid64, and Thomas Wharton to Franklin, 4 December
1764, all inFranklin Papers12:25, 11:525, and 11:488ptes 5:401; Richard Penn to Thomas Penn, 11 February
1765, in Penn Papers, reel 9; Thomas Penn to Wiilidlen, 13 July 1765, in ibid., reel 2.

% John Ross to Benjamin Franklin, 20 May 1765 anklin Papers 12:138.

27 Samuel Wharton to Benjamin Franklin, 27 May 1768., 12:141.

% For examples, see Thomas Wharton to Benjamin Firar@7 April 1765, and Benjamin Franklin to
Charles Thomson, 11 July 1765, both in ibid., 13;1112:206.

% David Hall to Benjamin Franklin, 20 June and 2ReJ4765, in ibid., 12:188-90.

30 Allen wrote further, in language very similar teetAssembly’s protests against Penn, “If the Kings
Declaration could deprive us of what we conceivbdmur birthright, Viz, being taxed by our own megentatives,
we never had the rights of freemen, and his will pieasure might be a law to us in other instartbestatal
consequences of which every lover of liberty mustd, and nothing but the greater force could niskeubmit
to.” See William Allen to Thomas Penn, 19 May 1786Penn Papers, reel 9.
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Even Thomas Penn worked to lower the rate of theeteen though he conceded nothing could
stop it from being passé€d.

In his own response to the passing of the StampM&anklin made a grave
miscalculation by not strongly objecting. He did mash to hurt his influence with the Ministry
by a strong protest, and he did not anticipate sustnong reaction in the colonies. This
acquiescence would cause Franklin problems lathisagpponents in Pennsylvania charged him
with being an advocate of the act. In July, he conmgled his error by arranging the appointment
of John Hughes, one of his chief allies in the Hpus the position of stamp distributor. Franklin
did not recognize the implications of nominatingaf his allies for the position, but Thomas
Penn did. The proprietor could have blocked Hughaesmination, but he was fine with it as he
did not want to name one of his own supporter@sti¢sic] the People might suppose we were
consenting to the laying this Load upon thefBy nominating Hughes, Franklin gave tacit
acceptance to the Stamp Act and appeared to supgdarthe political climate of America, this
obviously would make him very unpopular until heilcbprove that he opposed the meastire.

The situation in the colony continued to escalatéhe November enforcement date
approached. Pennsylvanians responded to the Statmpdke moderately than some other
colonies, but the colony still had its share of siahd protests. Galloway and Franklin both

condemned these insurrections and once again blmad®esbyterian Party for stirring them

3 Thomas Penn to William Allen, 15 February 1765bid., reel 2.

%2 Thomas Penn to William Allen, 13 July 1765, irdibi

% william Young wrote, “This said ben franklin haseém one of the proposer and recommented the Stamp
tax to england which had already made some rise Werd if that only could clearly and fairly be peal on him
from england then hewould be disspised by almost all people.” Williarabhg to Thomas Penn, 14 October
1765, in ibid., reel 9. See also Benjamin Frantdidohn Hughes, 9 August 1765, and David Hall tmkiin, 6
September 1765, both Franklin Papers 12:234, 255; Joseph Shippen to Thomas Penn, 2®18ber 1765, in
Penn Papers, reel 9; Newcontanklin and Galloway109-15.
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up3* The province continued headlong in protest, howedavid Hall wrote that many thought
“their Liberties and Privileges, as English Ment)ag at least in great Danger,” and Charles
Thomson concurred that “our Liberty and most esakptivileges are struck af” In September
1765, the House issued another resolve to prdtesstamp Act and appointed a committee to
attend the Stamp Act Congress in New York. On Sepé&z 23, the Assembly went further,
passing a series of ten resolves against the Statgomplaining that the taxes were “highly
dangerous to the Liberties of his Majesty’s Amarisabjects.* The resolves had a very similar
tone to those often published against the propgdteo years earlier.

Meanwhile, the 1765 election was rapidly approaghamd the Quaker Party appeared to
be gaining strength. In an effort to change theRetary Party’s fortunes, John Penn attempted
to give a boon to the Proprietary Party by granthgrters to the Lutheran, Calvinist, and
Swedish churches. He then ordered proprietary apges to vote for their party or risk losing
their appointment’ Some of their partisans also paid to get foreigmaturalized so they could
vote for the Proprietary Party. The Society of k& countered by pouring their own money into
the campaign. The Assembly Party also assertdwbtetin the East that if the New Ticket was
elected, they would increase frontier representadiad deprive the predominantly Quaker
eastern counties of their majority. They would therat the mercy of the Presbyterian back

inhabitants. In the end, Franklin’s Party won b#wkir Philadelphia seats by over 400 votes.

34 Galloway wrote, “It is Evident they [the Presbyaer Party] tend with great rapidity to create ia th
Minds of the Populace and weaker part of Mankii@pait of Riot and Rebellion.” Franklin concurreuht they
must avoid supporting “the Madness of the Poputadéeir blind Leaders, who can only bring themesland
Country into Trouble, and draw on greater Burtheyng\cts of rebellious Tendency.” See Galloway tarikin, 18
July 1765, and Franklin to John Hughes, 9 AuguéblihFranklin Papers12:216, 234. Hughes also blamed the
Presbyterians for the riots. See Hughes to FrankliSeptember 1765, in ibid., 12:263.

% David Hall to Benjamin Franklin, 6 September 1765arles Thomson to Franklin, 24 September 1765,
both in ibid., 12:255, 278.

% Votes 5:426.

37 John Penn to Thomas Penn, 14 October 1765, in Papers, reel 9.

¥ william Young to Thomas Penn, 14 October 1765bid.
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Their party now controlled 28 of the 36 seats, halfl of the protestors against Franklin’s
appointment had been turned 8UThe new 1765 Assembly resolved by votes of 27328
to retain Jackson and Franklin as agents and ezsigfie instructions to continue the pursuit of
royal government as long as the colony’s charteilpges could be preservéd.

The focus quickly returned to the Stamp Act, whignt into effect in November 1765.
Local Philadelphia merchants created a non-importatgreement, which many believed would
be more effective than local government measuriearl€ Thomson led another effort to refuse
to use any stamped paper, effectively draggingtheny’s public business to a standstill. Many
in Franklin’s party, including Speaker Joseph Fengouraged the local protests despite the
Galloway’s objection8’ Printer James Parker asserted that the situatodvzontinue to
deteriorate if Parliament did not act: “Poor Amaris like to bleed, if the Storm blows not over:
Nay, it appears to me, that there will be an EndlitGovernment here, if it does not: for the
People are all running Mad; and say it is as goatlye by the Sword as by the Famifie.”

In January 1766, John Dickinson, John Morton, aadr@e Bryan delivered their report
from the Stamp Act Congress. The Assembly apprdvegbetitions drawn up at that Congress
that were to be sent to the Crown and both HoukBauidiament. The petitions declared that the
late actions of Parliament, if put into effect, webbhamper “the Enjoyment of all the Rights and
Liberties essential to Freedorf? The Assembly also prepared a remonstrance tcaReetit
against the new law that prohibited “further Enossi of Papers Bills of Credit in the

Colonies.** Pennsylvanians believed that without paper motieyeconomy would suffer.

39 Joseph Galloway to Benjamin Franklin, 8-14 Octdbi#s5, inFranklin Papers 12:304.

“*Votes 5:432-33.

*1 Thomas Wharton to Benjamin Franklin, 7 Novembe3], in Franklin Papers 12:356; Joseph Galloway
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Parliament’s credibility in the colonies dwindledilg. The proponents of the change in
government had assured everyone that if they nteehtange, their privileges could only be
abridged by an act of Parliament, and Parliamentldvoever do this. Now, however, the
benevolence of Parliament was seriously in doulth the passing of internal taxes, maintaining
them through the colonists’ virulent protests, atwb passing a law curtailing the creation of
colonial paper money.

Thomas Penn and Benjamin Franklin were both workigugl in England to bring about a
repeal. Penn told Allen that if the colonies acktenlged the right of Parliament to tax them, but
asked for the repeal only on the basis that thevtadd be too heavy a burden, Parliament would
be more likely to repeal i Many in England had become enraged against tlumies! because
they had not been obedient to the orders of Pagiirand “for shewing their dislike to it in so
disrespectful and outrageous a mani&Penn tried to assuage this anger, while admonmgjshin
his supporters in Pennsylvania to do what theydtmprevent the more violent protests.
Franklin agreed that violent measures should beladoMany in the Ministry believed that they
had to stick by the act to preserve “the Honour Rigphity of Government,” and riots would
only reinforce their resolvé&.

While the colony had been focused on the StamptAetmovement for royal
government had received several setbacks. In Ji$,Imost of the Ministry changed, and the
few men Franklin may have had influence with naglemheld their positions. Richard Jackson

also lost his post as Secretary to the ChancelltiteoExchequef® When news reached the

> Thomas Penn to William Allen, 15 December 1765émn Papers, reel 2.

8 Thomas Penn to Benjamin Chew, 11 January 17@®eim Papers, reel 2.
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arrival of stamps. See Thomas Penn to John Peniariary 1766, in ibid.
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colony about the change in the Ministry, the Prejany Party was overjoyed and became
extremely confident that the petition would noteesd. William Allen went to a coffeehouse
and proclaimed to all that the ministerial changes\a great event for their cause and that they
need no longer fear the possibility of a changgowernment?

On 30 November 1765, Thomas Penn reported to thergor that Franklin had
presented the petitions to the King in Council, #rat they had been laid aside, “sine die, that is,
for ever & ever.” When this letter arrived in Pennsylvania, it caligeite a stir. The
Proprietary Party published in the paper that they achieved victory and asserted that, as the
decision had been made, the two parties should peage. Galloway railed against the Privy
Council, and declared that if the report was tftleey [Pennsylvanians] have nothing now left,
but to groan, if they dare to groan at all, un¢her Tyranny of a private Subject, without the least
Hopes of Redress? Thomas Wharton refused to accept the report, \neligt to be a ruse
designed “to Lull us asleep, and inch by inch getprivileges from us The Assembly Party
would not yet give up, but they began to doubtrteeccess.

The Ministry was unlikely to give a serious heartoghe petition because they believed
the problem was that they had for too long yieltmmuchto the colonies. They would not
punish the proprietors in their attempt to exaelggr control, when Parliament was attempting
the same thing. Just as the Ministry was fightmgtiie principle of taxing the colonies more so
than the money that would be gained, they suppahtedenns fighting for the principle of

obtaining greater control over their proprietarygmment?

*Y Samuel Wharton to Benjamin Franklin, 13 Octobes5, inFranklin Papers 12:315.
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Penn had wanted to have the petition completellydrsgiwn and rejected rather than just
tabled, but he hoped that the Ministry’s cool remepwould end the political conflict in the
province. This would once again be a vain hop&rasklin continued to work for the change
and remained confident that he would be able tarsat. He reported to the Committee of
Correspondence in June that their affairs weregqading and that he hoped to complete them
soon enough to return home the next spring.

In the interim, Parliament finally bowed to coldniaessure and repealed the Stamp Act,
while maintaining their right to enforce it. On @n& 1765, the governor submitted a letter to the
House announcing the act’s repeal. The governoalsadtaken care to represent to the Crown
the much more muted protest that took place in Bgmania compared to the other colonies in
hopes of showing their great loyalty to his Maje$tyhe Assembly sent letters to the Crown
thanking it for repealing the dreaded act. It thesolved to grant all the aid the Crown required
whenever his Majesty needed it, as “the Circum#sand Abilities of this Province may
permit, unless the Proprietaries Instructions &rtBeputy Governors, respecting Proprietary
private Interest, shall continue to interferé The Assembly, emboldened with victory over the
Stamp Act, seemed prepared to renew its entiresfoawusting the Penns with this not-so-
subtle jab against proprietary instructions.

One problem for the Quaker Party was that theiaige Joseph Fox, was starting to
work against them. John Penn asserted to his timaid-ox had switched allegiances because he
believed Franklin was “making fools of them alf. Thus, Galloway began to focus his efforts on

removing Fox from the speakership and gainingribimself. In the 1766 election, Galloway

*5 Benjamin Franklin to Pennsylvania Committee oft@spondence, recd. 10 June 1766, and Joseph
Galloway to Franklin, 16 June 1766, bothHHranklin Papers 13:297, 316.
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safely achieved reelection by about 650 votes Dvekinson and got himself elected Speaker
when the Assembly convened. While Franklin had bessithan successful in England,
Galloway ensured that the Assembly’s enmity towhedproprietors did not waver and its desire
for royal government remained strotig.

Under Galloway'’s direction, the Assembly reissusalihstructions to their agents
regarding the change. It still eagerly sought @a@wirom proprietary government, so long as
their privileges could be preserved. Nevertheldssmembers’ confidence in English
government seemed to be wavering. Over Gallowdysabions and by a slim sixteen to thirteen
margin, the House inserted a clause that instruetadklin not to bring the petitions to
Parliament in the event the Ministry rejected th&arliament, it seems, could not be trusted.
The instructions also asked the agents to contimeie attempts to reverse the ban on paper
currency. The Stamp Act had been repealed, butithise continued to fight other
parliamentary act®’

Meanwhile, back in England there had been anoth&nge in the Ministry, with William
Pitt the Elder assuming leadership in July 1766s Thange again complicated the Quaker
Party’s efforts. Galloway voiced his apprehensiofate October: “It was with real Concern, we
received the News of a Change of Ministry, as weckale it will Retard, and, we fear will

totally prevent the Change of GovernmetitPranklin promised his supporters that over the

9 Newcomb Franklin and Galloway139-42, 144nyotes5:498.

% pennsylvania Assembly Committee of Correspondemé&ichard Jackson and Benjamin Franklin, 18
October 1766, ifrranklin Papers 13:465; William Allen to Thomas Penn, 12 Novemb@66, in Penn Papers, reel
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winter of 1766-67 he would finally be able to addréheir concerns over paper money and once
again present the petition, but as the months gabsg became less and less confidént.

Local politics in Pennsylvania over the next yearavrelatively calm, with the notable
exception being a spat over the creation of newtieo courts>® The 1767 election was barely
contested by the Proprietary Party, and even Adl@o'sition was thought by some to be in
danger, although he did secure reelection. Besidepetition and paper money, the importance
of settling a boundary between the whites and h&llzecame a primary issue. The importance
of such a border would be magnified by further bislzed in early 1768 that hearkened back to
the Paxton Boys incident several years eaffier.

The biggest political issue in the colony, howewess once again an imperial one. The
first of the Townshend Acts had been passed istinemer of 1767, and colonial outrage over
parliamentary taxation again exploded. After théoDer election, the new Assembly’s first
instruction to the agents did not concern the cehangyovernment, but rather insisted that they
“give us the earliest Intelligence of every new Mig& or Regulation that shall be proposed, or
intended to be proposed, in Parliament, whereirgéreeral Liberties of America, or those of this
Colony, may, in the least, be affected or conceffieBarliamentary attacks on Pennsylvania’s

liberty now seemed more pressing than proprietdagcks.

%2 Benjamin Franklin to Joseph Galloway, 13 Deceniy@s, inFranklin Papers 13:520; John Penn to
Thomas Penn, 13 December 1766, in Penn Paper$,reel

8 william Allen proposed a bill to create new codirtdrontier counties and increase the number df@s
in the colony from three to five. Galloway had preted the increase in judges but gotten the bééed otherwise.
Allen prevailed upon the governor to send thelmltk with the amendment of creating the two newg@sd The
council also made it be temporary with a 3-yeaetlimit. The House refused to accept the amendmantsthe
governor removed all but the time limit. The govarbelieved the bill would not be effective, butsagilling to
give it a three-year trial run. The House, howesél, refused to pass the bill on a temporary ®aSee William
Allen to Thomas Penn, 8 March 1767, in Penn Papeet9;Votes 5:522, 525, 529.

% Thomas Wharton to Benjamin Franklin, 21 Septemi&?7, inFranklin Papers 14:255; William Allen
to Thomas Penn, 8 October 1767, in Penn Papet$;réetes 6:1-2; Joseph Galloway to Benjamin Franklin, 8
October and 9 October 1767, Franklin Papers 14:273, 276.

% Votes 6:4-5.
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Both parties equally opposed parliamentary taxa#édlen wrote that they were “under
great anxiety” that their “burdens and oppressiitauld be increased” by Parliaméht.
Everything that was supposedly for their benefis wareality the opposite. In December 1767,
Dickinson published the first of his twelve “Lettdfrom a Farmer in Pennsylvania.” He
advocated for colonial protest against the Townghets, rejecting the moderation espoused by
Galloway. The Speaker was furious over their paion, but Franklin was much more
receptive to Dickinson’s ideas and even wrote tie¢gge for the British edition. Franklin had in
four years gone from writing the preface for Galdg¥e speech against Dickinson to writing the
preface for a publication by Dickinson, the same&mao authored a protest against Franklin’s
appointment to England. The old party divisionseveearly breaking down as both sides united
to oppose Parliamefit.

In January 1768, indignation against proprietaryegoment erupted one last time. A
number of Indians were brutally murdered near Meddieek in Cumberland County by local
resident Frederick Stump and one of his servamtsn® confessed that he killed a group of
disorderly Indians in his house, then went anceHieveral others to prevent them from
spreading word of the killings. Upon receipt of thews, the House jumped into action,
resolving to pay a £200 reward to Stump’s capturgngy also took the opportunity to reopen
the Paxton Boys incident, promising to reward ampapprehended those involved in the 1763
Conestoga massacteThe Assembly also worked with the governor to gaksv attempting to

prevent overzealous colonists from settling ondandand®®

€ Wwilliam Allen to Thomas Penn, 8 October 1767, anR Papers, reel 9.

®” Flower,John Dickinson63-65; Newcombiranklin and Galloway182-85; The English Editor to the
Reader—Preface foetters 8 May 1768, irFranklin Papers 15:110.

%8 \/otes 6:21-25; John Penn to Thomas Penn, 8 Februarg, 17®enn Papers, reel 9.

9Votes 6:26-30. Although the governor and the Houseetyan the need for such a law, they did not
agree on its exact specifications. The House pdgsedct to remove the Persons now settled andréwvent others
from settling on any Lands in this Province, notghased of the Indians,” which threatened the pgdldeath to
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Stump was shortly thereafter arrested in Cumberamahty. However, the local
magistrate refused to extradite Stump to Philadalpk the inhabitants insisted he be tried in the
county where he committed the crime. A group okesgy to eighty rioters then stormed the
Carlisle jail and set Stump and his servant ffelahn Penn maintained that Stump would have
been returned to custody if assured that hisw@alld not be outside the county, but a
condemnation the House published in the papermefiathem and made his return impossible.
The governor believed the House did this on purposa effort to tarnish the proprietary
government and keep alive the movement for royaegmment’

This conflict also reopened old wounds in regacdiheé Conestoga massacre, with the
Assembly accusing the governor of being lackadalisichis prosecution of those murderers.
The representatives wrote: “We lament with your élam ‘that the Measures you persued to
discover the Offenders, were not attended with 8sg¢But we cannot think that it was owing
so much to a Want of ‘Virtue or Resolution’ in tReople, as to a Neglect of Duty in the Officers
of Government.” The House blamed the Stump affair on Penn’s l&ckiocess in prosecuting
the Conestoga murderers. If the governor had bewa migorous in his pursuit of justice in that
instance, frontiersmen would not have thought deyd get away with it again. The Indians
also would have been better placated. John Pertvaksted the House for bringing up old events,

but a letter from Sir William Johnson indicatedtttiee Indians continued to hold a grudge and

any who settled on such lands, excepting thoseepldry George Croghan, Deputy-Superintendent adimd
Affairs under Sir William Johnson. These landseverostly around Fort Pitt, and if Croghan allowed t
settlements, then they had likely received the eonsf the Indians. John Penn wanted to includara@andment to
the bill that restricted anymore of these landsigpgjranted, even with Croghan’s assent. The Haefssed to
accept this stipulation. Penn pointed out thatelveas no way to know whether such settlementsdvanhoy the
Indians or not, and they could never know for surél an Indian war started, which was what theyenteying to
guard against. Penn still agreed to pass therjivay as he believed it too important to quibblerosertain aspects
of it.

"Votes 6:32-34.

L John Penn to Thomas Penn, 8 February 1768, in Papers, reel 9.

2\/otes 6:38.
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the murder of the Conestoga Indians was “stillHriestheir Memories.*® The Stump affair
served to reopen old wounds and temporarily regghtihe Quaker Party’s fervor against
proprietary governmerit.

Despite this rush of anti-proprietary sentimeng, filcus quickly returned to opposing
parliamentary oppression. On 26 March 1768, a godlgennsylvania merchants met to decide
whether to join Boston in another non-importatignement. They decided to wait at the time,
but many already wanted another widespread prbt@éte situation escalated when the
Massachusetts assembly circulated a letter enciogragposition to Parliament’s taxation.
Because of this letter, the Earl of Hillsborougloterto John Penn in late April that if “there
should appear in the Assembly of your Provincejsp@sition to receive or give any
Countenance to this seditious Paper, it will beryuty to prevent any Proceeding upon it, by
an immediate Prorogation or Dissolutiofi.Here the House saw the Ministry actively
encouraging the governor to abridge its rights. Howld the representatives turn to the Ministry
to save them from proprietary oppression when tiadtty itself was encouraging that
oppression? Franklin’s doubts about the changeweryment continued to grow, and he wrote
to John Ross in May that the situation in Englawd&kens our Argument that a Royal
Government would be better managed and safereaulier than that of a Proprietary.In
addition to Parliament’s questionable actions wethpard to taxation, Franklin reported that mobs
had begun to form around London. If the Crown cawtprevent riots in England, it probably

could not prevent violence in Pennsylvania eitfer.

3Votes 6:43.
" Votes 6:38-43, 49-50.
> Thomas Wharton to Benjamin Franklin, 29 March 1,6&ranklin Papers 15:88.
“\otes 6:63.
Z Benjamin Franklin to John Ross, 14 May 176&iianklin Papers 15:128.
Ibid.
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In September, the Assembly angrily responded ttslbbrough’s letter, asserting that the
members had an undoubted right to sit on their adjournments and to communicate with the
representatives of the other American assembliafien wrote, “If we are debarred from
petitioning for the redress of Grievances we arallaihen the most miserabl&On September
22, the Assembly sent a petition to the King askorgedress of their grievance against the
Townshend Acts and other parliamentary taxationswmes. The members wrote: “The Right in
the People of this Province, of being exempted famy Taxations, save those imposed by their
own Representatives, has been recognized by ldablistied Usage and Custom...without one
Precedent to the contrary, until the passing ofdteStamp Act® Parliament’s actions
deprived them of their essential liberty. The Comteei of Correspondence ordered Franklin to
present this petition and continue to work withesthgents to bring about the Townshend Acts’
repeal® Allen only wished for England to follow the goldanre. Surely those in the British
Isles would not consent to such external taxatigmy did they expect the colonies to do%o0?

With Parliament continuing to abridge what theyidetd to be their rights, the
representatives were probably ready for the ertdeomovement for royal government when an
August 20 letter from Franklin arrived sometimeQatober. The agent had met with Lord
Hillsborough for a long session, but the two hatlbeen able to come to any sort of agreement
on the matter. Hillsborough gave Franklin advicehow to obtain the change in government,
but Franklin assured him that he could take none tflikely would have meant surrendering

too many of the colony’s privileges. Franklin hagkh doubting the efficacy of the petition for at

Votes 6:93.

8 william Allen to Thomas Penn, 23 September 1768énn Papers, reel 9.

® Votes 6:103.

8 pennsylvania Committee of Correspondence to Benj&nanklin, 22 September 1768, Fnanklin
Papers 15:210.

8 william Allen to Thomas Penn, 12 October 1768Penn Papers, reel 9.
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least several months now, and in his mind this mgetealed its failure. He asserted that he
would “move the matter no farthet*This signaled the end of the movement for a chamge
government.

Although many in the colony were not so disturbgdHis news, not everyone took it so
well. Galloway was greatly discouraged by the repad could not understand how the Ministry
could reject “an application so honourable and bela#' to the Crown as well as to
Pennsylvani&® Therefore, Galloway continued to press for thenglea getting the Assembly to
renew Franklin’s instructions for a change to rayaernment in both 1768 and 1769. These
instructions proved ineffectual, however, as Framkbd made up his mind. Although the
Ministry changed hands a few months later, Frankéiwer again reopened the matter of the
petition. Much greater issues needed to be addtessthe conflict with Parliament continued.
His time in England had destroyed his trust intibrevolence of English governméht.
Parliamentary oppression of the colonies must lcaveinced many other Pennsylvanians of the
same thing. Regardless, without Franklin’s supgbda,movement had no chance of success.
Even had Galloway managed to drum up continueda@tiigr the petition in Pennsylvania, he
could not have moved matters without his partnétngland. Thus, the campaign for royal
government ended when Franklin decided to stopumgst. Galloway never fully forgave his
partner for abandoning the quest and continuedit@gainst proprietary governments even as

late as 1780, well after all his allies had abardbimat particular fight’

8 Benjamin Franklin to Joseph Galloway, 20 Augu#i8,7nFranklin Papers 15:189.

8 Joseph Galloway to Benjamin Franklin, 17 Octob#88l, in ibid., 15:229.

% By the time Franklin returned to America, he hast ko much faith in Britain that he had nearlyegiwuip
on any plan of union. He wrote in 1775 that althohg would be willing to try anything “that can berne with
Safety to our just Liberties rather than engage War,” he feared that to unite the colonies motiiately with
the Empire “will only be to corrupt and poison usca” See Franklin to Joseph Galloway, 8 May 14@%;ranklin
Papers 22:32.

8" Newcomb Franklin and Galloway151-52, 157-58yotes 6:112, 194; Julian P. Boyd, ed. “Notes and
Documents: Joseph Galloway to Charles JenkinsaheBritish Constitution. The Pennsylvania Magazine of
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The representatives had wished for royal governinecause they believed it would be
less restrictive and oppressive than what theyumaiegr the Penns. The events of the mid-1760s,
however, had proven that Parliament and the Minstuld just as injurious to the colony’s
privileges as the proprietors were. Thomas Penrtrietito exempt himself from colonial taxes,
but he did not try to impose duties of his own.H4el tried to limit the Assembly’s creation and
disposition of paper money, but he did not bamihpletely. He had attempted to gain greater
control over the legislature, but he never ordénedgovernor to disband it if the members did
not follow his will. As the House’s grievances agdiParliament piled up, its grievances against
the proprietors did not seem quite as bad.

The movement for royal government had begun bediesHouse feared the loss of its
privileges. Thomas Penn seemed intent on assdrsndpminance in the government, regardless
of the colony’s charter rights and established gdeat. When his policies contributed to the
Paxton Boys riot that threatened to unseat therAbBeitself, the representatives had reached
their limit. The debates over the petition and dgrihe next election showed that the question of
privilege was the preeminent issue for both siédd®r issuing the petition, however,
parliamentary taxation, bans on paper money, aner @ppressive parliamentary measures
convinced Franklin and many other Pennsylvaniaasrthyal government would not be the
solution they had hoped for.

As the Revolution neared, many of the argumentshhd been used against the
proprietors would be turned against ParliamenttardCrown. No longer did Pennsylvanians
rail against the jaws of proprietary slavery; nbwy feared the chains of parliamentary slavery.

Although the movement against George Il did naatly mirror the battle against Thomas

History and Biography4:4 (Oct. 1940): 537, in this Plan of Union sutted to a British minister in 1780 or 1781,
Galloway dedicated a paragraph to the “dark Claafdiroprietary government.
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Penn, the similarities in the political verbiagel ahscourse are extensive. Both contained
myriad appeals to precedent set both in Americaedlsas the House Commons, and both relied
heavily on the symbolism of slavery and despotiSignificantly, the objections to Penn’s
efforts show that colonial concerns with despoxitemal control were nothing new in the mid-
1760s. When the Stamp Act passed and raised cangeen parliamentary oppression, the
Pennsylvania Assembly had already been fightingghme battle with a different external
power for over a decade. In the end, Pennsylvantamsl the rest of the colonists—found that

the best way to ensure their privileges was towlwéf external control altogether.
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