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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to determine whether or not a former
indentured serveant or apprentice of Essex County, Massachusetis, was
capable of social mobility in the seventeenth century.

This is not a quantitative, statistical study, It is a sampling,
The actual extent of social mobility, the number of factors which might
have made it possible, or prevented it, and the application of conclusions
concerning Essex County society to the remainder of society in the
Mgasachusetts Bay Colony are all subjects for some future study but
are not dealt with here,

For purposes of investigation, the names of fifty apprentices and
gorvants were chosen fronm primery scurces for Essex County. Those names
were then tyraced through several printed primary sources for the golony
and the county. Information was sought with regard to occupation, land
ownership, office holding, marriage and family, church membership, and
freemanship, For fifteen of the names chosen there was no record at all
beyond the fact that they had once been servants or apprentices in Essex
County. Those names were then eliminated,. For the remaining thirty-five,
brief biographical sketches were composed incorporating the bulk of the
evidence glesned from primary sources,

The results of this study indicate that the stratification of Essex
County soclety did not present the former indentured servant or gpprentice
with insurmountable obstacles to integration within that sociebty and that
there was some degree of natural flexibility in the class structure, The
former servant or apprentice enjoyed a limited degree of social mobility.

The results of this study are highly tentative. Further investigation
is warranted on the subjecth,
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CHAPTER I
SERVITUDE IN BSSEX COUNTY

It was widely believed by Englishmen of the seventeenth century
that every man had a place in society, a place to which he was born
and in which he ought to remain. By “consenting" to that arrengement
Englishmen fulfilled thelr obligation to uphold the morel and social
order of things. 1 The stratification of seventeenth-century English
society was a reflection of the medieval concept of perfect order in
soclety. Every man was classified according to his station in life.
He had to be a member of one of soveral classes: the nobility, the
gentry, the merchant class, or the yeomanry, for example., He was also
very likely to remain in that station in 1life, There was, however, some
flexibility in the class structure. 2

One factor which contributed wmore than any other to the flexibility
of the English class structure was land ownership. Land was relatively
scarce and was s gymbol of status more important probably than any other
form of wealth. The yeoman, for instance, who could acecumilate a re-
spectable land holdiﬁg gould improve his standing in the community by
increasing the importance of his role in the ggriculiural or rural
SCONOMY 3 Lend thus had 2 social significence far greater than it has
today.

There were many factors--economic, social, religious, and political
--which influenced the course of English colonization in the seventeenth

century. But the desire on the part of the average Englishman to acquire
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land, and thus to achieve economic and social security was the most

conspleuous, L As Chzrles M, Andrews has written:

.The small feudal landowner and tenant farmer were alike
discontented in England: one with the depreciating value
of his landed estote and the dwindling returns from his
tenancies; the other with the insufficiency of his acres
for cultivation, Both were confronted with the changing
conditions which were accompanying the breaking up of the
medieval system of landholding, and the f2l11 in the valve
of silver which was leading to the rise of prices.
Decreasing profits from the soil, stationary or falling
rents, the difficulty of finding &aboreya‘and the
wnrelisbility and transient charscter of those that were
obtained, the growth of luxury and the cost of living,
the demand for better and more varied food, houses,
equipage, and display-~all these conditions tended to
make the lower classeg necessitous and the upper classes
covetous and greedy.

Imagination, a spirit of adventure, a proclivity to seek refuge
from political oppression and from overcrowded cities and towns, a

desire to mzke a profit, and religious zeal were also important factors

6

which influenced English colonization in the seventeenth century. The

religious motive, however, was of paramount importance in the creation

and establishment of the Massachusetts Bay Colony, whiech came into being

full grown as a religious enterprise during the early 1630's. 7

The expedition [George L, Haskins writes] was unprecedented

in the history of PFnglish colonization, Neither the founding
of Virginis nor that of the Pilgrim colony at Plymouth
afforded a parallel, The meén who carried out the Massachusettis
enterprise were neither adventurers nor victims of persecution:
they were persons of wealth and abilily, brought together by
the ties of marriage and friendship and by a sense of cormon
purpose. They were energetic, resourceful, and intelligent;
most of them were well educated, many of them university
graduates, Above all, they were dedidated to the progressive,
even radieal, cause of Puritanism, which not only motivated
the colonial wndertaking but had profound consequences upon
the structure and fgrm of the colonial government which they
were to establish,

The secondary motive of the Puritans who established the colony at



Massachusetts Bay was wquestionably that of procuring readily available,
cheap lend, That was, in fact, the primary cbjective of most of those
who camg to the colony in_the rmigration of the 1630's. It would seem, in
view of subsequent events, that the loftier cbjsctive of creating a state
dedicated to Sionts S’avim:;r was one that was shared only among the small,
but powerful, Puriten minority.

Puritanism wes the most distinctive, distinguishing characteristic
of the Massachusetts Bay Colony, For the most part it represented & way
of 1life expressive of the middle-class state of mind. 7 1t afforded a
solution to the host of complex problems which the immigrants had brought
with them from the homeland, and held out the hope of disentangling the
difficulties of society at large. 0 .

It was the particular independence of Puritanism ag an institution,
and of the Puritan leaders as individuals, which made it possible for the
gompany to retain its charter and transfer it to New England, contrary to
custom, That same independence enabled Massachusetts to follow a course
of virtusl self-determination throughout most of the seventeenth century,
"Massachusetts,™ writes Charles M., Andrews, "was never a colony in the
ordinary sense of the word: it was o Puriten commonweslth. In the seven-
teenth century it never fitted naturally into the way the English com-
mercial and colonial scheme was working oubl, partly because it produced
no staple that England wanted and therefore was of little economic value
to the mother country, and partly because it resisted by every means in
ite power inclusion within the bounds of the expanding island kingdom and
coni;amty to the rules which that kingdom lzid down governing its relations
with its eolonies oversess." it

Economically, the Massachusetts Bay Colony was less independent of

the mother gountry than it was mligi@imly‘ The c¢olony had to rely very



heavily upon England for its supply of finished goods and maenufactured
articles. The economy of the ¢olony was largely given over to fa;ming,
and most of the colomists became small farmers, although fighing, naval
stores, fur trading, and iron smelting were also important industries,

Politically, the Massachusetts Bay Colony was an azimriment in
theocracy. "It has been argued that Messachusetis Bay was not a theocracy, ®
writes Louls Wright, "because ecclesiastics were not technically the rulers,
but the influence of the clergy vwpon the magistrates was such that the
effect was the same," 12 yhether or not the government of Massachusetts
was technically a theocracy, however, it was en oligarchy. Church member-
ship was requisite for being made a freeman of the commonwealth, and only
freemen could vote and participate in the government of the colony. 13
The freemen, or vobing citizens, were never a majority in the colony, or
in any town. 1k Thus the govermmsnt of Massachusetis was controlled by
a Puritan minority throughout most of the seventgenth century, who,
according to James Truslow Adems, ",.,wished, first, to found and develop
a particular type of community, best expressed by the term Bible~Common- .
wealth, in which the political and religious elements,...should be but two
aspects of the same method of so regulating the lives of individuals as to
bring them into harmony with the expressed will of God, as interpreted by
the self-appointed rulers,” 15

It wag not lust for power that governed the principles of a Puritan
politieal administration. To the gontrary, Puritanism was demanding in
its self-imposed code of sacrifices The colony's Puritan leaders asked no
more of their fdllowers than they were themselves ready to secrifice. The
Puritans were men with a purpose, whe believed that Messachusetts had a

purpose in being: "A due form of government in Messachusetts was to be an



object~lesson for the resolution of the religious dissension of an erring
world," 16 If that purpose wers to be realized, civil govermment had to
aspume the duties and responsibilities of a civil SUPremacy. 17

Socially, the great migration to Massachusetts Bay represented a
migration of ideas and ideals as well as of men. Therefore 1% is not at
all surprising that the class system should swrvive the migration to New
England and persist, though with diminishing influence, throughout the
seventeenth century, "Most of the colonists," writes Bernard Bailyn, "had
known only 1ife on the land, either as gentlemen, independent farmers,
tenants, or laborers; consequently, both the megistrates and the majority
of the population brought with them the attitudes and desires of rural
Englishmen, To them land meant not so much wealth as security and stability,
tradition snd status. Shaken out of their famillar ways by economic and
political disturbances, caught up in verying degrees by the cause of reli-
gious reform, most of ithe 20,700 Englishmen who migrated to Americsa in the
1630's sought to recreste the village and farm life they had known, They
accepted and probably welcomed the medieval social teaching of orthodox
Puritanism if only for its inspiring support of the idea of the close-knit
community that existed for the good of all its members and in which each
man was his brotherts keeper.™ 18 While the Puritens wanted to revise the
church and perhaps reorder the state to make it an instrument of Godis
will, they were not social revolutionaries. From the very beginning, the
importance of class distinctions was continually emphasized by both the
magistrates and the clergy of Massachuseits and justified on the basis of
religious ideals. 19

The man who was chiefly respongible for interpreting Puriten dogma
and formilating Puriten pelicy was John Winthrop, the first governor of

the colony. In his essay, "A Modell of Christian Charity," which he wrote



during his voyage to Yew Ingland in 1609, it may readily be seen that
the greatest of all the Massachusetts magistrates firmly believed in
the validity and sanctity of soeial distinctioms:s "God Almightie in
his most holy and wise providence, hath sce digposed of the Condition
of mankinde, as in all times gome must be rich, some poore, some highe
and eminent in power and dignitie; others meane and in subjection,® 20
And so it was in Massachusetts, for there, perhaps more than in any other
seventesnth~century English colony, order was to be cbserved end respected.
Flve digtinct social claspes emerged out of the settlement of the
Massachusetts Bay Colony: (1) an wpper class made up of wealthy, educated
men with good family backgrouvnds and influential friends, and which drew
nost of its members from the English gentry and merchant classes (2) a
middle class made up of artisans, tradesmen, shopkeepers, proprietors, and
independent farmerg, and which constituted the backbone of the soecial and
seononic structure of the golony (3) a small lower class, which was made
up of free but poor gommon and mskﬁlmi laborers (L) a servant class made
up of indentured servants and gpprentices who lived in a state of wvoluntary
and temporary bondage (5) a slave class, which was made up of Negroes,
Indisns, and very occasionally a white eriminal, whe either Ly reason of
race or crime were normally consldered undesirables, and who were held in
a state of permanent bondage. 2l
It is with the fourth of these classes, the servent class, that this
study is concerned, Many of the individuals who emigrated to Massachusetis
during the early seventeenth century were servents, 22 For the most part
thay were men and women who could not pay the cost of their own trans~
portation and who therefore agréed to bind themselves out for a number of

years as servants in return for their passsge. A large number of children

emigrated in the same manmer, only as apprentices. All were legally bound



to their masters under the terms of contracts, commonly known as indentures
or covenants, 23

In Bngland, hired laborerg--ithe equivalent of indentured servants-~
and even most apprentices would ordinarily live out their lives as loborers
or as artisans, witheut expsctation of ‘.moving up the soclal scale beyond
their fathers! stations in 1lifes In the Wew World, however, the land to man
ratio was the veverse of that in England--land was abundant and men were
scarce. A great labor demand and an inadequate supply of lsborers made it
necesgary to import laborers and Yo bind then under the gpecific termg of
g contract in order Yo guesrantee their services for a period of times The
ingtitution of indentured servitude consequently proved %o be an institution
of mutual acoommodation, which not only made it possible for many to emigrate
who might otherwise have been unable to, but alsce made it possible to
maintain an adequate, contractually bound, labor force in the colony.

That labor force was made up for the most part of white indentured
and apprenticed servants. Negroes were rarely imported in Massachusetts
during the seventeenth century, and never to the same extent that they were
in some of the other colonies, 2k Imported convict laborers were regarded
unfavorably in Purditan Massachusetis and appear to have been brought to
New England a;ﬁ,y on a very limited scale, 25 One authority has gtated the
sltuation as follows: "Convicis were, of cowrse, anathems te all who had
the general social good in mind,,.." 26 In Massachusetts the welfare of
sogiety in general was more important than anything else, For the same
reason-~the general soeial good--heathen Negroes and Indians, as well as
*uneivilized" Irighmen and certain other whites, were utilized only on a
restricted basig throughout the Purltan community. In fact, it has been
egtimated that no more then two hundred Negro, Indian, and eriminal slaves

were living in 31l of New England in 1676, 27



The white indentured servant and the white apprentice were only a
little better off than Negro and Indiaen slaves. While their staetus as
servants was only temporary--a faet of cobvious and overwhelming
significance~~they were nevertheless men who constlituted the lowest
order of white soclety. It was the stigma of just guch a classification
that the servant or aspprentice had to overcome, after he had completed
his period of servitude, before he could be integrated into the community
in which he lived.

While the servant or apprentice remained under indenture he had very
little to look forwerd to except the day when his period of gervitude would
ceme to an end. Within the Puriten society, boind laborers were allowed
very little freedom of movement or ae;f~exgreaﬁiaﬁﬁ The lot of the bound
laborer was anything but pleasent in any of the colonies, however, and the
gonditions of servitude were really no more arduyous in seventeenth-century
Mpasachusetts then they were in any other colony. Because of a serious
3carcity of laborers there, in fact, servants were often inclined to take
advantage of their masters, 28 .

In Massachusetts, the servant owed his master respect, faithfulness,
and obedience. The society in which the servant lived expected as much of
him, and the law demanded as much, Just as the law enforced the service of
the servant, however, it also protected him against misuse by his master,
insuring him that the terms of his indenture would always be very strictly
observed, 29

The institution of indentured servitude, as it evolved out of the
varied cireumstances of coloniel immigration and settlement, deweloped
along lines which were originel and quite digtinet fra@ English common
law. "Important as the English heritage was in determining the patterns

of 1ife and thought in Massachusetts Bay, the conditions of settlement



had an equally significant inflvence upon the 1ife of the coleony.n 30 1n
English law, the only persons bownd under contract 4o labor for a period
of years were apprentices, who were bound for instruction in a trade, and
perhaps some farm laborers, who were obliged by the Elizagbethan poor law
to hire themselves out by the year. In the colenies, apprenticeship was
merely a4 hipghly specialiszed and favored form of bound labor, 3

The distinction that is sometimes made between the spprentice and
the plre villein or bond servant of England 32 does not suffice to
distinguish an apprentice from an indentured servant of seventeenth-
century Magsachusetts., The gpprentice and the indentured servant werse
both servants in the broadest sense of the word, and the articles of the
indenture were basically the sams in each case; however, the indenture of
the apprentice slmost always stipulated that he must receive training in

some trade. A seyvant whose indenture did not state that he was to receive

an education in some trade was, of course, no more than a common indentured

servant, Then too, most apprentices were young, often only seven or eight
years of age, vhose indentures wers to remsin in foree until they reached
twenty-one, the age of their legal majority, Indentured servants, on the
other hand, were normally adults who bound themselves out as laborers for
a period of tims, uwsually for snywhere from four to fourteen years, with
seven years being the average.

A majority of the apprentices who were imported during the first
half of the seventecenth century were sent from England to Massachusetts
by the English county courts, which were vary anxious to relieve England
of its vast quantity of destitute, derelict, degenerate public charges. 33
As the apprenticeship system had developed in the Bay Colony by 1650 it
served a similar purpose with respect to educating public charges of local

origin, but also served as a system by which ordinary, respectable young

10
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men could reaeivg training in the trades. Conscquently one would expect
that epprenticeship was a ladder vp the soecial scsle rather than o barrier
to be overcome,

The institution of inaentureé servitude, exclusive of the spprentice
system, however, was neither designed nor inteﬁéedlto produce gkilled
laborers in number. It was intended merely to meet the immediate common
labor needs of the colony, As a resulit, there was seldom a sufficient
nurber of men employed in the trades, even after 1645 when the colonists
of Massachusetts apparently came to rely more and more upon a native labor
supply, 3h and the problem of labor supply remained rather serious
throughout most of the seventeenth century. 35

The question arises as to what became of these indentured servants
and apprentices after their period of servitude was completed. Were they
asgimilated into the soclety in which they lived, or were they stigmatized
as second-class citizens? Was there a marked difference between the two

once freedom was obtained? Did any of them achieve any degree of fortune

or fame? One suthor states that: ®"In all the colonies there were those

brought as servants, even as convicts, who rose to wealth through industry
and frugality, two virtues on which a new land pays bigh premium, Some
founded families that attained to honor and influence.® 36 It is the
purpose of this study to determine whether or not that statement is at all
accurate with respect to one county, Essex County, in the Massachusetts
Bay Colony, More specifically, it is the purpose of this study to determine
whether or not a former indentured servant or apprentice of Essex County
wag capable of social mobility in the seventeenth century,

The Puritans of Bssex County had as their immediazte objective the
establishment of a permanent, stable scociety. Colonial society was of its

very nature wmsteble, however, in view of the character of the constantly
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exnanding colonial frontier, As the tide of immigration inereased between
1630 and 1645, the original towns and villages of Essex County wers filled
to capacity. Natural population increases after 16L5, as well as a steady,
though ever diminishing immigration, required the creation of new outposts
along the colomial frontier if the immigrant's desire for cheap 1and was
to be realized, There was, as a repull, a gradual though steady shift in
the population away from the established settlements throughout the first
half of the seventeenth century, as the history of the growth and
development of towns in Essex County indicates.

Salem, fownded in 1630, was the political, economic, socisl, and
religious center of Essax County throvghout the seventeenth century. It

rapidly became so over-crowded, however, that it hed t¢ be subdivided
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severzl times after 1635, and o number of new towns were created: Marblehead,

in 1635; Wenham, in 16h3; Manchester, in 16h5; Topsfield, in 16L8; and
Beverly, in 1668, The creation of other new towns after 1630 indicates

a gradual shift in the population away from Salem, for the most part in

a northern and western direction: Ipswich, in 1634s Newbury, in 1635;
ILynn, in 1637; Rowley, in 1639; Haverhill, in 16L1; Gloucester, in 16L2;
and Andover, in 1646, The towns of Salisbury and Amesbury, which were
part of Norfolk County wniil 1680 when that county was abolished and those
towns assimilated by Essex Qounty, also undovbtedly absorbed some of the
population overflow from the Salem area,

Economdeally, the residents of Essex County were primarily dependent
upon sgriculture for their livelihoed, Fishing was also z very important
industry, howsver, particularly in the coastal towns of Lynn, Marblehead,
Salem, Beverly, Manchester, Gloucester, and Newbury. Shipbuilding, the
naval stores industry, and mercantile trade developed in. the coastal towns

and villages and fur trading was en important industry in the hinterland,



Iron smelting attracted considerable outside capitel and laborers,
particularly in the area around Lynn.

The Massachusetts Day Colony's political affairs were administered
from Boston throughout most of the seventeenth century. Essex Countyts
political affairs were, in turn, administered from Ipswich and Salem,
both of which served as coumty seats, In each town of Essex County a
group of Selectmen, elected by the freemen of the town,; was respongible
for sondueting town affairs., They made all degisionsg regarding the general
welfare, such as the setting off of common lands, and they asppropriated
all of the funds necessary to institute eivic improvements, They also
handled a1l problems of local concern, such as the settlement of boundary
disputes between property owners, which did not involve judicial action.
As a rile, the Selectmen were pillars of the local church, and represented
the civil aspsct of Puritenism in the codes and ordinances which they
enacted. The authority of the Selectmen was for 21l practical puwrposes
absolute, since they represented the Puritan ethic in a elvil supremacy.

The county's (uarterly Court generally met in either Ipswich or
Salem, Before the court convened, a call was sent out for veniremen from
among the freemen of the county. A grand jury was then impanelled, the
purnose of which wes to deliver indictments in all civil or criminal cases
which had come before the constables of the several towns gince the last
meeting of the court., When the court convened, a jury of trigls was selected
from smong the V&ni%mman of the county. The cases on the docket were then
heard and disposed of promptly. Appeals from the Quarterly Court were heard
in the Court of Assistanis, which normally sat in Boston.

Socially, Essex County was typlcal of the Massachusetis Bay Colony.
There were ne extraordinary forces at work there which wovld distinguwish

its society from that of Massachusetts in general, In BEssex County



1k
raligioizs- life, the First Congregational Churech of Salem was second
perhaps only to the church in Boston as the Bay Colony's stronghold of
orthodox Puritanism.

If the former indentured servant or apprentice of seventeenth-
century Massachusetts was at all capable of social mobility, the records
of Essex County should reveal as much, The number of printed, primsry
sources that sre available for Essex Cownbty is, in fact, the principal
reagon that that county was chosen for this study. The Puritsnts seemingly
natural desire for recording his deeds is enhanced by the devotion of the
Esgex Institute, in Salem, to reproducing those vital records, Were it not
for those very important records, it would be extremely difficult, if not
irnpossible, to make a study such as this.

It should be kept in mind that this is not a guantitative, statisticsl
study. It is a sampling. The actunl extent of spcinl mobility, the number
of factors which might have made it possible, or prevented i%, and the
application of any conclusions goncerning Essex County saeigty 0 the
remainder of society in the Massachuseits Bay Colony are all subjects for
some future gtudy but are not dealt with here,

The positive determination of scciol mobility rests upon the careml
consideration of a nunber of factors. Among those factors are: whether
or not an ex~gervant or an ex-apprentice could find employment, acquire
property, marry, support a family, become a member of the church, become
a freeman entitled to vole, hold political or elected office, or in fact
distinguiseh himgelf in any manner at all, For purposes of invegtigation,
the names of fifty indentured servants and apprentices were chogen fram
primary scurces for Essex County. Those names were then traced through

several printed primary sources for the colony and county: The Probate

Records of Essex County, The Records of the Governor and Company of the



15

Massachugetts Bay in New Hngland, The Records and Flles of the Quarterly

Courts of Essex County, and The Essex Institute Historical Collections,

For fifteen of the names chosen there was no recerd at all beyond the fact
that they had once been servants or apprentices in Essex County. For the
remaining thirty-five, brief biographical sketcl:;ea were composed
incorporating the bulk of all the evidence gleaned from the primary sources,
In compiling the date and composing the sketches, one problem was
paramount-~positive identification of succeeding references to the gervant
or apprentice originally chosen, Because no completely satisfactory
solution could be found, the sketches and the conclusions based on them
must be used with extreme caubion. Christian names used generation after
generation, surnames of'ten represented by more than one family, lvariationa
in the spelling of surnames, temporal and geographical changes, and
incomplete "deseriptions' in the records all made positive identification
difficult if not impossible. These obstacles can be summariged briefly
by stating very simply that the bedy of evidence accumilated ie often at
very best fragmentary, In each case the biographer had to exercise his
Judgment without sny sure sense of being absolutely right. Consequently,
the blographical sketches can be no more accurate than the jndgmenta of

the biographer.
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CHAPTER 11
THE BERVANTS

1. John Adams [ca. 1653 1

John Adams, an English boy, was g servant of John Gifford, an
underteker of the Lynn or Hammersmith Iron Works at Lynn, in EBssex
County. He was the son of one Ogorge Adams. He lived in CGifford's
house as a servant, and in 1653, valued at £8 for the four years of
service he still owed; he was put out as an apprentice or a servant
to a smith,

What beceme of John Adams after 1653 is uncertain, There were
at leagt two other John Adamses living in Essex Qounty during the sane
period, and they seem to be the ones most frequently mentioned in the
recwdé for the county., One was the son of a Wlliam Adams, He was
probably one of the leading jurists of the county, and he was probably
the same John Adams mentioned in aa’veraiproperty suits, There slse
appears to have been a John Adame living in Newbury in 1656, Later
records indicate that after 1680 there was a John Adams living in Salem
with his wife Sarah and several children, but there is no apparent
cormection there with the former servant, Nor does thers seam to be
any comnection between the former servant and any of the Adamsas of
Ipswich, including the family of Williem Adams, whose descendants bearing
the nams John were quite numerocus.

John Adams, the former servani, may have been one of the two or
three John Adamses admitted as a freeman by the General Court in 1666 or
1668, some eight to ten years after attaining his freedom,
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2. Tdmund Ashby [ea, 1665] 2

On September 18, 1665, Edmund Ashby signed an indentwre binding
hinmself for four years as an apprentice to Samuel Graves, a feltmaker,
of Ipswich. He gpparently kept to his contract and served his full time,
although he did argue with his master and threaten to run away or lie
in 3ai1 rather than serve him, When his $ims was up, Ashby suved Graves
for £15 that he had given the feltmaker when he first came with him,
the apprentice heving been promised the £15 when he completed all of
hig time, With the aid of two atborneys Ashby won the suit, He then
sued Oraves for non~performance of indenture, but lost that sult, In
1670 the judgment granted to the apprentice at Salem was sxecuted and
he received his £15,

Bdmund Ashby probably moved to Salem in 1671 in search of a job.
The records of that town indicate that on September 25 of that year
Bdrmund ond Benjamin Ashby were received as inhabitants of the towm, In
all probability, Ashbﬁ had relatives in 8alem, The Reverend dJohn
Higginson's letber of 1670 condemning drunkenness in Salem mentioned an
Ashby who was at the tire keeping an ordinary in the town,

After he completed his apprenticeship Edmund Ashby becane a seaman,
In 1671 Samuel Oraves complained against Joshus Ray who had served as one
of Ashby's attorneys in the latter's suit sgainst his master., During the
course of that case it was mentioned by one of the denonents that Edmund
Ashby was at sea for a time, His desire to follow a seaman's trade would
explain Ashby's taking up residence in Salem.

In 1679 Ashby sued one Timothy Clarke for false imprisonment, and
won the suit, Clarke, who wans commander of the ship Sea Venture, had
4shby arrested in Boston on May 23, 16?8}_£wr refusing to pay 27s. from

a dead man's wages for the doctor of the Indeavour, Ashby had received



the man's wages but refused to pay the bill, After he was arrested,
Ashby pald 50s. bail but was not released, He also tendered the prison~
keeper one load of wood, which he refused, A young seaman deposed that
while Ashby was Incarcerated it was a great hindrance to the improvement
of his vessel,

After 1679 it is not too clesr what became of Edrand Ashby, The
Salem town records indicate that he contributed to the county rate between
1680 and 1682, but he mpy have left Salem during that time to take wp
residence in nearby Beverly, The Beverly First Church records indicate
that early in 1682 Edmund Ashby was admitted into full copmunion with the
church, Sometime between 1680 and 1682 ashby appsrently married, and in
1682 his son, James, was baptized in the Beverly First Church., In 1685
another son, Ebenezer, was baptized, as were two daughters, Martha and
Mary, in 1687, Then in 1690 another davghter, Ellenor, was baptized., In
1697 the wife of BEdmund Ashby, Ellenor (also Ellen), was admitted into
£full ecommunion with the church, In 1702 another daughter, Elizabeth, was
baptized.

The Ashby house in Beverly was occupled by an Edmund Ashby dn 1723,
bub in 1751 it was occupied by a Charles Shattuck. That is a good
indication that by 1751 Edmund Ashby's descendants had moved elsewhere,
and that by that time the main branch of the Ashby family wes perhaps
gven extinet. A good deal of genealogical information is available
goncerning the Ashby's of Beverly. ¥While there is no positive evidence
linking Edmund Ashby, the feltmaker's spprentice who became a seaman,
with the Ashby dynasty of Beverly, nelther is there any evidence which
seems to preclude such a fact.

3, Jeremiah Boutmen [ca. 1651] >

In 1651 Jeremish {alsc Joremy) Boutwman, somebtime a resident of
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Suffolk, England, with the consent of his uncle and guardian, Robert
Newman, signed an indenture binding him as an apprentice to one Matthew
Nixson of Salem for seven years. Jeremish was to be trained in the
fishing trade and in the same service at sea that Nixson was engaged in,
Boutman was also %o receive £3.hs. at the begimming of his time, and £l
when his time was completed,

Jeremiah Boutman apparently married o Hester Lambert in 1659, On
duly L, 1660, they had a daughter, Mary; on November L, 1662, they had &
son, Jeremy; end on Septewber 11, 1665, another son, Matthew, was born
to them,

In November, 1661, Sarah Lambert, the daughter of Richard Lambert
of Salem, was committed to Jeremish Boutman, She was probably the sister
of Hester lLambert. Boutman was to keep her for a year, and was to have
£5 for her keep. In 1662 he received £5,108,6d, from the town officials
for keeping her, and in 1663 he was made an additional allowance for her,

According to the Salem Commoners® Records, Abraham Purchase of
Szlem c¢laimed his house and Jeremish Boutman's cobtbage - right in 1661 and
again in 1702. Such claims were made in order Yo determine the town rate
and aaci# individual's share of 1t, That is very probably an indication
that Boutman had ceased to claim his cottage-right as early as 1661,

In 1667, Boutman's wife served as a witness in & cowrt case., In
1668 Jeremiah Boutman was involved in & legal action himgelf, That case
concerned the ownership of some cloth goods thal Boutman and some others
had acquired at Cape Cod, Since no one made a olaim for them, Boutman
and the others were allowed to vetoin the goods until the couwrt took some
further action in the matter,

The Salem town records for 1669 indicate that Jeremlah Boutman had

bought the house of Henry Harwood, ﬁaaeaaed, gome time earlier, He was



still indebted £15 for the house in 1669, and was instructed by the
Selectmen of the town to keep the widow Elizabeth Harwood for two years
until September 20, 1670, in order %o relieve himself of the debt. He
was to be allowed any extraordinary charges which the widow might incur.
In 1670, however, Boutman lost.the house as a result of an action brought
in by Richard Fender [slso Flinder]. Fender charged that Boulmsn was
withholding a house and lands which by arder of the court had been given
to Jane Fender, the plaintiff's wi.fég The house in which Boulman lived
was attached by court order. A deed wag produced during the course of

the action which identified Jeremiah Boutman as a Selem fisherman. The
deed clearly stated that the house and one acre of land should be his in
return for a valuasble sum pald for the use of the widow Harwood. It would
appear that Boutman was unable %o meet his debts, and consequently lost
both the house and the land,

In an inventory of the estate of Willlam Powell of 3alem, taken in
1670, Jeremiah Boutman was mentioned as a debtor to the estate in the sum
of 78, In 167] Boutman consented to an audit of the estate of the late
Henry Harwood, Apparently he ceased to occupy the Harwood house after
that audit was baken,

The Salem town records indicate that Boutman received a grant of
land upon which to build a house, in 1673. The grant provided for a plot
of land near that of 2 man named Buckly, if there was space agvailable, or
for a plot anyvhere in that area toward the sea. The eighteen rods of
land which he eventuvally received was located near the Buckly property,
and was guaranteed in the grant to be for the use of his heirs as well
as for his own use,

In 16?31 Jeremiah Boutman wag apparently still engaged In some sort

of maritime activity. He may, in fact, have done quite well as a seamen,
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At least he was able to pay a wage of £15.58,2d, to a man who had made a
voyage with him in 167h. In 1676, according to the Salem town records,
Boutman was given an abatement of 8s, toward either the county or the town
rates

In 1677 Jeremiah Boutman was appointed executor of the estate of an
Ann Pickton of Beverly, If it was the same Jeremiah Boutman, he must have
moved't; nearby Beverly early in 1677. He rust also have had five sons
by that time: Jeremiah, Matthew, John, Joseph, and Benjamin, Either he or
his son Jeremiah, who would have been twenty-nine, was admitted to Beverly
First Church in 1691, and was listed later among the brethren of the church.
A good deal of genealoglcal information is available concerning the Boutman
family of Beverly.

L Daniel Button [ca. 1672) L

Daniel Button was apparently the son of Matthias and Teagle Button
of Haverhill, He was born on April 10, 165L. Button was an apprentice to
John Dresger, Sr., of Rowley, before 1672, When Dresser died in 1672
he mentioned his appfentice in his will,fleaving him a pair of pincers, a
pair of nippers, two paring knives, and four awls, The remainder of the
boy's time, according to Dresser's will, was to be spent with John Dresser,
Jr., who was asked by his father to fulfill his indenture to Button for the
perfecting of his apprenticel!s trade.,

Very little is known of the exact conditiong of Button's indenture,
or of Button himself, but he was probably impressed into a Newbury infantxy -
company on August 5, 1675, and participated in King Philip's War, If this
was the same Daniel Button, and there appears to have been no one else by
that name living in Essex County during that same period, then he was one
of some seventy men killed at the battle of Bloody Brook on the 18th of

September, 1675.



Since Daniel Button died intestate, administration of his estate
was granted to a John Bartlett, 8r., of NWewbury, The estate wes to be
ordered according to the administrator's nind. In 1677, vwhen the estate
was settled, Button epparently had five brothers and sisters and two helf-
sisters still living. Button's brother-in-law, James Ringsbury, who was
probably a resident of Hewbury, received a cow. The remainder of Daniel
Bu%ton*s estate was divided améng the rest of his brothers and sisters,
the children of Matthias and Teagle Button,

5¢ dJames Ghichester [ea, 1658]) 5

James Chichester was apparently baptiszed in the Salem churech in 1651,

In 1658, William Chichester abandoned his wife Mary, leaving her with several

smzall children and without any means of support. It was not known whether
he intended to return, Mary Chichester's father, David Cmrwiéhie, p}ameﬂ
her son James as an apprentice to Francls Scerry of Ssliem, The boy was
about ten years of apge at the time, According to voung James's contract
he was to be sent to school until he leaxhed how to write a legible hand,
was to be given one ewe lamb it keep, was to receive £10 in corn or cattle
at the end of his time, and was to receive a suit for the Lord's Day end a
sult for working days,

¥hat became of James Chichester after 1658 is not kmown, There is
no evidence of his ever having completed his apprenticeship or of his ever
heving assumed a role of any importance in the affairs of his community,

6. Natheniel Clark [ca., 1673) ©

Nathaniel Clark had been placed with John Trask of Salem sometime
vefore 1673 with intent to bind him as an apprentice until he reached
age twenty-one, but his father died before the indentures were @Qm@le%md.
Then, in 1673, the gourt ordeored that Clark live with John Trask after the

manmer of an apprentice, (lark was to be taught the trade of a cooper,
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and was to be taught to read, write, and count.

Exactly what became of Nathaniel Clark after he had gerved out his
apprenticeship is not at all certain. There were apperently several men
named Nathaniel Clark 1living in Essex County during the same period that
the former apprentice lived there. One was an ensign of a Rowley infantry
company in 1685; one was a resident of Byfield, in 1727; there were perhaps
two Nathaniel Clarks livinpg in Newbury after 16813 and yet another was an
inhabitant of Beverly between 1715 and 1751, There was apparently no
connection between any of these men, or between any one of them and the
former apprentice,

7+ Christopher Codner [cas 167hL] 7

Christopher Codner, 8re, of Marblehead, died in 1660, leaving his
wife Mary with a five year old dsughter, Mary, and a three year old son,
Christopher. According to his father's will, Christopher Codner, Jr., was
to receive £60 when he reached age twenty-one or was married. Hig mother
was to give some security for his inheritance Al she remarried, Mary
Codner apparently married FElias White of Harbléhéad, 2 mariner, sometime
around 1661 or 1662, at which time the Codner house was conveyed over to a
Johnt Devorix and Christopher Lattamore, both of Marblehead, mariners, in
trust, for the benefit of the late Codner's children, She then married a
Richerd Dewning in 1664 or 1665, Chrisitopher Codner was not given security
by his mother when she marrisad Richard Downing and the court ordered
that the house in possesgion of Joshua Codner, a tailor, of Marblehead,
being part of the estate, be given to young fodner and his sister for
gecurity of payment of their portions when they came of age. Richard
and Mary Downing agreed to bring both Mary and Christopher {odner up
free.

On October 9, 167h, Christopher Codner of Eﬁrbléhead,_the son of



Chrigstopher Codner, Sr,., signed an indenture binding himself as an
apprentice to Joseph Emons of Marblehesd, a cordwainer, for four years.
His contract stipulated that he was to be taught the trade of a shoemaker
and that he was not to be taken out of the country.

In 1675, Codnerts mother, Mary Downing, and his mother's husband,
Richard Downing, appealed to the court to have their son sent home to
them, Goodwife Downing testified that she had not known of the indenture
and that if she had she would not have consented to it. Richard Downing
was sald to have refused to let Emons tske the %aay; but Emons had taken
him anyway. When Godner‘ts mother called on Emong he allegedly spoke very
badly to her and threatened to break her neck. The court ruled that if
the boy's mother and father desired to take their son back home with them
they would have to pay Emons for whatever diet the boy had had while he
had been with Enons.

Christopher Codner served as a witness in a case in which a Mister
Downing was defendant, in 1675, and made cath to a bond in the Selem court,
In 1679 Codner himself was the defendant in a legal action, Thomas Tayner
brought the action against Codner for pulling down the plaintiffls fence
in Marbleheads Major William Hawthorne ruled in Teynerts favor, but Codner
appealed the case on legal grounds and won his appeal. N

Mary Codner, Christopherts sister, received her portion of her late
father's estate, £20, in 1679, Christophert's portion was not available,
however, and he and his mother went into the house which made up part of
the estate to sell or dispose of it or its contents to raise the £40 that
wag said to be due him, Apparently, either the £60 which was provided
for him in his father's will was to be divided between Christopher and
his sister, with Christopher receiving two-thirds, or someone was simply

taking advantage of the boy and depriving him of sbout £20 ¢f his legacy.
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The evidence indicates that the boy, either through oversight or degign,
wap probably cheated,

The house and land which Christopher Codner, Sr., had owned in
Marblehead was probably conveyed to him on July 10, 1656, by one Henry
Pease., In 1679, when Christopher Codner, Jvr., came of age, he took
possession of the house aznd property according to eourt order. He wasp
apparently engaged in the fishing trade at that time, A few years later,
in 1685, he sold his part of the property to one John Roads, Sr,, for
£20,158.

8. John Corlis [eca, 1672] b

John Corlis was a servant to Joseph Davis for a year some time
before 1673, He testified in a case invelving Davis in 1669, Corlis was
twenty~one years old at that time., In 1672, George Corlis, apparently a
Haverhill resident, brought sult against Davis, who was also probably a
Haverhill man, in an effort to force Davis to pay him £12 and two days
work with a team, Davis was to have paid same for the services of Corlis's
son, dJdohn, who had been indentured Yo Davis as a servent for twelve months,
The case was nonsuited.

In 1673 CGeorge Corlis brought suit against the administrators of
Joseph Davis's estate for the debt which Davis owed him for the services
of his son John while he was Davis's servent. He won the verdict,

Almost nothing is known of Jobn Corlis®s activities after 1673, He
probably married a Mary Wilford of Haverhill, however, before 1690. John
Corlis apparently died before 1702. In 1702, Mary Corlis, his widow,
married William Whittaker of Haverhill, bringing him several Corlis step-
children under eighteen years of age.

9. Richard Coy [ca. 16L5] 9

Richard Coy was brought to New England, from old England, as a
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servant without an indenture, arcund 1645, by a Mr. Whittingham,
Whittingham then apparently sold his interests in Coy to one Willianm
Hubbard, Sr., of Ipswich, whom Richard Coy wag to serve for ten years
according to his agreement with Whittingham. William Hubbardtis claim te
Coy's services was maintained by the court in 1645, at which time Hubbard
brought suit against Coy because of Coy's reluctance to serve him, Hubbard
found Coy diffieult to handle in all probability. In 1649 Richard Coy was
presented at court for excessive drinking, vain mirth, and singing with
frequent oaths, but he was gubseguenily discharged, In that same year Coy
brought ‘svit againet one ¥dward Bishop on the charge that Bishop had
slandered him,

In 1651, in a case involving William Hubbard, Richard Coy and his
wife testified, Coy's wife was a Haffield, and after the death of Richard
Haffield of Ipswich, in 1652, his children c¢hose Richard Coy to be their
guardian, He received £60 due the ehildren, in lands, house, cattle, and
other goods, and acquitted the mthcr of the children, Marths Haffield.
Ruth Haffield, who was a davghter of Martha Haffield, was presented in
sourt in 1653 for excess in apparel, but Richard Coy affirmed that Ruth's
mother was worth at least £2C0 and she was discharged, In a later action
in 1653 Richard Coy's wife was also involved with the law, Her husband
answered her presentment and was discharged,

In 1655 Riehafd Coy brought a suit against William Hubbord, Sr.,
apparently to obtain redress of wrongs done him by his master. At that
time it was sworn that Coy had served only eight and one-half years of
his abligatéd time, and that Hubbard bad agreed to pay Coy if he would
work on, Matthew Coy, the brother of Richard Coy, testified that Coy's

mother had wanted Richard to serve only Whittingham or come back home,



It was also sworn thsi’h when Coy had been sent away it had been with pooOr,
insufficient clothing.

Richard Coy had made good his obligation to William Hubbard by 1658,
In that year he was apparvently licensed to keep an ordinary and draw wine
and strong waters in Wenham, His license was renewed in 1659, and &gain in
1660,

In 1459 Richard Coy was seated on the jury of trials at Eaiem, and
later that same year was summoned once more as a trial Juror. He was also
chosen, in 1659, to assist in taking a census of those living in Wenham
in order that the rate for the minister might be determined. He was also
to see to the allotment of a parcel of land to Mister Newman, the minister,
to see that Mister Newman got his due, and to sct with the Selectmen in
levying and collecting a rate for a new meeting house. Richard Coy himself
contributed £2,108, toward the minister's rate, and s sum of 10s. for the
new meeting house,

In 1660 Richard Coy served as an attorney in a legal action, He lost
the case, which was appealed to the next Court of Assistants. John Leigh
and Joseph Armitage were bound for Coyls appesarance, During the course of
the case it was mentioned that Coy had had something to do with the locsal
schoolhouse, or the establishment of it,.

The fellowing year, 1661, Coy was involved in a property sult in
whiech Walter Fairfield brought legal action in against Richard Hutten,

It was deposed that the house then in the possession of Richard Coy ag
well as the land it was on was formerly John Fairfield's, whose son wss
the plaintiff in the case. Coy, sge thirty-five, deposed that the land
was owned by Samuel Smith, who sold it to the deceased John Fairfield,
and that it was part of the farm given by the town of Salem to Smith in

Wonham, He also testified that Hubten opposed giving Walter Fairfield the



property unless he could recdver it by law,

Richard Coy was a witness in a case involving z Wenham man, in 1661,
who was presented on a complaint of his entertsining too many people in
his house contrary to law. That year he was also seated once more on the
Jury of triels at Ipswich court. His name was also returned later for
service on the jury of triasls,

Between 1662 and 1664 Richard Coy was méntioned in connsction with
no less than five ssparate, minor cases, The most interesting. of those
cases concerned a thirteen year old apprentice, Hope Tyler, who had left
his masterts service without his mastert!s consent and hed found refuge in
Coy's home,

In 166}, Walter and John Fairfield, heirs of John Fairfield, brought
sult ageinst Richard Coy for withholding possession of a house and landg
which had been their father's, Coy won the suit after producing a lease
which stated that he was entitled to keep the house and farm for eight
years, until July 21, 1666, at which time the heirs of John Fairfield were
to ‘take possession of both the house and lands, According Yo the lease,
Coy had to pay 50s. rent the first year and £5 each year after that, half
in wheat and half in Indian corn. He wes also to be sllowed the cest of
whatever fences or buildings he put up on the land, Richard Hutten alse
testified that Walter Fairfield had rented one~third of the farm from oy
some time earlier for £10.

The following year, 1665, Walter Fairfield was fined upon Bichard
Coy's complaint, for his and his wife's sbuse ¢of Coy's wife and children,
oy and his wife Martha had geveral smsall children under eight years of
age at that time, as well as a son Richard who was aboubl fifteen and a

daughter Martha who was about fourteen., Coy, bis wife, and his son all
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tegtified that Feirfield had threatened to beat Goodwife Coy and that he
had abused the children.

Froncis Wainwright sued Richard Coy, in 1665, for a debt. Wainwright
won the suit, and the court ordered the attachment of oats, wheat, and corn
belonging to Coy. Coy's barn was subsequently attached too, Walnwright sued
Edmund Batter and Walter Fairfield in 1666, because part of Richard Coy's
wheat, oats, and Indian corn had been delivered to Batter, and because Coy
had scld his barn to Walter Fairfield who delivered £6 for it to the man
who had attached it. The nlaintiff won the suitis.

Ricbard Coy contributed a borse, in 1666, to a fund for a friend of
his who had to put up security for his wife's asppearance at the Court of
hssistants so that she would not have to go to prison. Coy was also named
in connection with a petition of Rachael Clinton who had been deprived of
a legacy of £30 for thirteen years, first by her brother Richard Coy and
then by her husband Thomas White. Exactly what her relationship was to
Richard Coy is not at all clear, but she must have been his sigter-in-law,

In 1667, in answer to a petition of the residents of Quabaug, Coy and
several cother men were appointed by the couwrt to ssrve on a commission with
the power to admit residents, grant lands, and also order all prudential
affairs of the place in all matters. Coy and the other commissioners
were to continue in their authority wntil Quabaug was so well settled that
it might be created a township, according to law,

The widow Martha Haffield of Ipswich died in 1668. An inventory of
her egstate was talten by Richard Coy and Thomss White, Coy's wife, Martha
Haffield Coy, was mentioned as an heir in her mother's estate, Richard Coy
was also mentioned in a minor case in 1669,

Nothing is known of Richard Coy's activities after 1669, but his

grandson was probably living in Beverly as early as 1723, He was more
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than likely a very prominent man in Beverly, perhaps even a Proprietor,
He drowmed, somewhere in Virginia, in 1737.

10. Stepben Dow {eca. 1650} 10

Themas Davis of Haverhill brought sult against Benjamin Sweti, in
1657, for taking away his apprentice Stephen Dow, The court held that
the boy should be returned to Davis, According to Stephen Dow's covenant,
Davis was to teach the boy to read, write, and to perform the trade of 2
stonemason according to his capacity snd the employment of the place in
which he lived., During the course of the case it was deposed that Dow
was often glckly and that he was treated well by Davis. It was also saild
that the boy's father, Thomas Dow, had left the boy with Davis about eight
and one-half years before, and that Stephen was to remain with Bavis until
he was eighteen years old, but that the boy's father had since wanted his
son back becsuse he could not afford the terms. Swett was supposedly an
sgent acting in behalf of the boy's mother, Phebe Dow, who wanted her son
back, Thomas Dow had died a short time before the case was brovght into
the court.

According to his father's will, Stephen Dow was to receive £10 when
he reached twenty-one, or £5 at age twenty-one and £5 at age tweniy-two,
That was not a large legacy by any means, but it was as large a legacy
as Thomas Dow could afford to leave his son. The Dows were a poor family.
When Stephen firgt went to serve Thomas Davis, in fact, he could not eat
his master's food for a long time, because he was not used to eating meat,
milk, and beer, and he did not know that it was good, A1l he ever had to
eat at home was a bread and water porridge, and water,

Early in 166L Stephen Dow testified in a minor case, Later that same
year, however, Stephen and his wife Ann were prosented by the grand jury

for fornication prior to their marriage, which they confessed. It was
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decreed by the court that they be whipped not to exceed ten lashes or.
else pay 2 fine of 20s, They choss to pay the fine, and Bartholomew Heath
engaged \tc: pay it for them,

In 1665 Stephen Dow's land was-attached in Haverhill as a result of
an action brought in against him by Robert Swan, the asignee of the boy's
father, or Swan's assignes Stephen Kent,

Stephen Dow wag apparently admitted as a freeman in 1668 or 1669.

In 1672, as a result of a suit brought against William Neafe by Richard
Dole, Neafe's land, and £6,10s, in the hands of Stephen Dow, were attached.

In 1673 Fhebe Dow Eaton, Stephen 'I}hw‘fﬁ mother, died in Haverhill,
Admiﬁistration of her estate was granted to her son Siephens That same
year Dow a,m; Bartholomsy Hﬁamﬁmﬁp@ommd‘ adminietrators of the estate
of Joseph Beéth of Haverbill. In 1676 Dow was mentioned in the will of
his brother Thomas Dow of -Haveyhill., He was to share in his late brother's
estate with his brather’ss-@éfs,,apd was to receive approximately one-half
of his brotherts lands, A

Stephen Dow waa.’%:./ed gj{nﬁ/fhe grand, jury at_Salisbury in 1679, In
1681 he assisted in taking an invgx;tery of the estate of Jane Williams,
That same year Stephen Dow testified in a case to the effect that he had
rented somg property in Haverhill fmm a James Davis, Sr. He was named
the following year, 1682, as & debtor to the estate of one George Carr of
Salisbury in the sum of ls.5d.

When his brother John dled, Stephen Dow petitioned for administration
of some estate in lands which were his father's and then his elder brother
John's, Since Johm's only son J@azaph had died a c¢hild, Stephean Dow was
apparently the next in line to inherit the land. His son and attorney,

Samuel Dow, pregsented the petition before the court, According to Norfolk



County records, the property of Stephen Dow of Haverhill was located near
that of a George Corlis.

In 1771 Stephen Dow circulated a petition in Haverhill requesting
that some measures be taken to get back gix children who had been carried
off by the Indiane, Dow's daughter Martha, who was married to Josiah Gage,
was apparently living in Haverhill st t-.il-at time, She was reportedly slain
in the Dustin massacre, according to the Haverhill records, but probably
was not according to other authority, What became of Stephen Dow after
1701 is not known.

11. Matthew Hdwards [ca, 16h9] 1%

Matthew Rdwards was apparently the son of Frances Hawes of Salem,
vwho died in 16L5. It was specified in her will that her husband put her
son out to some honest man, to be brought up in learning.

When John Fairfield of Wenham died in 16L6, his cousin Matthew

Bdwards was mentioned in his will. Matthew was to receive twenty acres

of upland lying within Fairfieldts farm that he had received from Salem,

and also a two acre meadow which was to be laid oub most indifferently by
Fairfield's supervisors., Edwards was to receive the property when he was
twanty-one years old. Edwards may also have received a legacy of £%,128,10d.
from his wmcle's estate, Hobert Hawes, Matthew's step~father, was one of
the supervisors of Falrfield's estate.

Matthew Ddwards, the servant of Peter Palfry of Salem, requested
in 1649 to be allowed to bind himgelf to another master in order that he
might learn a trade. He maintained that he was not Palfyy's servant and
that his master and dame to whom he had first been bound were dead. The
court refused his plea and declared that he was Palfry's indentured servant,

and was tc continue in Palfry's service according to the terms of indenture.
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In 1658, Matthew Edwards, age twenty-five, testified in a legal suit
concerning ownership of a ¢olt. He also testified in a case concerning a
house occupied by one Richard Coy, in 1661, stating that it had formerly
been John Fairfield's house. He was chosen by Benjamin Fairfield, in 1663,
to be his guardian. The boy had originally chosen Peter Palfry, but Palfry
died in 1663 so the boy chose Edwarde and the court confirmed his choice.

Matthew Edwards wag epparently admitted se a freeman in 1669, In 1673
he was one of several men chosen to assist in running a boundary beﬁwaen
Salem and Reading. In 167} Edwards testified in a legal action involving
Walter Fairfield that he had been asked by Fairfield to go to Werham to
show some men the bounds of a parcel of_land that was in controversy. The
land had formerly belonged to his uncle John Fairfield. He was forty-tuwo
years of age at the time of the dispute. He was also summoned to appear as
a witness in an action in 1678, He was living in Reading, apparently, at
that time., In that case he mentioned that thirty-six or perheps thirty-
seven years before he had gone to Wenham to live, and that he had lived
there for six years.

By 1678 Edwards was probably one of the betier known residents of
the town of Reading. He was one of several men appointed in that year
to lay out a cart-way between Reading and Salem, and he later assisted in
that task.

Matthow Edwards testified in another case involving his cousin Walter
Fairfield in 1679. He mentioned at that time that he had lived with his
uncle John Fairfield, Walter's father, in Wenham thirty-sight years earlier,
and that he and Peter Palfry had helped divide his unclefs land., It is not
known what became of Matthew Edwards after 1679.

12, Samuel Fog [ca. 16471 12

In 16h7 John Legate, in behalf of his kinsman Samuel Fog, brought



suit against William Fullar of Hampton for not teaching his apprentice,
¥og, the trade nf'a locksmith, Samuel Fog had four years longer as an
apprentice. The court ordered that the remsinder of his time be spent
with one Isaac¢ Cosen of Rowley, an expert smith. Fog was also allowed

32s. costs, William Fullar, who was also constable of the town of Hampton,
presented his apprentice to the gourt and was relieved of him, In Harch, .
1648, Fog went with Cosen,

Fog testified in a case involving Isaasc Cosen, in 1648, that he had
delivered a summons. He then apparently served out his apprenticeship with
Cosen and returned home %mvﬁaﬁpton, becauvse néthiag more seems to have been
heard of him until he was seated on the Jury of trials at Hampton in 1653.
Fog's name was signed to a petition ecirculsted by some Hewbury residents,
in 165}, which was sent to the General Court in behalf of a Salisbury man.
He certified later that he had signed the petition vnadvisedly.

Samuel Fog was made a freeman at a court held in Hampton in {ctober
of 165h, The next mention of Fog was several yeers later, in 1662, at
which time he made sevaral'prasentménta a2t the Hampton court as constable
of that towm, That same year he returmed the names of several men from
Hampton for duty on the jury of trials, acting once more as consteble., In
October of 1662 Samiel Fog was seated on the jury of trials at Hampton
court. He was also seated on the jury of trials at Hampton in the year
1664,

Samvuel Fog probably had a brother Ralph in New England; as well as
relatives in England. He may, in fact, have been the cousin of one Lydia
Bankes of Wew England and London, who was a ratheér influential woman in
New England society. In 1673 Samuel Fog may have been one of the Selectmen
of Haupton., He was last mentioned, in 1676, as having brought sult against

one John Smith of Hampton, for an act of cruelty to a swine,
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13, Thomas Powler [ca, 1656) *°

In 1&56 John Coggswell assigned his indentured servent, Thomas
Fowler, over to his uncle, Phillip Fowler., Thomas had been bound to
Coggswell in London for seven years, and had been brought to New Ingland,
Phillip Fowler was a resident of the %@Wﬁ.ﬂi’ﬁmliahuryg E&ﬁwema-iés? and
1662 Thomas Fowler was mentioned in a number of minor cases. In 1669
Fowler was involved in a suwit brought in against Bdward Cottell by John
Qodfry. During thé course of the case it éaﬁlmanﬁi@ned that Fawier owned
a house, Fowler was thirty-three years old at the time of the a&&éu
Between 1671 and 1673 Fowler was & witness in three more sults involving
John Godfry. In 167h Thomas Fowler, a resident of Amesbury, was presented
in court himself, for illegally killing a hog. He was admonished, and
ordered to pay if the owner of the hog appeared. That same year he
testifled in a2 case involving a Boston man and & Newbury woman,

Thamaﬁ~ﬁbw1ef, about forty years of age, testified in a legal action
against his former master and transporter John Coggswell, Jr., of Ipswich,
in 1676, He testified that he had been forced to live with John Coggswell,
8r., for seven years, but that he had paid a sum of £16 and redeemed part
of his time, William Coggswell testified that Fowler had been paid for
originally by his father,

Thomas Fowler asasisted, in 1667, in taking an inventory of a Robert
Quinby's estate., Guinby was an Amesbury resident., The following year,
Thomas Powler was mentioned as a debtor in the sum of £1,108. tc the estate
of John Woodham of Ipswich. Fowler wass seated on the Jury of triamls at
Salisbury court in 1678,

The Norfolk County records of 1678 mentioned Themas Fowler, stating
that he wag an Amesbury planter, receiving three acres of salt marsh from

& Salisbury man in return for some boards. In 1679, in the settlement of



the estate of William Bradbury of Salisbury, Thomas Fowler was named a8
being due £2,108, from the egtate for the services of his daughter. The
game year Thomas Fowler brougbt an action sgainst a John Weed, in behalf
of the town of Amesbury, for withholding several portions of common land -
laid out to the inhabitants of Amesbury, which had formerly been a part

of Salisbury, Fowler was the owner of a township, Fowler also witnessed

& transfer of property, in 1679, between Richard Dole of Newbury and one
Enhraim Brown of Salisbury. ﬂoﬁhing is known of Thomas Fowler'is sctivities
after 1679,

14, William Harper [ca. 1641) b

In 1641 Ceorge Carr of Salisbury brought suit against his indentured
servant, William Harper, for default of service. The court ruvled in favor
of the plaintiff, and decreed that Harper had to pay 10s, for the loss of
time to his master, Harper was also to be restrained from following the
ferry as his vocation. Haerperts indenture was drawn up according t; the
custom of old England,

What became of William Harper after 16l is unknown. There is very
little evidence at hand relating to his activities, and that evidence is
far from conclusive. A William Harper wes mentioned as being involved in
an action against one Thomas Dexter, Srs, in 1641, but there is no
apparent link éetusan the plaintiff in that case and Ueorge Carr's servant,
Williem Harper was also mentioned again in 1642 as the plaintiff in an
action against a Walter Knight, but egain there was no apparent connection
with William Harper the servand,

15+ BPBeoldwin House [ca. 1658] 15

George Gardner of Salem assigned the time of his indentured servant,
Baldwin House, to John Southwick in 1658, The court permitted the setion,

George Gardner was a prominent member of a very well established Essex



County family, Nothing is known of Baldwin House's activities, however,
after 1658.

16, Matthew Jellet [ca, 16h1] *©

It was apparently claimed by George Williams of Salem, in 16L1, that
his apprentice Matthew Jellet owed him two more years of service, but one
Francis Perry testified that Jellet's apprenticeship was only for a period
of seven years and was to end in March, The eourt freed young Jellet, The
boy agreed to serve his master eix months longer, and the court allowed it.
What became of Matthew Jellet after 16l is unknown,

17. Caleb Johnson [ea. 1651} 17

When John Osgood of Andover died in 1651 he willed his indentured
servant, galeb Johnson, a cow calf which was to be given to him three years
before hls time was out. Osgood slso provided that his servant was to be
kept at the expense of his execvtors, his wife Sarah and his son John, Jr.,
wntil his time was completed,

Caleb Jobnson apparently died shortly after his period of service
was completed, in 1656, He was then a resident of Andover, Since Caleb
Johnson died intestate, the administration of his estate was granted to a
Henry Ingalls. An inventory of the estate was brouvght in at £20,8s,

18, John King [ea. 1650] 18

William King of Salem died intesiate in 1650, His third son, John,
a lad of thirteen, was assigned to his brother William King, Jr., to serve

him for seven years as his apprentice. John King was to receive £10 from

his father's estate and £16 more when he comnleted his time with his brother.

In 1651 William King, Jr., asgigned his interests in his brother over to
their mother, Dorothy King.
There were apparently several Johnlﬁings living in Essex County at

the same time that John King the apprentice was living there, Une appears
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to have been a servant who had been kidnapped in Ireland, transported to
New Ingland, and 8old there. Another was living tﬁere as early as 1638,
Yet another John King lived in Northampton during the 1670's and 1680ts,
There was‘appayemtly no comection between gny of these nmen, or betwsen any
ong of them and John King the agpoprentice.

John King spperently married an Flizabeth Goldthwaite in September of
1660, They subsequently had several children. That same year, 1660, John
King testified in a.legal action invm1V1ng one Ragar Hascoll of Salem,
John King was prebably a cooper, and in 1663 may have purchased ten acres
of land from one Eleazer Giles of Salem fer £8. He was invalved,in a minor
law suit in 1665, In 1668, King apparently gﬁhﬁr&bﬁ&gﬁ hqﬁiheﬁtown rete.
The following year, 1669, he wes chosen ‘o serve.on the gury of trials at
the Salem court, < L

The Salem Selectmen ordered in 1669 that a hmrse brmdgg_ﬁf;bullt,
and John King was chosen as overseer of the project*¢éohn Klng wag hamed
in 1670 as being due £2, 63{6Q\ from\th;eggate of>ﬁo Grea?g}ar Salem,
In 1675 King assisted in appraising the estate éf Eliaa ﬁh%tty of Salem, R
In 1678 King applied to the town for a license to operzte an ordinary. '
His request evoked a storm of Fratast in Salem, Many citizens, including
the Reverend John Higginson, objected to the opening of another érdinary«

John King was given a warning to appear in court to tske the ocath of
allegisnce in 1678, The following year, 1679, he assisted in appraising
the estate of Jacob Preston of Salem, In 1680 Jahnixing wag presented in
court for selling strong waters contrary to law. He confessed and was fined,
That same year, and the next year as well, King was mentioned in the Salem
town records as an overseer of highways.

Thomas Goldthwaite of Salem died in 1682 or 1683. In his will he

left ten acres of land to his son-in~law Jobn King. King sold one lot to

Lo



one Caleb Buffum of Salem, but he retained another that he had been willed
by his father-in-law, He owned that lot, valued at £L5, as late as 1700,

In 1683 John XKing was mentioned as receiving 19s. compensation for work
done repairing the highways, He was chosen the following year, 168k, as a
aurveyaf of fences by the Salen Selectmen, That same year King received
compensation for seven days work on the highway in the sum of 1&3; He later
contributed to the Salem town rate on several occcasions,

In 1702 John King claimed a house and a cottage~right that had been
Thomas Goldthwaite's, He made a similar claim after 1713, John King and
his son John, Jr., were both apparently proprietors of the Salem cormon
lands in 1713,

William King, John Xing the elder's brother, died in 168L, His wife
Katharine died in 1718, In the settlement of her own and her husband's
estate it was mentioned that John King, her brother-in-law, was deceased,
and that his heirs were to inherit one-fourth of the estate of William
King. Additional genealogical information is available canaerning John
King's descendants.

19. Samel King [eca. 1650] 9

When Willianm King, ér., of Salem died in 1650 his second son, Samuel,
age eighteen, was assigned to his brother Willlam King, Jr., to serve him
for three years as his apprentice. Samuel was to receive £12 at the end
of his time, as well as £10 from his late father's estate.

Very little is known of Samuel King's activities after 1650. He may
have been admitted at the ecourt as a freeman from Weymouth around 1681, but
that is not certain, When his brother William died, in 148l;, Samuel King
was designated to receive one-fourth of ?ia brother's estate., Samuel was
living at Southhold, Long Islané, New York, at the time that his brother's

estate was finally settled, He was a cooper. Samuel did not retain his



interegts in his brother's estate, but conveyed his rights to his youngest
son Samuel who was a Southhold meriner.

20. Thomas Iyon [ca, 1659] 20

In 1659 Thomas Lyon, the son of John Lyon, sometime of Marblehead,
was bound over to Francis Collins of Salem, a carpenter, as his indentured
servant, by order 65 the court,

What became of Thomas Lyon after 1659 is wnknown, A Thomas Lyon was
mentioned in cornection with several cases of theft and was ordered fined
and whipped during the same period, but there is no evidence to indicate
that that Thomas Lyon and the gervant were one and the same man. Thomas
Lyon was also mentioned in comnection with a case invelving one Christopher
Cedner, and a property case involving the estate of Jacob Newell of Roxbury
in 1680, but there was no apparent relationship between the Thomas Lyon of
those cases and the former servant.

21, William Lyon [ca. 1654)

William Lyon, the son of John Lyon, sometime of Marblshead, signed
an indenture in 165h binding himself as an apprentice to Edmund Farringten,
a Lynn fellmonger, for eleven years. The court ruled that he was only to
serve for eight years from May 1, 1655, The court also ruled that he
was to be taught the trade of & fellmonger.

Very little is known of William Lyon's activities after 1655, He
may have testified in a Marblehead case in 1663, however, and masy also
have been made a3 freeman in 1666, In 1676 2 Willlam Lyon of Rovley was
married to Martha Casse of Hampton, but there is no evidence connecting
thet William Lyon with the former apprentice. Other references offer no
gpecific information relating to the former gpprentice,

22, William Norman [ca. 1665} 22

William Beale of Marblehead brought suit against his indentured

L2
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servant, William Norman, for breach of covensnt, in 1665, Beale, who was
the deputy marshal of Hampton, had Norman srrested and imprisoned him at
Ipswich, William Normsn acknowledged jJudgment to his master for running
away from him, and was ordered to be whipped no more than ten iaéhes‘andn
returned to his master. A short time thereafter, Norman, who was valued
at £20, was conveyed by William Bezle to Captain Thomas Savage at the Salem
court, Norman himself agreed to the transfer, and the court allowed it.

‘What became of William Norman sfter 1665 is unknown, Little evidence
is availsble relating to Norman's later activities. He may have appeared
before the Salisbury court in 1663 on charges that he had swwrhAa false
oath in some previous case, but that is not at all certain. He may also
have served as & witness in a minor case sometime in 167h, but that is
not certain either.

23+ Jeremiah Nﬁrthen&'[ﬁa; 1638} 23

Jererdah (also Jeremy) Northend was born in Rowley, Fngland, in 162k,
He came to New England in 1638, at the ape of twelve, with the Reverend
Egeliel Rogers. In New Fngland he was to serve as the indentured servant
of William Bellingham, the brother of the Deputy Governor of Massachusetis,
Richard Bellingham.

When William Bellingham died in 1650 he mentioned his servant in his
will, Northend was left £, and was assigned to the Reverend Rogers for
the rest of the time that he owed Bellingham. Jeremiah was also given two
suits of clothing by Bellinghom,

After nine yvears in the service of Bellingham and Rogers, Jeremiah
returned to Epgland, His father was the lord of Weighton Parva, which was
loezted nesr Rowley in Fngland. Jeremiah subsequently beecame the lord of
Weighton Parve himgelf, He apparently married twice and had three sons,

John, Robert, and Ralph, He died in April, 1702, at the age of seventy-























































































