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THE PROBLEM OF THE LOYALISTS IN

THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION

Historians have tended to approach the American Revolution
from the perspective of its winners. They have tried to under-
stand the causes and consequences of the war in terms of the
attitudes, perceptions and actions of the revolutionaries.
Although this approach had been very fruitful, the focus on
the reasons for a revolution haslobscured the possibility that
any sensible; right-thinking Américan could have opposed the
Revolution. There hés long been an interest, however, in those
colonists who did not support th; Revolution. Recently, hist-
orians have sought to explain thé motivation of these loyalists
as a result of the characteristics and interests common to the
social, economic, or geographical groups that were most frequently
opposed to the Revolution.

William Nelson, for example, suggested that rank and file
loyalists tended to be members of economic or cultural minorities.
Thus, their loyalism could be explained by their greater fear
of dominance by a local majority than their fear of continued
British rule. Nelson also studied the leaders of the loyalists,
finding them to be distinguished from their more patriotic contemp-
oraries by a dependence on Britain for their political authority.
Other historians, like Wallace Brown and Leonard Labarée, have
focused on the loyalists' occupations, government office holding

and religious affiliations as important characteristics. Finding



that the loyalists were frequently merchants, lawyers, royal
officials and Anglicans they have suggested that these were the
significant factors in their loyalism. The loyalists were, in
this view, motivated by a combination of close ties to Britain
and economic and political self-—interest.2

Studies of the development of revolutionary feelings have
sugges;ed, however, that a different approach to the loyalists'
motivaéions must be taken. Pauline Maier's study of the pre-
revolutionary period, for example, indicates that independence
only became a goal of the radicals in the years immediately
preceding the outbreak of hostilities, and that until this time
almost everyone had been loyal to Britain. With the transformation
of the radicals' goals "from resisﬁance to revolution" the colonists
were faced with the choice of remaining loyal or becoming revolu-
tionary. She has suggested that, at this point in time, the
question of political allegiance was

not merely whether political ambition or economic

interests caused loyalty or disloyalty, but how

these or other relevant considerations encouraged,

permitted or retarded adherence to a revolutionary

argument that was in its own terms rational and

‘compelling.3 .
Thus, the choice of some men to remain loyal despite the temper
of the times must be studied in terms of the way their circum-
stances shaped their perceptions of the social and political
issues surrounding the Revolution.

Several historians have looke@ at individual loyaiists,

and, in so doing, have pointed to the complexity of their



motivations. The recent biographies of Thomas Hutchinson by
Bernard Bailyn, and Jonathan Sewall by Carol Berkin, for
example, indicate that these men's loyalism was the result of a
whole set of attitudes and opinions that they held, and not just
of theirlself—interest.4 Robert Calhoon and Mary Beth Norton have
both con;iaered the perceptions of larger groups of loyalists,
finding that this approach to the loyalists' motivation is use-~
ful on a broader scale as well.5 There have not, however, been
any efforts to relate the group characteristics of the loyalists
that Nelson, Brown, and Labaree have documented to this under-
standing of the loyalists' perceptions of the issues surrounding
the American Revolution.

Combining a study of the group characteristics of the loyalists
with a consideration of the way these characteristics were related
to their understanding of the revolution is not only possible,
but very enlightening. I will use both of these methods of
studying the loyalists in the following case study of the Harvard

graduates who became loyalists.



CHARACTERIZING THE HARVARD GRADUATES WHO BECAME LOYALISTS

Why should we study the loyalists who attended Harvard College?
In and pf themselves these men are worth studying because of the large
numberléf influential figures and political leaders among them. In
addition, I hope to show that insights into their characteristics and

motivations can help to explain the larger question of loyalism in

Massachusetts.

Harvard Students

The 206 loyalists who attended Harvard College in the classes
graduating between 1722 and 1771 were members of a select and privi-
leged group as a resuit of their liberal education. A total of only
1800 men attended Harvard College in these years, and the approximately
1,200 living in the mid-1770's constituted less than half of one per-
cent of the population of Massachusetts.6 Among that part of the
population eligible to have attended college, white males over 16, they
were still only about two percent.7 How can we characterize the young
men who attended Harvafd College? And what was the effect of their
education on their status within prerevolutionary Massachusetts?

To begin with, Harvard studenis tended to be more urban than the
population as a whole. More than one-sixth of them were born in Boston
and a similar number lived there (Table 15« Over the course of the
century the percentage of Boston-born students declined from about 20
percent to a low of 10.6 percent. The population of Boston declined
similarly relative to that of Massachusetts, however, aﬁd the pro-
portion of Boston born Harvard students remained about one and a half

|

times as large as the proportion of Boston residents in the population

of the Province (Table II).
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Boston, the center of trade and governﬁent for the province,
was the home of most of the political and economic elite. of Massachu-
setts. These groups were well represented among Harvard students,
but young men of "more common" origins also attended college.
Samuel Eliot Merison recognized this diversity, characterizing the
students' families as "fairly representative of the upper layers
of New England. Merchants, magistrates and ministers furnished the
large number, but there were a good many sons of plain farmers
and artisans ..."8 fAorison did not,. however,; provide any measure.
of the relative numbers of these different students:

A means of more precisely measuring the status of the students
is provided by the proéess of placing, by which each student was
ranked within his class. While some of the details of the procedure
used in placing remain unknown; there is general agreement about
its broad outlines. Until 1712, seniority was determined on the
basis of academic merit. After this, there was a period of trans-
ition in which students were placed more and more on the basis of
the "presumed official or social rank" of their fathers. By 1749,
familial prominence had become the sole criterion governing a
student's place within his class.9 Thus, we can use the class
rank of Harvard students as a measure of'kheir relative prominence.

The belief that the new students could and should be ranked
according to their family status reflects a basic assumption in
eighteenth century Massachusetts that runs counter to the image
of an increasingly democratic socigty. The same belief that there
was a real and necessary sociél oréer also found expression in

the assignment of seats in thé'towh’meeting house, where the



position of a man's seat was a "symbolic indication of where he

10 Although it is widely

stood in the eyes of the community.“
agreed that Massachusetts was quite democratic in the sense that
most adult males were eligible to participate in the political
process, recent studies suggest that there were-widély accepted
social distinctioﬁs.thatbgoverned the political behavior of the
"more common" men. For'eighteenth century New Englanders, society
was divided between "superiours and inferiours (sic); rulera and
ruled, publick and private orders of meﬁ ..."ll Men knew ﬁhich bf
these groups they belénged toi and it seemed perfectly reasenable
- to express the recognize&*social order in the ranking of each

new class.

There are some further clues which clarify the relatiohship

©
it

between class-rank and status in“society as a whole. The College
seems to have distinguished between three categories of students

in placing: the sons of civil magistrates and justices of the peace
were ranked highest; sons of college graduates, ranked in the

order in which they had received their degrees, followed them;

and finally the sons of "more common" types filled the bottom
places in the class. James Axtell has suggested that approximately
ten percent of each class came from the first groﬁp, 20 percent
from the second, and the remaining 70 perceht of each class was

12 The fact that 20 percent of

drawn from the "more common” sorts.
each class»was'made up of the sons of collége graauaﬁes,'afgroup"
which constituted less than one percent of the pbpulaﬁion'of

Massachusetts, provides one indication that the upper_layers of



New England society were substantially overrepresented.

Placing was not simply a formality, but an important
ﬁeasurement of each student's relative prominence. The students
were constantly reminded of their place: seniority govérned the
order in which the class would recite before the faculty; seat
and serve themselves at meals, sit in chapel, march in academic
processions and appear_invthe College Triennial Catélogue.'ihesg_;
distinét@ons and other iess tangible benefits derived from A
‘béing placed nearer the top of the class were clearly seen by the
College as desirablef éihéé,one of its standard punishments
for breaches of the rules was the degradation of the guilty party
one_or more places until reférma;ion and penitence were demonstrated.
The comments of Paine Wingaténéhow that the students shared this
opinion. "The scholars," said Wingate, "were often enraged beyond
bounds for their disappointment in their places, and it was some
time before the class could be settled down to an acquiesence in
their'allotment.“l3'Thus, the judgement of social status cdnveyed
by a student's place was very important to all involved.

Although placing provides support for the conclusion that
there were relatively many of the sons of the upper class among
college graduates, it also shows that a significant part of each
class was not drawn from the elite of the society. The recognition
of the ability of young men from other strata of society is
further suggested by the growth of SCholarShipsvin'the,eighteenth-
century. While there had been virtually no finanéiél aid.in the

seventeenth century, almost half of each class received some



assistance in the 1750's and 1760"s.1? Thus, although Harvard
students were frequently from prominent families, higher education
was open to promising young men from other segments of society.

No matter what their social background was, however, the
students were "socially ambitious and a college degree was the
badge of their-success.“lS_Their education provided them with
the training necessary tO'enter the ministry, law or medicine,
and a very large number 0f tﬁém.did. The occupations 6f 311
Harvard graduates in claSsesibétween 1722 and 1771 are shé@ﬁuin jf»
Table III. Close to.60‘§ef¢éﬁ£.of the students entered’éﬁéMnr
another p;ofesSion, and'éldse to a third became ministefs.

- Despite thg role that é iiberal education played in
advancing the social stat@s of the sons of less prominent families,
there are some indicationg that Eﬁ;;oppoftunities available to
them differed from thoséiéfitheir'ﬁore prominent classmates. In
particular, the less prominent graduates seem to have found the
ministry more open to them than secular occupations.ls The
importance of inherited status is particularly clear in the
effect it had on both election and appointment to public offices.

Harvard graduates were well gqualified for positions of
political leadership by virtue of their education, and all signs
are that their communities did in fact elect them to these
positions relatively frequently. One of every six Harvard graduates
in the years from 1722 to 1771 was elected tb_the Ma$sachﬁsetts

17

General Court. ' Robert Zemsky has studied the patterns of

leadership in the Massachusetts House of Representatives between



1740 and 1755, and his findings suggest that inherited status
playéd a role.in both election to the House, and leadership
within the House.18 In»this time period, 70 college graduates,
13 percent of the Representatives, were elected to the ﬁéuse. Oof
the 62 that had attended Harvard,'44ﬂhadvbeen placed iﬁ}?he top
half of their‘cla-SS;19 Thus, inherited status played a‘réié in "
electidn tg_positions vapoiitical leadership. i :
" Within the‘Housé,'Zemsky found that-éo percent of thé'

college:graduates becaﬁelﬂHouéé leaders" while only 13 percéﬁﬁ
of the dﬁberrRepresentafivés_reached this position. Among the
Harvard graduates a much higher proportion Qf*those placed in
the top half of their claéé Béc;me_leqders}(73 percent) than was
true for those in the bottqm h§1f“9f their class (28 percent).zo
Thus, while the less promineﬁﬁ}collége éraduates still became
leaders twice as often as the non-college educated Representatives,
'they'qchieved leadership positions less frequently than their
more prominent classmates. Edward Cook found that a similar
pattern prevailed in'appointménts to ppblic office. Among the
college graduates that he considered, two thirds of those who
may be called prominent as a result of holdipg’an appointed office
were the sons or near relatives of prominent men.21

Harvard students were not representativé of the full scope
of the population of Massachuéetts'in fhe eighteenth century, -
»being3mofe f?equénﬁ;y urban and prominent than was the ndrm);but
they were drawn from aiwide’variety'of difféfent socia1"and_

‘economic origins. Armed with a sense of how Harvard graduates
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differed from the society they lived in, and the role they
played in it, we are in a position to describe the loyalists who

attended Harvard College.

The Harvard Loyalists

The loyalistsfwhe etteqaea‘Harvard'College shared“magy of the
characteristics of“theirnpefiietic or undecided classmeteez but
the loyalists differed from:eﬁher Harvard graduates in.a'ﬁenber
of 51gn1f1cant ways. How they differed, and how they were the
same is revealed in a- detalled study of the biographies of 160 of
the 206 identified loyallsts who attended Harvard between 1722
and 1771. 22 The Harvard lqyallsts can then be plaeed 1n-the
larger context. of Massachusetts‘i2§alism through comparison
with descriptions of the'leyalists provided by the historians
Nelson, Brown and Labaree;.v

Among a highly urban group, the Harvard 1oyalistsbwere
even more frequently of urbeh origin. More than one guarter of
them were born in Boston,.end a similar number made the city
their home (Table IV). While the proportion of Boston born
loyalists decreased during the century, they remained about
one and a half times as likely as all Harvard students to be
from Boston, and nearly three times as likely_asvall residents
of Massachusetts. The loyalistsAborn in”quten diffefea'sigeifif~
cantly in their social'end'eeohemie oriéins.aedvexperiencesffrOm

those born in rural communities, and a characterization of the _
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loyalists must take this into account.

Boston was the center of commerce and government for
Massachusetts, and as such it was the home of many of the iarge
merchants and political leaders of the Province. In the eighteenth
century, Boston's economy expanded both horizontally énd;ﬁérti—
cally, creating greatéfﬁextremes of wealth and poverty, éé’well
as a~greatér diversity of occupations than in the rural comﬁﬁnitiés

of MassachusettsQ23

'Thé’Harvard loyalists born in Boston came
from—moré,diverse‘sééiéi ahd econémic circumstances than did
those borm in rural commﬁniﬁies. Well over half of the loyalists
born .in Boston and surrduhding communities were the sons of
merchants, 32 percenﬁ; or’government‘officials, 26 percent-
(Table V), while another 20 percent of the Boston-born loyalists
were. the sons of shopkeepers or“craftsmen.'Ministers' sons made
up only a small fraction of the Boston born loyalists, whereas
they predominated among the college-bound loyalists from other
areas. Only the sons of shopkeepers and craftsmen appeared>ih.
any number from both urban and rural communities. The social and
economic differences separating the urban and rural loyalists
were reflected ‘in many aspects of their experiences, including:
their residences, occupations, political participation and reli-
gious views.
The more urban character of thevloyalists_méqnt'thaﬁfthey

_came more frequentlj‘from_?rominent'familieé than was trﬁé;§f 
Harvard students in general. This can be measured in the sbmewhat

" greater concentration of the loyalists in the upper half of their
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class. Twenty percent of the loyalists were placed
in the top ten percent of their class, while about half were
placed in the top 30 percent (Table VI). The remainder of the
loyalists were spread out fairly evenly throughout the other
70 percent of their class, confirming the fact that the layallsts
were nonetheless drawn from a spectrum of different soc1a1 classes._
A comparison of the loyallsts relative class rank thh ‘
their fathers' ocoupations (Table VII) provides a clearer;unﬁeré
standing of the interrelatioﬁship of urban bitth and_inhe}iied
status. The sons of app01nted government officials, the most
strongly. urban group, were almost always (80 percent): placed in
the top fifth of their class, indicating a high degree of status.
The other highly urban group, theons of merchants, were also
frequently from prominent families, as the fact that over half
of them were placed in thertop fifth of their class shoWs; The
sons of ministers, doctors and lawyers came from rural areas more
often, and occupied a position of somewhat lower status, being
placed, for the most part, in the middle ranks of their class.
In contrast to these other groups, the sons of shopkeepers and
artisans were of markedly lower status, being placed in the bottom
40 percent of their class more than half of the time. Thus, among
the loyalists, the men of urban origins seem to have been most
.frequently from the extremes of status, occupylng the hlghest
or lowest places in thelr classes. The men of rural orlglns

tended, on the other hand, to fall closer to the middle of the

.
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social spectrum of Harvard students.

Although the loyalists who attended Harvard College were
more frequently professionals than their fathers (Table VIII),
the occupations that they followed, and the communities that
they lived in were strongly influenced by thevinterlockiﬁgg
factors of their social, economic and geographic originéifA
high.percentage~of,the*Harvardwgraduates who became 1oyaiis¢$
returned fo the area that they came from (Table IX), but éﬁéi
strength of this correlation varied a great deal. Almost 70 peiéént
of those born inLBoéﬁéﬁ’teturned there, for example, while less
‘than half of those born in communities between 15 and 30 miles
from Boston settled in this area. For the most part, the men
who left these outlying communities settled further west of
Boston. This pattern was the resﬁiz‘of the different sorts of
opportunities that were open to the sons of rural ministers and
professionals, and to those of urban merchants and government
officials.

Almost all of the loyalists entered one of the professions
or became merchants (Table X), but inherited status and wealth
played a significant role in determining precisely what path
they followed after Harvard. The sons of prominent and wealthy
men frequently followed their fathers' footsteps. More than 60
percent of the sons of doctors and lawyers entered their fathers'
,professidns,_while,60.9.pérceht'df'the mefchanféf_sonsihecamé:i
“meréﬁgﬁts.(Table;XI).’As'these'occupatiOHS Wére 1ér§eiy éaffiea

out in and around Boston, these men tended to remain where they
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were born. In contrast, the sons of shopkeepers and craftsmen
became ministers or schoolmasters twice as frequently as the
other loyalists, and onlybrarely‘became merchants or lawyers,
Timothy Fuller, the grandfather of the feminist and -
transcendentalist Margaret»Fuiler, is typical of these men
from less prominent famllles Born in Middletown, Massachuset:s,
in 1739, he came from an undlstlngulshed background We knon
nothing of his father's occupatlon, and he was placed towarﬂ the
bottom of hlS class. After recerv1ng his B. A,, Fuller kept
the Lex1ngton school for several years, untll ‘he recelved.hrs
second degree. Follow1ng thls, he supplied several pulplts be‘ore
accepting a call to Prlnceton,'whlch Shipton descrlbed as a
24 = -

"raw frontier parish," and was ordained there in 1767."° Fuller's

R
. e

westward movement, and that‘oﬁAmen like him, was the result of
their choice-of the ministry, and the fact that the greatest need
for ministers was in the weetern part of the Province.

A comparison of the occupations of the loyalists with those
of all Harvard students in this period provides a clear picture
of the way in which the loyalists differed from their patriotic
and‘their undecided classmatee. It has been suggested that _merchants
and lawyers were prominent among the groups that were most strongly
loyalist, and the Harvard loyalists provide some support for this
idea.25 The Harvard loyalists became merchants and lawyers;a;-l
valmoét'twieevthe’overall rate foerarvard'studeﬁts;rThirty;Qne}
éeréent'of the loyalists were merchents, ahd‘another'20 éercent

1awyers,»as opposed to figures of 17 percent and 10 percent: -
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respectively among all Harvard students. Similarly, there
were fewer ministers among the loyalists (21.3 percent) than
there were among all graduates (about 33 percent). Thus, the
Harvard loyalists stand out as wealthy, urban merchants and
seoular professionals within a group which already contained
a high concentration of these types. While these were the'
predomlnentﬁcharacterlstlcs of the group, they were not the |
*only ones. Among‘the—Harvard graduates who became. loyallstsv
there was>a,substantlal,mlnorltyxwho,'llkeAFuller, came from
less prominent famiidesi.frequently entered the ministry, settled
in rural areas, and failed to conform to most.generalizations
about the loyalists.,j:

The range of social types among the Harvard loyalists
is particularly clear wheh we. con51der the extent of their involve-
ment in government. Nearly half of the loyalists held either an
elected or appointed political position.. More than one-quarter
held two offices and twenty-five, or 16 percent, held three or
_more.g6

Most studies of the loyalists have found that royally appointed
officials were quite consistently loyal. Their loyalism has
usually been explained in terms of their close contacts with
Britain, and their vested interest in maintainingorder.27 The
number of royally app01nted officials among the Harvard loyallsts
prov1des a- good measure of the Importance of thls factor. Twenty—»

one of the Harvard loyalists (13 percent) held p051tlons-from

customs officer on up to that of Lieutenant Governor and



—1e6~

Governor (Table XII). These men gained their positions and

advanced within the royal government as a result of their trans-
Atlantic connections and influence. The case of James Honeyman,

in the class of 1729, illustrates how the system worked. His

father was én Episcopalian minister, but he inherited land and

a degree of social pfoﬂinence'from his mother's family. Honeyman
presented Rhode Island's case before a board‘of royal commissinnersf
in a boundary diSpute”with Massachusetts. His name Was‘kHOQh'in A
England, where the‘newlyIappointeduNaval Officer and Judgeféf

Vice Admiralty requested that he be appointéd deputy Navalzﬁfficer,
in 1743. Honeyman became closely associated with royal officers,
_eventualliradvancing;to_an appointment as "King's Advdéate»of

the Court<of,Vice'Admiralty;"za

P
-

Patromage also-operated—withih the'Province, where the
Governor's,powef of appointment to a number of offices was used
to cement political ties and recognize prominent citizens. These
offices —included militia officers and judical positions

ranging from justices of the peace to superior court justices.zg
Almost 15 percent of the Harvard loyalists had been appointed
to governmental positions other than justice of the peace, and a
huge proportion, almost 40 percent, were made justices of the
peace.30 Thus a significant portion of the loyalists were clbsely
connected to the royal and provincial governments»thropgh.appoint—
_meﬁts_to_goVernment offices. .
' Traditibnally, historians have cited the large number of

1oya1ists who held appointed positions.in the royal and provincial.
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governments as evidence that they lacked local political popularity
and support. William Nelson, for example, argued that among the
political elite of the colonies the loyalists were distinguished
from the leaders of the revolutionary party by their need of
support from Britain, "since they could not gain sufficient support
in America to‘hold“power."3l In contrasﬁ to this picture, hkowever,
the Harvard“graduates’whO'becamevloyalists'were also frequently -
electedwto.poSitions‘Of'leedership by their communities.

The number of Harvard 1oyallsts elected to the House of
Representatives or 9051tlons of town 1eadersh1p, such as town
meeting moderator or selectman, indicates that they were frequently
respected and trusted members ofsfheirbeommunities. The selectmen
and town meeting moderator, for example, were chosen by election
and were, almost invariably,'membérs of -a well known group. of the
most -endnentimeu, "men whose worth was recanized by'all the
inhabitants of the town."32 Twenty-three of'the'Harvard-loyaiists
{14.4 percent) were elected to positions of town leadership;
and 32 (20 percent) were elected to the House of_Representatives,

a slightly higher proportion than we found among all Harvard
graduates. Although the loyalists had strong ties to the provincial
administration, they were also men who were often viewed by their
communities as qualified leaders of society.

Not only were the Harvard 1oyalistsvfrequently among the
recognlzed leaders of thelr communltles, but a. 1arge number of

those who held app01nted oﬁflces, whom we mlght suppose to have.

been dependent on British support, were also community leaders.
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Of the 52 Harvard loyalists who held more than one political
office, 35 held at least one by'appointment of the royal government
or the Governor. Seventeen of these, nearly half, had also been
elected to the House of Representatives or a position’of town
leadership.33'Thus, we may conclude that a significant element~
of the provincial elite was grounded in popular support

Although loyallsts of all types held polltlcal offlces,
these offices were far from evenly ‘distributed among the d*rferent ;
social, economic and geographlc types that we have 1dent1§1ea.—
Among the lawyers and merchants there were a large number of oFflce
holders, 57 percent and.67 percent respectlvely, while onl 3 nine
percent of the ministers held political positions (Table XIII).

'Once‘again, we see that there was no single loyalist experience

pr oy
.

reflecting the different social, geographic, and economic origins
of the loyalists who attended Harvard College.

- Although Anglicans did not make up a majority of the_Harvard
graduates who became loyalists, they were present in a much higher
proportion (26.9 percent) than among all Harvard students (10.2

34'The 1oyalism of the Anglicans, like that of royal

percent).
officials, can in part be explained by the connections with
Britain that is adherents had. What, however, was the appeal of
the Church of England to:a Massachusetts born Congregationalist?
Wallace Brown has suggested that Angllcanlsm had a soc1al appeal
for the fashlonable, wealthy, urban classes, maklng converSLOn

an 1nd1catlon of a desire to emulate Brltlsh manners on the part

of these classes.35
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Almost one-third of the Anglicans among the Harvard loyalists
were converts, and the reasons for their conversion provide an
opportunity to investigate the relationship between Anélicanism
and loyalism. The 13 converts may be divided into two éfoa?é
of roughly equal size. In one group, we find men who seem to have  v'J}
taken the-rellglous 1ssues separatlng the two faiths" falrly iRE
llghtly,fSunportkng Brown~s the51s, men like Thomas Bulflnch p
-and Johﬁ-Boreland, both of whom marrled into Anglican famllles, f 
seem to have been.motlvated by almost purely social concerns. Iﬁ
Boreland s case, “the charmlng soc1ety" of his wife's family
drew him into the Anglican church.36 Thls~group was, by and
large, wealthy, urban and prominent. Many of its members were
government officials of some.ététa;é, and included several justices
of the peace, the Sheriff of”éuffoik County and the Naval Officer
for Falmouth, Maine.

In contrast to these'men,‘the”other group was characterized
by a much more religious and philosophical_set of concerns. In
this group we find pious and devoted men like William Clarke,
who converted on entirely religious grounds. These more religious
converts came largely from the less prominent, rural gradﬁ&tes,
who made up the other part of the Harvard loyalists. They were,
with the exception of Samuel Waldo, poorer than the men who
converted for more social reasons, and were muchViess:fréqﬁénﬁly'
office holders. While the number of caéeé,we'havé'exémihéd iﬁj |

too small to be conclusive, the division of the Aﬁglican converts
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between urban and rural, and more and less prominent types
illustrates some of the differences in outlook that separated
these two groups.

From this examination of the characteristics of the Harvard
loyalists several'significant‘points become clear. First, within
a group that already contained a relatively high concentration
of men from the upper layers of soc1ety, the Harvard loyalis-s ‘;;;ff
contained even more. ThlS was reflected in a number of~way 'they
became merchants, government off1c1als and lawyers more freqnently
than thelr patrlotlc or undec1ded classmates, they settled ln .
-Boston and 1ts surroundlngs more frequently, and they were more
often Angllcans. In all of these respects, they conform to the
way most hIstorlans ‘have descrlbed the loyallsts. But, second,
not all of the loyalists whO»attended Harvard may be descrlbed
as urban, prominent, 'merchants _polltlcal leaders or secular
profe351onals. A quarter of them settled in communities more than
30 miles from Boston, more tHan one-third were placed in the
bottom half of their class,'and more than one-fifth were ministers.
‘While the proportion of these groups among the Harvard loyalists
was smaller than among all Harvard Students, it was far from
insubstantial. To understand the motivations of the loyalists,

the reasons why both of these social types became loyalists

must be explained.



-21-

THE MOTIVATIONS OF THE HARVARD LOYALISTS

Thus far we have viewed the loyalists with the hindsight
provided by two-hundred years. With the ‘accomplished fact of
the American Revolutlon it is easy to d1v1de the colonlsts 1nto

groups that_supported and opposed 1ndependence from England wben

this became an 1ssue 1n the years immediately preceding the war. fe s

The . poss1b111ty of Amerlcan independence was not an issue untll
1774, however, and“post 1774 afflllatlons and opinions cannot
be projected backwards upon the prerevolutionary period. w37 Te
call someone a lqyallst prlor to 1774 'is to say that he took a
-position ‘which identified hlm w1th the positions of other men
‘who would become loyalists,'and whiczh placed him in opposition
to those men who led thexcolenial reeistance and later the
Revolution. Thus, the important questions about the loyalists'
motivations are: What were the issues that divided the future
loyalists and revolutionaries? And ﬁhat diSﬁinguished the loyalists'’
perceptions of these issues from those of the-radicals?

Until 1774, the loyalists were largely responding to the
political and public actions of the radicals. As Table XIV shows,
before 1774, more than 70 percent of the actions of the Harvard
loyalists which can, with highsight, be identified as indications
of future loyalism were of three kinds: criticism of;theiradiceis,
fesistanee_to their protests, and politicalgoppeeitionete their
initiatives. A number of future loyalists were critical, for

example, of the unnecessary extremism of public protests like
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the Stamp Act riots. Such protests were actively resisted by
government officials who had to enforce unpopular British policies,
and merchants who did not wish to take part in the ndn—importation
movement. Finally, some of the Harvard loyalists indicated their
positions by VotingL;gainst radiéal resolutions in town meeﬁings
‘and in the House of Representatives. None of these acti&ns imp1ie&jQ§'
a particular_position on American independénce,-since.at"ﬁﬁis fiméii '
almost no one favored rebellion. Only after 1774, when.a shbsfantiél g
number of people favored>indeﬁendence; did the loyalists bééin
to -identify themselves explicitly through their opposition to
this goal. | o |

The early political issues that divided the future'loyalists
and revolutionaries centered around” a growing conflict between
Thomas Hutchinson, an important figure in Massachusetts pplitics
and later governor of-the'pfdvince, and the leaders of the
Massachusetts House ovaepresentatives, particularly James Otis, Jr.
and John Adams. Although the issﬁe that divided the two factions
in Massachusetts had to do with the degree of participation of
the lower classes in political decisions, both factions were led
by members of the upper strata of the society. Following the usual
pattern of political conflict at this time, neither faction.
could be termed a "populist" movement on the basis of its leader-
ship.38,
Around the middle of the eighteenth century, a group of

political leaders in Boston that centered around James Otis, Sr.,
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Rovall Tyler, and Oxenbridge Thatcher was advocating positions
that "gave credence to laboring-class views and regarded as
entirely legitimate the participation of artisans and even
laborers in the political process."39 They were opposed'by
a group of merchants and polltlcal figures that lncludeu Thomas .
Hutchlnson, who wanted to reduce the chaos that they felt'was Sy
lnherent in the 1nvolvement of these classes in the c1ty s
governance. The Hutchlnson factlon wished to replace elected 77"”
offices with appplntea ones, and hand over management of the :
city to the wealthv and well-born.40_When the newly appointed i
Governor, Francis Bernard, arrlved in'Massachusetts in 1760, he
found the province "lelded 1nto partles so nearly equal that
it would havenbeen‘madness for'mg to put myself at ‘the head of
‘either of them.“4l .

Bernard's actions did not, however, help to calm the
political situation. In fact, fuel was added to the conflict
in 1760, when he_appointed Hutchinson to the chief justiceship
that had become vacant as a result of the death of Stepheh
Sewall. As Bernard knew, but chose to ignore, this position had
been promised to James Otis, Sr., by Governor Shirley.'Of parti-
cular importance to Bernard in making this decision was his
concern over Otis' political alliances and his seeming unwilling-
ness to prosecute violations of the navigation laws. Hutchinson,
Qn”thé oth§r hand, seemed committed tqgmaintaiﬁingfgloseg£iéélﬁ

with England.42”
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Bernard's slight to Otis provoked his son, James, Jr.;
and John Adams to mount a series of vicious attacks upon
Hutchinson over the years. Although these did not result in
any immediate uproar, they began "the transformation of
Hutchinson's reputation from that of aneunimpeachablefif
conservative leader of the Anglo—American’establishmentfﬁo
' 43

that of a sinister'manipulatef of secret forces." ~ This

transformation would be a long time in the making, and ng Qne';;;5f
could have judged lts consequences at the tlme. Nonetheleas, 5
the men who~were attracted to the provincial admlnlstratrﬁn

in the early 1760 S, and who became Hutchlnson s defenders

in this dlspute-would eventually become loyallsts. &

Jonathan Sewall, a rising young lawyer who had graduated
from Harvard in 1748, and atmember of the provincial ellte
through his prominent relatives, was one of those who gravitated
toward Hutchinson. His etudy of the law under Chambers Rﬁssell
and his- close cdnnection with Edmund Trowbridge, both friends
of Hutchinson, predisposed him to the administration side. With
the political establishment of Massachusets divided into two
competing factions, his decision wasthighly,pragmatic. E

to move to Otis's camp would be to lose his patrons;

to remain loyal would deepen their [the administration's]

attachment to him. And surrounded by enemies, Bernard

would be certain to take more immediate note of a

talented young friend.44
Sewall was. soon rewardedafor-his'suppo;t_dftthe administtation~
G1EE & boimigatn as a justice of the peace. With the passing

of time, his attachment to the administration would win him
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the position of attorney general and several royal appointments.

- Sewall, like other supporters of the administration, was
forced to take a stand in opposition to the radicals in the
ensuing imperial crises despite‘his fundamental agreement with
‘them. The Stamp Act, in 1765, was the first such crisis which
brought imperial issues ‘into the domestic political debate.
While almost all Amerlcans opposed the Act, none advocated
1ndependence. Afthough a few people believed that the Act reprer:
sented a'concerted de51gn against the ‘colonies, the overwhelmlng
majorlty felt that 1f th1s was so it was the work of people
outside of Parllament Thus, re51stance was directed toward
imperial reform, and not revolutlon.é5

Political leaders were Spllt, however, over the form that

resistance should take.46 Whlle the prov1nc1a1 admlnlstratlon
felt that the Act should“be,protested, they could not advocate
disobeying it. Popularly elected leaders, on the other hand,
favored carrying on business without the use of stamps, in
defiance of the Act. This tactic forced the administration's
supporters to remain silent rather than be associated with
the means of protest of the radicals. Sewall, for example, did
not approve of the Stamp Act any more than its vocal protestors,
but he remained silent because the public opposition was
directed against both the Act and its enforcement. In the
1ncrea31ngly critical atmosphere of the next few years —Sewall
was an’ object of attack as a result of his growing ties to the

adminis_tration.47
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Sewall seems to be fairly typical of those Harvard graduates
who first became identified as loyalists at this time. Four-
fifths of the Harvard loyalists who first opposed the radicals
between 1761 and 1767 held some political position, and 55
percent occupied at least one appointed office in either the
provincial or royal_government (TableeXVL_Thus, the early
10yalists wereApreaominehtlyigevernﬁehtvmen_who suppor;é@
British authority despite their distaste for the measﬁree'it
required. | . g

The tactics ofthe-redicals in the years followinévthe
Stamp Act further éeparated the executive and legislative branches
of theiMessaehusetts government, and cemented the feetienal
allegiances that had been formed. Continuing to-believe‘in.the
benevolence of the King, the feé;cals attributed- oppressive
British policies to the'eﬁil designs of royal offieiels in the
Colonies. They attaeked theSe officials for their'corrup#ion and
their efforts to subvert the colonists' freedom. Combined with -
appeals to the public to oppose tyranny, these attacks succeeded
in making royal officials the objects of increasing animosity.

Governor Bernard, one of the subjects of these attacks,
wrote bitterly to Lord Shelbourne about them:

To the original system of humbling the government and

weakening its authority by constant opposition to

the governor and making his seat uneasy and precarlous

he [James Otis, Jr.] has added a malicious, .virulent .

and unrelentlng an1m051ty against the persons employed

in the government. : _

As they attributed the radicals' attacks to private malice

and a desire for personal political advancement, government.
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officials and their supporters could only feel wunustly slandered.
To them the radicals appeared as base men intent on their own
gain even at the cost of upsetting the stable political order;
but with no sign of the coming revolutlonary upheaval it

was still possible for the admlnlstratlon s supporters to
believe that temper5~wou1d eventually cool and soc1ety3Wculd
returnrto itstrightfnl'order.49 Their efforts to proteotqtherby
establlshed deferentlal political order would appear as“
loyalist-acts 'only 1n retrospect.

.Tﬁefcondemna tion of appeals to the public by the supporters
of- the administration grew out of their entire polltlcal philo-
sophy. Believing that deference to the well-born and capable
was a necessary part of good government, they glorified the
British form of government as the world's greatest political
achievement.. Jonathan Sewall exemplifies their thinking. Early
in.his life, Sewall developed a conviction that "the paternal
care of the majority by a privileged but responsibility-laden
minority was rational, necessary and productive of sociel
harmony."50 He developed and elaborated upon this view in the
course of his published responses to attacks on Bernard and
Hutchinson in the radical press. For Sewall there were only
three political alternatives open to human society: anarchy,
tyranny, and Brltlsh constltutlonal government By balanc1ng
the two extremes, British government arrived at the llmltS of

perfection allowed by man's own imperfection. The real danger
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to political liberty in the colonies, he believed, came not
from the King,'but from the possibility of anarchy that the
efforts of popular political leaders threatened to bring'abOut.51
Sewail's:political position thus combined an abstract
appreciétion.fér“the British form of government with a cancrete  '
set of aristoératic attitudes and perceptions. His loyatism -
was the result of hlS negatIve reaction to the radlcals tactlcs,
growing out of hls dlstaste for popular 1nvolvement in dec151ons
that ought to be left to the leaders of the soclety. Thl; same f
distaste for the tumﬁitifhat'the radicals created seemsito
explain the loyalism of.é number of the other Harvard loyalists.
Robert7Aﬁdhmuty (Clasé Qf,l746), for example, cfiiiciééd the

radical leaders and their followers in 1770:

Sl gt
. -

Persons_of the most -abandon'd character, warmly espousing
what is erroneously called the interest of the people
are almost the objects of their adoration. Such, however
before despised, as selfish and base, now have an arbi-
trary sway in the town of Boston. They, back'd by a
wrong headed deluded populace, are the tyrants of

—the times.3

Thus, while the”effectrof these early "political" loyalists'
views was to place them in support of British actions, it was
largely as a result of their reaction to the domestic political
conflict, and not because of their support for British policy.
In the years following 1767, political issues remained
important, but the scope of the conflict expanded to include
men Withjlittie or nQ_cqnnection_to the:é:oVihciél,g@Véfnmént,
The fadiéalé Wefe inStiﬁuﬁionalizingutﬁéir ﬁéﬁhbds-bf résistahce

in these years, establishing communications between the committees
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that had formed in different communities, and forming associations
to enforce restrictions on imports. All of these actions would
eventually result in the birth of an alternative source of
political authority, a sort of publiclY supported "revolu-

53

tionary" shadow government.

One aspect of this organizing process was the use of

popularly‘elected bodies, including.the'Massachusetts_General _;[}f£¥

Court,,and town meetlngs, as vehicles of opposition to the

prov1nc1al admlnlstratlon. Many of the men who became loyallsts ;:"5T

in the late 1760 s dld_so in reaction to these tactics. The
men- who were affected by these tactics were less closely tled
to the admlnlstratlon than were the earlier loyalists. Only
5 of the 19 Harvard loyallsts (26 3 percent) who emerged in
this period were,prov1nc1al offmclalsrAand only 1 (5.3 percent)
was a royal officiai (Table‘XV). In eontrast, these figures
were 40 and 45 percent respectively for the loyalists who
emerged before 1767. e

In 1768, the House of Representatives wrote a Circular
Letter to communities throughout the colonies -encouraging
their resistance to the Townshend duties. This effort to use
the legislature as a forum for the radicals' views provoked
the resistance of a number of the Harvard loyalists. Governor
Bernard called upon the House to rescind the letter, which it
refused to do, despite a core of administration supporters. One
' ef'the men who voted tb.reSCiﬁd therleftefvwee,William Browne

of Salem. Browne, who had graduated in 1755, came from an
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extremely wealthy family and had been appointed a justice of the

peace in 1760. In 1762, he had been chosen to represent Salem

in the House of Representatives, where he was on good terms with

both- the Hutchinson and Otis fac‘:tions-.s4
Although Salem had 1nstructed hlm to oppose resc1n&1ng the

Clrcular Letter, Browne voted in favor of rescinding 1t. Thls_:?i

earned h1m the censure of the town, and 1ost him his seat'at

the next electlon. The admlnlstratlon dld not let hlS supgort {Laf

go unrewardEd,'however..In 1770 he was app01nted to the Essex 9 ""

Court of Common.Pleas and, 1n 1771 he was made a colone;-of
the Flrst.Essex Mllltla. From this point on he seems to have
been ﬂxawn ever more deeply into the admlnlstratlon s c1rcle.
He warmly.welcqmed'General Gaae'when he came to Salem in 1774,
and entertained him, 1t was sald, with tea purchased from
Richard Clarke desplte the radlcals boycott.ss "

Browne was not without his supporters in Salem, however.
A number of men,'ihcludihé William Pynchon (Class of 1743)
opposed the town meeting'e censure.of Browne. Pynchon, a son
of the highly revered Pynchons of Springfield, settled in Salem,
where he read law and became a member of the bar. In 1761, he
was appointed a justice of the peace, but rose no further
than that within the government. He does not seem to have
suffered for his support of Browne in 1768, but his signature
on the lawyers' testimonial to Hutchinson and a letterigf
welcome to Gage, both in 1774, ﬁede him an’objeEt'of'popular

abuse. Despite withdrawing to Nantucket for a period to avoid
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the violence directed at him, he later chose to return to
Salem, and remained there throughout the".Revolution.56

Pynchon's diary from the war years is revealing‘qf the
attitudes and petceptions that must have motivated hisi
loyallsm. He remained enough of a patriot to term word of
a Brltlsh v1ctory at Ticonderoga as "bad news", desplte

harassment that prompted him to describe his situation in

these dlsmal werds.¥

We crawl about and exist, but cannot be said to
“truly live. It is said we have full enjoyment of.
our liberty, but where is the proof of it2>57

"anthefother hand, he was critical of the radical

leaders, believing that their selfish interests were the

cause of the Revolution, and doubtful about the possibility

of ‘a successful democratic govexnment, believing that the people
were neither wise nor-VirﬁubuskenOugh to make one work.58 On
-hearing of the Declaration of Independence, he wrote:

Query, the consequences of this measure. God's

chosen people, though governed by himself, desired

a King of their own; he gave them a King in his anger.
We Americans, 'God's favorite people,' desiring no -
King, have set ours aside; but wiser than the
Israelites, who, having nothing did every man what
was right in his own eyes, we have preferred many

to one...

His doubts about the possibility of a popular government
unchecked by any other forces were only reinforced by his
experience with inflation during the Revolution.JHe saw the
failure of popular government_injthejecdnemic anaréhy:of‘the

era.
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The acts of state absolutely prohibit every kind of

depreciation of the paper currency; either by words

or actions; yet every trader, huckster, marketman

and peddler with open mouths, unitedly declare and

publickly (sic) say it is of little or no value...%0
Pynchon's doubts about democratic government were similar_to
those of Sewall. They, and other men of similar views, came
to oppose the radicals because‘they béliéved in the neéd.for
a stably organized deferential government, protected agéinst
the excesses of popular passion. As Pynchon's case suggeq*
these conservatlve polltlcal v1ews were not limited to members S
of the prov1n01a1 ellte, but extended to men with only a
per;pheral involvement in the government.

,In‘thelyearébafter'1767, the radicals' tactics also began
to'impiﬁge updn men-ﬁiﬁﬁ no political involvement. These men,
who held no politicalvpositionsiiwere responding to a different
set of issues than the ﬁpolitical" loyalists. Ministers of
inland communities and seaport merchants made up mdSt of the
Harvard loyalists with little or no political involvement.
Between 1767 and 1773, two Congregationalist ministers
emerged as opposing the radicals (Table XV). Both of them came
to public attention because of their criticism of what they
believed -to be the extremism of the»radicals, and their
advocacy of greater moderation. Rural ministers concerned with
political issues outside of their own communities were the
exception to the rule, however. Most rﬁral cbmmﬁnities were
btebc&ﬁpied Wiﬁhﬁthéirfdwn internal diéisiéﬁé:iﬁfthééé:§eaf§;

and gave little if any notice to the imperial issues that
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embroiled Boston politics.

The merchants who emerged in the years after 1767 shared
the "political" loyalists' fears of popular excesses, but for
different reasons. These merchants, as evidenced by their lack
of political‘offices, and in some cases their avOidaneeeef them,
were not particularly interested in government. What concerned
them, and impinged upon them enough to force them to choose
sxdes in the p011tlca1 confllct was the growth and. enfOrcement
-of non—lmportatlon agreements. The cases of Nathaniel Rogers (Class
of 1755) and Wllllam Vassall (Class of 1733) suggest the range
of impact that non-lmportatlon had on merchants, and their
reactions to it.

Nathaniel ROgers was the son of a wealthy Boston merchant
who was related to most of the S;bminent families in the
province. After his parents' death, he was raised by his uncle
Thomas Hutchinson. A convert to Anglicanism, the religion of
his wife, he moved in the highest social circles of Boston.

In the early 1760's, Rogers' position on trade restrictions
imposed by the British placed him in substantial agreement with
the radicals. He was responsible for the reprinting of a
seventeenth-century essay by William Wood, entitled "New England's
Prospect," for which he wrote an introduction that so closely
paralleled the radicals' position on British tariffs that it has
been'attributed to James Otis. He was, however, growing more

fearful of the radicals' use of mob violence. ByVSepﬁember;'i765,
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he was concerned enough that he wrote to Thomas Hutchinson
supporting the'employment'of British Regulars to prevent
vio_lehce.61

Rogers mostly wanted to be left alone to pursue h;s

own fortune, as his advocacy of moderation in response tg the

Townshend Act in 1768 indicates: "Were we to adopt modera:e

and prudent measures,' he wrote in a letter to the Boston ﬂews~ , g

Letter,_"all our past warmth and heat would be forgot, ané the'ef3
Act would be repealed." When the radicals' efforts to block

the 1mportat10n of BrltlSh goods became an obstacle to hls
flnanc1al act1v1t1es, he slmply 1gnored them. HlS deflance

of the non—lmportatlon ‘agreement was revealed, however, When

the Boston Chronicle published tne,import records of a number
o 62

of Boston merchants in 1769,
As a result, Rogers}(and several other merchants who were
also named, came under inteﬁseléublic pressure to conform. A
meeting of merchants resolved that they were "obstinant and
inveterate enemies of their country, and subverters of the
rights and liberties of this continent," and denied them all

63 In addition, they

commercial dealings and common civility.
made life miserable for Rogers in other ways, covering his house
with what he described as the "vilest filth of the vilest vault.”
Rogers expressed a determination not to submit to the "arbitrary

‘will of lawless tyrannical men," but he was convinced by his

friends that he should give in to the mob's demands for his
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self—preservation.64 His death, in 1770, spared him further
harassment.

In contrast to Rogers' rather militant resistance of
the mob, William Vassall seems to have passed through the years
of.the non—-importation movement silently'and innocuous;y;aVassall
was born into a very wealthy family. His father sent him and |
his brother to Harvard as Fellow Commoners, which, for- the_glft
of two 51lver tankards and twice the ordinary tuition, entﬂtled-
them to eat at the head tab1e, and gave them several other mlnor
pr1v1leges. Vassall showed llttle ‘interest in political Offlte:
occupying hlmself w1th the.management of his Jamaican plantatlon
and—the soc1a1‘llfe_of the_c}rcle,of Anglican immigrants in

Boston. %5

" Living in affluence in hlS Beaton‘man31on, and owning one
of the 22 carrlages in that c1ty, Vassall seems to have been
quite content to remain withdrawn from pubtlc events. Although
he was named as an importer at the same time as Rogers, he seems
to have avoided_p0pu1ar resentment, and it was later noted that
his imports were intended for personal consumption. He was
nevertheless concerned about the possible inconvenience that the
non-importation movement could cause. In 1770, he wrote to his
son-in-law, and London agent, James Syme: "We are here in a
very disagreeable situation as to importing goods from England..."
and advised him to exercise prudence ‘in replylng to any querles
about hls trade with Amerlca 66' ThlS cohcern soon passed, however,

and the bulk of his letters in the following years deal with
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managing his plantation and his son William, Jr., in London,
whom he admonished for being overly fond of gaming and women.
It was not until 1774 that public affairs again intruded
in William Vassall's life, and this time they seemed very
threatening. Writing to Syme in 1774 about the closing of
Boston Harbor; he ;roposed to remove himself from that city
to Brlstol "...tlll near Chrlstmass by which time we hope
things w111 return to thelr former peaceable state. But-:f thlngs~

should continue in their present unsettled state, we Dronose
68
"

to remove to Eng1and this tlme,twelvemonth. Despite coneinued )

turbulence, Vassall malntalned himself in style, 1mport1ng
finery from England through neighboring ports, 51nce Boston

was closed.69

The 31tuat10n continued to deterlorate, however,
and he inched toward leaving for England, but he still hoped
that an accomodation -could be .reached. |
I impatiently wait to hear the determination of the
Continental Congress. If they should happily agree
on an accomodation with [the] mother country I shall
with great pleasure return to dear Boston ... But if
the present distress and unhappy state continue I
shall go to London ...
An accomodation was not to be reached, however, and Vassall
departed for ILondon, where he could better supervise his.
Jamaican estate than in the unsettled situation of America.
Neither Rogers nor Vassall seems to have been motivated
by a set of political ideals. Their primary concern was that
they be able to carry on their bwn'affairs'with"a minimum of

interference. Rogers, for example, was a friend of the
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resistance so long as it did not threaten his business, and
Vassall only weht to England because the unsettled situation
made the management of his affairs impractical in America. The
loyalism of these merchants was much more pragmatically based
than that of the "polltlcal“ loyalists. What is common to both
groups, however, is that their opposition to the radicals came
about because the.radiCalsJ tactics impinged upon thelr'act1v1t1es,
forcingrrhem to chdoseﬁoheiside or the other, For the more
stubborn merchants, llke 'Rogers, this moment came earlier ;
than for ~more retlring ones, like Vassall, but at some point
they allAhad to make a'ch01ce based on their economic interests.
The fact that the,radieels'uactivities"in_the 1760's and early
1770's were;most.direcrly.ehailenging to the political leaders
and merchants who_livedAiniﬁQStdﬁ;and other port cities explains
the predominance of these groups among the loyalists of this
period. N

' The transformation of the radicals' goal from reform to
revolution that began with the closing of Boston Harbor forced
many of the men who were still hoping for some accomodation
to commit themselves to one side or the other. At the same time,
the spread of radicalism outside of the port towns exposed
conservative men to increased scrutiny, criticism, and harass-
ment. Thus, in this late phase of the prerevolutionary era
moderate men who had so far avoided conflict with either side,
and rural men who hadvnot'been'invelvea~in'Earlier_iesues.Qere

forced to choose sides over the question of American independence.
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Samuel Quincy (Class of 1754) was, like some of the
merchants, a man who étraddled the fence as long as he
could,-in hopes that reason would prevail, and an accoméaation
be reached. Quincy was, at first, close to the radicals® position
.and was elected to a committee to protest the appointment of
the Board of Customs ih 1768.'71 Yet, even at this date;hs was
fearful of the consequences of the political protests of the v
mobs. Writing to Joshua Bracket in August, 1768, he exptessedifi ;}”;‘
concern that the public protests in. America and Englana mlght

result in the fall of one, the other, or both countrles. Such

an event would, he wrote, result in the loss of the "most
72

inestimable treasure of the world."
During the early 1570'S'Quincy's connections with the
administration were reinforced "4y his appointments as a justice

73 However, he did not

of the peace and soliciﬁor general.
demonstrate the same coﬁmitment to the preservation of British
authority that other provincial appointees did. His correspondence
with his brother Josiah, a member of the radicals' circle, suggests
the extent to which his loyalties were divided. In a letter
written in 1774, Samuel lamented their differences and discussed
the issues that divided them:

The convulsion of the times is nothing more to be -

lamented, than the interruption of domestic harmony

...0ur natural frame and constitutions, though cast

in the same mold are not in all respects alike. 74

While Samuel prefered "ease and retirement." he recognized

that his brother was inclined through "zeal and fervor of
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imagination, strength of genius & love of glory" to take
part in the "turmoils of public action." These differences, he
hoped could not be attributed to any "defect of conscience or
uprightness of intention" on either of their parts. He closed
the letter with this blessing of his brother and his'é&use:
"God preserve you in health and longevity, the friend'&:patrqn;
and at length the father of your country..."75
“While Samuel Quincy could not bring himself to part1c1pate
in the maklng of the Amerlcan Revolutlon neither could he |
condemn 1t as loyallsts-llke Sewall could Preparing to leévé
Boston for Englandﬁ;n 1775, he wrote to Henry Hill: "if I cannot
love'my'country, which_i sﬁaiI endeavbr:to the utmost of my
power, I will never be£ray iﬁ."76.Léa§ing the scene was his way
of withdrawing from the pres%ﬁr;;,of political division. After
hearing of the Battle of Bﬁhkér Hill he expressed his inability
to take a stand.

I lament it [the war] with most cordial affection for my
native country and feel sensible for my friends. But I
am aware it is my duty patiently to submit the event,

as it may be governed by the all-wise councils of that
being "who ruleth in the heavens and is the God of

armies..."77 .

Quincy's motivations differ from those of the other
loyalists we have considered -so far. He was only concerned by
the radicals' tactics insofar as they endangered the British
Empire and the political unity of Britain and America that this
meant. He could not see_an‘independent exisfenceﬁfor-eitherf

country. The dissolution of Anglo-American unity left him in a
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guandary over which side to support, and unable to choose one
over the other, he backed neither. Nonetheless, his position in
favor of harmonious relations with Britain led him to identify
himself with the loyalists in 1774, when he signed the lawyers'
farewell to Hutchinson and welcomed Gage.

The'increasingly cléar divisioh of the popuietioniéwer the T
issue of Brltlsh authorlty helps to explaln the emergence of a_*li;
number of rural loyallsts, partlcularly ministers, in the—years’
after 1773 Untll thlS tlme, the 1mper1a1 issues that embrclled
Boston and other ports e11c1ted only mild response 1n the rural
communltles of Massachusetts.78 Now, with the establishment of
a prov1nc1al congress anddothe: bodies challenging the authority
of the provincial admihiét;atieqiethe allegiances of #he population
were being. tested. The ministefsiof several towns seemvto have
been placed in a partieulerlygaifficult_situation by_this devel-
opment. With the calling 6f~a fast day by the-provincial,éongress,
they were forced to take a'ﬁosition, either recognizing or denying
the authority of this body to call such an action.

Ebenezer Sparhawk, the minister of Templeton and a graduate
in the class of 1756, was one of the men who refused to set a fast
in 1774. This, combined With his pointed prayer for the King led
the town to appoint a committee to express their displeasure with
his behavior. While he remained firm in his position, feelings
were not so strong that he cduld not continue as the.town;s

79

minister, which he did. As with several other minisﬁers,‘Sparhawk

seems to have been involved in a certain amount of contention
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with his community prior to the Revolutiqn, suggesting that the
question of loyalty was only the latest manifestation of a
continuing dispute. For another of the ministers who first
became identified as a loyalist as this time, EbenezerhMorse,
this dlspute had begun in 1745, when he denied George ‘Whitefield
the use of the town meetlng house, and was continued ovar
1ssues such as hlS attempt to introduce singing by note.gg

It is hard to determlne the reasons for these mlnlsters'
1oyallsm, but_thelr retlcence to acknowledge the authorlty Qtﬁ
of the Provincial Conqress p01nts to thelr support of estainshed -
authority, as does the con51stently ant1-rev1val stance of those
who were old enough to have been 1nvolved in it. In this sense,
they may bevdescrlbed as;consegvatives. Their conservatism only
became politically important at?this.late date, however, because
it was only at this time that the radicals' tactic impinged
upon them.~ Thus, their loyalism shares with the‘other'loyalists
the characteristic that it was onlywexpressed when the radicals

forced them to choose between supporting them or opposing them.
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CONCLUSION

Although the Harvard graduates who became loyalists came
from a wide range of social,_economlc and geographlc backgrounds,
they all enjoyed a pr1v1leged p051t10n in soc1ety as a resul

their education. Their positions as polltlcal leaders, erCﬁants

and ministers meant. that they were frequently well placed tg R

Observe the publlc tumult provoked by the radlcal leaders 'The
way that they reacted to the dlsturbances -created by the radlca
may be characterlzed as conservatlve,’ that is, thelr }oya;:sm
was motlvated by a desrre to protec the established political
order and-a fear of the consequences of public protests.,The
basis of these conservative attitudes differed, however, -depending
upon the specific s1tuatlon of eac; individual. What has emerged
from the preceding cons1deratlon of the Harvard 10yallsts
perceptions of the issues surroundlng the American Revolutlon is
an understanding of‘how soc1a;, economic and geographic c1:cum—
stances were felated'to the fotm of these conservative attitudes,
and the timing of their expression.

The Harvard loyalists expressed their loyalism in reaction
to the challenge that the radicals posed to them. As an examination
of the ways in which loyalists became identified has shown,ruhtil
1774, these responses had nothing to do with opposing rebellion
against Britain. It is only with hlnd51ght that positions taken

in the 1760's and early 1770's can be identified as 51gns of

loyalism. The division of political leaders into groups of future
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loyalists and revolutionaries began in the early 176925'and con -
tinued until the outbreak of war. Initially, the men who would
become loyalists were familiar with politics, and responded to
radical challenges within the framework of existing domestic
political disputes. They believed that they were protectiaé the
established political order from the danger posed by popﬁiar:poli—
tical leaders. They saw themselves as the proper . guardlans of
"public v1rtue,“ protectlng the greater good of the community
from what they believed to be the selfish aims of their polltlcal
opponents. St

Merchants with llttle or. no polltlcal involvement came to
oppose the radicals later, beglnnlng in the late 1760s. They were
not reacting to spec1fre polltlcalwactlons, but to the radicals'
interference in free trade. They wished to carry on business with
as little disturbance as éossible from either side. Yet as the
non—importation movement grew it began to seem more threatening
to them than British regulations. Although the merchants and
political conservatives shared a fear of the radicals' public
protests, they did not recognize the identity of their interests
for some time. As long as both groups were responding to the
particular threats that thebradicals posed to them, their goals
were not clearly unified. Only when the radicals came to favor
revolution were the merchants and political leaders unified by
their opposition to American independence.

In lf74, the domestic issues that divided the future.io§aliSts

and revolutionaries were translated into the imperial issue of
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American independence. This new understanding of the division of
society forced a number of moderate men, who had so far avoided
identification with either side, to declare their allegiances.
Prior to this time, they had been able to maintain connections with
both siaes in the domestic political disputes, or to remaiﬁ:aloof
from these disputes. These men only reluctantly identified them-
selves as loyalists, in 1774 because of their belief that Anglo—
American unity was essential to the stability of their socie_y. As o
long as the existence of the Brltish Empire had not been thIEatened,e
they were able to-av01d'takipg a stand on domestic 1ssues;ﬁbut
the clarit&lwith which”independence became the radicals' goal
after 1774‘made it impossible'fer them to remain neutral eny longer.
Another group of men who had not been forced to take-a stand
in earlier disputes was also—coﬁfr;nted with the choice of supporting
or opposing rebellion, in the years immediately preceding the
Revolution. The spread of revolutionary organizing to previously
guiescent-rural communities, in 1774, forced the residehts of these
comnunities to take sides as well. At this time, the focus of
attention shifted from local, to provincial and imperial issues,
as the spread of non-importation agreements outside of Boston, and
the formation of local committees of.correspondence suggests. As
this shift occurred, the residents of rural communities were faced,
for the first time, with the choice of which side to support. Some
men, motivated by their respect for established authority, opposed
the radicals' efforts.

The number of rural men who joined the loyalists was small,
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however, compared to the number of urban political leadefs and
merchants who became identified as loyalists. The short time

span in which the ruralhloyalists could be identified, combined
with growing public pressure to_support.the'RevolUtion nggests
that the number of rural loyalists may not'be'reflectivefofithe'
number of rural men with conservative attitudes. After l774,>events
moved qu1ckly towards outrlght war, and the’ supporters of royal
“government'outs1de~of Boston became increasingly isolated fram
British protectlon,_as the country51de became more radical.
Expre551ons of thelr loyailsm exposed them to harassment and abuse,
from -which they could expect llttle protectlon..The rural men

who became loyallsts in the years 1mmed1ately before the Revolution
may be just the mostv151b1e part of a much larger group.

This pattern of nrogre551ve reactlon to the radicals' challenges
helps to explain the strong urban, polltlcal and commercial bias
that_we have found among the Harvard loyalists, as other scholars
have feund more generally. The relative numbers of urban and rural,
political and non~political loyalists reflect the extent of -
involvement of these groups in the domestic disputes that grew into
the American Revolution. Since the radicals' efforts were primarily
focused in urban areas prior to 1774, most loyalists were urban men,
reacting to events‘closekto home. Since the radicals' major challenges,
in this time period, were directed against the political and business
establishments, it was largely political leaders and merchants who’
responded to them. Only after 1773 and 1774 , when thediSSue'became

revolution instead of resistance, were moderate merchants, political
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leaders, and residents of rural communities, all previously
uninvolved in domestic ‘disputes, forced to make a choice. At this
point, some of the men who valued continued unity, sided with

the men who had earlier opposed‘the radicals, becoming identified
collectively as loyalists becanse?of their shared opposition to
independence. Other conservative men did not"respond to tne

challenge of the radlcals in thlS late phase of the prerevo utlonaryl_‘ :

-period, however, because of 1ncreased publlc pressure to- suﬂport
the Revolution or remain 31lent g

The fact that the 1oyallsts were, on the whole, . reactina
+to the radlcals 1n1t1at1ves also helps to explain the weakness
of the loyallst 51de whlch has been noted by other hlstorlans.
Since the men who ‘would become loyallsts were 1n1t1a11y respondlng
to dlfferent 1ssues, they.- dld not ;ee themselves as a unlfled
group. Polltlcal-leaders bel;eve& that they were actlng to:protect
the greater good of the comnnnity, while merchants were'moetly
concerned“With the interference of the mob in free trade. Thus,
prior to 1774 no.unified leadership developed as a viable alternative
to the radicals. After this time, the radicals' challenge extended
far beyond domestic disputes, attacking the British Empire itself,
and the outnumbered loyalists,‘seeing themselves as just one part
of this larger body opposing the radicals' goal of'Amenican indepen-
dence, looked to Britain for leadership. The failure of men with
conservative attitudes to assume'leadership of the loyalist cause
is underscored by the fact that we'have'observed this failure

among the college-educated elite of New England. If Harvard
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graduates, who were frequently the recognized leaders of their
communities, failed to become the leaders of the loyalist side,

who would?
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STATISTICAL TABLES

TABLE I

HARVARD GRADUATES BORN AND LIVING IN BOSTON

Born in Boston

Living in Boston

No.bqf %'of No. of % of
Classes grads. grads. grads.  grads.
1722-33 91 20.0 ol 20.6
173444 89 24 .4 64 125
1745-55 59 21.1 53, 19.0
1756-64 L2 12f0 93 15.1
1765-71 37 10.6 L5 12.9
Total 318 17.7 309 17.2
Notes: Information on birthplacss and residences of Harvard

graduates from Sibley and Shipton, Sibley's Harvard Graduates.
Classes have been grouped for-comparison with the loyalist

sample.
TABLE II
POPULATION OF MASSACHUSETTS AND BOSTON
Boston as a
Year Massachusetts Boston . % of Mass.
1733 120,000 15,057 12.6
1765 240, 000 15,520 6.47

Source: Adapted from Nash, pp.
Harrington, pp. 15, 21-22,

LO07-409; and Greene and
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TABLE III

OCCUPATIONS OF HARVARD GRADUATES: 1722-1771

Merchants Lawyers Physicians Row Totals
% of % of % of % of
Classes | No. grads.| No. grads.|.No. grads. ‘ No. grads.
1722-33 { 90 19,7 1. 29 6.4 | 53 1.6 “1y2 377
1734-44 | 42 11.5{ 17 b7 | b7 12.9 106 291
1745-55 |"56 - 20.1| 30  10v8 [ M 14,7 127° 455
1756-64 | 68 __19.4| 56 16.0 | 49 14,0 173 9.4
1765-71 | 52 14,9 51 14.6 | 65 18.6 168 48,0
Total {308  17.1]183 - 10.2 [255 14,2 746 b1k
Notes: TInformation on these occupations is from Sibley and

Shipton. It was not, however,fpbésible to determine the number

of ministers in each class from this source.

Data on ministers

in selected classes is preséhted£belbw.

Class

1725
1750
1760
1770

Total

No., of
Ministers

20
7
7

11

ks

% of
grads.
42.6
36.8

25.9
32.4

35.4

Source: Adapted from Lawrence A. Cremin, American Education:

The Colonial Experience,

1607-1783.

Row, 1970), p.554.

(New York: Harper &



TABLE IV
BIRTHPLACES AND RESIDENCES CF THE HARVARD
'LOYALISTS BY DISTANCE FROM BOSTON

Birthplace ' Residence

CATEGORY LABEL

? oxsv<7 MILEb

'323<DIST<30

. 30<DIST

_DUTSIDE MASS,

fﬁ@fl;fn;MISGINdf

¥ Does not 1nclude 3oston or Cambrldge
#% Does not include Salem

Notes: This table is based on the results of a statistical study of the

blographles of 160 loyalists who attended Harvard, in John L Sibley and’ Clifford K.
Shipton, Sibley's Harvard Graduates, 17 vols. (Boston: Masaachusetts Hlstorlcal Society,
1859~1975), Hereafter referred to as the loyalist sample.

_9g_.



TABLE V
HARVARD LOYALISTS' BIRTHPLACES BY THEIR
FATHERS ' - OCCUPATIONS

cong 10

ROW PCT ‘.'DIST<7 7<DIST< - ROW
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TABLE VI
RELATIVE CLASS RANK OF THE HARVARD LOYALISTS

CATEGORY LABEL -~ .
90299 PERCENTILE j;f
80-B9PERCENTILE )Wf'
- 70=79 PERCENTILE
60=69 PERCENTILE
5059 PERCENTILE

0.49 , AH
30-39'
20=29 |

Notes: Since class 31zes varle a great deal durlng the
elghteenth century, have computed the percentlle,rank

of each loyallst‘by a1v1d1ng position in the class by the
size of the class. Thus,vln a hypothetical class of 100 '
students, those with percentile ranks of 80 to 89 would |
have been ranked between ten and twenty places from the top
of their class. !
The table is based on the loyalist sample.



TABLE VII
CROSSTABULATION ‘OF THE HARVARD LOYALISTS' CLASS RANK
' WITH THEIR FATHERS' OCCUPATIONS
e RANK ,;““w?”fa;.w. e e
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‘k?”'T e 80
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Notes: Class rank has been normalized in this table by dividing actual position
in the class by the size of the class.
The table is based on the loyalist sample.
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TABLE VIII

COMPARISON OF HARVARD LOYALISTS' OCCUPATIONS

WITH THOSE OF THEIR FATHERS

Loyalists
.% i -
Occupation Nou. Lbyalists
Minister 34 23.9
Merchant Ls 31.7
Lawyer 2% 19.0
Physician 17 12.0
Retail & Craft 4 28

Fathers
% of

No. Fathers
2l 23.5
23 22.6
2 1.9

7 6.7
19 18.6

Notes: ‘Based on information from the loyalist sample .



TABLE IX
HARVARD LOYALISTS' RESTDENCES BY THEIR BIRTHPLACES
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TABLE X
OCCUPATIONS OF THE HARVARD LOYALISTS

‘efﬁéﬁgA%1y5_~AnJu31£a§

CATEGORY LABEL ~-~ -
MINISTER -

pHYSICIAN
. EDUCAT'_OR o
':RETAILasaﬁF

Notes: Based on the loyalist sample.
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TABLE XII

PUBLIC CFFICE HCLDING AMCNG THE HARVARD LOYALISTS

Type of No. of % of
Office Loyalists Loyalists*
Town leader 23 : 14.4
Representative - 20.0
Minor Town Office | ;532 20.0
Royal Appointment = 21 19.1
Provincial Appt. 'i é3_ 14.4

Held No Office : = 82. .'51.3
* Does not.add to 100 becahéé;of_multiple office holding

Notes:f;Based"cn informaiibﬁﬁfrom‘the loyalist sample.



TABLE XIII
HARVARD LOYALISTS' GOVERNMENT PCSITIONS
BY THEIR OCCUPATIONS
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Notes: Based on the loyalist sample.
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TABLE XIV
DATE OF FIRST LOYALIST ACTION
BY TYPE OF ACTION

e mv SR
First o Pc . " .1
Loyallst » .

STATUS @uo ‘“

TOTAL
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Notes: Loyalist actlons have been grouped. and ordered by the strength of
commitment that they represent. Appendix A provides examples of the sorts
of actions that were included in each category.

The table is based on the loyalist sample,
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TABLE XV
CHARACTERISTICS OF LOYALISTS IDENTIFIED
IN DIFFERENT YEARS

Public Office Holding -

Justice of

*Percentage of the Harvard

Town | Royal Provinciql'l A No
Number Elected | Appointed | Appointed | the ‘Peace Office
Years Identified No. - %* No. - %* No. - %* .No}”f'*%*“' No. '»%*
1761-67 | 20 8 40.0| 9 45.0 8 40.0 | 11  55.0 L 20.0
1768-71 19 6 31.6 1 1543 5 26,3 | 9 7.4 8 h2.1
1772-73 16 8 50.0| 4 25,0 6, 37.5 |12 75.0 '3 18.8
1774-75 53 11 20.8| & 7.5, {11 20.0 19  35.8 23 43.4
- 1776-77 6 0 0.0{ 0 0.0 1 16.7 0 0.0 5 83.3
Total 114 43 37.7 |18 15.8 |31 27.2 |51 447 |43 37.7

loyalists who became identified in each period.

Percentages do-not add to 100 along the rows because of multiple office holding.

(Continued on next page)
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Years
1761-67
1768-71

1772-73 -

1774-75
1776-77

Total =

-68-

TABLE XV
(CONT.)
CHARACTERISTICS COF LOYALISTS IDENTIFIED
IN DIFFERENT YEARS

Number of Anglican and Congregationalist
Ministers identified: in Each Period

Anglicahs Congregationalists
No. %* ~ No, % .
¥ gL 45,0 0 0.0
1 8.1 2 10.5
0 0.0 0 0.0
2 3.8 b 7.6
1 16.7 L2 66.7
7 6.1 B 8.8

*Percemtage of all Harvard loyalists that became identified
in each period. ‘

Notes: Based on the Lbyaiist Sample.

Total
‘Ne. ;%*;”_ |
0 0.0
[ 11;3
5 83.3
7 14,9



APPENDIX A:
CLASSIFICATION OF LOYALIST ACTIONS

The Harvard graduates who became loyalists identified
themselves through a wide variety of actions. This appendix‘is
included to clarify the ways in which these actions have been
categorized in Table XIV. A selected group of the actioﬁs‘tﬁat

were included in each category is shown below.

Status Quo
*Protestedva town meetlng proposal critical of Britain
*Urged non—re31stance to Brltlsh mllltary force

*Opposed smuggllng

| Weak
*Opposed to political excesse$3§f:r§§icals
*Upset by popular yiolence  & |
*Carried on correspondence ériéiéal of radicals
*Couldn't support either side
*Suspected bf loyalism by a committee of safety or inspection,

or other radical political group

Criticized Radicals
*Wrote critically of Stamp Act Riots
*Wrote critically of the Boston Tea Party
*Expressed criticism of radicals' cause or leaders

*Challenged authority of the provincial congress



Political Opposition
*Voted in House of Representatives to rescind the Circular Letter
*Supported those Voting to rescind the Circular Letter
*Protested town meeting support of a tea boycott

*Favored crown salaries for the Governor and judges

Resisted the Pqular Movement
*Supported issuing writs of aséiStance
*Supported Stamp Act »
*Was placed iﬁléoﬁflict with pégﬁléﬁ‘protests as a result of official
duties ‘“:: i
#Impbrted Bfi#i$h;goods deséité‘ﬁéygott
*Accepted ééi;fy'from’réyél Qbééfﬁﬁent>for appointed office
*Resisted popular efforts to close the courts

*Refused to sanction fast called by provincial congress

Self;froclaimed
*Associated with British officers
*Associated with other loyalists
*Signed farewell statement to Hutchinson and/or letter of welcome
or farewell to General Gage

*Refused to omit prayers for the King

*Refused to sign oath of allegiance to new government after 1776



Royal Appointee
*Appointed stamp distributor
*Appointed to Vice Admiralty Court

*Appointed to Mandamus Council’

Direct Action
*Aided British Army

*Enlistedtin»ioyalist regiment



APPENDIX B:

SELECTED BIBLIQGRAPHY

This bibliography contains a classified list of the sources
that I have found to be the most useful in the preparation of

this paper.

Biographical Informatidh on Harvard Graduates

sibley, John Langdon, and Shipton, Clifford K. gibley's .Harvard
Graduateé; 17 vols. BoStoﬁ;?Massachusettts HistoriCallSociety,

1859-1975.

Secondary Sources:on the Loyalists

Berkin, Carol. Jonathan Sewail; Odyssey of:an American LOyalist.

New York: Columbia University Press, 1974.

Revolution. New York: William Morrow and Company, Inc., 1969.

Browr, Wallace. The King's Friends: The Composition and Motives

of the American Loyalist Claimants. Providence: Brown

University Press, 1965.

Calhoon, Robert M. The Loyalists in the‘American'Revolutidn,

1760-1781. New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1965.
Labaree, Leonard W. "The Nature of American Loyalism." American

Antiguarian Society Proceedings 54 (April 19-October 18, 1944):

15-58.



Nelson, William H. The American Tory. Oxford: Oxford University

Press, 1961,

Colonial Social and Political History

Community Structure in Elghteenth-Century New England._

Baltlmore° Johns Hopklns Unlver51ty Press, 1976.

Gross,rRobert A. The Mlnutemen and Thelr World New York: HllI

and Wang, 1976

"Nash, Gary Bw-The Urban Cru01ble~ Social Change, Political

Conscxousness and the Orlglns of'the Amerlcan Revolutlon;

Cambrlﬁge- Harvard Unlver51ty Press, 1979
Nash, Gary B. "Social Change and the Growth of Prerevolutionary

Radicalism." in The Amerlcan'Releutlon. Edited by Alfred F.

Young.‘Dekaib, Ili.: Northern Iliinois University Press, 1976.

Maier,,Pauline.;From Resistance to Revolution, Colonial Radicals

Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1965.

Harvard Cocllege and Colonial Education

Axtell, James. The School Upon a Hill, Education and Society in

Colonial New England. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1974.




Cremin, Lawrence A. American Education, ‘the Colonial Experience,

1607-1783. New York: Harper & Row, 1970.

Harris, P.M.G. "The Social Origins of American Leaders: The

Demographic FOundations."*Perspective§>in?Hmericaﬁ-Hisﬁ ry
3 (1969): 159-346.

Morison, Samuel Eliot. Three Centuries of Harvard, 1636-1936.

Cambridge: Harvard UnivefSity_Press, 1936.

Primary Sources

The letters and diaries Qf;sevefa1 of the Harvard loyalists
were availabie in published férﬁ; Two of these were paftiéularly

useful.
L 2
-

Oliver, FitCh-Edward, ed. The Diary of William'Pynchoniofisalem.

" Boston: Houghton Mifflin and Company, The Riverside Press, 1890.

Raymond,-William Odher;'ed, The Winslow=Papers;‘A,D.'177641826.

Boston: Gregg Press, 1972.

I also used a number of unpublished manuscripts in the collections

of Harvard University and the Massachusetts Historical Society.

Harvard University, Houghton Library, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

The Sparks Papers 10, volumes II-IV, contain assorted documents
relating to events in prerevolutionary Massachusetts, including
letters by Nathaniel Rogers, Robert Auchmuty and Governor Bernard.

Massachusetts Historical Society, Boston, Massachusetts.



Letters by Samuel Quincy are contained in several collections,
particularly the Quincy, Wendell, Holmes and Upham Papefs, which
are available on microfilm. William Vassall's Letter Book, Micro.

PN 105, was another source of much useful information.



	Loyalism in Massachusetts: The Characteristics and Motivations of the Harvard Loyalists
	Repository Citation

	tmp.1594814524.pdf.NYKRu

