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In both its first and second generations the proprietary family stood at
the center of public affairs in colonial Pennsylvania. Historians of early
Pennsylvania have always played close attention to William Penn and his
policies; so, too, have they recognized the important role Thomas Penn
played in Pennsylvania affairs in the eighteenth century. In neither case,
however, have they given equal attention to all stages of the proprietary in-
volvement with Pennsylvania. In William Penn's case his active organiza-
tion, and direct participation in the early years of the Pennsylvania experi-
ment have drawn the closest examination; in the case of his son it has been
the later years—the years after 1746 when he succeeded to elder brother
John's half interest in the province.'

For William Penn, such skewing of interest may justified, but surely
not in the career of his son. For important those later years were, Thomas
Penn formulated many of his policies and prejudices during the years 1726-
1739. It was during the late 1720s that the younger Penn first took an inter-
est in running the province and it was against the backdrop of provincial af-
fairs, as he appraised them from England, that his ideas took shape. More-
over, we tend to forget that from 1732 through the early 1740s Thomas
Penn was a resident of Pennsylvania, fully responsible for the direct man-
agement of proprietary affairs whether those affairs be the Maryland
boundary dispute, proprietary land policy or local politics. The point is that
only after gaining some sense of the complexities or proprietary affairs dur-
ing this period, and some feel for the experiences of Thomas Penn, can we
fully understand the role the proprietary played in eighteenth century
Pennsylvania.

Throughout the 1720s proprietary control of land settlement was at a
minimum in Pennsylvania. The reason for the laxity was simple enough:



no one knew where authority lay. When William Penn died in 1718 he left
all of his lands in America, with the exception of a number specific be-
quests, to his three sons—John, Thomas and Richard—by his second wife
Hannah Callowhill "in such proportion and for such estates" as she should
"think fit." The validity of the will, however, was questioned by the off-
spring of Penn's first marriage, the Springett branch of the family, and a
long Chancery suit ensued. In the summer of 1727, the Court established
the legality of the will but the title that was then vested in John, Thomas,
and Richard was still encumbered by a heavy mortgage their father had
contracted. As well, Springett Penn, William Sr.'s grandson, vaguely de-
fined claims to the power of government in Pennsylvania.

During the next four years these obstacles were eliminated. By Janu-
ary 1730 the mortgage had been discharged, and in September 1731
William Penn, 3rd, having inherited his brother's claims when Springett
died in the winter of 1730-31, relinquished his rights in exchange for 5,500.
Agreement, too, had been reached within the Callowhill branch of the
family. After Hannah's death in 1727 the exact terms of the disposition of
the Pennsylvania estate were worked out and formally agreed to by her
three surviving sons. Finally, in May 1732 the descent of the property was
established among Pennsylvania's three young proprietors—John,
Thomas and Richard Penn.'

The fourteen years of uncertainty within the Penn family were mir-
rored by public affairs in Pennsylvania. In his will William Penn left the
management of his colonial estate to five Pennsylvania trustees. These
men interpreted their trust as an obligation to manage the proprietary
lands until the mortgage against the estate could be discharged. But al-
though the contesting of Penn's will meant that the duties of the trustees,
qua trustees, went into abeyance, four of them were still responsible for
managing the Penn family affairs in the interim. As commissioners of
property they had the unenviable task of overseeing the operations of the
Pennsylvania Land Office.3

The main function of the Land Office was to grant land titles to those
who wanted to purchase land. 4 With William Penn's death, however, clear
title was exactly what no commissioner of property could provide. Because
no one knew where the proprietary power resided, no deputy could con-
clude a contract on the proprietary behalf. Had there been little demand
for such transactions an effective expedient might have been found, but it
was the future proprietors' misfortune to be thus paralyzed at a time when
land hungry immigrants were arriving in growing numbers. Between 1720
and 1730 Pennsylvania's population shot up from approximately 35,000 to
50,000. No matter whether the newcomers were English, Scotch-Irish or
German, most of them wanted land.'

In response to this demand, Secretary of the Land Office, James Logan
devised what expedients he could. 6 For those few who would risk it and
pay a price "better than common" Logan granted title by the authority
delegated to the commissioners of property by William Penn.' Most prospec-



tive purchasers, however, hearing of the confusion in proprietary affairs
did not even apply for a warrant—an application for purchase that in norm-
al circumstances was followed by a Land Office survey and the granting of
title. 8 Yet it was inconceivable that the proprietary men should merely
step aside and allow the immigrants to sit down at will on land of their
choice. Logan reasoned rightly that the new arrivals, settling in groups, as
they did, would form a "general combination" and prove "unmanage-
able" at a later date. 9 To establish some leverage on these groups, Logan
made tacit agreements with "those who made the best appearance." 10 In
such a situation "tho' we would never by any means mention a price, yet
they expect it must be £10 per 100 acres and perhaps interest from the time
of settlement." 11 Many of those who were a party to such understanding
successfully pressed the Land Office to survey their land and thus the sur-
vey alone, came to represent a legitimate property right. 12

As a short term expedient this plan was realistic but over a period of 14
years it had severe limitations. Many of the poorer settlers were deliber-
ately excluded from participation, others refused to come into any sort of
understanding, and still others were either ignorant of, or indifferent to,
the informal arrangements. Such men marked out the bounds of their
claims and "resolutely" sat down "without any manner of right of pre-
tence to it." 13 Although Logan undoubtedly exaggerated when he wrote
to Hannah Penn that 100,000 acres had been taken up "in such a fashion,"
his assertion that in newly organized Lancaster County "settling without
leave" was the "common practice" may well have been true.14

By the mid 1720's there were several different kinds of property
rights—warrant, warrant and survey, survey, and quiet possession—all of
which were known as "improvements."" Such rights were protected by
law and capable of being alienated. 16 The settlers who lived on them "pay
[ed] taxes maintained roads as well as [did] freeholders." 17 Of course, the
Land Office officials tried to protect from excessive exploitation the pro-
prietary land on which these rights were located: Receiver-General James
Steel pursued those who settled for a short time "without any grant or
license . . . dispose [d] of the same under the name of improvements" and
then "remove [d] to another place with the same design"; 18 James Logan
demanded foreknowledge of the scale of any approved settlement, sug-
gested that those allowed to settle should post a bond against permanent
damage to the plantation, and attempted to stop despoiling of any un-
settled land. But these efforts were usually ineffective. 19

The long period of delay in settling William Penn's estate was not the
only factor that prohibited orderly land settlement in Pennsylvania. The
boundary line between Pennsylvania and Maryland had never been drawn,
and, after William Penn's death, the proprietary family of Maryland, and
Baltimores, pressed their claims with renewed vigor. 20 The Maryland
charter of 1632 placed the colony's northern boundary at 40° latitude, a line
which in 1714 was rumored to be approximately ten miles north of Philadel-



phia . 21 Although Charles Calvert, the 5th Baron Baltimore publicly
claimed that he should have all the land south of the line, custom dictated
otherwise. In the seventeenth century all parties to the dispute had been
satisfied that the line lay about 20 miles south of Philadelphia. In 1682, the
3rd Lord Baltimore had run a boundary line from the mouth of the Octorara
River to the coast and the commissioners of property for Pennsylvania,
having accepted "Lord Baltimore's line" as valid, had taken possession
down to that line by settling land that far south in the early 1700s. 22 In the
1720s the Pennsylvania commissioners continued to recognize that bound-
ary; they agreed to settlements north of those early "Nottingham lots" and
refused to allow settlements below that point. 23 Yet, as Logan recognized,
the Baltimore claims to such a large section of Pennsylvania was the
"deeper cause" of the proprietary paralysis; 24 for even when the family
dispute was settled new land titles had to be conditional on the conclusion
of a boundary settlement. 21

Given the uncertain state of the proprietary title, the reaction of many
Pennsylvania residents was both predictable and sensible: they refused to
pay quitrents. If the commissioners of property did not have the power to
grant titles, how could the receiver-general have authority to collect their
rents? If quitrents were paid to one representative of the Penn family,
might not others demand the same as arrears once the succession had been
settled? If Baltimore was to be their proprietor in the future, what could be
gained by paying rent to the Penns? 26

Throughout the late 1720s and early 1730s Logan bombarded the
Penns with complaints and suggestions. Little could be expected in the
way of revenue, methods of making even modest remittances were few,
and the trustees had never been given any commission or instrument that
would publicly designate them as proprietary agents. 27 The proprietary
interest was swiftly "bleeding" away, and only resolute action could pre-
vent its destruction. 28 The family dispute had to be resolved; an agree-
ment concluded with Lord Baltimore; and, above all, one of the proprietors,
preferably elder brother John who owned one half of the proprietary inter-
est had to come to Pennsylvania and, personally, reassert his family's
authority. 29 When, in May 1732, Lord Baltimore finally affixed his signa-
ture and seal to a boundary agreement, all bars to such a visit seemed to
have disappeared.

During the 1720s the tenor of intercolonial relations between Pennsyl-
vania-Maryland had been firmly established. Harassments, assaults, and
jailings typified dealings at the local level; procrastination, intrigue, and
intransigence characterized activities in Philadelphia, Annapolis, and
London. 30 The compromise of 1732, which established the boundary line
roughly 15 miles south of Philadelphia, resolved nothing." When Lord
Baltimore arrived in Maryland shortly after concluding the pact, he was
quickly-convinced that he had given away far too much, and his commis-
sioners who were to cooperate with Pennsylvania counterparts in surveying
the line, scuttled negotiations with their wild construction of the agreement
text. 32 By August 1734, Baltimore was back in London making more



trouble for the Penns by petitioning the King to transfer control of Dela-
ware, or the three Lower Counties as it was then know, from the Penns to
himself. The Lords Committee of the Privy Council dodged the issue by
ruling that either party might begin a suit in Chancery to determine title to
the Lower Counties and the exact location of the Pennsylvania-Maryland
boundary. Accordingly on June 21, 1735, the Penns filed suit in equity—a
suit that was not to be settled for fifteen years.33

While news of Baltimore's unwillingness to honor the 1732 agreement
and of his subsequent activities brought gloom to Philadelphia, it brought
new hope to Annapolis. The Marylanders, who had everything to gain and
nothing to lose, busied themselves plotting a new strategy. East of the
Susquehanna River, where Pennsylvania's authority over the Nottingham
lots and the old Octorara boundary line gave the Penns strong claims,
Maryland's gains could be no more than marginal. West of the Susque-
hanna, however, prospects were much better; there, Pennsylvania had es-
tablished no right of possession south of the 40th parallel, consequently,
Maryland had the opportunity to do so first.

In Philadelphia, James Logan was fully aware of what the Maryland-
ers were thinking and he pressed his Lancaster County associates to fore-
stall them, consequently, in 1729 two Pennsylvanians, John and James
Hendricks, found themselves set up on two newly surveyed plantations on
the west side of the Susquehanna directly across from the Pennsylvania
settlement at Hempfield. News of this development and of the simultan-
eous organization of Lancaster as Pennsylvania's first western county, stir-
red the Marylanders into hurrying their own plans. By April 1731, eight
Maryland families were settled on the disputed land, and agents were cir-
culating through western Pennsylvania recruiting German immigrants to
do likewise. This sudden wave of Maryland activity apparently influenced
public opinion on the frontier for Lancaster justice of the peace John
Wright immediately reported to James Logan that "most of the people" on
the eastern side of the river believed that the "hominy" presence on the
western shore nullified any right the Penns might have had."

Such black days were not to last, for shortly after Thomas Penn arrived
in Philadelphia in the late summer of 1732, he began to encourage the es-
tablishment of rival settlements under Pennsylvania aegis. In 1734 Penn
asked local leader Samuel Blunston to distribute special land licenses for
plantations in the west. These licenses did not confer title because Penn
had not yet made the necessary Indian purchase but they required no
money payment, authorized settlement and surveys anywhere west of the
Susquehanna, and carried an implicit guarantee that once Penn had ex-
tinguished the Indian claims they could be converted into regular titles."
By issuing these special warrants, the proprietor formally served notice of
what he had privately stated since his arrival from England: Pennsylvania
had a right to the disputed land and he was determined to protect that
claim. His forthright action restored confidence in the Penn claim and



settlers with and without licenses moved westward to settle nominally
under the jurisdiction of the Quaker colony.

From 1730 through 1738 the rival activities of the Pennsylvanians and
Marylanders centered mainly on the land lying directly across the Susque-
hanna from Hempfield Township. It was there that the Hendricks claim
had first been laid out and occupied in 1729 and it was there that the most
resourceful Maryland leader, Thomas Cresap, chose to reside. Cresap was
one of those first half dozen Marylanders who settled there in early 1731,
and was a forceful presence from the moment of his arrival. Before the
year ended he was accused of encouraging Pennsylvania Germans to settle
near by under Maryland survey, of stealing a bound servant from a Hemp-
field resident, of harassing the local Indians, and of attempting to arrest a
Pennsylvania freeman. In return Cresap charged Pennsylvania authorities
with denying his justice and of attempting his murder. This exchange set
the tone for what followed. Over the next four and a half years, reports
from the frontier were filled with news of destroyed livestock, harassed
residents and assaults in the name of arrests.

It was not until the latter half of 1736, however, that events reached a
critical point. During the summer of that year Maryland surveyors had
been busy setting out a series of new tracts and in doing so they ran rough-
shod over a number of old property lines that purportedly carried with
them a valid Maryland title. To the German settlers who had bought the
plantations and who had abandoned their allegiance to Pennsylvania in
order to acquire secure land titles, this was the last straw. They felt that
the Maryland magistrates had mistreated them and now their property was
in danger. In late August, after consulting with Samuel Blunston they sent
a letter to Annapolis renouncing their Maryland overlords and petitioned
the Council in Philadelphia to accept their allegiance. Five weeks after the
Pennsylvania Council had agreed to deal with them as Pennsylvania resi-
dents, 300 Maryland militia appeared on the banks of the Susquehanna op-
posite Hempfield. Thanks to the resourcefulness of the Lancaster County
sheriff, Samuel Smith, who quickly managed to assemble a force of 150
volunteers, and to the disagreements that arose between Maryland's mili-
tia leaders and Thomas Cresap, the invading force did not mount an attack.
After plundering a few of the German homesteads and making a few half-
hearted attempts to squeeze promises of continued loyalty to Lord Balti-
more from their occupants, the militia men straggled back into Maryland.37

It was this appeal to force and the exposure of a Maryland inspired
plot to forcefully dispossess the turncoat Germans in the dead of winter
that finally stirred the Pennsylvanians to action. Since January 1735 the
Lancaster magistrates had possessed a warrant for Cresap's arrest for
murder; the time had come to serve it. Unfortunately, Cresap had ample
warning of Sheriff Smith's approach and the Lancaster posse found him
barricaded in his cabin. But the Pennsylvanians were not to be deterred by
the niceties of due process; they fired the cabin and collared Cresap when
he burst through the door.38



After this event both sides settled down in preparation for continued
hostilities. Blunston and Smith organized a voluntary militia to guard the
eastern shore of the Susquehanna and to garrison the fortified cabin on the
Hendricks plot; the Marylanders established their own stronghold and
mounted periodic raiding parties—to terrorize the Germans, to arrest
several Pennsylvanians, to assault others and to raid the Lancaster jail. For
a time in the spring of 1737, when the Lancaster residents felt the full ef-
fects of Maryland's marauding militia, the morale of the Pennsylvanians
dipped low. But time was on their side. 39

In early 1737, the boundary dispute again came before royal eyes on
the presentation of Maryland petitions—this time changing the Pennsyl-
vanians with murder, assault, and inhuman cruelty. After reviewing the
evidence, the Crown issued a quieting order on August 18th. Dissatisfied
with this directive which forbad further settlement in the disputed areas,
Baltimore and John Penn finally agreed to a temporary settlement of their
own making, and on May 25, 1737, an order-in-council approved it. Ac-
cording to the agreement a temporary line was to run 15 1/4 miles south of
Philadelphia west of that river. The actual surveying of that boundary in
1737-39 ended the long reign of the Maryland boundary dispute as the fore-
most issue in Pennsylvania's public affairs."

During the 8 years in which the Marylanders had most vigorously pur-
sued their claims, many Pennsylvania residents shared a common preoccu-
pation with the threat from the south. The Baltimore family claims and the
actions of their agents clouded the hopes and expectations of all those who
felt they had a stake in the province's future. Those who treasured their
religious freedoms feared Catholic oppression; those who valued Pennsyl-
vania's peculiar constitution decried the Maryland alternative; those who
held land in lower Chester and in Lancaster believed they were in danger of
losing that possession; those who lived in Philadelphia feared that if Balti-
more gained control of the rich lands of southeastern Pennsylvania and of
the Lower Counties, he would direct their trade away from the Delaware
River.' Because the Maryland threat was a commonly shared, external
threat, Pennsylvanians met it with determined unanimity. Members of the
proprietary family defended their claims in London, Governor Patrick Gor-
don and his Council did so in the provincial capitals, and the Assembly
identified itself with the common cause on all occasions.' What was at
stake was the security of many provincal residents, a security that de-
pended directly on the validity of the proprietary charter. Thus, it was the
proprietary family that events thrust to the fore, and colonial agents,
Quaker interest groups, provincial spokesmen, and local authorities all
looked to the Penns for leadership.

Thus, Thomas Penn's stay in Pennsylvania presented him with a sub-
stantial opportunity to build up goodwill and influence all over his province.
Throughout the colony there were men who had, already, irrevocably com-
mitted themselves to his case—not merely the political heavyweights such



as Provincial Councillor James Logan, merchant Isaac Norris, Sr., and As-
semblymen Jeremiah Langhorne and Andrew Hamilton, but also local resi-
dents in Nottingham and western Pennsylvania who had chosen to settle
under the questionable right of the Penn family. What they asked for and
expected in return for their support was leadership. It was precisely this
demand, however, that Thomas Penn could not supply. Handicapped by
his account-book mentality and acutely aware of his own claim to social pre-
eminence, Penn was not the man to make dramatic and encouraging ap-
pearances on the frontier, to deal with local leaders as partners in a com-
mon enterprise, nor to actively build up a personal following of any sort.
Immediately after his arrival Penn started out on the right foot when he
underwrote all expenses incurred in the boundary dispute. But by 1737,
Lancaster politician Samuel Blunston reported, with bitterness, that the
proprietor's behavior in past months had left no doubt about his feelings;
he believed that "all his pains and expense" had been "chiefly taken for
the benefit of the inhabitants" and they had done little to help' them- 43

selves. As long as the dispute with Maryland continued Blunston and
others kept their anger under control; county officials strove to keep squat-
ters off the proprietary manors, defending the Penn property just as they
hoped the Penns were protecting their titles and claims. But by wasting
away the initial enthusiasm that Pennsylvanians had for one of their long-
absent proprietors, and by failing to convert the cooperation of necessity
into mutual trust and friendship, Thomas Penn squandered an important
opportunity to guard the proprietary against the day when the boundary
crisis and the self-interested harmony that accompanied it, would no longer
survive.

When Thomas Penn sailed for Pennsylvania in the summer of 1732 he
believed that his foremost duty was to bring system and order to the Land
Office and thereby gain for the family the income to which they were enti-
tled. Back rents and uncollected purchase money were to be called in, and
from 1732 new conditions were to apply to the purchase of all Pennsylvania
land; quitrents were to rise from 1 or 2 shillings per 100 acres to 1/2 penny
per acre sterling and the common price of land from £l0 per 100 acres to

£ 15-10/ Pennsylvania currency." But while making alterations in the con-
ditions of land purchase was a simple procedure, thorough implementation
was not. Provincial residents continued the practices they had followed in
the preceding decade: some took out warrants—at the new price, of
course—but then neglected to have their tract surveyed and patented;
others took the first two steps but failing to make the final payment on their
land, were denied formal title; still others, simply came and sat down as
they had in the past. professing as always that when properly asked, they
would pay for their land. 45

Despite his intentions, Penn had no alternative but to sanction many of
these arrangements. It was impossible to demand full payment on the iss-
uance of a warrant for seldom did the purchaser have that kind of ready
money. Consequently, many made a first payment of one third the value of
the land and agreed to pay the balance in six months only to default after



obtaining the warrant and marking out or having surveyed the limits of
their new plantations 46 In the disputed territory in Lancaster and even on
the east side of the Susquehanna, Penn allowed deputy surveyors Samuel
Blunston and Zachariah Butcher to set out lots on verbal or written applica-
tion alone, and with no money payment other than surveyor's fees, in order
to bind the interests of settlers more tightly to the Pennsylvania cause. 47

Of course, on the west side of the Susquehanna River the Blunston licenses
established another type of property right without any consideration money
or application for the usual legal instruments.

Expediency dictated these policies, and it was to expediency that Penn
bowed. His real sentiments were never in doubt; he pointed out to his
agents that the only way to force provincial residents to pay for the land
they worked was to stop the sale of improvements. If this could be done,
land would have to be paid for and titled before a property transaction
could be completed. But practically this was no solution. The locally elec-
ted officials over whom Penn had no effective control would not lift a finger
to implement such instructions.'

A lthough the obstacles were too great for Penn to bring about the kind
of ordered situation he had envisaged, not all of the proprietor's efforts
were lost. The Land Office did begin to issue patents in large enough num-
bers to bring in some revenue, and the large number of warrants that were
taken out signified that many were, at least, asking permission to settle.
Two natural inducements helped Penn persuade settlers that they should
take out warrants, surveys, and patents; established improvement rights
could be challenged by a new warrantee, an action that could lead to an ex-
pensive law suit, and no man was eligible for aid from the provincial loan
office unless he had established a secure title or was using the loan to fi-
nance that purchase. But given the great backlog of improvements that
had built up, the continuing, rapid rate of immigration in the 1730s, and
the difficulties created by the Maryland boundary dispute, systematic reg-
ulation and distribution of land titles was dishearteningly slow."

What was eventually to bring the proprietors the greatest amount of
trouble was not the demand that new grants of land be subject to a higher
purchaser price, but that old improvement rights, settled or acquired
before 1732, should be subject to the new prices. After William Penn's
death, Logan had, indeed, told settlers that he could "neither make nor
propose any terms to them," but there was widespread belief that 10 per
acre, which was the consideration most commonly asked, would be the
eventual price. 5° The very indefiniteness of the arrangement coupled with
the fact that the Land Office did on occasion grant land at an even lower
price created a misleading set of expectations among the settlers. In fact,
the 1732 increase in the price of land did no more than allow for the de-
preciation of Pennsylvania currency so that in pounds sterling the Penns
asked no more than they had received prior to the emission of Pennsylvania
currency in the 1720s. Such reasoning, however, evoked no sympathy



among the tight-fisted immigrants. To them £10 had come to mean £10 in
Pennsylvania currency, and Thomas Penn's appearance in the colony
meant the land would now cost £ 5 more.

The situation in Donegal, Lancaster County, illustrates both the kind
of mistakes Thomas Penn made and the kind of hostility he encountered. In
1719 James Logan had settled a group of Scotch-Irish families in Donegal,
hoping that if need should arise they would serve as the nucleus of a fron-
tier militia. In settling them there Logan made no concession beyond the
usual £10 per 100 acre land price. 5 ' Those who did not take out warrants,
undoubtedly, expected the same terms, 52 but in the winter of 1733-34,
after turning down their petition for these terms, Thomas Penn gave them
a choice of three alternatives, all of which constituted a heavier payment
than the old prices and quirents had been." After two years of negotiation
Penn had given some ground but it was still not enough to satisfy the in-
tractable Donegalians. 54 In the meantime, Penn had accepted Samuel
Blunston's advice and ordered him to go ahead and survey the inhabitants'
improvements, reasoning that once this had been done warrants could be
filled out detailing both the size of the plantation and the cost. 55 By the
end of 1737, when Blunston had finished up most of the surveying, Penn
was beginning to see the folly he had committed. In paying Blunston's sur-
veying fees and allowing him to proceed, the inhabitants-had obtained the
strongest possible improvement right they could get—a survey—and this
without paying any consideration money. Dealing from this new position of
strength, the spokesmen for the Donegal residents renewed their requests
for the old rates and liberal credit terms."

Faced with this evidence of bad faith, absolutely convinced of his own
rectitude, and humiliated by his own naivete, Penn's patience crumbled. In
December 1738, he ordered Blunston not to survey any more plantations
unless the applicant had taken out a warrant on one of the three sets of
terms he had offered in 1733-34. 57 Nine months later, when news of the
Penn-Baltimore agreement reached Philadelphia, Penn acted with
swiftness." On November 23, 1738, the proprietaries issued a proclama-
tion condemning all of those who now possessed warrants, surveys, or bare
improvement rights and had not paid the necessary consideration money.
According to the proclamation they had to pay this money by March 1,
1739, or be "proceeded against according to the law, on order to be re-
moved from their possessions." 59 Proprietary negotiations had accom-
plished nothing; the time had come for confrontation.

Much the same sort of evolution in proprietary affairs occurred over
the question of quitrent payments. The old yearly rate that the Penns had
most often reserved on grants of land before 1732 had been 1 shilling per
100 acres. Throughout the 1720s, however, many refused to pay it because
of the confusion over the proprietary title. This excuse remained valid for
some of the Chester and Lancaster County residents until 1738. But most
of the old settlers in Philadelphia, Bucks, and northern Chester recognized
their obligation to pay. The important question, for them, was not whether
to pay, but how much to pay. According to their land grants the quitrents



were payable in sterling but after the adoption of a paper currency in 1723
the common standard exchange in the colony had become the Pennsylvania
shilling. Moreover, the Paper Money Acts that authorized the printing and
distribution of the provincial currency stipulated that it be accepted as legal
tender for all outstanding debts. Since the value of 12 English pence, or 1
shilling, fluctuated between 18 and 20 pence Pennsylvania currency, local
residents were tempted to pay their quitrents in the devalued provincial
money. 60 When Thomas Penn arrived in Pennsylvania some residents
professed their willingness to compromise and pay a 4 pence premium on
the shilling in accordance with an English statute of 1707 which pegged
colonial currency at 16 pence on the shilling." Despite the pressing needs
of the family, however, Penn refused to allow his receivers to accept any-
thing but the full amount according to the current exchange rate. 62 Both
he and brother John hoped that they could persuade the provincial Assem-
bly to exempt quitrents from the legal tender clause of the Paper Money
Acts. Predictably, the Assemblymen were cold to Penn's initial sugges-
tions, but they were aware that the proprietor possessed the means to force
the issue." In October 1737, the Reemitting Act, which had kept Pennsyl-
vania's currency in circulation, was to expire, and the approximately
£ 69,000 in bills of credit would thereafter gradually disappear from circula-
tion. " Because local opinion was virtually unanimous that Pennsylvania's
prosperity depended on the availability of this currency, the proprietary
power to withhold executive consent from a new Currency Act became a
powerful bargaining point. Fully aware of this, the Penns instructed Gov-
ernor George Thomas when he was commissioned in 1737, to refuse assent
to any currency bill that did not expressly state that all proprietary qui-
trents were to be paid according to the current rate of exchange.65

As soon as Governor Thomas reached Philadelphia in the summer of
1738 the Assembly presented him with a bill to re-emit and increase the
amount of provincial currency. Thomas managed to postpone considera-
tion of the bill by arguing that insufficient time remained in the summer
session for him to master such a complex affair, but when a new Assembly
had convened for its January session in 1739 that excuse was no longer ac-
ceptable. In the first exchange between the Governor and the Assembly,
Thomas put the proprietary arguments: the quitrents ought to be paid in
the equivalent of sterling because they had been contracted as sterling
debts; to "honest men," the "justice" of this proprietary instruction was
plain enough. 66 The Assembly's replies stressed a different point: if an
exception were made in the case of the quitrents the value of the currency
would be adversely affected and the exchange rates would fall even lower.
If this happened the proprietaries would lose far more from outstanding
debts for land, than they could ever recoup in the quitrent arrears.67 Thomas
Penn eventually admitted the validity of this reasoning and in May 1739 the
two parties reached a compromise.68 The proprietors would accept 16
pence on the shilling; the Assembly would pay the proprietors 1,200 im-
mediate compensation and an annual stipend of £130 during the life of the



new Paper Money Act."

On May 19, the relevant legislation passed, and Thomas Penn had no
need to bide his time any longer. In August 1738, he had written to John
that as soon as a settlement had been reached he would "lose no time to
seize on the tenants and use all methods the laws allow to make a speedy
collection of the whole.' 70 On June 28, 1739, only 5 1/2 weeks after the
Governor had passed the two acts Richard Peters, the new Secretary of the
Land Office, placed a notice in the Gazette commanding all who had been
in arrears to appear in October and November to discharge their debts. De-
fault would result in legal action. 71 In the cases of quitrent arrears, as in
all Land Office affairs, the Penns' determination to collect what was theirs
and the settlers' predisposition to avoid payment, produced a growing es-
trangement between proprietor and people.

The politics of the early 1720s in Pennsylvania are well known for
their factional quality. William Keith, the gentleman whom William Penn
had appointed Governor in 1717, had capitalized on the confusion over the
proprietary title and on an economic recession to promote his own interest.
Gambling that the Crown would expropriate both Pennsylvania and the
Lower Counties, in the not-too-distant future and hoping to ease his way to
a royal governorship by building up "popular" support in the colonies,
Keith courted the electorate as no other Pennsylvania governor had done.
Allied with the renowned old champion of Assembly rights, Speaker of the
House, David Lloyd, Keith took the popular position that Pennsylvania
should meet her economic problems by printing paper currency. When
those who supported the proprietary interests from their appointive posi-
tions on the Provincial Council opposed this inflationary policy, Keith and
Lloyd again joined together to argue vehemently that the Council had no
place in Pennsylvania's constitution. The provincial government consisted
of an executive with full discretionary powers and an elected Assembly and
the council was merely a body that existed on the sufferance of the Gover-
nor to tender advice if, and when, asked. 72

The political furor Keith aroused was not to last long into the second
quarter of the eighteenth century. Wearied of Keith's insubordination and
worried about its effect, Springett Penn agreed to appoint Patrick Gordon
in Keith's stead, and the new governor assumed office on June 22, 1726,
three months before the annual October election. Still, Keith had a breath
or two left. Determined to keep his political career alive, the former Gover-
nor set his eyes on what was the only suitable elected post for an ex-gover-
nor to take—the Speakership of the Assembly. Keith's announcement of
his political intentions only made public and irrevocable what had already
taken place. Ever the realist and knowing from his experience that no man
was more dead than yesterday's governor, David Lloyd had immediately
accommodated himself to the new chief executive and joined in a reconcili-
ation with James Logan. Despite Keith's success in winning the 10 Phil-
adelphia city and county seats, the 16 Bucks and Chester County represen-
tatives firmly supported Lloyd in his bid for re-election as Speaker, and,
once he had secured that position, he continued to cooperate with the



Governor and proprietary allies. For the next year Keith remained in Penn-
sylvania, nursing his ambition and his public support in the hopes that fate
might intervene on his behalf. After he failed to pick up more seats in the
1727 election, Keith realized that further efforts in Pennsylvania would
reap no results and set sail for London, hoping that there he could convince
the powerful to secure him another governorship. Following his departure
in February 1728, Keith's confederates in the Assembly became increas-
ingly hostile towards their Lloydian counterparts, and in May of that year
they attempted to bring the legislative process to a halt by refusing to at-
tend house sessions. After the October election, however, the two groups
worked out a compromise and, when Patrick Gordon agreed to accept a
new paper money emission, the Keithians were robbed of popular grounds
on which to resume their quarrel. The paper money advocates who threat-
ened to do violence in Philadelphia, faded away into silence and the Keith-
ians again became simply Pennsylvanians."

By the end of the 1720s Pennsylvania's political leaders were tired of
the needless contentions that had recently disturbed the province. Once
the Penns had discharged Keith from office he lost the legitimacy he had
derived from his position as governor and stood condemned by the univers-
ally recognized values of concord and amity. 74 This genuine predilection
for peace that Pennsylvania residents shared was reinforced by the grow-
ing seriousness of the Maryland boundary dispute—an external threat
which drove politicians to subordinate their differences to their common
concern for security. When the Penn family dispute was finally settled in
1731, Pennsylvania brightened to the prospect of a new future in which the
proprietor could unite with the local gentlemen and freemen in clearing the
provincial title and in solving the many public and private problems that
the preceding decade of neglect had produced.

By the time Thomas Penn arrived in Pennsylvania in 1732 changes in
the political scene already reflected the new provincial circumstances.
With William Keith gone and his followers bereft of leaders, with James
Logan incapacitated by a broken hip, with former trustee Isaac Norris, Sr.
retired to his country estate, and with David Lloyd dead, Andrew Hamilton
quickly established himself as the most influential politician in the colony.
Hamilton had been educated at the Inns of Court and about 1715 finally
settled in Pennsylvania, where he became a close associate of David
Lloyd's. Like Lloyd, Hamilton cooperated with Keith, accepting the post of
Attorney General in 1717 and later filling a seat in the Provincial Council.
Despite his public prominence, Hamilton managed to stay clear of the
bitter debates that divided Philadelphia in the early 1720s, and in the
summer of 1724 he resigned his posts and left the overheated city atmos-
phere for England. After receiving the Penns' assurance of goodwill, he
returned to Philadelphia in the summer of 1726 and immediately made his
weight felt in local politics. He took charge of the proprietary election
campaign in the Lower Counties, intervening with such skill that William
Keith, who had expended great effort to build up a personal following
there, was defeated as an Assembly candidate. Such spectacular success



solidly cemented his political alliances with James Logan and Bucks Coun-
ty notable Jeremiah Langhorne. In 1727 Hamilton was elected as a Bucks
County representative to the Pennsylvania Assembly. Two years later he
succeeded David Lloyd to the Speakership, and by 1730 he held the posts of
recorder of the Philadelphia Municipal Corporation, prothonotary in Phil-
adelphia County, and acting trustee of the Loan Office. 75

When Thomas Penn arrived in Pennsylvania in 1732, Andrew Hamil-
ton was prepared to use his network of power and influence to support the
proprietary interest, and in future years he did perform important services.
He served as a provincial representative on the 1732 boundary commission,
acted as emissary to Annapolis in 1734, constantly advised Penn on legal
procedures, fought for the release of those Pennsylvanians who were jailed
at various times by the Marylanders, encouraged applicants to the Loan
Office to pay the purchase price of their land to the proprietors, and worked
for a quitrent arrears settlement that would compensate the Penns for their
losses. 76

The reasons Hamilton was able to do all of this and still retain the con-
fidence of most Pennsylvanians were several. Of central importance was
the belief—widespread among provincial inhabitants—that as long as the
Maryland boundary dispute was unsettled they should avoid being at odds
with their proprietor. Unquestionably this worked to prevent the surfacing
of animosities that might have produced contention among Pennsylvania
politicians. But, that is no reason to take anything away from Andrew
Hamilton. Despite his occasional unwillingness to "brook a slight from
those who he expected a better treatment," Hamilton was a consumate
politician—a master at generating compromise, perspicacious in his choice
of allies and attentive to his friends. 77 Only once in ten years did he slip
badly. That was in 1733 when, after he had become involved in a brief but
sharp dispute with Governor Gordon, his friends "dropped" him and he
failed election as a candidate for Bucks County. Defeat, however, was
momentary. Almost before the returns had come in Hamilton bounced to
his feet and began to paste together a new political world. He resigned as
prothonotary of Philadelphia County on the condition that the office go to
his son James, patched up his quarrel with Governor Gordon and with the
help of Jeremiah Langhorne, who was the most respected political leader in
Bucks County, he re-entered the Assembly in an election. In October 1734
he was again chosen by his peers to be Speaker of the house. 78

Important, too, in explaining Hamilton's predominant role in the
politics of the 30s was his well deserved reputation as a spokesman for pop-
ular rights. As a matter of tactics, alone, Hamilton had to assume leader-
ship in popular causes simply to keep control of them, but this was not the
only reason that he did so. Despite his concern for proprietary privileges,
Hamilton shared the same whiggish sentiments that other popular
politicians professed and in 1735 he displayed them for all to see. In that
year his magnificent success in defending printer Peter Zenger of New



York against charges of libel brought him popular acclaim as America's
spokesman for liberty of the press. 79

Thereafter, public esteem for Hamilton continued to grow for almost
as soon as he returned from New York he emerged as a leading advocate of
the rights of Pennsylvania freeholders in their protests against the pro-
vince's equity court. From 1720, equity jurisdiction in Pennsylvania had
been administered by a chancery court voted into existence by an Assem-
bly resolve and presided over by the Governor and a number of provincial
councillors. Although the court sat but seldom, the presence of a vigorous
and determined proprietary landlord led to speculation that Penn might
use the court to prosecute deliquent debtors. 80 Such suspicions were not
entirely ill-founded for the Penns did indeed want a court that was free of
elected sheriffs and of juries, one that was composed of "knowing and ex-
perienced men" with the Governor to "preside therein."' Fortunately,
for those who were worried about possible abuses of the equity court, the
best possible grounds were found for revoking the Assembly resolution
that had brought it into existence. Article 6 of the 1701 Charter of Privi-
leges specifically stated that no person should "be obliged to answer any
complaint, matter, or thing whatsoever, relating to property, before the
Governor and council . . ." 82 Along with other legislative spokesmen,
Hamilton praised William Penn's foresight in including this provision
which allowed them to repudiate the Assembly resolution and thus forward
what in the founder's words was "the great end of all government—to
support power in reverence with the people, and to secure the people from
the abuse of government." 83 Throughout the 1730s, then, Andrew Hamil-
ton was the most important political leader in Pennsylvania and Hamilton-
ian politics were peaceful politics. There were no major disruptions, no
cases of serious contention, and no conflicts among politicians, sufficiently
quarrelsome, public, and prolonged to warrant being called factional out-
bursts. That is not to say, however, that there were no significant altera-
tions in power relationships. Even during periods of peaceful politics rare-
ly, if ever, does the distribution of political power and the reputation of
politicians remain static. There are usually a great variety of changes,
often subtle and partially disguised, and very often those changes, when
exposed, reveal a noticeable drift in public affairs. And in Pennsylvania
during the 30s public affairs drifted in such a way as to leave the proprie-
tary interests stranded by the decade's end.

When the two Penn brothers sailed up the Delaware, Thomas in
August 1732 and John two years later, the tides of proprietary popularity
reached heights that would never again be attained. Those many Pennsyl-
vanians who had felt deserted in the 1720s but had nevertheless remained
steadfast in the proprietary cause felt that their loyalty would soon be re-
warded. Others, threatened by the increasingly serious Maryland bound-
ary dispute and tired of the political factionalism that had characterized Sir
William Keith's days, looked forward to a period of cooperation under pro-
prietary leadership. But John Penn had to return to England again in 1735
before he had the opportunity to influence proprietary policies, and. al-



though Thomas succeeded to some extent in the narrow task of increasing
the family revenue, he failed miserably at the larger task of protecting and
expanding the family's influence.

Even for a tactful man—which Thomas Penn was not—the burden of
straightening out proprietary affairs was a Herculean task. Because of
European experiences new immigrants were deeply distrustful of all land-
lords, and those who had settled during the 1720s, accustomed to thinking
of the land as their own, deeply resented the demand that they should now
pay principal, interest, and an annual quitrent. Others, like the Scotch-
Irish at Donegal, saw each new offer Penn made as a betrayal of past
promises. "Grumblers and malcontents" increased, especially during the
equity court dispute. 84 Reasoning  that if those in arrears thought it "like-
ly" that the proprietors intended to use the court to persecute the offenders
they would "think it more proper to comply," Thomas Penn did nothing to
discountenance such rumors. 85 By 1738-39, when Penn could move a-
gainst those who owed him money for land, these sentiments had spread,
and the very circumstances that allowed him, at that point, to prosecute
debtors vigorously—the settlement of the Maryland boundary dispute—re-
moved the outside threat that encouraged men to work with the proprietor
and to hold in check what ill feeling they harbored. The proclamation of
November 1738, which demanded compliance with Land Office procedure,
was followed less than a year later by the quitrent settlement and the June
1739 proclamation demanding immediate payment of all arrears. In De-
cember 1739 Thomas reported on the results of his new tough policies to
elder brother John: James Steel, the Proprietary's Receiver General had
"for eighteen months has gone through more business than ever he did for
two or three years past." 86 Theeffects of such officiousness were predict-
able. When in September 1739 Reverend Samuel Thomson of Penns-
borough was examined before the Donegal Presbytery for writing a letter
"containing some things which were very offensive to the humble
proprietors," his defense was short and pointed: these were "not his own
thoughts but the thoughts of the people." ST

In addition to the obvious hostility that Penn's land policies generated
during the 1730s, a whole series of subtle changes in power relations so
weakened the proprietary interest that by 1739 the Penns were left with
only slender, ill-defined bases of popular support. Throughout the 1720s
James Logan had kept the western reaches of Chester County firmly in the
proprietary interest. He maintained firm ties with his fellow Quakers who
settled there and in partnership with the leaders of the Scotch-Irish com-
munity, he also built up a powerful fur trading empire. In these early, for-
mative years Logan helped draw the Quakers and the Scotch-Irish into a co-
operative relationship, and under his tutelage they worked together in
order to forward their own, James Logan's, and the proprietor's interests.
While this local pattern of cooperation was reinforced in the 1730s under
direct threats of an expansionist Maryland the old leadership ties with
Philadelphia underwent serious alteration. 88

Throughout the decade of the 1730s the Scotch-Irish remained a pow-



erful voice in Lancaster affairs. They constituted a large portion of the pol-
itically active community, they shared in the common danger that the
Marylanders posed and made up a large part of the Pennsylvania conting-
ents that had to confront Thomas Cresap and his gang, they had strong
local leaders such as politicians Andrew Galbraith, John Emerson, James
Mitchell, and Samuel Smith, and they believed that the most effective way
to deal with their present problems was to work with the proprietor. To this
end they chose James Hamilton, Andrew's son, along with one or two local
Scotch-Irish representatives to sit as Lancaster County legislators in the
Provincial Assembly. " But the continued representation of the Scotch-
Irish Presbyterians in the Assembly did not mean that power relations had
not altered. Immobilized with a broken hip, predisposed to retire from the
most burdensome public and private affairs, and unable to influence an in-
dependent Thomas Penn to the extent that he hoped, James Logan's poli-
tical empire gradually disintegrated, and no new proprietary spokesman in
Philadelphia emerged to establish a special relationship with the Scotch-
Irish. Consequently, on the level of provincial politics the balance between
Quaker and Presbyterian that had existed through Logan disappeared.

It was during these same years that the credit of a small group of men
who had been reared as Quakers increased significantly in Lancaster
County. Samuel Blunston, John Wright, his two sons, James and John,
Jr., Jacob Minshall, and John, James, and Tobias Hendriks all owned
property on either the east or west side of the Susquehanna River at the
point that was later to become Columbia and Wrightsborough, the very
place where Thomas Cresap and his followers determined to challenge
Pennsylvania possession. 90 Throughout the violent days of the 1730s,
these were the men who with the support of their Scotch-Irish and German
Friends, held the Pennsylvania supporters together and kept them loyal to
the Penn cause. Of this group the one man who was most responsible for
establishing the basis for future Quaker leadership in the county was
Samuel Blunston.

Previous to Thomas Penn's arrival, Blunston had cooperated with
James Logan in organizing the Pennsylvania resistance to the Maryland in-
cursions and doing so he strengthened his influence among Lancaster resi-
dents and recommended himself to Thomas Penn. When Penn needed
someone in 1734 to grant licenses for settling on the disputed land west of
the Susquehanna River, Blunston was the obvious man. A year later, Blun-
ston convinced Penn that many of the old improvement rights in Lancaster
ought to be surveyed before warrants were taken out, and when the resi-
dents of Hempfield and Donegal respectfully petitioned Penn to appoint
Blunston as deputy for the job, Penn granted the request. Again, in 1737
Penn allowed Blunston to hand pick the men who might purchase land for a
plantation in a tract of rich land which had originally been set aside as a
proprietary manor. Thus, Thomas Penn put tremendous power in Blun-
ston's hands; he could choose who should be allowed to settle on broad
expanses of good land, and in a colony where possession of a registeres



survey was virtually as strong as an official title, he could decide who,
among the old residents of Donegal and Hempfield, merited such a survey.
While sharing Penn's trust, and carrying on an apparently candid corres-
pondence with the proprietor that proved his loyalty, Blunston used his
immense discretionary power along with his influence as a gentleman, pri-
vate businessman, justice of the peace, deputy register, and prothonotary
to build up his own political interest." In his dealings with local residents
he clearly cast himself in the hero's role, defending Pennsylvania's claim to
western lands, and pleading the case of the Donegal and Hempfield resi-
dents against a grasping proprietor. 92 It was a dazzling exhibition of poli-
tical dexterity and when, in 1736, James Logan warned Presbyterian
minister James Anderson that Samuel Blunston was seducing the Scotch-
Irish, it was already too late. The foundation for a later anti-proprietary,
Quaker-led, alliance had already been laid.93

These political changes in the west were accompanied by equally sig-
nificant ones in the east. Although Andrew Hamilton's influence in Bucks
County remained solid during the 1730s, founded as it was on longstanding
friendship with Jeremiah Langhorne, Joseph Kirkbride, and Lawrence
Growdon, the same could not be said about the other two old counties. In
Philadelphia County, Hamilton's position had weakened for his quarrel
with the Norris family in 1733 had left hard feelings and the power of his
old friend James Logan was on the wane." In Chester, where non-
Quakers were always at a political disadvantage, the good will that
Hamilton had inherited from David Lloyd had slowly dissipated after the
latter's death, and, when, in 1739, the Assembly agreed to reimburse the
Penns for their quitrent arrears losses, 7 of the 8 members from Chester re-
fused to endorse Hamilton's compromise settlement.95 The casting of
these dissentient votes dramatically pointed out the changes that had taken
place in Andrew Hamilton's political support. Whereas in the early 1730s
Hamilton had gained power with the support of the influential county lead-
ers who had opposed the city based William Keith, by the end of the
decade Hamilton had become somewhat of a city man himself, associating
more and more with his son-in-law William Allen, the Plumsted family,
and some of the old supporters of Sir William Keith." But the quiet ero-
sion of his old political alliances was masked by a unique situation. In 1735
Hamilton had become an Anglo-American hero, a figure of international
renown. His magnificent success in defending printer Peter Zenger of New
York against charges of libel brought him to the high point of his career.
The reputation Hamilton thereby gained as spokesman for liberty of the
press furnished him with a popularity in Pennsylvania that was to continue
until his retirement in 1739. What his close friends and associates did not
see was that his popularity and the power that it brought was based on per-
sonal reputation. And that was something that could not be bequeathed.
While Hamilton's influence remained real enough during the later 1730s,
the legacy he left to his city friends was to prove illusory. 97

As significant as these general political changes in both eastern and
western counties were in the gradual deterioration of a once powerful pro-



prietary interest, none were more so than the demise of the old Penn family
friends and the circumstances of their successors. In Bucks County the
longtime political overlord and proprietary ally, Jeremiah Langhorne, fell
ill in 1739 and died shortly thereafter. Coinciding as it did with the retire-
ment and subsequent death of Andrew Hamilton, this loss was a heavy
blow to proprietary influence. 'Langhorne's lieutenants Lawrence Growdon
and Joseph Kirkbride, did not wield the same power their former associate
had. Nor were they as firmly entrenched in the proprietary interest. In
Philadelphia an even greater failure of succession took place. Despite a
long apprenticeship under the skillful tutelage of his father-in-law, Andrew
Hamilton, William Allen had not matured as a politician—something that
he was soon to display to all Pennsylvania.

In the ranks of Penn's administrators, changes in personnel brought
similar results. James Logan's power continued to decline despite his ac-
tivities as President of the Council between Governor Gordon's death in
August 1736 and Governor Thomas' assumption of duties in June 1738.
Logan's waspish tongue still spread fear and commanded subservience but
his peevish manner encouraged many of his old associates to avoid him
now that they were able to do so. 98 Rather than James Logan, it was the
Receiver-General, James Steel, who was responsible for preserving much
of the good will that the proprietor did meet with in the countryside. In the
course of his duties Steel was constantly in touch with countrymen of all
sorts, rectifying an error, rendering a service, dampening down an en-
flamed mind. Kind and affable, he entertained extensively on the proprie-
tor's behalf, helping to dissolve away some of the rancor that Thomas
Penn's actions and policies produced. 99 But by 1739 "old James" was
unable to handle the growing volume of proprietary business. 100 Two years
later he was dead.

Thomas Penn's replacements for Logan and Steel did nothing to re-
store the diminishing country influence of the proprietary. The new Secre-
tary of the Land Office, Richard Peters and Receiver-General Lynford Lard-
ner, were Anglican outsiders recently arrived from England who lacked
friends and contacts in the Pennsylvania countryside. " 1 Even in Philadel-
phia their political influence was limited by the circles in which they
moved. Lardner was to remain little more than a sycophant; Peters, on the
other hand, was to become a good political tactician, a sharp observer, and
an efficient manager. He recognized the obstacles he faced and used his
power as Land Office administrator and as proprietary spokesman to try to
offset them. But while he was undergoing the seasoning that eventually
helped him to understand the nuances of Pennsylvania society, the old
country interest that had supported the Penn family slowly slipped away.

The appointments of Lardner and Peters were important not just for
what they meant in terms of diminishing proprietary influence but also be-
cause they represented an explicit statement of the one guiding principle
Thomas Penn consistently paid service to during his stay in Pennsylvania.
Rather than seek closer alliances with provincial residents, Penn was deter-



mined to extricate himself from a former dependence on local leaders. In
the proprietor's role as landlord this seemed simple enough to accomplish;
once Penn had mastered the details of administration and reorganized the
Land Office, he appointed administrative officials who were proprietary de-
pendents. He intended Peters and Lardner to be his creatures, and in large
measure they proved to be so. Of course, in the administration of land the
proprietor could not be totally independent of local officials, and, in fact,
Penn grossly underestimated just how important the discretionary power of
deputy surveyors and other officers might be; but Penn felt that as long as
those at the administrative center were strong, local officials could be used
rather than having them use the proprietor.

In the second proprietary role, that of titular Governor, Penn followed
a similar inclination. He stayed aloof from local politicans, asking their co-
operation on occasion but concluding no firm alliances or friendships with
any of them.102 In Penn's view, such coalitions were both dangerous and
unnecessary—dangerous because they exposed the proprietary to the pos-
sibility of betrayal and unnecessary because the executive part of the gov-
ernment was under complete proprietary control. 103 The functioning chief
executive, whoever he might be, was a proprietary appointee and it was
through him and the power of his office that political affairs ought to be
managed and controlled."'

Penn's undiscerning notions of how the proprietary should function as
landlord and in government were grounded in shallow appraisal of what
colonists recognized as legitimate. In land policy, for example, Penn
thought that it was enough for him to have proper legal rights. To Penn,
his lawful claims were "just" claims, and the exercising of justice was
something men had no right to deny or resent. In government, similar
logic prevailed. The balanced constitution that all men desired was threat-
ened in Pennsylvania because of the weakness of the executive. In any at-
tempt to protect or regain executive privileges, all sensible men of property
could be expected to support the proprietary for dangerous consequences
had always followed the enjoyment of too much liberty. 106

Beneath the principles that guided Penn's behavior and the ostensible
justification for it, there lurked the motives for the proprietor's actions.
One of the reasons Penn did not mix and form friendships with the local
political leaders was that his reserved personality set him apart. Another
was that Thomas Penn was determined that the social distance that lay be-
tween himself and other Pennsylvanians should be recognized. He was an
Englishman; they were provincials. He was a landlord; they were his ten-
ants. He was the proprietor; they were dependents. Finally, Penn was
deeply distrustful of the province's leading men. When Andrew Hamilton
visited England in 1724 he prevailed upon the Penn brothers to grant him a
valuable property right without confiding in them just how valuable it real-
ly was. 107 What was true of Hamilton, could be said about any of the other
rich provincials: they had used the power the proprietors had bestowed
upon them to build up their own personal fortunes.108 When Thomas
Penn came to Pennsylvania he found James Logan, Isaac Norris, Andrew



Hamilton and others living as proprietors should, while the Penn family
was staggering along under a heavy burden of debt. To Thomas Penn the
lesson was clear: if provincials were granted the proprietary favor they
would inevitably betray it, and the greater the trust, the greater the betray-
al. This belief was deeply imbedded in Penn's mind early in the 1730s, and
his dealings with men like Samuel Blunston in situations where he had to
rely on local leaders strongly reinforced his prejudice. The only close
friendships Penn enjoyed during his nine years in Pennsylvania were with
Robert Charles—a recently arrived English and proprietary placeman-
and Richard Hockley—the son of his deceased London business partner.109

But despite Thomas Penn's unwillingness to dutifully cultivate a "pro-
prietary interest" in Pennsylvania, there still existed two rather ill-defined
sources of proprietary support in the colony at the end of the decade. In
Philadelphia, of course, Andrew Hamilton's city friends composed a loose
opinion group that was somewhat sympathetic to the Penn's and to the ex-
ecutive branch of the government. A second current of goodwill towards
the proprietary began to flow in 1734-35, when John Penn, who because of
his birth in the colony was known as "the American," visited Pennsyl-
vania. His visit evoked a nostalgic response from some of the old country
Quakers, and when he returned to England to defend the family title a-
gainst renewed attacks of Lord Baltimore, the good will of many Pennsyl-
vanians went with him. In London, Pennsylvania agent John Paris and the
London Quakers had kept the land hungry Baltimores at bay until the elder
Penn's return, and from that moment the London Meeting of Sufferings
and the senior proprietor worked together to protect the Penn title. News
of this cooperation between John Penn and the London Quakers reached
Pennsylvania Friends and nourished that sense of fondness for the senior
proprietor, that his brief visit had sparked. Through this vicarious relation-
ship, provincial Quakers came to know an amiable, whiggish John Penn
and their estimate of his character, as such, played an important part in de-
termining Quaker political strategy during later years. 110

Despite the formation of the two loose centers of proprietary support
in the second half of the decade, the Penn family influence had suffered
severely in the 1730s. Opportunities for consolidating a strong proprietary
following had existed but Thomas Penn failed to take advantage of them. It
was less that Thomas Penn was a poor politican than that he simply refused
to be one. This decision, however, was clearly unwise. The hostile feelings
that proprietary land policies had generated were bound to spill over into
governmental relations, and Penn would only add to these if he was deter-
mined, as he openly avowed, to redress the balance of power between the
magistracy and the people. Any attempt to offset the power of elected
sheriffs, local juries, and constables by establishing a proper chancery
court and a regular militia or to curb the power of the legislature by ending
the Assembly's claim to unilateral appropriation of the Loan Office reve-
nues would bring on serious political contention. Because the executive
and proprietary were so weak, as Penn tacitly acknowledged when he men-
tioned such reforms, the executive could never hope to control the course of



conflict between the two branches of government without support from the
electorate and from leading politicians. Not that Penn could have gained
widespread support for such extreme measures; surely, he could not. It is
conceivable, however, that had he taken full advantage of his opportunities
he could have impeded the Assembly's accumulation of powers; certainly,
had he developed closer contacts with local leaders, he would have become
much more aware of the possible limits of successful political action. But
the proprietor did not seriously try to establish such relationships. By
standing on his rights and by refusing to participate in the active manage-
ment of provincial politics, Penn left himself without the means to effect
the kind of policies he was determined to pursue. 	 q
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