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68 QUAKER HISTORY

slowly accepted by the Yearly Meeting as a whole,»
tion suggests the question why did this meeting thus
pioneer. I do not think its location was responsible.
another case of the liberalism of the “west.’” Some of it he attrib-
utes to the greater influence of J oseph John Gurney here than else-
where in the Philadelphia area. It certainly is true that at the
time of his visit he was warmly welcomed h

ere, but found opposi-
tion at Orange Street, at the Yearly Meeting, and in German-

town.2! But that cannot have been an enduring reason for the
relative liberalism here in later vears. Other features of his influ-
ence elsewhere in America were not to be found at Twelfth Street.
Undoubtedly, individual Friends fostered here through the genera-
tions a contagious wider outlook or deeper social conscience. This
heritage is one not to be forgotten but to be freely shared.

. ® "Friends for Seventy-five Years,” B.F.H.A., XLIX (1960), 3-20. Also re-
printed by Friends General Conference,

* See Extracis from the Leliers, Journals, elc. of Joseph John Gurney, printed
for the family only, pp. 415-4 17; not in the published biographies. As early as
1842 Philadelphia Meeting for Sufferings obliquely rebuked their opposite number
in London for permitting the circulation of Gurney's doctrinal books or Joseph
Sturge's labors for emancipation on his American visit. See T. F. Currier. Eliza
beth Lloyd and the Whitliers (Cambridge, Mass., 1939), p. 100,

His deserip-
particularly
It was not
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ROGER WILLIAMS VS, “THE UPSTARTS:2
THE RHODE ISLAND DEBATES OF 167

By LeoN R. CAmpP*

When Lydia Wardell walkefi stark _naked into Shitc%uurr?gaiz
Newbury during Sunday morning service, the pl“:.l e 1o
::rried her out of town. When Deborah Wilson, a “young s
hf a very modest and retired Life, and of a sober lConyl;ar;f-:aSimiiar
glso felt divine inspiration to parétdek tillu:n;gtéﬁﬁrim i
ook he: X )
swtﬁﬁ?inuil:ld;%?é t:i?{ ?ev:rns esﬁiteel;‘sthe-z.e events occuffeq, th_e pul;ils
behavior of peopi,e in the new faith called “Qua}ker::,i s}t;ﬂ] 215“1;2; it
many New Englanders. The ineide_nts I;T;;a;lttlg?zj Sz.ug;r e
hat they became a major 0 :
flfglelglti);? :’f New Ellrngland religious debates. In tgebeut:fl;atfg,
b 5 Newpoct end Bryidenss e e, oot
tubbs, Jo u ) :
%E; a]éln;nlllzﬁg::;) Sof the ’Quaker faith wef'e_challenged by the stal
wart self-proclaimed “seeker,” Roger W{lhanls. e B
Williams's fourteen points, or "pom@mns:,‘ se:;\}rle o
of dispute. Argument over the first pomt, - le g o
Quakers are not true Quakers according to the holy Scrip 4

*Leon R. Camp is a member of the Department of Speech at Pennsylvania
. " n-
Rtate }fj;;‘{fﬁsggé% Collection of the Sufferings of the People Called Quakers (Lo
, as
don.}%%?i’éal&gr%siwlﬂd be aware of thfia(ii' ﬁem]%?gp?ﬁgriier{; L\ggrg?rrldlii:gﬁeand
: H dispulation. d and read
used in this paper, and the term B iments. were proposed i
Eeld e B ietatso ratiared toln s article were in Enghdn fopten:
e i o debaters in Latin and Greex), di e not
for Bib ﬁ;‘i‘&}‘ﬁ‘&‘éiﬁ?ﬁm&ts vere proposed in gﬂgﬁzﬁfé&ﬁt;ﬁ%ﬂih&m
- i . religl et ‘ter's belief, how-
always debated in that fhathe New England area. It is this writer's belief, t re-
churches prior to 1672 in the New Engl: ticle may be the first significant re
ferred to in this article ma 06 in New
o dra melving opar, s of (o mejr s B L2
England. For reference on the disputatio Cambridge, Mass,, 1958), p. 17.
: -Century Cambridge (( ) AV i
Curriculun a1 S wrlier participation in a disputation e Htsiory of
}{\ﬁll'lgin:i eg?:t?ford John Winthrop, and others, see John Win )
‘ 1,41, . is Diman
- a%g’and il?l?:trg;‘ 'Glfa?ril Fox Digg'd Out of His Bm{razt%es, e%u‘%gréﬁgé:t sefet-
‘doger- Narragansett Club Publications, 1874), V, boiief that the original
et i wok sl et T i e el 6 e
sifion; poblished by Williame i t '-§1 the volume referred to for this aréil g
extant. According to prefatory e o riuinal edition by the Narragansett Clul
i 8! i ks, and general
Wl repdcted o e e e’I?he style, punctuation marks, it
under the editorship of Mr. Diman. lliams's earlier works and writing.
pearan: t are similar to Williams Fire-Brand
Ellg their iijgifnzihe? ggpwi‘uianm’s debate account (A New England Fi
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70 QUAKER HISTORY

consumed the first day from nine in the morning until dusk. Wi
liams’s first contention in the debate concerned the origin of the
name “Quaker.”

Although he conceded that the term had been applied in deri.
sion, he stated:

... I had cause to judge that the name was given. .. to them from that
strange and uncouth possessing of their bodyes, with quaking and shak-
ing ... even in publick assemblyes & Congregation . . . which extraordi-
nary motions I judged to come upon them not from the holy Spirit &
Power of God, but from the spirit and power of Satan (p. 41).

Williams then launched into a review of the rise of the “new up-
start party,” slanting his exposition with numerous general refer-
ences to the Quakers’ “Shakings, Motions, & Extasies.” Williams
agreed that other “holy men,” such as David and Moses, had
trembled out of a “holy Awe and Dread of the Majesty of Heaven,”
but he insisted that the motions of the Quakers lacked true Chris-
tian impulse. He concluded by comparing the “Shakings” of the
Quakers to those of the neighboring Indians.

Roger’s brother, Robert Williams, then asked to speak, but
was denied the privilege until he produced a paper asking the
Quaker speakers specific questions about the “materiality of the
Lord Jesus Christ” (p. 47). After hearing the paper read aloud,
the Quakers refused to discuss it. Although constantly heckled
by members of the audience who derisively shouted “Old man,
Old man,” Roger remained undisturbed. The presence of Nicholas
Easton, Governor of the colony, and Captain John Cranston,
Deputy Governor, did not have a moderating influence on the
predominantly Quaker audience, The Separatist and Baptist
minority did not speak because of their position and the unwilling-
ness of the Quakers to hear any opposing view except Williams’s.
When Williams charged the Quaker group with partiality in hear-
ing speakers, a general discussion began in the audience about the
“liberty of Speech” (p. 48).

Williams resumed the debate by replying to a minor theological
question raised by his antagonists. Were the Scriptures termed
the “word of God” in the Bible? Williams cited Hebrews I, Acts
XIX, Deuteronomy VIII, and Second Thessalonians to prove they
were “implicitly” termed the “word of God.” Noticing his op-
Quenched) Fox and Burnyeat do not deny the truthfulness of Williams'sre: 1‘tmg‘:l

X an

In fact, various portions of Williams's writings have been verified by 1?3
Burnyeat’s book and by Besse’s Collection.
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i i illi ked why such
conferring with one anoth.er, Wllli?.ms aske !
oielgfnseakers needed to confer while listening to him. Eﬁ]halg
%t:lmondson replied, “Your letter exprest:,nai,n offer tgl }1:1;3:3; ug?)gd
iti i 11 comers. . .."” Williams, ope
the Positions against a ' A
the matter, reprimanded th(_am. o : ,
zgfiuc‘i;oth all things in Number, Weight and Measinle, in n;g;t vz:rgs
ht . . . not I nor
irable Order & Method, so I had thoug
$1I$mple as to offer to Dispute. .. oppgse and answer twenty or
i ne hundred at once . . . (p. 56). _ )
thlrgdgozdson, a noisy spokesman for the Quakers, then 1nterr
pted Williams with a charge of blasphemy. Dg-put.y %;)verp;
I(vjl'i-a.nston quickly reproved Edmondsson, ‘;{*ﬁgd 1;12 I:.to; o (_fl;l?hai,;
illi i . 58). William
d asked Williams to continue (p . nte
ilile Quakers were falsely interpreting the doctnm_e of lf‘llgur;fﬁ] z;:ﬁ
Signs” by allowing their youth to appear naked in public e
ing “shaking motions.”* o ’
g Eilrgondgson appeared to be confused by Vgllhfa.ms Es d(};ffr?é
illi i 53 hi int by referring to
lliams continued to press hlS'pOIIlt ; :
g;lf:jp’s New England Judged, which sugpfosedlybrl:pnta;ll::gn z}:sa;:n
i nak g
t of two women who were whipped for publie . o
;?gi England.s Burnyeat replied that Quakers abhm're_d a{ll m;ld
purity and uncleanness, and even its appearance; yet 1]:f1 it s outo
L please the Lord God to stir up any of his Daughters s;lo
ai);.)elar as a Sign and Testimony against the Nakedness ofhot ﬂe::,;
they durst not condemn it” (p. 60). Stu.bbs th_en toc;lk t t:r );)X
to reiterate Burnyeat’s statements by quoting Isaiah, C zp i A
and by recalling that Isaiah was commanded to go nak(;e das a :nﬂ
to the Ethiopians and Egyptians, to prophesy and deno
. 61). ‘
(p Wi)lliams never denied the truth of Seriptures as quotgd ?iy tl;;ef
Quakers. His reply to Burnyeat centered on the prac c}aé ‘lbli :
public nakedness. The Calvinist contendeq t}‘J‘at even in 1" 3(:1&d
times all except the cannibals covered their “secret p?(li‘tsl;;e A
that present-day society demanded that women shou
makers cited Philippians, Chapter II, verse 12b, as scriptural justifica-

i i ing."” Fox
tion for their acts, “Work out Salvation with fear and trembling. George

i illi nd Fire-Brand

in their reply to Williams, A New Eng_a s

e J?h‘? l?x%ﬁl;ﬁ?si?yiaﬁs aftg.}r the debate, do not deny Rlar"folg%\:%r:u\:sgd
S:Iiﬂeé :3 P a Sign of the Nakedness of the Professors of our Age.

“ .. the Lord in his power moved some of his sons and Daughters to go naked

o 52%@%1?21}ns failed to cite page references to prove his point. Bishop was a

Quaker historian.
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tired” in nature. Women should find their place in the home, he
concluded. Civil and sober people did not practice public naked.
ness (p. 62).

His opponents replied they did not accept the practice of publie
nakedness unless they were commanded by God to do so. Williamg
then rose and asked how it could be known whether such a cop,.
mand was divinely genuine or pure fantasy. He further questioned.
“. . . under cover that one might be so commanded and sent of

rod in such a posture . . . among men, why might not ten or
twenty or all the women in [the] assembly be so stirred up .. .77
(p. 62). The Quaker debaters did not answer these statements,

The first day’s debate, dominated by namecalling and slander,
stopped at dusk. Both sides claimed vietory, but except for the
discussion on “Figures & Signs,” which may have proved beneficia]
to the theologians present, the most significant event of the day
was an eclipse of the sun.

The second day of the contest, Williams was hoarse. More-
over, he had a headache and felt “inclined” to stay in bed. When
he arrived at the Quaker meetinghouse, he found his opponents

ready and waiting. This time he took a seat closer to the audience
in order to be heard. His audience included the governor and
deputy governor of the colony plus a number of townspeople.
Members of the audience soon noted his sleepiness and cireulated
a rumor that he was drunk, Although Williams complained of
being ill, records do not indicate that he had imbibed (p. 67).

The debate started again on a minor theological point, but
became fiery when Williams charged that Fox had been unethieal
in the use of quotations when writing his book, The Great M ystery
of the Great Whore Unfolded. Williams’s technique of selecting
passages in Fox’s book, reading them aloud, and then attempting
to disprove them particularly angered his opponents, who were
always ready to defend their leader. Quaker denunciation over
this point became so furious that Williams resigned himself to a
long battle, determined to make his best “of a bare Wind” on the
issue (p. 75). Williams’s technique of reading passages from Fox’s
book for refutation aroused such ire that Burnyeat followed the
quotations in his own text as Williams read them. His desire to
prove Williams either wrong or unethical commanded his time
until the end of the day (p. 7).

Still determined and unflinching in the face of attack, Williams

e e e, et =

30ft1Y1 {

Wmi?jr:-s“We went on thus in alleadging Quotations, though not
records:

ina close
gome

THe RHODE ISLAND DEBATES OF 1672 73

t: “ .. I knew what forward children anﬁ
tish Spirits I dealt with, and resolved to go s;)ftlir anr’l’ t?psp$;1)
- i by inches at least. . . 7 ;
I could gain ground by . p
SO};hen seems to have gained “ground by inches,” for he

ote in his accoun

inati ' ich t dured not . . . I made
Ixamination of them which they endured 1 :
IIiE;‘. out upon them and had some Skq'mlshmgs anc{l:ajsgg‘:s’
S:harp Disputes before I would retreat from the Quo
times

B0, oot in the debabe, Williams told his listeners he “was
tttlgi;lgupst’)’ltf troubling them with more quotations, but they
no

i ies of “* re.” He obediently
im to go on with cries of more, more 0
urgev,dvehcinzheirginstructiom. He wrote in his journal, “I quoted

fo]lﬂy more examples to make up an overwhelming cloud of Wit-
man

i them]"” (p. 80). .
ness‘:-;;?f ll?(;dgnl, Edn].londson interrupted to tell Williams that the

i ng and that Williams had proved
audlgnce };ﬁml;e(figt;ip:f::f tfl(i)s,gEdmondson began a long ser_*mpn.
no'th.mg. e to speak after Stubbs finished, but Edmondsm} 111Lf13r-
Wﬂhamﬁ‘lgsfron; his chair. After hearing two sermons silent jlyé
l1'@:!‘;'Iijltl;l"aac.]rnsl insisted that reason and civility demanded he shou
e members of the audience asked him how he could {epg

tw:eszrmons at once, Williams answered that God was ra(til?éla .
2 dvglad order and “did not prompt men to break hedgei aél.
z:er one Ordinance into another” (p. 100). He then asked:

i e d Disputation . . . how come
J engaged in mutual Conference an ) i
E:eel‘;;:;io fgllginto Popular Orations & Sermc:ins? S‘I:: :ta%uinf;g?::\ ;ﬁfh
i ing t and answe
Disputing to fall upon our knees ; i
;Orll’iaa;l;r {apfrequent practice with the ‘Quaiﬁcrs)? I'urtl;e];r;;nr&aﬁon
proper to break off Prayer and fall to disputing, or out o p

into Preaching? (p. 100). ;

After hearing Williams's questions, Edmondsop rose al:l : 11;(:;
torted, “ why should we sit here and suffer him to ve s
Blas 1’1en.1iés' and Lies? He hath kept us here two Qa:ys, azb o
rovlf):d nothing!”’ (p. 100). Quite disturbed by thlsi( ou l(l)l;ﬂ(i
I\:F"Vil]ia.n*us replied that if Christ were prese.nt, t:1e ng.o ers w
contend that he hadn't proved gny{:]m}ng e:thell'l.sgr)r; ;d I?,i'me -

er minor theologica issues co :

StubDl:: aa:g?iengilliams why he was not in c!nu ch Su]!}dﬁha?rﬁz
he forgetting the Lord’s Ordinances? Williams replie
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i;l?f,hmt attended because his “Soul” could not find “rest” in
i e rI(i?ru.u'ches. ‘In the earlier churches,” said Williams, “th
» m:; . ;rmF?I of ﬁ’urﬂa; anc? Primitive Sincerity—now there i’s a tifnre
ocks pretendi shri i x
At ey p ing to be Christs and saying, Loe, hepe
- ’i‘fhe \{erbosity of the speakers restricted advancement upon th,
” thepxﬁmFs'to be dgbated. .After two days of debating from nine
m the o orning uni:Jl.dusk, it was evident that time I'estrict.icnne
o .tisza;r;;.h OWEISIamsr Lpubhcly asked his opponents what the;
ut the situation. Edmondson blust ;
had other important busi vl
B s
e e ess to attend to rather than Williamg’s
wllgllgzms decid?d he had other important business also, and
o n}ondson s bluff by leaving the hall. Fifteen mi;lute
s ’t gnfoi}n etii)e Qkualce;s sent from the meetinghouse pleaded witlf
' ack and resume the debate. Afte i
tiresome Edmondson took th men o
' e floor, pretended self-righ
and told Williams the cegillin i g
/ y were “willing to hear the ut i :
other meeting the next da; i illi e
‘ y at nine, Williams, this time th
promiser, requested that on the following d : Tebator b
allowed fifteen minutes i "This the M
per point. This th i
agreecll 130, and the meeting closed (p. 106).S e
dayWI'Ill‘ll?:lé rt;asi_ve:;y r}ellciefctive in his use of evidence on the third
. The e limit of fifteen minutes per point restricte
E];e participants and fespeqially limited Williams. It is r(:eajo:zltlb(])ef
assume that the time limit forced Williams to use Scripture to

prove his points, instead of continui i )
material for refutation. inuing with Fox’s book as source

In conirast to the two i
. previous days’ proceedings, things
g?l(}nzntggc;lv?dnllgr;lf;n t@saiee:ii with Williams’s iﬁterprita‘:gg
¥ pting the debate, he eried out,
He speaks Blasphemy!”’ , il e
! y!"”" Deputy Governor Cr: i
him for his “misunderstandi g o
ndings” and told him to sit d
mondson then called for a readi illi e oy
ng of ! i
ments from the shorthand reportex% it bl

scrig::f grer})eatz ll)\;e;tthisdmdilpor point was dropped when the pre-
' , and discussion moved on to th
fifth points. Williams’s rec i s
R ord fails to reveal the clash
content of these two contentions. B i s i
: . Both sides frequent!]
passages of Scripture as proof. Once when Williams zirslgelcliOtl(:ig

1 ——— e —
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4 e ——
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gilent audience to regard his arguments with charity, his opponents
replied, “We regard not what thou thinkest and sayest of us, nor
do we need thy charity, but go on to thy proofs”’ (p. 164). Shortly
after the debate began on the sixth point, Burnyeat delivered a
half-hour sermon on Repentance. Then the debaters discussed
the last point briefly and retired for the day.

On the last day, the debate was held at Providence, but no
one bothered to record the site. Perhaps it was held in the open
air. Williams began the debate by attempting to reintroduce his
prother’s letter which had been rejected by the Quakers at New-
port. Edmondson replied that they hadn’t come to hear “papers’’
put to hear “charges & proof” (p. 217). Immediately, Thomas
Olney, a leading Baptist in Providence and member of the audience,
asked to have the letter read aloud, but Edmondson retorted,
«Who art thou? Art not thou a Baptist? Hath not thou seen it
(the letter] already? Thou art an Envious & filthy man” (p. 217).
John Stubbs and John Cartwright® did not press the issue with
Edmondson. John Green, military captain and magistrate from
Warwick, asked Edmondson if «Mr. Williams be here as a Delin-
quent charged to Answer at the Barr, or as a Disputant upon equal
terms” (p. 218)7 This question the Quakers refused to discuss.

When a “Mr. Caverly” of Warwick asked the debaters to

choose a moderator, Edmondson replied that Williams had already
provided a judge. He referred to Williams’s challenge, which left
“o11 matters . . . to every mans Conscience” (p. 218). Williams
did not press the matter, and no official moderator or judge was
chosen to preside over the debate. Williams seemed confident of
favorable audience opinion in Providence, probably because it was
his home town. He wrote in his account, “T knew there would be
no great need of a Moderator” (p. 218).

Records of the Providence debate show that Samuel Gorton,
an agitator generally in disagreement with Williams, publicly cor-
rected John Stubbs in his Greek translation of Scripture and that
a “Joseph Jinks” interrupted the proceedings to side with the
Quakers. This particularly disturbed Williams. Jinks apparently
was his next-door neighbor, who had traveled to Newport for the
earlier portion of the debates. Others in the audience followed
Jinks's lead and challenged Williams from their seats (p. 311).

¢ Cartwright replaced Burnyeat, who did not appear with the (%uakers in
Providence; records indicate that Cartwright was a member of the Quaker speak-

ing group from the beginning.
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Some of the audience agreed with Williams, however, as thig

report shows:

An Aged man, T.A.7 . . . much of late adhering to the Quakers said,
“Methinks there is weight in Mr, Williams and hig Argument.” He be-
ing a noted man and his voice very audible (and so heard by all) W.E,
was forced to take notice of his speech, and said, wherein is there any
weight in it? T.A. answered, “Why if a Magistrate be immediately in-
spired by God, and speaks Gods Laws and Sentence, sure there seems
to be no need of any other Laws" (p. 313).

During the last part of the debate, Edmondson was interrupted
by William Harris, “a Fire-brand of Town, and Colony & Coun-
try,” who agreed with him. Ready to capitalize on audience ap-
proval and another chance to display his oratory, Edmondson
launched a new verbal counteroffensive but was reprimanded by
the magistrate, Captain Green of Warwick. Williams says even
John Stubbs “spoke to W, Edm. to forebear. ..” (p. 820). Pardon
Tillinghast, another leader of the Baptists in Providence, then de-
bated against the Quakers while Williams withdrew. The four-
teenth “position” was never debated because the participants ap-
parently were too weary. As the Quaker debates had begun, so
they ended—quickly and explosively.

Itis a gross understatement to say that the Rhode Island de-
bates were poor examples of good debating. Williams, who dif-
fered with the Quakers, wished to hold a public debate to air cer-
tain theological disagreements. Such a debate could never have
been held anywhere else in N ew England in 1672 without fear
of reprisal,

Although many disagreed with the Quakers, no one in Rhode
Island ever urged punitive legislation against them for their radical
beliefs. Thus the debate marks an important milestone in the
application of the free speech principle. Both Williams and his
Quaker opponents recognized that the democratic processes of

discussion and debate were far more conducive to problem-solving
than the rack and the stocks,

T.A. may be Thomas Arnold, who served in the Rhode Island General Asg-

1
sembly from 1665 to 1684. William R. Staples, Annals of the Town of Providence
(Providence, 1843), p. 645,
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DR. JOHN FOTHERGILL
AND THE AMERICAN COLONIES

By BETsY COPPING CORNER!

Dr. Fothergill’s interest in the American colonies had a}.ln earig
tart. His father, John Fothergill, Sr., was a Quaqu preacFe.r wds
. ad(; three visits to America representirfg' the Somet_yj of17 {;15en1;h5;
glhe first of these prolonged religious v1s1r1'ishstaz§e§i 1n}:le tolc'i %
i third 1 36.2 The stories
d in 1721, and the third in 17- ‘
ic;i:‘l)dri-en of voyages across the Atlantic, ta‘kmg tgildor twelzf gfscl)csé
i i hrough the American wilderness remo
and his horseback rides t oy b
held them spellbound. ary ,
g i illi Penn’s City of Brotherly
Carolinas, Pennsylvania, William Pe ) Tly
Eﬁre aPhiladelphia, were names that sang themselves into child
’ ams of faraway lands. -
hoog}xil;?m to manhood, Dr. Fothergill was never able_ to te%r }E:_\Td
i i h to visit America. Inste:
self away from his practice long enoug : o, S
i i don home to American vis .
he opened his hospitable Lon : ¢! e
i 1 i y riends. These frie
had inherited his father’'s American 2 i
i i i ded by the next genera
med in Philadelphia were exten
;(:'I;nsperous Quaker merchants, who }ﬁn(lle 1t(1)1 .Logd;;llyat N}ee%l:la.;
i i Philadelphia Ye
tervals on business. In 1743,
1xf;med Dr. Fothergill its official correspondentl:) from Loglsd}(;:}:i%rilg
i . ity to become, ,
ting. He welcomed the opport}ml _ g
}\‘ief)alrtgof the canal of communication b(_atwuct the two most zglri_
siderable parts of the Society . . . wherein our *arer%(1 E]sjsfn;ither-
sists.”® From 1748 until 1780—the year of his death—Dr.
T 1Mrs. Co i ' a hi hy of Dr, William Shjppgn. Jr. At
1 Nh?l. (-'mglﬁii;?gtt:sitallll tzllg:)l?;btll‘::?ogéatphg letters of Dr. f]ol:l'lllfFI‘?;ggggI]xllvfg;
presEHt ot lE"I‘his; pai;)er printed by courtesy of The Osler C Sl(::ll 01 voncon, Wi
pub) cauﬂn't symposium held at the British Postgraduate 'ggth f Medidne,
%{:?negfgnﬁitﬂ Hﬁpital. 16 October 1962, to c:g;?]%r:oggstf d“:?p-én ey
o D, o R B e uith et Franklin,” published in Pro-
i * T ’s Friendship with Benjamin 3 i
?:::!‘}}:eg’s a?fiaf .ﬁtrggg&arvﬂﬁga;kfca: Saciety, vol. CII, no. 5 (October 1958), are

indt:‘d;ibz{cg;:g]:imﬂgé Life and Travels in the Ministry of John Folhergill, Sr.

3; Philadelphia, 1754). §
(Lon?gt:. I1'13.:5>t!'1ergill to Israel Pemberton, 14 May 1743, Pemberton Papers
XXXIV: 4, Historical Society of Pennsylvania.
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